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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the United States, faith-based organizations (FBOs) have long been providers of health and
socia services in their communities. Since the mid-1990s, severa federal policies have been
implemented to ensure that FBOs that provide such services can, like their secular counterparts,
accessfederal grantsto support their work. Since 2001, The U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS), which hasthe largest grant portfolio in the federal government, has taken internal
stepsto identify and address barriersto discretionary grantsfor FBOs and community organizations
and to track the progressin this area.

To complement HHS's internal efforts, in 2006 The Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Planning and Evaluation (ASPE) in conjunction with the Center for Faith-Based and Community
Initiatives (CFBCI) contracted with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) to conduct the
“Understanding Barriers and Successful Strategies for Faith-Based Organizations in Accessing
Grants’ study. Its purpose was to identify potential underlying barriers perceived by faith-based
applicants in accessing HHS grants, as well as the strategies grant recipients used to compete
successfully for federal grant funds, by collecting information from faith-based applicants
themselves. Grant programs included in the study were sponsored by the Administration for
Children and Families (ACF), the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration
(SAMHSA), the Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA), and the Administration on
Aging (A0A).

STUDY APPROACH
The core research questions for the study were as follows:
1) What are the characteristics of FBOs that have applied to HHS for discretionary
grants?

2) What are the differences between successful and unsuccessful FBO applicants?

3) What obstacles to assessing federal grants do FBOs that have applied for grants
perceive?

4) What approaches, practices, and strategies have successful FBO applicants used to
obtain federal grant awards?

5) What are the perceived differencesin grant application success for FBOs versus
other applicants?

Quantitative and qualitative methods were used to address the study’ s research questions.
Vil



This included:

« Reviewing administrative data to develop a description of grant application and
award rates for faith-based and other organizations during fiscal year (FY') 2006.

. Fielding atelephone survey to collect information from 250 FBOs that applied to
selected HHS grant programs during FY 2006.

« Administering follow-up telephone interviews with sel ected survey respondentsto
obtain more in-depth information on their grant application experiences.

«  Conducting focus groupswith grant program managers and grant reviewersto better
understand the application review process and factors that contribute to award
decisions.

FINDINGS

Analysisof administrative dataprovided by CFBCI provided an overview of applicationsfrom
and grantsawarded to FBOs during FY 2006. Applicationsfrom FBOs represented 20 percent of al
applications submitted to the sel ected grant programs examined by CFBCI in FY 2006. Among the
grant programs studied, more than 90 percent of applicationsfiled by FBOswere submitted to ACF
with over haf submitted for three ACF grant programs. Compassion Capital Fund Targeted
Capacity Building, Promoting Responsible Fatherhood, and Healthy Marriage Demonstration.
Overall, the number of grants awarded to FBOs (18 percent) was nearly proportional to the number
of applications they submitted, and higher than their sharein FY 2005 (9 percent). However, the
average value of grant awards made to faith-based applicantsin FY 2006 ($266,987) was somewhat
less than awards to other types of applicants ($320,969).

Thetelephone survey provided more detailed descriptive information on faith-based applicants
in FY 2006. The survey found that FBOs that applied for selected federal grant programsin FY
2006 wererelatively small but well-established organizations that became active in seeking federal
grantsonly recently. However, large organizationswith more experience seeking grants constituted
asubstantial subgroup. Most FBOsthat applied in FY 2006 were independent nonprofitsthat relied
on many funding sources in addition to federal grants, and provided a wide array of servicesto
multiple target populations.

All survey respondents cited numerous challenges they had experienced in applying for and
accessing federal grants. These included difficulty meeting sustainability requirements, lack of
knowledgeable staff to prepare grants, difficulty using the Grants.gov website, and difficulty
reaching federal contacts to ask questions. These respondents also expected to encounter similar
difficulties if they applied for a federal grant again in the future; however, 88 percent of survey
respondents still expected to apply again. Some respondents cited issuesrelatingto FBOsasbarriers
to accessing grants, but only a few organizations (less than 2 percent) said these were the mgjor
barriers they faced.

As another way to identify potential barriersto accessing grants, statistical comparisons were
viii



made between FBOsthat received the FY 2006 grant for which they applied (successful applicants),
and those that did not (unsuccessful applicants). Comparisons were made across a variety of
dimensions hypothesized to be related to whether an applicant had the capacity to compete
successfully for federa grant funds. Results showed that older FBOs were more likely to have
received agrant. Bigger FBOs—those with higher income and larger staffs—also were morelikely
to have received the grant for which they applied. Faith-based groups that had been applying for
funds longer and had applied for grants more often—especially to federal programs—were also
more likely to obtain grants. Successful and unsuccessful applicants did not differ in their urban-
rural locations, technical capacities, or organizational practices.

Program managers and grant reviewerswho participated in study focus groups described three
factors that characterized highly competitive grant applications. (1) responsiveness to the grant
announcement, including answering all questions, organizing information carefully, and being
concrete and thorough; (2) providing evidence of prior experience with the proposed program or
target population; and (3) including realistic budgets with adequate justification. Successful survey
respondents cited similar factors as reasons they received grants for which they had applied.
Unsuccessful applicants attributed their failure to the amount of competition, theinadequate strength
of their applications, or alack of organizational experience.

Both grant program managers and reviewers, along with survey respondentswho participated in
follow-up interviews, suggested ways FBOs could strengthen future applications. Suggestions
included being responsive to application requirements, seeking experienced partnersin advance of
grant announcements, and reviewing feedback on unsuccessful federal grant applications provided
by grant reviewers. Program managers and reviewers and follow-up interview participants also
identified possible stepsfederal grant makers could consider to ease the grant application processfor
FBOs or other applicants, particularly those that are small or inexperienced. These stepsincluded
providing information about the application process and requirements, providing additional timeto
file applications, and smoothing application logistics.

STUDY LIMITATIONS

Several limitations should be kept in mind when interpreting study findings:

. Data for the study were collected only for selected HHS discretionary grant
programs. Therefore study findings cannot be generalized to all grant programs
managed by the operating divisionsincluded in the study, to any other HHS grant-
making operating divisions, or to the federal government as awhole.

« The analysis of data from FY 2006 is not representative of other years. Federal
grant programs are not static. Thetypesand number of grants offered, award rates,
and grant amounts awarded vary somewhat each year.

« Thestudy has not examined FBOsthat provide social servicesbut did not apply for
federal funding. Therefore the study cannot be generalized to all faith-based
organizations.



NEXT STEPSIN ASSESSING GRANT ACCESSCHALLENGESAND STRATEGIES

Two issues that could not be addressed by the study may be of interest for further research and
exploration.

First, FBOsfrom the survey that participated in follow-up interviews, along with grant managersand
reviewers, felt that faith-based groups face challenges similar to those experienced by secular
nonprofit organizations—particularly by relatively small and inexperienced groups. The most
commonly cited challengeswere lack of organizational resources, especially staff capacity towrite
applications, and short timelinesfor turnaround of applications. Examining barriers and strategies
for accessing federal grants among secular applicants, and in comparison to faith-based applicants,
could provide additional useful information on both groups.

Second, in-depth interview and focus group participants also speculated about factors that may be
keeping some eligible FBOsfrom applying for federal grant funds. Thesefactorsincluded difficulty
reconciling afaith-based group’ sreligious missionswith the broad human service goals of federally
funded grant programs and concerns about whether faith-based groups must maintain separation of
religious activities from grant-funded services, or how best to ensure such separation. Studying
FBOs that have not applied for federal funding could produce additional insights into barriers to
grant access. The challenges faced by these groups and their organizational capacity may differ
from those of FBOs that have applied.



. INTRODUCTION

In the United States, faith-based organizations (FBOs) have long been providers of health and
socia servicesintheir communities. Beginning inthe mid-1990s, arenewed recognition of therole
these organizations play in providing social services and the desire to support that role led to
changes in federal funding policy (McConnell, et al., 2005). Section 104 of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 contained Charitable Choice
provisions stating that those administering Temporary Assistancefor Needy Families(TANF) funds
could not discriminate against FBOs when funding service providers. Provisionsalso described the
responsibilities of FBOsreceiving such funding. Similar provisionsfollowed in the Department of
Labor’'s Welfare-to-Work Grants program, as well as in the Department of Health and Human
Service' s(HHS) Community Service Block Grantsand several Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration (SAMHSA) programs.

In afurther step, on January 29, 2001, the White House issued the first two of five executive
ordersdesigned to reduce barriersto federal funding of social servicesthrough FBOs. Theseorders
established the White House Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiativesaswell as centersfor
faith-based and community initiativesin five cabinet-level agencies, including HHS.! Inresponseto
one of these orders, HHS, along with four other cabinet-level departments, conducted an internal
audit to identify existing barriers to participation by FBOs. The audit revealed the need to
specifically consider the unigque challenges FBOs may face when considering federal government

partnerships. Specific barriersidentified included (1) perceptionsamong federa officialsthat close

1 Subsequent executive orders established the Compassion Capital Fund within HHS; provided guidanceto federal
agenciesto ensure equal protection of the laws and expand opportunitiesfor, and strengthen the capacity of, faith-based
and community organizations for meeting socia needs; and established faith-based and community initiative centersin
five additional federal agencies.



collaboration with religious organizations was legally suspect, (2) exclusion of FBOs from grant
competitionswithout alegal basis, and (3) excessiverestrictionson religious activitieswithin federa
grant programs (White House Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives, 2001).

Since 2001, HHS, which has the largest grant portfolio in the federal government, has taken
internal stepsto addressbarriersto discretionary grantsfor FBOs and community organizations, and
totrack the progressin thisarea.> HHS hasworked to reduce regul atory and administrative barriers
for FBOs and community organizations seeking grant funds, and to educate them on the federal
grant-making process. HHS has since documented increases in the number of grantsto FBOs and
the amount of funding such groups receive. The number of HHS grants to FBOs increased by 82
percent—from 483 to 881—between fiscal year (FY) 2002 and FY 2005. Discretionary grant
funding awarded to faith-based applicants by HHS increased by 64 percent over the same period,
from $477 million in FY 2002 to $780 million in 2005 (White House Office of Faith-Based and
Community Initiatives, 2006a). Y et differencesremained in therate at which FBOsreceived federal
discretionary grant awards compared with secular organizations. Among 30 HHS grant programs
reviewed by the department’s Center for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives (CFBCI) in FY
2005, 20 percent of the applicantswere faith-based groups and 62 percent were secular nonprofits.®
Of al awards, 14 percent were made to faith-based applicants, while 64 percent went to secular
nonprofits. Twenty percent of faith-based applicants received an award, compared with 30 percent

of secular nonprofits.

2 The HHS annual grant budget amounts to approximately 60 percent of the federal government's grant dollars.
HHS administers over 300 grant programs and awards approximately 75,000 grants to more than 10,000 grantees
annually. With discretionary grants, the federal government can exercise judgment in selecting the project or proposal to
be supported and select the reci pient organi zation through acompetitive process. The award amount isdetermined either
through a negotiated agreement between the recipient and the grants office or grant program office or on the basis of a
formula. Funds for these grant programs are appropriated annually by Congress.

3 The remainder were state and local governments, universities, Indian tribes, and similar institutions.
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A. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

To further advance their understanding of these issues, officials at HHS decided that
information from and about faith-based grant applicantsthemselveswas needed. 1n 2006 The Office
of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE) in conjunction with the Center for
Faith-Based and Community Initiatives (CFBCI) contracted with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
(MPR) to conduct the “Understanding Barriers and Successful Strategies for Faith-Based
Organizations in Accessing Grants’ study to identify potential underlying barriers perceived by
faith-based applicantsto HHS grants, aswell as the strategies those receiving grant awards used to

compete successfully for grant funds. The study, which focused on the FY 2006 grant cycle, was

designed to answer the following questions:

A 0w N

What arethe characteristics of FBOsthat have applied to HHSfor discretionary grants?
How have these applicants learned about available grants?
What are the differences between successful and unsuccessful FBO applicants?

What obstacles to accessing federal grants do FBOs that have applied for the grants
perceive?

What approaches, practices, and strategies have successful FBO applicantsused to obtain
federal grant awards?

How do federal grant managers and grant reviewers evaluate what makes a strong,
competitive grant application?

. How do federal grant managers and grant reviewers think the grant review process

affects FBOs?

What do federal grant managers and grant reviewers think are possible reasons for
differences in grant application success for FBOs as compared with other applicants?

What strengths or advantages in applying for federal grants do federal grant managers
and grant reviewers perceive that FBOs possess?



Thisreport describesthe methodology of the study, and addresses the research questions based
on data collected. Section B of this chapter describes the study methods and data sources used to
addresstheresearch questions. Section Cidentifiesthe limitationsof the study. Section D provides

an overview of the remainder of the report.

B. STUDY APPROACH

Quantitative and qualitative data sources and methods were used to address the study’ sresearch
guestions. A description of grant application and award ratesfor faith-based and other organizations
during FY 2006 was developed using administrative data. A telephone survey collected datafrom
FBOsthat applied to selected HHS grant programs during FY 2006. Follow-up telephoneinterviews
were conducted with selected survey respondents. Focus groups with grant program managers and

with individuals who had served on HHS grant review panels were also held.

1. Analysisof Administrative Data

The study used a database constructed by the CFBCI to track FBO accessto HHS grant funds
for FY 2006 to draw asamplefor the tel ephone survey, and to cal cul ate grant application and award
rates for faith-based and other organizations.* The database was developed by requesting
information from HHS operating divisionson their discretionary grant applicationsand awards. The
request included grants for which FBOs were eligible, and to which CFBCI believed FBOs were
most likely to apply, mainly grants supporting health and social services rather than research
projects. It excluded grants where the capacity necessary to manage funding would exceed the
capacity of smaller faith-based and community organizations. From thisinformation, CFBCI staff

members compiled the database, and identified which applicants in the database appeared to be

4 CFBCI compiled such a database annually for several years, ending after FY 2006.
4



faith-based.”

The FY 2006 database contained information on grant applications and grant awards, in two
separatefiles. Inal, 39 grant programs sponsored by four HHS operating divisionswere common to
both files.® The grant programs were sponsored by the Administration for Children and Families
(ACF), Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA), the Health
Resourcesand Services Administration (HRSA), and the Administrationon Aging (AoA). Thefiles
contained thefollowing information for al observations: organization name, city, state, organization
type (faith-based or other), and grant program. The awardsfile a soincluded the amount of the grant

award. TheFY 2005 CFBCI database was also examined for the study to make comparisons were

appropriate.

2. Telephone Survey of Faith-Based Applicants

A main goal of the study was to hear from faith-based grant applicants themselves. Thus a

telephone survey was conducted of FBOs that applied for federal grantsin FY 2006.

a. The Sampling Frame

The sampling frame was devel oped from the CFBCI database. Of 6,673 grant applicationsin
the database, 1,353 applications, or approximately 20 percent, were from organizationsidentified by
CFBCI asfaith-based. To develop the sampling frame, information on applicationsand awardswas

merged for all FBOs in the database. Approximately 90 percent of the FBOs in the resulting

5 Grant applicants are asked to self-identify their organization type in cover sheets filed with their applications.
However most faith-based applicants identify themselves as nonprofits. Therefore CFBCI reviewed and reclassified
applicants and awardees based on the organization name, additional information obtained from organization websites,
and other information sources.

6 The awards file had information on several grant programs not included in the applicationfile. In order to make
the application and award analyses comparable, only grant programsincluded in both fileswere analyzed. The awards
filealsoincluded continuation awards. Because the continuation awards originated with applicationsfiled before 2006,
they were excluded from consideration.



sampling frame had applied to ACF, 7 percent to SAMSHA, and 3 percent to HRSA.. Lessthan one

percent had applied to AOA.

b. The Sampling Strategy

To ensure that the sample selected for the telephone survey was representative of the grant
programs included in the CFBCI database, random sampling was used. In addition, FBOs that
received grant awardswere oversampled to obtain greater statistical power for comparing successful
and unsuccessful applicants, with sampling weights used in the analysis to correct for the
oversampling. Before sample selection, applicantswere stratified by whether they received agrant
and on other characteristics available in the database, including operating division, type of grant
program, and geographic location of the applicant.7 Some FBOs had submitted multiple
applications. For those with multiple applications, one application wasfirst randomly selected, and
the organization was assigned to the strata (award status, operating division, and so forth) based on
the characteristics of that application. If the organization wasthen chosen for the sample, the study

collected data about the presel ected application.

C. The Survey Instrument
The survey contained six main sections: (1) identification of the person at each FBO who
was most familiar with the process of developing the 2006 grant application; (2) characteristics
of the organization; (3) knowledge of federal grant opportunities; (4) experience applying for
grants, including federal grants and those from other sources; (5) strengths and capacities of the

organization; and (6) characteristics of the person taking the survey.

7 Stratification on award status was explicit because successful applicants were oversampled. Stratification on
other variables was implicit; MPR sorted the sampling frame based on the selected characteristics before selecting the
sample.



Questions were drawn from existing instruments and targeted to address questions relevant to
the study. Many had been successfully administered in prior surveys such as Faith Communities
Today 2000 (Dudley, et al., 2001), the 2002 L os Angeles Nonprofit Human Services Study (Mosley,
et al., 2003), and the 2005 National Survey of Congregations (Roozen, 2007). Some questionswere
adapted from the 2005 Staff Survey on Barriers to American Indian, Alaska Native, and Native
American Communities Access to DHHS Programs (U.S. Department of Health and Human

Services, 2006a).

d. Pretesting and Fielding the Survey

A sample of 349 FBOs was drawn from the survey sample. The instrument was pretested in
March 2007 among five organi zations drawn from the sampling frame but not included in the survey
sample. Based on pretest results including discussions with the pretest respondents, several
guestions and interviewer instructions were revised in order to ensure that questions collected the
desired data.

The survey wasfielded during October, November, and December, 2007. Eleven organizations
refused to participate in the survey. Nine of which did not identify themselves as faith-based
organizations and were therefore ineligible, and two organizations were duplicates. Over thefield
period, 250 surveys were completed, meeting the study’s goal. The final response rate was 72

percent.®

8 MPR planned to release 285 sample members and seek an 85 percent response rate (for 250 completions) per
ASPE’s godl for the study. However, delays in receiving Office of Management and Budget (OMB) clearance and
administrative and contact data led to delays in fielding the survey. MPR implemented al planned activities to
encourage survey completion by respondentsin thefirst two waves of 285 sample members, such asfollow-up lettersand
cals from refusal conversion specialists. MPR in consultation with ASPE decided after two months in the field to
release the remaining sample members to ensure the completion of 250 surveys within the study’s time period and
budget. Hence the response rate was lower than the original goal, but the desired number of surveys were compl eted.
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3. In-Depth Interviewswith Selected Telephone Survey Respondents

For a fuller understanding of applicants experiences and opinions, follow-up telephone
interviews were held with 12 organizations that had participated in the telephone survey.
Participantswere selected for diversity acrossarange of characteristicsand included ®that received
grant awards and 4 that did not. Respondents were asked to describe their role within the
organization and their past experience preparing grant applications. They discussed reasons why
their organization decided to apply for the grant, how they went about planning and preparing the
application, the positive and negative experiences the group had in the application process, and the
helpfulness of any feedback received from HHS on the outcome of the application. Finaly,
respondents were asked to describe challenges the group faced when seeking federal grants,
including possible concerns or prejudices about funding faith-based groups, and strategies used to

develop successful applications.

4. Focus Groupswith Grant Managers and Review Panel Members

In order to examinefactorsthat influence grant award decisionsand how they compare with the
barriers FBOs perceived and the application strategies they used, the study included two focus group
discussions. One focus group consisted of grant program managers from ACF, HRSA, and
SAMSHA. These three divisions were selected because the telephone survey sample members
appliedfor discretionary grantsfromthesedivisionsin FY 2006. The other consisted of peoplewho
had served on HHS grant review panels for these operating divisionsin FY 2006.

Each group was asked to describe the process of reviewing federal grant proposals. Participants
were asked about common strengths and weaknesses of grant proposals and the factors on which
grant award decisions are made. Both groups discussed whether and how applications from FBOs

differed from those submitted by other types of organizations and whether the review process or



evaluation factors differed for applications from these two groups. They were aso asked how they
thought future applicants could strengthen their grant proposals, and whether and how federal
agencies could address potential barriersto faith-based or other applicantsin accessing federal grant

funds.

C. STUDY LIMITATIONS

The FBO grant access study was designed to hel p identify whether potential underlying barriers
prevent FBOs from accessing grant programs for which they are eligible, and to better understand
the strategies used by successful faith-based applicants. By understanding barriers and successful
strategies, HHS may be able to devel op future options, if they are needed, for addressing potential

barriers. Aswith all research, however, there are some limitations to the study:

. Datafor the study were collected only for selected HHS discretionary grant
programs. Therefore study findings cannot be generalized to al grant programs
operated by the operating divisions included in the study, to any other HHS
grant-making operating divisions, or to the federa government as a whole.
However, the sample drawn for the telephone survey is representative of the
FBOsthat applied to the FY 2006 grant programs included in the study.

. Dataused for this study are limited to organizations that applied for grantsin
FY 2006, with some comparisonsto FY 2005 data. Federal grant programsare
not static. The types and number of grants offered, award rates, and grant
amounts awarded vary somewhat each year. This variation will lead to
differencesin the number of FBOs (and others) that chooseto apply for federal
grants and the rate at which they receive grant awards from year to year,
independent of any barriers they may face. Comparisons across years should
thus be interpreted with care.

« Thestudy hasnot examined FBOsthat provide social servicesbut did not apply
for federal funding. Therefore the study cannot be generalized to all faith-
based organizations. The number of applications submitted by faith-based
providers hasincreased since 2001. However some faith-based providers may
still choose not to apply due to their own preferences or funding needs, or due
to actual or perceived barriers. These barriers may be different from those
experienced by FBOs that have applied for grants.



D. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of this report is organized as follows: Chapter 11 provides background
information on the number of applications from and awards to FBOs and other applicantsin FY
2006, which was the focal year for the study. Chapter I11 describes the characteristics of FBO
applicants, and their experiences applying for an HHS grant in FY 2006 (research questions 1 and
2). Chapter IV examines the challenges FBO applicants reported (question 4) and the differences
between successful and unsuccessful FBO applicants (question 3 and 4). Chapter V describesthe
characteristics of competitive grant proposals as viewed by federal grant managers and grant
reviewers (questions 6, 7, 8, and 9), the strategies used by FBOs that received grant awards, and
steps future grant applicants and the federal grant makers could consider to strengthen grant
applications and ease grant access (question 5). Data collection instruments for the study are

provided in technical appendices A, B, C, and D.
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1. APPLICATIONSAND AWARDSTO SELECTED GRANT
PROGRAMSIN FY 2006

This study examines the experiences of FBOs that applied to HHS for grants, to learn about
challengesthey faced and their strategiesfor success. Before discussing survey and interview data
collected from individual FBOsthat applied in FY 2006, it ishelpful to look at aggregate resultsfor
that year. How many FBOs applied for discretionary grants? To which grant programs did they
apply? How often did their applicationsresult in grant awards? What size awardsdid they receive?

How did the number of applications submitted and grants awarded compareto those for other types
of applicants? These questions will be addressed in the remainder of chapter I1.

Thischapter first provides some general information about HHS discretionary grants, including
adescription of grant information sources, some of which are targeted to faith-based and community
groups. It then presentsresultsfrom an analysis of the CFBCI database, which representsaportion
of the HHS grants offered and awarded in FY 2006. Comparisons from abrief examination of the

CFBCI FY 2005 database are also presented.

A. HHSDISCRETIONARY GRANTSAND GRANT INFORMATION SOURCES

Discretionary grants are sometimes called “project grants.” They support demonstration,
research, training, service, and construction projects. InFY 2006, HHS operating divisions awarded
nearly $40 billion in discretionary grants. The National Institutes of Health (NIH) makes over 75
percent of all HHS discretionary grant awards and awards over half of all HHS grant dollars,
followed by ACF, HRSA, SAMHSA, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), and

other operating divisions (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2006b).

Discretionary grant awards are numerous, accounting for 95 percent of al grants made, but

11



comprised only 17 percent of total grant funding awarded in FY 2006.> Awardees include state,
local, and tribal governments, academic institutions, hospitals, nonprofit organizations including
faith-based and community-based organizations, for-profit organizations, and foreign and
international organizations.

Organizations interested in obtaining discretionary grant funding learn about available grants
from a variety of sources. HHS solicits grant proposals through Funding Opportunity
Announcements (FOAS) or Requestsfor Assistance (RFAS), which describe the programmatic and
business management requirements of the grant program. HHS typically publishes these
announcements in the Federal Register, although announcements for many research and research
training programs are published instead in the NIH Guide for Grants and Contracts. HHS also
publishes every FOA and RFA on Grants.gov, a HHS sponsored web portal designed to allow
potential applicantsto find and apply for federal grants, aswell as supports some grant management
functions online. In addition, the Office of Management and Budget and the General Services
Administration publishesthe Catal og of Federal Domestic Assistance, whichisavailable online, and
includes information on federal discretionary grants.

In the past few years, HHS and other federal entities have provided some specialized sources of
grant information targeted to faith-based and community-based groups. For example, in 2005
CFBCI published the Grant Opportunities Notebook. 1t provided information on HHS discretionary,
block grant, and formula-funded programs and other funding opportunities of interest to faith-based
and community organizations. In 2006, the White House Office of Faith-Based and Community
Initiatives published Federal Funds for Organizations That Help Those in Need. The booklet

contained information, organized by grant program type, about the federal grants process, and listed

1 Thebulk of federal grant funding is distributed through mandatory grants—thosethat afederal agency isrequired
by statute to award if the recipient, usually a state, submits an acceptable plan or application and meets eligibility and
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over 170 grant programs potentially of interest to faith-based and other charitable organizations.
Programs included those predominantly focused on human services needs and funded by federal
departments, including HHS. The White House Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives
also published Guidance to Faith-Based and Community Organizations on Partnering with the
Federal Government. Thisbrochurewas designed to address questions FBOs and others might have
had regarding federal grants, including explanations of the grant application process and

requirements for managing grants received.

B. ANALYSISOF FY 2006 GRANT APPLICATIONS AND AWARDS

Among the 39 HHS grant programs included in the FY 2006 CFBCI database, the number of
grant applications received from faith-based applicants, and the number of grant awards made to

them, varied by grant program and operating division (Table1.1). 2

1. Grant Applications

Morethan 90 percent of applicationsfiled by FBOs were submitted to ACF.

A total of 6,673 applications were included in the FY 2006 application file contained in the
CFBCI database.® Of that total, 1,353 applications, or approximately 20 percent, were from
organizations identified by CFBCI as faith-based. ACF sponsored the largest number of grant
programs in the database, and 70 percent of applications from all sources were submitted to ACF.

For FBOs, however, the proportion of applications submitted to ACF was 92 percent.

compliance requirements. In FY 2006 HHS awarded $188 hillion in mandatory grant funds.

2 Unless otherwise noted, data and comparisons referred to in Section B are from Table 11.1

3 Information inthe CFBCI database represents only a portion of discretionary grants offered by HHSin FY 2006,
focusing on applicationsto four operating divisions (ACF, SAMHSA, HRSA, and AcA). In addition, the study focused

on programsto which first-time applicationswerereceived in FY 2006, excluding grant awards madein FY 2006 based
on applicationsfiled in earlier years (called “ continuation awards”).
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More than half of all the applications from FBOs were submitted to three ACF grant
programs.

In the database, only a few grant programs accounted for the mgjority of applications from
FBOs. Morethan half of grant applications submitted by them (55 percent) were submitted for three
ACF-sponsored grant programs. Compassion Capital Fund Targeted Capacity Building, Promoting
Responsible Fatherhood, and Healthy Marriage Demonstration. Some grant programs received a
substantial proportion of applications from FBOs. For instance, 40 percent (10 out of 25) of the
applicationsto ACF sRefugee Family Enrichment program camefrom FBOs, asdid 39 percent (493
out of 1,253) of applications to ACF's Compassion Capital Fund Targeted Capacity Building
Program. For two grant programs in the database (ACF s Community Service Block Grant Rural
Communities Development Activities, and HRSA’s Ryan White Title IV: Women, Infants,

Children, and Y outh), there were no faith-based applicants.”*

2. Grant Awards

Overall, thenumber of grantsawarded to FBOswasnear |y proportional tothenumber of
applications they submitted.
If grant applications from all sources were equally competitive, it might be expected that the

proportion of grantsreceived by any group of applicantswould be roughly equal to the proportion of

4 These two programswere still included in this analysis since CFBCI had identified them as programs for which
FBOs were eligibly and to which they might apply.
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TABLEII.1

FY 2006 APPLICATIONS AND AWARDS FOR SELECTED GRANT PROGRAMS, TOTAL AND FOR FAITH-BASED AND OTHER APPLICANTS,
BY HHS OPERATING DIVISION

Number and Percentage of Grant Applications

Number and Percentage of Grant Awards

Made to Faith-
Submitted by Faith- Submitted by Based Made to Other
Based Organizations  Other Applicants Organizations Applicants
Total No.  Percentage No. Percentage Total No. Percentage No. Percentage
ACF Adoption Opportunities 20 2 10 18 90 10 0 0 10 100
Assets for Independence Demonstration Program 83 5 6 78 94 68 2 3 66 97
CSBG Rural Community Development Activities 1 0 0 1 100 1 0 0 1 100
CSBG Training, Technical Assistance, and Capacity-
Building Programs 9 9 10 85 90 20 2 10 18 90
Community-Based Abstinence Education Program 216 83 38 133 62 48 17 35 31 65
Compassion Capital Fund Communities Empowering
Y outh Program 393 84 21 309 79 100 15 15 85 85
Compassion Capital Fund Demonstration Program 296 75 25 221 75 10 3 30 7 70
Compassion Capital Fund Targeted Capacity Building 1,253 493 39 760 61 310 122 39 188 61
Ethnic Community Self-Help Organizations 40 4 10 36 90 34 1 3 33 97
Family Violence Prevention Program 173 26 15 147 85 20 1 5 19 95
Head Start Discretionary 43 1 2 42 98 9 0 0 9 100
Healthy Marriage Demonstration 473 140 30 333 70 125 32 26 93 74
Infant Adoption-Awareness Training Program 8 1 13 7 88 6 1 17 5 83
Job Opportunities for Low-Income Individuals 114 28 25 86 75 11 0 0 11 100
Mentoring Children of Prisoners 159 38 24 121 76 77 13 17 64 83
Programs for Victims of Trafficking 40 9 23 31 78 18 3 17 15 83
Promoting Responsible Fatherhood 608 119 20 489 80 100 13 13 87 87
Refugee Family Enrichment 25 10 40 15 60 12 6 50 6 50
Runaway and Homeless Y outh Basic Centers 202 34 17 168 83 96 14 15 82 85
Runaway and Homeless Y outh Street Outreach 104 27 26 77 74 51 11 22 40 78
Services for Unanticipated Arrivals 32 6 19 26 81 32 7 22 25 78
Specia Improvements Projects 21 1 5 20 95 5 1 20 4 80
Targeted Assistance to Refugee Service Providers 25 3 12 22 88 17 1 6 16 9
Treatment for Torture Victims/Survivors Program 32 7 22 25 78 22 3 14 19 86
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Number and Percentage of Grant Applications Number and Percentage of Grant Awards

Made to Faith-
Submitted by Faith- Submitted by Based Made to Other
Based Organizations  Other Applicants Organizations Applicants

Total No. Percentage No. Percentage Total No. Percentage No. Percentage

Unaccompanied Alien Children 32 10 31 22 69 23 6 26 17 74
Urban and Rural Community Economic Development
Program 149 21 14 128 86 41 2 5 39 95
Wilson/Fish Alternative Program 15 3 20 12 80 1 1 100 0 0
Total/Overall Percentage 4,651 1,239 27 3412 73 1,267 277 22 990 78
SAMHSA  Assertive Adolescent and Family Treatment 264 10 4 254 96 15 0 0 15 100
Drug-Free Communities Support Program 375 11 3 364 97 114 3 3 111 97
Minority HIV/AIDS Menta Health Services 189 12 6 177 %A 16 1 6 15 94
Pregnant and Postpartum Women Expansion Program 60 2 3 58 97 8 0 0 8 100
Recovery Community Services Program 147 15 10 132 90 7 1 14 6 86
Targeted Capacity Expansion of
M ethamphetamine/Inhalant Prevention 178 5 3 173 97 10 0 0 10 100
Targeted Capacity Expansion-HIV 151 15 10 136 90 10 0 0 10 100
Treatment for Homel essness 276 21 8 255 92 23 0 0 23 100
Total/Overall Percentage 1,640 91 6 1549 94 203 5 2 198 98
HRSA HIV/AIDS Specia Projects of National Significance 70 8 11 62 89 15 2 13 13 87
Ryan White Title I11: Capacity Grant-Building Program 231 13 6 218 94 21 3 14 18 86
Ryan White Title IV: Women, Infants, Children &
Youth 19 0 0 19 100 91 6 7 85 93
Total/Overall Percentage 320 21 7 299 93 127 11 9 116 91
AO0A Senior Medicare Fraud Patrol Program 62 2 3 60 97 42 1 2 41 98
Total/
Overall
Mean 6,673 1,353 20 5320 80 1639 294 18 1,345 82

Source: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. analysis of Center for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives FY 2006 database.
HHS = U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, CSBG = Community Service Block Grant; No. = humber.
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TABLEII.1

FY 2006 APPLICATIONS AND AWARDS FOR SELECTED GRANT PROGRAMS, TOTAL AND FOR FAITH-BASED AND OTHER APPLICANTS,
BY HHS OPERATING DIVISION

Number and Percentage of Grant Applications

Number and Percentage of Grant Awards

Made to Faith-
Submitted by Faith- Submitted by Based Made to Other
Based Organizations  Other Applicants Organizations Applicants
Total No.  Percentage No. Percentage Total No. Percentage No. Percentage
ACF Adoption Opportunities 20 2 10 18 90 10 0 0 10 100
Assets for Independence Demonstration Program 83 5 6 78 94 68 2 3 66 97
CSBG Rural Community Development Activities 1 0 0 1 100 1 0 0 1 100
CSBG Training, Technical Assistance, and Capacity-
Building Programs 9 9 10 85 90 20 2 10 18 90
Community-Based Abstinence Education Program 216 83 38 133 62 48 17 35 31 65
Compassion Capital Fund Communities Empowering
Y outh Program 393 84 21 309 79 100 15 15 85 85
Compassion Capital Fund Demonstration Program 296 75 25 221 75 10 3 30 7 70
Compassion Capital Fund Targeted Capacity Building 1,253 493 39 760 61 310 122 39 188 61
Ethnic Community Self-Help Organizations 40 4 10 36 90 34 1 3 33 97
Family Violence Prevention Program 173 26 15 147 85 20 1 5 19 95
Head Start Discretionary 43 1 2 42 98 9 0 0 9 100
Healthy Marriage Demonstration 473 140 30 333 70 125 32 26 93 74
Infant Adoption-Awareness Training Program 8 1 13 7 88 6 1 17 5 83
Job Opportunities for Low-Income Individuals 114 28 25 86 75 11 0 0 11 100
Mentoring Children of Prisoners 159 38 24 121 76 77 13 17 64 83
Programs for Victims of Trafficking 40 9 23 31 78 18 3 17 15 83
Promoting Responsible Fatherhood 608 119 20 489 80 100 13 13 87 87
Refugee Family Enrichment 25 10 40 15 60 12 6 50 6 50
Runaway and Homeless Y outh Basic Centers 202 34 17 168 83 96 14 15 82 85
Runaway and Homeless Y outh Street Outreach 104 27 26 77 74 51 11 22 40 78
Services for Unanticipated Arrivals 32 6 19 26 81 32 7 22 25 78
Specia Improvements Projects 21 1 5 20 95 5 1 20 4 80
Targeted Assistance to Refugee Service Providers 25 3 12 22 88 17 1 6 16 9
Treatment for Torture Victims/Survivors Program 32 7 22 25 78 22 3 14 19 86
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Number and Percentage of Grant Applications

Number and Percentage of Grant Awards

Made to Faith-
Submitted by Faith- Submitted by Based Made to Other
Based Organizations  Other Applicants Organizations Applicants
Total No. Percentage No. Percentage Total No. Percentage No. Percentage
Unaccompanied Alien Children 32 10 31 22 69 23 6 26 17 74
Urban and Rural Community Economic Development
Program 149 21 14 128 86 41 2 5 39 95
Wilson/Fish Alternative Program 15 3 20 12 80 1 1 100 0 0
Total/Overall Percentage 4,651 1,239 27 3412 73 1,267 277 22 990 78
SAMHSA  Assertive Adolescent and Family Treatment 264 10 4 254 96 15 0 0 15 100
Drug-Free Communities Support Program 375 11 3 364 97 114 3 3 111 97
Minority HIV/AIDS Mental Health Services 189 12 6 177 9% 16 1 6 15 94
Pregnant and Postpartum Women Expansion Program 60 2 3 58 97 8 0 0 8 100
Recovery Community Services Program 147 15 10 132 90 7 1 14 6 86
Targeted Capacity Expansion of
M ethamphetamine/Inhalant Prevention 178 5 3 173 97 10 0 0 10 100
Targeted Capacity Expansion-HIV 151 15 10 136 90 10 0 0 10 100
Treatment for Homel essness 276 21 8 255 92 23 0 0 23 100
Total/Overall Percentage 1,640 91 6 1549 94 203 5 2 198 98
HRSA HIV/AIDS Specid Projects of National Significance 70 8 11 62 89 15 2 13 13 87
Ryan White Title I11: Capacity Grant-Building Program 231 13 6 218 94 21 3 14 18 86
Ryan White Title IV: Women, Infants, Children &
Y outh 19 0 0 19 100 91 6 7 85 93
Total/Overall Percentage 320 21 7 299 93 127 11 9 116 91
AO0A Senior Medicare Fraud Patrol Program 62 2 3 60 97 42 1 2 41 98
Total/
Overall
Mean 6,673 1,353 20 5320 80 1639 294 18 1,345 82
Source: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. analysis of Center for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives FY 2006 database.
HHS = US. Depatment of Heath and Human Servicess CSBG =  Community Service Block Grant; No. = number.
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applications they submitted overall, with some variation due to chance.® Across the operating
divisionsand grant programsin the CFBCI database used for this study, 18 percent of grant awards
were made to FBOs, compared to 20 percent of applications received from them (Table11.1). One
operating division, HRSA, made a greater proportion of grant awards to FBOs (9 percent) than the
proportion of applications received from them (7 percent). For other operating divisions, the
proportion of awards to faith-based applicants was slightly less than the proportion of applications
from these groups.

Theaveragevalueof grant awar dsmadeto faith-based applicantswas somewhat lessthan
awar dsto other types of applicants.

Across the four operating divisions, faith-based grantees received $54,000 less funding on
average than secular grantees (Table 11.2). Differences varied by operating division, however.
Average grant awards to non-faith-based applicants exceeded those to FBOs for grant programs
sponsored by ACF, HRSA, and AoA. In contrast, SAMHSA awarded approximately $4,000 more,

on average, to FBOs than to other applicants.?

1 Forindividual grant programs, random variation in the quality of grant applications, the desire to have geographic
representation among awardees, or other factors could still lead to disparate results for faith-based and non-faith-based
applicants without indicating systematic barriers or bias.

2 Thetests of statistical significance of differences between faith-based and other organizationsin grant award rates
or amounts were not conducted because the differences were calculated from the entire universe of applicants to the
programs, not estimated from asample. Thereforethedifferenceis*real”—not caused by chance variationin aselected
sample.
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TABLEII.2

MEAN VALUE OF FY 2006 GRANT AWARDS TO FAITH-BASED AND OTHER ORGANIZATIONS FOR
SELECTED GRANT PROGRAMS, BY HHS OPERATING DIVISION

Mean Value of Grant Awards

HHS Operating Division Faith-Based Organizations Other Organizations
ACF $259,555 $313,018
SAMHSA $235,000 $231,173
HRSA $489,296 $606,992
AOA $ 40,000 $137,363
Overall Average $266,987 $320,969

Source: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. analysis of Center for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives FY 2006
database.

For all the grant programsincluded in the CFBCI database, the mean grant amount ranged from
$10,593 to $1.8 million, with an overall mean of $321,505. The largest number of grant awardsin
the FY 2006 database were made by only afew number of grant programs—all but one sponsored
by ACF—to which FBOs applied in large numbers. These included 310 grant awards for
Compassion Capital Fund Targeted Capacity Building, followed by the Healthy Marriage
Demonstration (125 awards), Drug Free Communities Support (114), and Promoting Responsible
Fatherhood and Compassion Capital Fund Communities Empowering Y outh Programs (100 each).
Three of these five grant programs made awards that were smaller than the average of all 39 grant
programsstudied. Thus, differencesin mean grant awardsreceived by FBOs could haveresulted, at
least in part, from their having applied to grant programs that offered smaller awards.’

Additionally, if FBOsthemselves are smaller (on average) than other types of applicants, they

might propose grant programs on a smaller scale and thus request smaller grant amounts. This

3 For the Compassion Capital Fund Targeted Capacity Building program, the mean award was $48,762. The
Healthy Marriage Demonstration grants were larger than the overall average award, at $617,040. Grantsfor Drug Free
Communities Support (a SAMHSA-sponsored program) averaged a below-average $93,392. Promoting Responsible
Fatherhood grantees received $408,560 on average. All grant awards for the Compassion Capital Fund Communities
Empowering Y outh Programs were $300,000.
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guestion cannot be examined using these data, since information on the amount of funding requested

by applicants was not included in the database.

C. CHANGESFROM 2005 TO 2006

The number of grant programs, their purposes, and the total amount of funding available varies
somewhat from year to year. Comparisons between the FY 2006 CFBCI database and the FY 2005
database show this variation. For example, two grant programs offered only in FY 2006, the
Healthy Marriage Demonstration and Promoting Responsible Fatherhood, attracted alarge number
and proportion of applicationsfrom FBOs, and resulted in alarge number of grant awards to them.
The two databases differ somewhat in content and structure, so comparisons must be made with
caution. For instance, no AoA grants appear in the FY 2005 database, while some grants from the
Centersfor Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) areincluded. Inaddition, grant amountsare not
provided in the FY 2005 database.

Compared to FY 2006, a smaller proportion—though still a majority—of applications
received in FY 2005 from FBOs were submitted to ACF.

In FY 2005, 79 percent of applications from FBOs were submitted to ACF, compared to 92
percent in 2006. Twelve percent of FBO applications were submitted to HRSA, 7 percent to
SAMHSA, and 1 percent to CDC. The five ACF grant programs to which FBOs most commonly
applied in 2005 were Adoption Opportunities, Child Abuse and Neglect Discretionary Projects,
Community-Based Abstinence Education, and the Compassion Capital Fund Demonstration

Program and Targeted Capacity Building program.

The share of all grant awards made that went to FBOsincreased in FY 2006.
In FY 2005, 9 percent of all grant awards made for the selected grant programs included in the

CFBCI database were made to FBOs (Table11.3), increasing to 18 percent in FY 2006 (Table I1.1).
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Thisreflectsincreasesin awardsto faith-based groups by ACF, from 18 percent of all grant awards
in FY 2005 (Tablell.3) to 22 percent in FY 2006 (Tablell.1). HRSA also gave alarger percentage
of its total awards to FBOs (8 percent in 2005 growing to 9 percent in 2006). SAMHSA gave a
smaller proportion of al grant awardsto faith-based applicants, declining from 4 percent in 2005 to

2 percent in 2006.

TABLEII.3

SHARE OF ALL GRANT APPLICATIONS RECEIVED FROM, AND ALL GRANT AWARDS MADE TO,
FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS, FOR SELECTED FY 2005 GRANT PROGRAMS, BY HHS OPERATING

DIVISION
Share of Applications Share of Grant
Received that Came Awards Made that
from Faith-Based Went to Faith-Based

Total Number of Organizations Organizations
Operating Division Applications Received (Percentage) (Percentage)
ACF 4,139 27 18
SAMHSA 1,731 6 4
HRSA 2,595 7 8
CDC 138 9 9
Total or Overall Percentage 8,603 16 9
Source: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. analysis of Center for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives FY 2005

database.

In FY 2006, the percentage of applicationsfrom FBOsthat resulted in grant awards, 22 percent,
was higher thanin 2005, when it was 13 percent (Tablell.4). It also wascloser to the proportion for
secular organizationsreceiving awards, which was 25 percent in 2006 and 26 percent in 2005 (Table

11.4).

D. SUMMARY

Applications from FBOs represented 20 percent of all applications submitted to the selected
grant programs examined by CFBCI in FY 2006. Some grant programs attracted alarge number or
proportion of applicationsfrom FBOs; others attracted few or none. ACF attracted 72 percent of all

applications from al sources, and 90 percent of applications submitted by FBOs. Grant awards
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made to FBOs were smaller, on average, than those made to other applicants, reflecting at least to
some extent differencesin the grant programsto which each group applied. Eighteen percent of all

grant awards made went to FBOs.

TABLEIl.4

PERCENTAGE OF GRANT APPLICATIONS THAT RESULTED IN GRANT AWARDS FOR SELECTED HHS
GRANT PROGRAMSIN FY 2005 AND FY 2006

FY 2005 FY 2006
Percentage of Percentage of
Applications from Percentage of Applications from Percentage of
Faith-Based Applications from Faith-Based Applications from

Organizationsthat ~ Other Organizations  Organizations That ~ Other Organizations

Resulted in Grant That Resulted in Resulted in Grant That Resulted in
Operating Division Awards Grant Awards Awards Grant Awards
ACF 8 13 22 29
SAMHSA 33 4 5 13
HRSA 34 2 52 39
AOA Not Included Not Included 5 68
CDC 25 25 Not Included Not Included
Aver age Per cent 13 26 22 25

Source: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. analysis of Center for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives FY 2005 and
FY 2006 databases.

In FY 2005, asmaller share of applications submitted by FBOs received awardsthanin FY
2006 (9 percent compared to 18 percent asshownin Tablell.3and Tablell.4), similarly in FY 2005,
asmaller percentage of all awards made went to FBOsthenin FY 2006 (13 percent, compared to 22
percent as shown in Table11.4). These differencesreflect to some extent differencesin the mix of
grant programs offered between thetwo years. For example, two grant programsoffered only in FY
2006, the Healthy Marriage Demonstration and Promoting Respons ble Fatherhood, attracted alarge
number and proportion of applicationsfrom FBOs, and resulted in alarge number of grant awardsto
them.

Asmentioned in Chapter |, these results are not representative of all HHS discretionary grant
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programs. Furthermore, grantsoffered, award rates, and amounts awarded vary over timeand across

operating divisions.
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[11: CHARACTERISTICSOF FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS
APPLYING FOR GRANTSIN FY 2006

Thefirst step in assessing the ability of FBOs to compete for discretionary grant funding and
identifying barriers they face is to learn about the characteristics of those that have applied for
grants. What types of organizations are they (i.e. congregations, independent nonprofits,
coalitions)? Arethey new or well-established organizations? How large are their budgets and staff?
What resources do they havefor identifying and applying for federal grants? How much experience
do they have in seeking federal and other grant funds? Do they have funding sources other than
federal grants? What types of services do they provide? A telephone survey of FBOsthat applied
for selected HHS grant programsin FY 2006 was used to determine these characteristics. Section A
of this chapter provides information on the characteristics of organizations that participated in the
survey. Section B describes their experiences applying for a grant. Section C summarizes the
chapter.

A. CHARACTERISTICSOF FAITH-BASED APPLICANTS

To ensure that only FBOs were included in the survey, it was necessary to confirm whether
organizationswere, in fact, FBOs.* No official or unofficial criteriafor such adesignation hasbeen
established by HHS or the federal government in general. Therefore, an operational definition was
developed for the survey. Inaddition, organizations were asked whether they considered themselves
to be faith-based.

When first contacted, respondents were asked whether their organization met criteriadevel oped for

thesurvey. They wereasked, (1) “Doesyour organization havetiesto achurch, denomination, faith

1 Asexplained in Chapter |, most faith-based grant applicantsin the CFBCI database had identified themselvesin
their applications simply as nonprofit organizations. For the remainder, CFBCI staff used avariety of methodsto decide
whether to classify applicants as faith-based.
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tradition, or interfaith group, or isit religiously affiliated?’ (survey item B4; see Appendix A); and
then (2) “Do you consider your organization to be a faith-based organization?’ (item B5). If a
respondent answered “yes’ to either question, the organization was considered eligible for the
survey, and theinterview proceeded. If the respondent answered “no” to both questions, then survey
interviewers asked an additional question (B6): “Isyour organization asecular organization, inthe
sensethat it hasnoties, direct or indirect, with religiousgroupsor ideas?’ In most cases, the answer
to thisitem was “yes,” and the interview was terminated. However, if the answer to item B6 was
“no” or if the respondent did not know or declined to answer, amore senior interviewer contacted
the organization in afollow-up call to clarify the classification of the organization, and administer
the survey if it was faith-based.
Most FBOsthat applied in FY 2006 wer eindependent nonpr ofitswhose primary mission

wasto provide social services.
Most survey respondents (64 percent) described their organizations asindependent nonprofits (Table
111.1), while 20 percent said the organization was a local affiliate of a national, state, or regional
network.? Seven percent were congregations, and 6 percent said they were faith-based coalitions or
councils.

Nearly all respondents (90 percent) cited providing social services as a primary mission of their

organization. More than half (57 percent) listed education as a primary mission, and 20 percent

listed health care. Thirty percent of respondents said that religious services were a

2 Catholic Charities, Lutheran Socia Services, or the Salvation Army were some of the networks to which
respondents who chose this category belonged.
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TABLEIIIl.1

TYPE OF FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATION

Organization Type Percentage Number
Local affiliate of national, state, or regional network 20 50
Independent nonprofit organization 65 160
A congregation 7 17
A faith-based coalition or council 6 14
A hybrid organization 1 3
Other 2 4

Source: Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 2007.

Note: N =249, missing = 1.

primary mission of their organization. Approximately two-thirds of those surveyed—68 percent—
said their organization had more than one primary mission.

FBO varied in size, tended to be long-established groups, and were located primarily in
cities.

Organization size was measured in the survey by number of full-time staff positions, and total
income in the 12 months prior to the survey. Thirty-seven percent of FBOs had between 1 and 5
full-time staff positions. Six percent had no paid staff. Some werelarger, however; 19 percent had
more than 50 full-time staff positions.

Eighteen percent of the organi zations surveyed reported income of 1essthan $100,000 over the
prior 12 months. Twenty-six percent had income greater than $100,000 but |ess than $500,000, and
16 percent at least $500,000 but lessthan $1 million. Forty percent had anincome of $1,000,000 or
more.

Most of the organizations were well established, with half having been founded prior to 1990.

Ten percent were founded in 1900 or earlier. A substantial group of respondents (30 percent) were

27



newer, having been founded in 2000 or later. On average, the organizationsin the survey had been
in existence for 35 years.

Applicants were overwhelmingly urban. More than 80 percent of the FBOs surveyed were
located in or near acity with apopulation of at least 50,000 residents. The remainder were located
inatown or small city (15 percent) or arural area (5 percent). Of thosein or near cities, more than
half were located in adowntown or central area of the city, and another 30 percent were located in
an older residential area. Only 5 percent were located in newer suburbs surrounding the city.

Applicants had basic organizational capacities.

Regardless of their size, nearly all faith-based applicants had access to email. More than 90
percent had computers, more than 90 percent had cell phones, and more than 90 percent used
electronic financial records. Forty-three percent had all technical capacities asked about in the
survey. FBOs aso followed standard organizational practices—more than 90 percent responded
positively to several questions such as whether they had met with a board of directors in the past
threeyears, held regular staff meetings, interacted with other social service organizations, identified
program outcomes, and evaluated at least one of their programs. Sixty-two percent followed all
practices asked about.

FBOsreported that they did not rely solely on federal grantsfor their funds.

Respondents cited multiple sources of funding for their organizations. More than 90 percent
reported receiving individual or corporate donations, and nearly 90 percent reported receiving in-
kind donations (Table11.2). Morethan 75 percent received financial support from congregations,
denominations, or other FBOs. More than 70 percent reported receiving federal or foundation

grants, and nearly 70 percent said they received state or loca government funds.
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TABLEIII.2

FUNDING SOURCES IN THE MOST RECENT FISCAL YEAR

Funding Source Percentage Number
Individual or corporate donations, including fund-raising events 91 227
IN-KIND DONATIONS OR SERVICES 90 223

FINANCIAL SUPPORT FROM CONGREGATIONS,
DENOMINATIONS, OR OTHER FAITH-BASED

ORGANIZATIONS ” 192
Federal grants 74 185
Foundation grants 72 179
State or local grants or funds 68 169
Fees charged for services 49 121
Endowment or investments 38 91
Medicare/Medicaid payments 17 41
Earned income 4 9
United Way 2 4
Other 6 16

Source: Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 2007.

Note: N = 249, missing = 0-6 (varied by response).

Nearly half receive income from fees charged for services (49 percent), and 38 percent had
endowments or investments that provided income.

FBOsprovide awide array of servicesto multiple target populations.
Faith-based applicants were not single agenda organizations. The survey asked general
guestions about services the grant applicants provided, regardless of funding source. Almost 85

percent of respondents reported their organization provided life skills (Table 111.3).* Other

3 Although the survey question did not elaborate on what “life skills’ were, this term covers psycho-social and
personal skills enabling people to cope with family obligations, self-care, employment, and other activities of daily
living.
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services provided by large proportions of applicants included counseling or hotline services (74
percent), clothing (67 percent), marriage or relationship education or support (66 percent), and
employment services (59 percent). More than half of respondents (58 percent) provided 9 or

more of 18 services asked about in the survey.*

TABLEIII.3

SERVICES PROVIDED IN THE PAST 12 MONTHSBY FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS THAT APPLIED
FOR FEDERAL GRANTSIN FY 2006

Service Percentage Number
Life skills 85 210
Counseling service or “hot line” 74 184
Clothing 67 166
Marriage or relationship education or support 66 163
Employment counseling, placement, or training 59 148
Health programs/clinics/health education 57 140
Tutoring or literacy programs 56 139
Community development 55 136
Emergency or affordable housing 53 131
Capacity-building assistance 51 127
Cash assistance to families or individuals 51 127
Food pantry or soup kitchen 47 117
Day care, preschool, before-/after-school programs 46 115
Substance abuse programs 45 111
Abstinence or family planning programs 42 103
Elementary or secondary education 21 51
Foster care and/or adoption services 19 46

Source: Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 2007.
Note: N =249, missing = 0.

FBOsinthe survey targeted their servicesto many different groups. The most common target

population was low-income families (served by 88 percent of respondents), followed by children or

4 One serviceincluded inthe survey, “hospital or nursing homefacilities,” isnot reported in Table 11.3 because no
respondents provided these services.
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youth (84 percent), neighborhood or community residents (74 percent), married or unmarried
couples (66 percent), single adults (63 percent), and members of the faith community (61 percent).
Sixty percent of FBOs served 500 or fewer people per month, with ailmost half of thisgroup (nearly
30 percent of all survey respondents) serving from 1 to 99 people per month. Nearly a quarter of
respondents served between 1,000 and 10,000 peopl e per month, and 4 percent served 10,000 people

or more.

B. EXPERIENCES SEEKING FEDERAL GRANTS

Before asking about the types of challenges, if any, survey participants had faced in applying for
afederal grant in FY 2006, the survey explored when the FBO had first begun applying for federal
and other grants, and how many grant applications it had filed. It asked how the organization
identified grant opportunities and prepared applications. It also collected information about the FY
2006 grant application. These questions were designed to identify factors that might affect the

organization’ s capacity to compete for federal grants, or help identify or explain potential barriers.

1. Prior Grant Application Experience

Most organizations surveyed were new to the federal grant application process.

About 70 percent of respondents reported applying for afederal grant for the first timein the
year 2000 or after. Nearly 30 percent applied for the first timein 2006—the year examined in this
study. Morethan 60 percent reported that they submitted their first application for any government
funds—including federal, state, or local—in 2000 or later.

Over half of the organizations surveyed had filed just 1, 2, or 3 applicationsfor federal grantsinthe
past threeyears(Tablelll.4). Just 15 percent had submitted morethan 10 applicationsto thefederal
government; 30 percent had submitted more than 10 applications for any government funds,

including federal, state, or local.
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TABLEIIl.4

NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS FOR GOVERNMENT FUNDS SUBMITTED IN THE PAST THREE YEARS BY
FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS THAT APPLIED FOR FEDERAL GRANTSIN FY 2006

Any Government Federal Funds
Funds Only
Number of Applications Percentage  Number Percentage  Number
1-3 32 80 53 130
4-6 25 62 21 52
7-10 13 32 12 29
More than 10 30 73 15 36

Source: Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 2007.

Note: N =249, missing = 2.

Nearly three-quarters of FBOs reported having someone who regularly searched for
federal grant opportunities; nearly the same number said they had an experienced grant
writer to prepare grant applications.

Without a systematic way to identify grant opportunities and experienced help to prepare
applications, an organization may be limited in their ability to compete effectively for grant funds.
Therefore, the survey asked whether amember of the organization had responsibility for thesetasks.

About 74 percent of survey respondents reported having someone who regularly searched for
federal grant opportunities. For nearly 60 percent of this group, the task was performed by afull-
time staff member. Nineteen percent relied on a part-time staff member, 11 percent used a
consultant, and 9 percent had the work done by a volunteer.

A similar percentage (73 percent) reported having an experienced grant writer to prepare
applications. Closeto 45 percent of organizationswith agrant writer said that this person wasafull-
time staff member. About athird said the person was a consultant, 13 percent said a part-time staff

member, and 8 percent said the person was a volunteer.
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Morethan 80 per cent of FBO applicantsused Grants.gov asa sour ce of infor mation about
federal grant opportunities.

M ost respondents reported relying on several sources of information to learn about federal grant
opportunities (Table I11.5). Grants.gov was the most commonly reported source (85 percent),
followed by anongovernment source (74 percent), the Compassion Capital Fund (72 percent), and

the White House Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives (58 percent).

TABLEIIILS

SOURCES OF INFORMATION USED TO FIND FEDERAL GRANT OPPORTUNITIESBY FAITH-BASED
ORGANIZATIONS THAT APPLIED FOR FEDERAL GRANTSIN FY 2006

Source Percentage Number
Grant announcements on Grants.gov 85 210
Information from a nongovernment source 74 182
DHHS' Compassion Capital Fund 72 176
The White House Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives 58 143
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance (CFDA) 31 73
Information from ecumenical or interfaith groups 30 72
Information from a denomination 22 55
Web searcher and emalil lists 6 16
Networking or word of mouth 6 14
State or local government 6 14
Other 15 36

Source; Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 2007.
Note: N = 249, missing = 0-10 (varied by response).
DHHS = Department of Health and Human Services.

2. TheFY 2006 Grant Application and Awards

A largeproportion of organizations surveyed had applied for Compassion Capital Fund
grants.
Forty-one percent of the FBOs surveyed applied for a FY 2006 grant from the Targeted

Capacity Building grant program. Four percent had applied for the Compassion Capital Fund
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Empowering Youth Program, and 3 percent for the Compassion Capital Fund Demonstration
Program. Another 9 percent applied for the Healthy Marriage Demonstration, while eight percent
applied for aPromoting Responsible Fatherhood grant, and six percent applied for the Community-
Based Abstinence Education Program. These grantswere offered by ACF. Inall, 93 percent of the
sample applied to ACF, with 4 percent applying to SAMHSA, and 2 percent to HRSA. Two
organizations in the sample had applied to CDC.>

Forty-five percent of applicants requested lessthan $100,000 in their grant applications (Table
[11.6). Thesearerelatively small amounts, considering that the average grant award in FY 2006 was
over $300,000, asdescribed in Chapter |1. However itisnot surprising for this sample of applicants,
because 41 percent of them applied for a Compassion Capital Fund Targeted Capacity Building
grant, which waslimited to amaximum of $50,000 (actual awardsranged from $10,593 to just under
$50,000). There were also some large requests; 7 percent requested grants of $1 million or more.
Thesize of the grant requested did not vary with organization size as measured by income or number

of full-time staff, except that FBOs that reported having no staff did request smaller grant amounts.

5 In the CFBCI data, several FBOs that did not appear in the applicant file did have records in the awards file,
including organizations that received grants from CDC. For the analysis discussed in Chapter 11, MPR included only
organizations and grant programs that appeared in both the applicant and award files, but that limitation was not imposed
when using the database to devel op the sampling frame for the survey. In addition to having applicants and awardees
from ACF, AoA, HRSA, and SAMHSA, therefore, the sampling frame a so included 10 organi zations (out of 1,417) that
applied to or received grantsfrom CDC. Two wererandomly selected for the survey sample. One had received agrant
from the HIV/STD/TB Prevention program and the other for the Global AIDS program.
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TABLEIII.6

AMOUNT OF FUNDS REQUESTED IN APPLICATION AND AWARDED TO SUCCESSFUL APPLICANTS

AMONG FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS APPLYING FOR HHS GRANTSIN FY 2006

Amount of Funds

Amount of Funds

Reguested
Amount Percentage  Number Percentage  Number
Less than $100,000 45 104 49 67
$100,000 — $499,999 34 77 30 41
$500,000 — $999,999 14 32 13 18
$1,000,000 — $4,999,999 6 14 7 9
$5,000,000 or more 1 3 1 1
Total 230 136

Source: Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 2007.

Note: N = 138-249, missing = 2-19 (varied by response).

About 55 percent of FBOs in the sample received grant awards.6 The distribution of actual

awardswasin arange similar to amounts requested: about 49 percent received |less than $100,000;

about 80 percent received $500,000 or less. Eight percent received $1 million or more (Tablelll.6).

Organizationsin the survey whose applications were selected for funding were asked whether they

had received the amount requested in their application; 76 percent said they had. Seven percent said

they received more funding than requested, and 17 percent said they received less than requested.

6 A much smaller percentage of applicantsin FY 2006, including faith-based and other organizations, received
awards, as described in Chapter I1. However, to ensure that we obtained the perspectives of grant award recipients and

could compare them with those that did not obtain grants, we oversampled applicants that received grants.

35



C. SUMMARY

Overall, the survey shows that FBOs that applied for selected federal grant programs in FY
2006 wererelatively small but well-established organi zations that became activein seeking federal
grantsonly recently. However, large organizationswith more experience seeking grants constituted
a substantial subgroup.

FBOs that apply for grants have been in existence for many years, have basic technological
capabilities, use standard organizational practices, and have staff members, consultants, or
volunteers assigned to seek grant opportunities and help prepare applications.

Only asmall proportion of applicants were congregations (7 percent). The vast mgority (84
percent) were nonprofit organizations, either independent or affiliated with alarger network.

Survey data (and the administrative data discussed in Chapter I1) show that the Compassion
Capital Fund grant programs drew applications from large numbers of faith-based applicantsin FY
2006. Those grant programs were specifically designed to strengthen the work of faith-based and
community organizations, or other groups that were inexperienced in seeking federal funds (or
organizations that worked with these groups) aswell asto build the future capacity of these groups
to operate programs, and hence to compete for grant funding.

Fifty-five percent of survey respondents received grant awards. About half received lessthan
$100,000, and 8 percent received $1 million or more. Chapter 1V describes challenges FBOs
encountered in applying for grants, and compares successful and unsuccessful grant applicantsto see

what kinds of organizational characteristics are associated with grant application outcomes.
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IV.ACCESSING FEDERAL GRANTS

Internal studies at HHS and other federal departments have assessed potential barriersin the
grant-making process that may hinder faith-based and community organizations from accessing
federal grant funds, as aresult efforts have been made to reduce such barriers. A main goal of the
present study was to complement these efforts by soliciting information from faith-based grant
applicants themselves about the challenges and barriers they experienced or perceived.

This chapter identifies potential barriers affecting faith-based applicants, using data from the
telephone survey. Section A presents data collected from the survey on the challenges participants
faced in preparing and submitting their FY 2006 grant application, and barriers they anticipated
facing if they submitted applications in the future. Section B discusses statistical comparisons
between FBOs that received the grant for which they had applied and those that did not.
Comparisons were also made of organizational factors hypothesized to be abarrier, such ashaving

the organizational capacity to preparefederal grant applications. Section C summarizesthe chapter.

A. CHALLENGESOF APPLYING FOR FEDERAL GRANTS

The survey asked respondents whether their organi zation had faced any of aseriesof challenges
in preparing and submitting their FY 2006 federal grant application—including some challengesthat
might pertain uniquely to faith-based groups. It asked respondents why they thought their
applications had been either selected or not selected for funding, and, of al the reasons they
identified, which was the single most important reason. Respondents were also asked about their

future plans for federal grant applications.
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Sustaining programs once grants end appear sto be an important challenge for FBOs.

Grant applicants reported a range of challenges in preparing their 2006 applications
(TableIV.1). Themost commonly cited challenge was difficulty meeting sustainability requirements
(40 percent). Thiswasalso most frequently cited as being the biggest challenge applicantsfaced (20
percent). Differencesinincome, number of full-time staff positions, size of

TABLEIV.1

CHALLENGES ENCOUNTERED BY FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS IN PREPARING THEIR FY 2006
FEDERAL GRANT APPLICATIONS

Cited as the Biggest

Cited as a Challenge Challenge
Challenge Percentage Number Percentage Number
Difficulty meeting sustainability requirements 40 96 20 43
Lack of knowledgeable staff to prepare application 39 96 16 35
Difficulty completing federal forms and certifications 33 82 7 14
Difficulty preparing the budget 30 75 5 10
Difficulty using the Grants.gov website 29 71 9 18
Difficulty reaching federal contact person listed on the application to
ask questions 28 69 8 17
Difficulty meeting requirements for matching funds 23 56 2 5
Difficulty obtaining information about a specific grant and how to
apply for funds 23 56 4 9
Difficulty meeting the application deadline 21 51 2 5
Difficulty identifying staff with the required credentials 17 42 3 6
Difficulty meeting financial management requirements 16 40 1 3
Unsure about restrictions on religious activities as part of the grant
program 13 32 1 3
Limited access to technology, such as a computer or the internet 7 17 1 2
Confusing wording or terminology in the grant instructions 7 17 4 11
Application too long given the amount of time to apply 6 15 3 8

Source; Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 2007.

Note: N =249, missing = 0,1 (varied by item).
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grant requested, and several other variables were explored to see whether those who cited
sustainability asabarrier differed from thefull sampleinwaysthat might help explain thisresponse,
but resultswereinconclusive. FBOsthat said sustainability wasoneof the barriersthey faced had
lower incomes than the survey sample overall, indicating that a lack of resources could lead to
sustainability concerns. However those that had identified sustainability astheir biggest barrier did
not have lower incomes than other respondents.

Not all grant programs require applicants to submit plansfor sustaining program services after
thefederal grant endsaspart of their application. For example, Compassion Capital grant programs
typically do not have sustainability requirements. However, among FBOsthat applied to one of the
three Compassion Capital grant programs represented in the survey, 31 percent cited difficulty
meeting sustainability requirements as a challenge they had encountered.

A second important challenge, cited by 39 percent of applicants, was alack of knowledgeable
staff to prepare their application. This was also cited as the biggest challenge by 16 percent of
applicants. Organizations that cited this as one challenge had a smaller number of full-time staff
positions than other FBOs in the survey. In addition, these organizations were newer on average
than the overall sample, so their staff may have been less experienced.

The process of developing the application was also noted as a chalenge. One third of
applicants mentioned difficulty completing formsand certifications (33 percent), and nearly as many
(30 percent) cited difficulty preparing the budget.

Inadditionto these“internal” challenges, some applicantsreported difficultiesworking with the
federa grant system. Difficulty using Grants.gov and difficulty reaching afederal contact person

were cited by 9 and 8 percent of respondents, respectively as the biggest barrier applicants faced.
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FBOsin the survey expected to encounter difficultiesif they applied for afederal grant
again in the future—but 88 per cent of respondents still expected to apply again.

FBOs identified numerous barriers they expected to face when applying for federal grantsin
the future (Table IV.2). The barrier most frequently cited as the biggest barrier was lack of staff
to search for funding opportunities (17 percent of respondents). Those that cited this barrier had

asmaller number of full-time staff positions than the overall sample. In addition, just 52 percent

TABLEIV.2

BARRIERS TO APPLYING FOR FEDERAL GRANTSIN THE FUTURE

Cited as the Biggest

Cited asaBarrier Barrier
Barrier Percentage  Number Percentage  Number
Time line between learning about grant opportunity and
application deadline too limited 68 167 16 37
Rating procedures favor larger, more well-known or
experienced organizations 64 156 16 39
Lack of staff to track or search for grant opportunitieson a
regular basis 57 142 17 40
Lack of staff to prepare grant applications 57 142 14 34
Difficulty meeting requirements for matching funds 44 108 7 17
Lack of full-time staff 39 97 8 18
Difficulty developing sustainability plans 36 89 6 14
Bias against faith-based organizations 27 65 2 5
Requirements for evaluation too stringent 23 56 1 3
Confusion about igibility of faith-based organizations 19 47 1 2
Difficulty identifying staff with required credentials 15 37 <1 1
Difficulty meeting financial management and administrative
reporting requirements 14 35 1 3
Organization not comfortable with restrictions on religious
activities 12 30 1 2
Lack of experience delivering services 8 19 1 2
Difficulty implementing grant activities 7 17 <1 1
Limited computer availability or internet access 4 9 0 0

Source: Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 2007.

Note: N =249, missing = 0,3 (varied by item).
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of this group had someone to search for grant opportunities, compared to 74 percent of the overall
survey sample. For thosethat had such aperson, heor shewaslesslikely to beafull-time employee
(43 percent, compared to 60 percent for the whole sample); and twice aslikely to beavolunteer (19
percent, compared to 9 percent for the sample as awhole).

Sixteen percent of respondentsfelt rating proceduresthat favored larger, more well-known, or
more experienced organizations would pose the biggest barrier. Those who cited thisbarrier were
less likely than the overall sample to be affiliated with a national or other network—13 percent
compared to 20 percent for the full sasmple—so they may have felt that such large networks could
have an advantage over FBOs with less familiar names. There were no statistically significant
differences in grant experience, income, or number of full-time staff positions between network-
affiliated FBOs and those that were independent nonprofits. Another commonly cited barrier (also
at 16 percent) was limited time remaining for preparing applications once grant announcements
came out.

Another most frequently cited barrier was the lack of staff to prepare grant applications (14
percent). Thosethat cited thisbarrier did not have smaller staffsthan the overall survey sample, and
wereonly alittlelesslikely to have someoneresponsiblefor grant applications (67 percent versus 73
percent), and, if they had such a person, he or she would be a full-time staff member (39 percent
versus 45 percent for the full sample). However, these respondents were more likely to use
consultants and less likely to use volunteers than the sample as a whole, so they may simply have
been unable to rely on staff, and more likely to employ outside grant writers as aresult. Despite
anticipated barriers, alarge mgjority (88 percent) of those surveyed said they werelikely to apply for

afederal grant again the following year.
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Some respondents cited issuesrelating to FBOs as barrier sto accessing grants.

The survey asked about issues of possible concern to faith-based applicants, such as confusion
about the dligibility of FBOsfor grants, concerns about the effects of grant funding on FBO religious
activities, and potential bias against faith-based groups. When asked about challenges encountered
in preparing their 2006 application, 13 percent of respondents said they had been unsure about
restrictions on religious activities under the grant, though only 1 percent cited this as the main
challengethey faced (TablelV.1). Biasagainst FBOsand confusion about their eligibility for grants
were perceived by 27 and 19 percent of respondents, respectively, asbarriersto applying for federal
grantsinthefuture (TablelV.2). However, only 2 percent or less of respondents said these werethe
main challenges for future applications. Of those respondents who said their organization would
probably not apply next year (less than 12 percent), a quarter or less cited perceived bias against
FBOs or difficulty separating their religious from program activities as reasons. None gave either

factor as the main reason for not applying again.

B. COMPARING SUCCESSFUL AND UNSUCCESSFUL APPLICANTS

Asanother way of identifying potential barriersto accessing grantsin addition to asking survey
respondents directly about their perspectives, the survey was designed to enable a statistical
comparison between FBOs that received the FY 2006 grant for which they applied, and those that
did not. Information about the organization’s structure, history, and grant experience, described in
Chapter I11, was collected for making the comparisons, and successful applicantswere oversampled
in order to providethe statistical power to identify statistically significant differences of the expected
magnitudes in these characteristics.

Comparisons between successful and unsuccessful applicants were made across a variety of
dimensions hypothesized to be related to whether an applicant could devel op a strong application.

Theseincluded grant application experience, organization size, staffing structure, technical capacity,
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organizational practices, and FBO organization type. The analysis also tested whether faith-based
organizations located in urban areas were more likely to obtain grant awards. Table IV.3 provides
the results of these comparisons and is the focus of the discussion in the remainder of this section

Successful applicantssurveyed wer eolder, mor eexperienced with grant applications, and
larger in income and full time staff than unsuccessful applicants surveyed.

Older organizations may have more experienced staff or longer experiencein providing services
for which grant funds are sought. Over three-quarters of successful applicants surveyed were
founded before 2000 and this difference was statistically significant in comparing unsuccessful and
successful applicants surveyed (Table 1V.3).

In addition to being older, successful applicants surveyed had begun seeking government
funding earlier than unsuccessful applicants. Forty-two percent of successful applicantsfirst sought
funds from any level of government before 2000, compared 38 percent of unsuccessful applicants.
Thirty-one percent first sought a grant from the federal government before 2000, compared to 27
percent of unsuccessful applicants. Successful applicants also submitted a larger number of
applications for federal funds over the past three years than unsuccessful applicants-though when
applicationsto all levels of government, including state and local agencies, are considered, there
were no significant differences.

Though previous experience submitting federal grantsisimportant, first-time applicants also
succeeded. Applicantswho said they first applied for afederal grant in 2006—the year covered by

the study—were no less likely to receive a grant than other applicants.
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TABLEIV.3

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN UNSUCCESSFUL AND SUCCESSFUL FAITH-BASED APPLICANTS

Unsuccessful
Applicants Successful Applicants All Applicants
Statistical
Significance of
Definition Percentage Number Percentage Number Difference Percentage  Number
Organization was founded before 2000 65 72 77 105 *okk 71 177
Organization first sought federal, state, or other government funding
before 2000 38 38 42 49 * 40 87
Organization first applied for agrant directly from the federal
government before 2000 27 29 31 40 *x 29 69
Organization first applied for a grant directly from the federal
government before 2006 74 78 70 90 72 168
Number of applications organization submitted to federal, state, or
other government for funding of social servicesin the past three years:
1-3 35 39 30 41 32 80
4-6 22 25 27 37 25 62
7-10 15 17 12 16 13 33
Morethan 10 28 31 31 42 29 73
Number of applications submitted to the federal government for
funding of social servicesin the past three years: *
1-3 59 66 47 64 52 130
4-6 20 22 23 31 21 53
7-10 11 12 13 17 12 29
More than 10 11 12 18 24 15 36



Unsuccessful

Applicants Successful Applicants All Applicants
Statistical
Significance of
Definition Percentage  Number Percentage  Number Difference Percentage  Number
Organi zation had income of $500,000 or more last year 46 52 60 83 *okk 54 135
Number of paid full-time positions whether currently filled or not: *xk
0 10 11 3 4 6 15
1-5 42 46 33 46 37 92
6-10 10 11 9 12 9 23
11-20 6 7 19 26 13 33
21-50 15 17 14 20 15 37
51 or more 16 18 22 30 19 48
Someone regularly searches for federal grant opportunities 69 77 78 108 74 185
Organization has full-time staff to search for grants 51 39 65 70 *H* 59 109
Organization employs or works with a grant writer or someone with
experience writing grant proposals 64 72 80 110 i 73 182
Organization has full-time staff to write grants 31 22 52 57 *okk 44 79
Organization isin or near acity with a population of 50,000 or more 77 86 83 114 80 200
The type of challenge cited as the biggest in preparing and submitting
federal grant applications: *
Organizational limits 29 29 10 11 19 40
Requirements for matching funds or sustaining program after grant
ends 18 18 26 30 22 48
Application process or content 16 16 17 19 16 35
Working with the government 18 18 24 27 21 45
Other 19 19 24 27 21 46
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Unsuccessful

Applicants Successful Applicants All Applicants
Statistical
Significance of
Definition Percentage Number Percentage  Number Difference Percentage  Number
Type of faith-based organization *kk
Local affiliate of anational, state, or regiona network 17 19 23 31 21 50
Independent nonprofit organization 64 70 69 91 67 161
Congregation, such as a church, synagogue, or mosque 10 11 5 6 7 17
Faith-based coalition or council 9 10 3 4 6 14

Source: Faith-based Grants Study survey of faith-based applicants, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 2007.
*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level test.

** Sjgnificantly different from zero at the .05 level test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level test.
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Successful applicants surveyed reported having more income (total funding from all sources)
and more full-time staff positions than those that were unsuccessful. Sixty percent of successful
applicants reported more than $500,000 in income the twel ve months before the survey, compared to
46 percent of unsuccessful applicants. Successful applicants surveyed al so had more full-time staff
members. For instance, over half of unsuccessful applicants surveyed had five or fewer full-time
staff positions (42 percent had 1-5 positions and 10 percent had no paid staff), compared to 34
percent of successful applicants. Itisnot clear whether having morefinancial and staff resourcesare
also aresult of submitting successful grant applications.

In addition, among respondents more successful applicant organizations had members dedicated
to applying for federal grant opportunities than unsuccessful applicants. Successful faith-based
organizationswere more likely than unsuccessful onesto report employing or working with agrant
writer or someone with experience writing grant proposals. Those that had full-time paid staff in
these positions had a greater advantage than those that relied on part-time staff, volunteers, or
consultants.  Those reporting having a full-time staff member who searched for federal grant
opportunitiesalso were morelikely to be successful. Again, these arrangements could bearesult of
having asuccessful grant application track record (thus being ableto afford retaining these staff), as
well as being a possible contributor to success.

Successful and unsuccessful applicants surveyed did not differ in their urban-rural
locations, technical capacities, or organizational practices.

Studies of rural service providers show that on average they are smaller, have less specialized
staff, and have less access to technology than thosein urban areas—all factorsthat might affect their

ability to accessfederal grants. However, rural faith-based applicantswere no lesslikely than their
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urban counterparts to receive grants.”

Unsuccessful and successful FBO applicants surveyed emphasi zed different types of challenges
inapplying for their FY 2006 grants. Unsuccessful applicantswere morelikely than successful ones
to cite organizational limits asthe biggest type of challenge in preparing and submitting their grant
applications. Compared to 10 percent of successful applicants, 29 percent of unsuccessful applicants
cited organizational limits such asalack of knowledgeable staff to prepare the application or limited
accessto technology. Incontrast, successful applicantswere morelikely than unsuccessful onesto
cite financial types of limitations such as meeting requirements for matching funds or sustaining
programs after grant funding ended (26 percent cited these types of challenges, compared to 18
percent of unsuccessful applicants). This was so even though successful applicants had higher
income, on average, than unsuccessful ones.

Success rates differed among FBO or ganization types.

Comparing successful to unsuccessful applicants, there were differencesin FBO organization
type. Examining more closely, among these different types there were no statistically significant
differencesin organizational resources, capacities, and processes, or in the sorts of challengesthey
faced in applying for their federal grants. However, FBOsidentifying themselvesaslocal affiliates
of anational, state, or regional network had been applying for government funds, including federal,
state, and local sources, more frequently and for alonger period of time than other types of FBOs.
They were more likely than other types of FBOs to have full time help searching for federal grant

opportunities and writing grant proposals.

1 Further comparisons between rural and urban survey respondents found no systematic differences between their
ages, number of full-time staff positions, their use of grant writers, federal grant or government funding application
experience, or other indicators of organizational capacity.
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C. SUMMARY

All survey respondents cited numerous challengesin applying for and obtaining grants. Though
some felt that factors relating to being faith-based had affected their grant outcomes, less than two
percent (5 respondents or less) cited these asmajor challengesor barriers. Theseincluded difficulty
meeting sustainability requirements, lack of knowledgeable staff to prepare grants, difficulty using
the Grants.gov website, and difficulty reaching federal contacts to ask questions. Despite such
challenges, most applicants surveyed expected to apply again in the future.

A comparison of faith-based organizations that received grant awards with those that did not
shows that some organizational characteristics were associated with a greater chance of receiving
grant awards. Older organizationsweremorelikely to receiveagrant. Bigger organizations—those
with higher income and larger staffs—also were more likely to receive the grant for which they
applied. Faith-based groupsthat have been applying for fundslonger and have applied more often—

especially to federal programs—were also more likely to receive grants.
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V. STRATEGIESFOR SUCCESSFUL GRANT APPLICATIONS

Along with identifying challenges and potential barriers FBOs face in accessing federal grant
funds, this study had the goal of identifying strategies for grant application success. The study
approached this issue by asking federal grant program managers and grant reviewers who
participated in focus groups to identify the characteristics of strong, competitive applications. The
survey of FY 2006 faith-based applicantsincluded questionsfor successful applicants about factors
to which they attributed their success in obtaining the grant, and for unsuccessful applicants about
reasonsto which they attributed their failureto receivean award. Infollow-up, in-depth interviews,
both successful and unsuccessful survey respondents were asked what strategies, based on their
experience, they would suggest to enhance the future chances of successfor faith-based applicantsto
federal grants.

This chapter begins with the views of grant program managers and reviewers on the
characteristics of successful grant applications (Section A). Section B provides survey data on
possible reasons for grant application outcomes. Suggestions for strengthening grant applications
provided by survey participants in follow-up interviews are presented in Section C. Section D
briefly identifies ways al study participants thought federal grant makers could reduce obstacles
faith-based and other organi zations—especially small or inexperienced ones—encounter in seeking
discretionary grant funds. Section E summarizes the chapter and provides final comments on the

study.

A. CHARACTERISTICS OF STRONG, COMPETITIVE APPLICATIONS: THE
PERSPECTIVE OF GRANT PROGRAM MANAGERSAND REVIEWERS

Grant program managers said that grant outcomes are determined by the size of the grant pool

(and hence the number of awards that can be made), the number of applications submitted, and the
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strength of those applications. They pointed out that the only factor that grant applicants can
directly influenceisthe strength of their own applications. Program managers and grant reviewers
described three factors that characterized highly competitive grant applications they had read or
reviewed: responsiveness to the grant announcement, evidence of prior experience, and realistic
budgets with adequate justification.

Successful grant applications ar e responsive to grant announcements.

Grant announcements are designed to define application requirements. They list thetopicsto be
discussed, specify information applicants must submit, and identify the criteriathat will be used for
rating and scoring applications. Elements of the application are assigned a point value based on
their relativeimportance. When grant reviewers score applications, they deduct pointsfor e ements
that do not meet the specifications enumerated in the application.! Therefore, focus group
participants said that being responsive to the announcement was a fundamental and primary
requirement for success.

Answering all questions—or at least acknowledging them—was suggested asacritical element
of responsiveness. For example, program managers said that if the Request for Assistance (RFA)
asked applicants to justify the need for services using available data, but no data could be found,
good applications addressed that issue rather than leaving it blank. Applications showed that the
organization had looked for data (specifying where), and explained why it was not available. Some
applications suggested how the proposed program would help fill the gap in data, such as by
collecting it through their program evaluation. One grant reviewer pointed out that something as

basic asleaving out an organization chart, if it was requested, sometimes cost applicants apoint that

1 Before applications are reviewed, federa staff screen them to make sure that all required documents and
information have been provided and that the applicant and proposed program meet eligibility requirements. Grant
reviewersthen assessthe quality of the applicationsthat remain. Applicationsrejectedinthisinitial screening would not
have appeared in the CFBCI database, and thus are not considered in this report, because they would not have been
considered for awards.

51



might have been the difference between being rejected or recommended to receive a grant.

Providing information in a way that helped grant reviewers easily find it was cited by grant
reviewers as another element of responsiveness. One approach grant reviewers had observed in
successful applications was using the organization of the grant announcement as an outline for the
proposal. Some applicants even used the headings in the grant announcement as headings within
their applications. Grant reviewers said that organizing information in the same sequence asit was
requested in the announcement had made it easier for themto follow the application’ slogic and find
the information they needed.

According to grant reviewers, applications that had scored well were concrete and thorough.
Applicants carefully justified the need for services, and explained program objectives clearly, as
requested inthe RFA. They demonstrated an understanding of the problem and what was needed to
address it, as well as explained why the organization was capable of implementing the proposed
solution. As described by grant reviewers, a good application avoids leaving gaps. For example,
onegrant reviewer said that aproposal to serve homelessfamilies|ost points because the application
made no mention of a homeless shelter or other source of clients to be served by the program.

Finally, grant managers pointed out that when the RFA called for demonstration projects,
program innovation waswelcome. Grant applicantswho suggested new approaches supported by a
good program theory received favorable review scores. However, program managers stressed that
outside of demonstration projects, suggesting programsthat differed from the services being sought

or that were altogether new often resulted in failure to obtain the desired grant.
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Evidence of prior experience strengthens grant applications.

Focus group participants said that successful applications had provided evidence of the
organization’s prior experience, either with the approach or program being proposed, the target
population to be served, or both. Grant reviewers said they placed a high priority on atrack record
of performance as an important criteriafor funding. They had observed that experienced service
providers can not only demonstrate atrack record, but often had accessto datato show that they had
achieved program outcomes, whereas providers seeking funds for new services lacked similar
credibility and data.

Grant managers and reviewers also pointed out that successful applications often included
partners, not all of whom had been equally experienced. Organizations new to thefield or service
supported by a grant program often partnered with an organization that did have an established
service track record relevant to the program, or some aspect of it. Often, but not always, the more
experienced organization was the applicant, and the newer organization was a proposed
subcontractor. Experienced partnerslent credibility to the application and aside benefit mentioned
by program managerswas that the more experienced partner may have hel ped write the application,
aswell.

Evenif applicantslacked experiencein the specific program areato befunded, it isstill possible
to obtain agrant award, though it may be more difficult to do so. Grant managersand reviewerssaid
inexperienced applicants who received grants had shown that the organization had achievements
directly related to the grant, proposed a strong, evidence-based program approach, and provided a
thorough plan describing how they would meet challenges in entering the new program field or

working with the new target population.
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Realistic budgets with adequate justification are needed to enhance the chances for success.

Some agencies or programs do not ask grant reviewers to score proposed budgets, but when
they do so, grant reviewers said they had considered the proposed budgets to be an important
indicator of program planning and management capacity. Hence, they examine proposed budgets
closely. Grant reviewers said proposed budgets for successful applications were complete, and
properly justified. They accounted for the cost of staff benefitsa ong with salaries, for example, and
included both logical explanations of how costs were calculated and clear statements of the
assumptions behind the budget amounts shown. Submitting inadequate budgets often caused
otherwise strong proposals to lose valuable points from their review score.

Focusgroup participantssuggested additional strategiesgrant applicantscould pursueto
improve their chances for success.

In addition to defining highly competitive grant applications, grant managers and program

reviewers suggested a mix of strategies they believed could be helpful to grant applicants:

If possible, start planning for a grant opportunity before the RFA is released.

Find a mentor organization with experience in the program area or federa
application processto give advice.

e Improvefinancia and program records well before applying for federal grants, to
ensure that budget and program outcome datawill be readily available when agrant
opportunity arises.

e Carefully review and consider feedback received from grant reviewers on
unsuccessful grant applications.?

Grant managers al so suggested that applicants could request copies of successful applications

through a Freedom of Information Act request. The Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) allows

2 Nearly three-quarters of unsuccessful faith-based applicants reported receiving feedback on their federal grant
application. Half said they had specifically asked for feedback, therest had received it automatically. Morethan half of
those who received feedback found the information useful or very useful; only 11 percent said it was not useful.
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individual s to request access to many federal records.3 Though FOIA requests can take up to six
months to be received, grant managers thought they would be worthwhile in some cases. Though
the application material s obtained would not include reviewer comments and scores, they could till
be reviewed to examine how successful applicantsorganized and wrotetheir proposals, and provide
good examples of evaluation and sustainability plans, the types of qualifications presented by the
grant awardee and the way qualifications were presented, and how they had addressed potential

weaknesses.

B. REASONSFOR SUCCESSFUL AND UNSUCCESSFUL GRANT OUTCOMES: INPUT
FROM SURVEY PARTICIPANTS

Toidentify successful grant application strategies faith-based applicants had used, the study’s
survey asked respondents that received grants why they thought their applications had been
successful. Their answers further emphasized the factors that grant program managers and
reviewers had cited as important.

Successful applicants attributed receiving an award to submitting a proposal that was
responsive to application requirements and formats, and to their organization having prior
program experience.

Applicantsthat received grant awards believed that their applications had several key strengths.

Those most commonly cited were responsiveness to application requirements (99 percent),
evidence the program proposed could be effectively implemented (99 percent), and adherence to

grant

3 Moreinformation about FOIA and instructions on how to make requests of specific Department of Health and
Human Services operating divisions are available at [http://www.hhs.gov/foia/].

55



TABLEV.1

PERCEPTIONS OF SUCCESSFUL GRANT APPLICANTSASTO WHY THEIR
APPLICATIONS WERE SELECTED FOR FUNDING

Reason Was the
Reason Was a Factor Most Important
in Selection Factor in Selection
Reason Application Selected Percentage Number  Percentage Number
Responsiveness to all application requirements 99 136 9 13
Evidence program could be effectively implemented 99 135 12 16
Adherence to grant application format requirements 96 130 9 13
Prior experience with the population to be served 20 123 25 34
Evidence of financial controls and accountability 89 123 1 1
Prior experience providing the proposed services 83 114 17 24
Technical or scientific merit of the application 75 97 11 15
Qualifications of the proposed program director or
principal investigator 74 98 2 2
Evidence of other resources, such as volunteers or
supplemental funds 72 97
Size of the budget relative to the population to be served 66 83
Overall size of the budget 60 75
Faith-based nature of the organization or faith-based
content of the program 34 46 0 0
Source: Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, M athematica Policy Research,
Inc., 2007.
Note: N =138, missing =0, 3 (varies by item).

application formats (96 percent; TableV.1). Prior experience with the population served was given
as a reason to grant by 90 percent of successful respondents. Among these and other possible
reasons, successful applicants cited prior experience with the target population (25 percent) and
providing the proposed services (17 percent) asthe most important reasonsthey received an award,
followed by evidence the grant could be effectively implemented (12 percent), and the technical or

scientific merit of the application (11 percent).
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About one-third of successful applicants (34 percent) said they thought the faith-based nature of
the organization or faith-based content of the program was a factor in their selection for funding,
though no respondents cited it as the most important factor. In addition, size of the organization’s
budget and other resources, such as volunteers or supplemental funds, were not perceived as
significant in explaining grant award outcomes.

As another way to shed light on successful strategies and potential mistakes to avoid,
unsuccessful applicants in the survey were asked about the reasons their applications were not
funded.

Unsuccessful applicants attributed their failure to the amount of competition, the
inadequate strength of their applications, or alack of organizational experience.

The survey asked unsuccessful applicants why they thought their application was not funded.
Too much competition for grant funds was the top reason given for not receiving an award, cited by
more than 70 percent of unsuccessful applicants (Table V.2). More than half said their grant
application was not strong enough, and more than 40 percent cited alack of experience.

TABLEV.2

PERCEPTIONS OF UNSUCCESSFUL GRANT APPLICANTSASTO WHY THEIR APPLICATIONS
WERE NOT FUNDED

Reason Why Application Not Funded Percentage Number
There was too much competition 71 74
Application organization submitted was not strong enough 54 53
Organization lacked experience 43 47
Did not submit materials correctly or made other application errors 26 28
More well-known and larger organizations are preferred 6 6
Problem or error with the federal process 6 6
Proposed project was not appropriate for the federal program or agency 5 5
Source: Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, M athematica Policy Research,
Inc., 2007.
Note: N =111, missing = 3-12 (varies by response).
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Nearly three-quarters of those who said their application was not strong enough (Table V.2)
ascribed that weaknessto inadequate resources or lack of staff members experienced in writing grant
applications (Table V.3). More than half said the evaluation plan they submitted was inadequate,

and half said their application was simply of poor quality or lacked technical merit.

TABLEV.3

PERCEPTIONS OF UNSUCCESSFUL GRANT APPLICANTSASTO WHY THEIR APPLICATIONS
WERE NOT STRONG ENOUGH TO RECEIVE GRANTS

Reason Why Application Not Strong Enough Percentage  Number
Inadequate resources/lack of experienced staff to prepare the application 74 39
Inadequate evaluation plan 53 27
Poor quality or technical merit of the proposal 50 25
Short time frame between grant announcement and application due date 47 24
Inadequate sustainability plan 44 23
I nadequate matching funds 31 16
Difficulty obtaining help/getting responses to questions from the federal agency 19 10
Inadequate financial controls 19 10
Required credentials of primary staff 19 10
Limited computer availability/internet access 4 2

Source: Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, Mathematica Policy Research,
Inc., 2007.

Note: N =53, missing = 0-3 (varies by response).

Among unsuccessful applicantswho said their application was not strong enough because they
lack experience (Table V.3), more than 80 reported insufficient experience working with federal
grants, and three-quarters|acked experience preparing grant applications (Table V.4). Morethan 40

percent said they lacked experience providing the services they proposed under the application.
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TABLEV .4

PERCEPTIONS OF UNSUCCESSFUL GRANT APPLICANTSAS TO WHAT EXPERIENCE
THEIR ORGANIZATION LACKED

Type of Experience Lacking Percentage  Number
Working with federal grants 81 39
Preparing grant applications 75 35
Providing proposed services 43 20
Providing services to the target population 17 8

Source: Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, Mathematica Policy Research,
Inc., 2007.

Note: N =47, missing = 0.
C. HOW TO DEVELOP SUCCESSFUL APPLICATIONS

FBOs that participated in in-depth interviews emphasized that preparing and submitting their
federal grant application had required a great deal of effort. Applicants rarely had more than a
month between release of a grant announcement and the deadline for submitting applications. All
successful applicants that participated in the in-depth interviews believed their history in working
with the target population and prior experience delivering the proposed services were primary
reasons that their grant application received funding.

Interviewees mix of suggestionsto help ensure success on federal grant applicationsreflected
their diverse experiences. Many suggestions centered around the issue of application
responsiveness. Suggestionsincluded theimportance of following instructionsand answering every
guestion on the application. Intervieweesindicated that it wasvital for applicantsto think carefully
about what was being asked in each question or section, and respond in a relevant and concise
manner. Interviewees also emphasized the importance of doing a thorough assessment of
community needs, in order to understand the target population to be served through the proposed

program and to document the need in grant applications.
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Interviewees also believed that it was useful for FBOs to work on developing ongoing
relationships and partnershipswith other organizations doing similar or relevant work—and to do so
in advance of applying for agrant. Partnership formed for the purpose of applying for a specific
grant at the last minute may lack depth and long-term vision, they said, reflecting poorly in the
application.

Finally, interviewees said organizations lacking experience in operating programs or applying
for grants should start by applying to state, local, or private funders (such as foundations), since
application requirementsfor these sources may be somewhat |ess burdensome than those for federal
grants. If these applications succeed, the organization can use the experience to build grant
application skills, and the funding to build their program experience. Seeking out and taking
advantage of technical assistance opportunities offered by funders was also mentioned as a useful

strategy for FBOs inexperienced with the federal grant application process.

D. POSSIBLE STEPSFEDERAL GRANT MAKERSCOULD CONSIDER

Successful and unsuccessful survey respondents were asked in what areas their organizations
needed information or guidance when devel oping their grant applications. More than half reported
needing guidance on the federal contracting and grant-making process (53 percent; Table V.5).
Forty-eight percent wanted guidance on program evaluation, 39 percent on grant application

formats, and 32 percent on budgeting and reporting requirements.
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TABLEV.5

TOPICS ON WHICH FAITH-BASED APPLICANTS NEED ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND
GUIDANCE WHEN DEVELOPING GRANT APPLICATIONS

Topic Percentage  Number
Government contracting and grants process 53 131
Program evaluation 48 119
Grant application formats 39 97
Budgeting 32 79
Meeting reporting requirements 32 80
Developing organizational experience 31 75
Accounting practices 29 72
Financia accountability 20 49
Program implementation 18 45

Source; Faith-Based Grants Study survey of faith-based grant applicants, Mathematica Policy Research,
Inc., 2007.

Note: N =249, missing =0.

| dentifying stepsin reducing barriers was not aformal goal of the study, however participants
did suggest ways they might ease the grant application process. Suggestions focused on (1)
providing moreinformation about the grant application process and requirements, and (2) providing

more time to prepare applications, and simplifying logistics for submitting them.

1. Providing Information About the Application Process and Requirements

Faith-based organi zationsthat participated in thein-depth interviews had several suggestionsfor
ways federal grant makers might support grant access. Mainly, they discussed the need for
information and assi stance to hel p applicants navigate the application process and to better prepare
small or inexperienced organizations to compete effectively.

This included providing more information on specific grant programs as well as general

information on the grant application process. Interviewees mentioned having federal grant providers
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or others hold workshopsto provide information and assistance on how to apply for federal grantsas
apossible approach. They also suggested that community-based organizations could be funded to
provide grant information to faith-based and other groups, and to combat misperceptions or fears
about government funding. (Thisis similar to a strategy behind the Compassion Capital Fund
grants.)

A number of in-depth interview participants cited the need for more open and frequent
communications with federal grant program staff, in order to address questions and concerns from
applicantswho are writing applications. Whilewriting their own grant applications, they said, they
had wanted to communicate by telephone or email directly with a grant program representative to
ask questions. HHS operating divisions usually do provide contact information for program staff
who can answer questions on applications, but some in-depth interview participants said they had
found it difficult to get through or did not receive timely or adequate responses to their questions.
When asked about this suggestion during their focus group, program managers agreed that
applicants may sometimes experience difficulty reaching program staff to ask questions. However
they al so pointed out that program staff are constrained from providing any information or guidance
that might unfairly advantage an individual applicant, so sometimesthey cannot respond asfully as
applicants might like.

HHS operating divisions have taken several stepsto provide information and guidanceto grant
seekers, including some provided specifically for faith-based and community organizations. In
addition to published guides to grant opportunities (such as those mentioned in Chapter 1), grant
managers described outreach activities they had organized. Some had invited potential grant
applicants to meetings held in regional HHS offices to hear about current and upcoming grant
announcements. Some grant managers had held conference calls to brief potential applicants on

grant announcements, including answering questions from call participants about the program or
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service being funded and the application requirements. Grant managers judged these to be
worthwhile activities, when time and budgets permitted them. 1n some cases, they had been targeted
to specific groups, such as faith-based organizations.

As described in earlier chapters of the report, many of the faith-based organizations in the
CFBCI database and the survey had applied to and received grants from Compassion Capital Fund
programs. Although the Fund' s programs are mainly aimed at increasing program capacity rather
than the ability to apply for grants, arecent survey of granteesfound that many had used thefundsin
ways that could also have improved their competitiveness for federal grants. For instance, grant
recipients reported using funds to improve financial management systems, engage in long-term

planning, and develop systems for tracking program outcomes (Fink & Snipe, 2008).

2. Providing Time and Improving Submission L ogistics

Time constraints were cited as major challenges by survey respondents and in-depth interview
participants. One suggestion highlighted by most applicants participating in the follow-up
interviewswasto allow moretime between the rel ease of grant announcements and the deadlinefor
submitting applications. Announcing upcoming grants even before they can be formally released
was a possible approach specifically mentioned by follow-up interviewees.

Improving the Grants.gov website to make it easier to submit applications was al so mentioned
by interviewees. Eight of 12 applicants participating in the interviews reported that they had
submitted their grant applications as a paper copy, rather than via Grants.gov. Of these, three said
they had tried using the website but had encountered problems and decided to submit a hard copy
applicationinstead. Of thefour respondentswho did use Grants.gov to submit their applicationstwo
had experienced difficulties related to getting authorization to submit the application, and to using

electronic signatures.

63



E. SUMMARY
1. Chapter Summary

Grant program managers and reviewers suggested that competitive applicationswere those that
were highly responsive to application requirements, demonstrated experience with the proposed
program and/or target popul ation to be served, and included compl ete, realistic budgets. Reasonsfor
receiving their grants cited by successful faith-based applicants, including survey respondents and
in-depth interviewees, aligned with these criteria. Although unsuccessful applicantsin the survey
said that too much competition was the main reason their applications were not funded, the
additional reasons they cited also reflected the role of these factors.

Study participants suggested that actions by both grant applicants and federal grant makers
might improve access to federal grants by FBOs. Strategies for applicants were to improve their
capacity for applying for grants and operating programs, enhance their credibility as potential
service providers, and plan ahead for responding to grant announcements. They could partner with
experienced organizations, and review successful applications. They could alsolearnfromtheir own
unsuccessful applications. For grant makers, it was suggested that HHS and its operating divisions
could provide information and assistance to applicants, allow the maximum lead time possible
between grant announcements and application deadlines, and give a high priority to making
Grants.gov accessible and easy to use for submitting grant applications. The circumstances of
individual applicants, specific grant programs, and federal resources will influence which types of

actions would be most practical and achievable.

2. Next Stepsin Assessing Grant Access Challenges and Strategies

Findings described in earlier chapters indicated that some survey respondents thought issues

affecting faith-based groups, such as potential biases on the part of federal agencies or grant

64



reviewers or confusion about restrictions on religious activities, constituted possible challengesto
their ability to access federal grants. However, other types of challenges were cited far more
frequently, or were named as major challenges or barriers instead. Participants in the in-depth
interviews and focus groups were asked whether they believed, based on their own experiences, that
barriersto accessing federal grantsidentified in the survey were different for faith-based applicants
than for other types of grant applicants.

None of the faith-based organizationsthat participated in thein-depth interviewsbelieved their
organization had faced any unique challenges stemming from being faith-based in seeking or
obtaining federal grant funds. Grant program managers and grant reviewers participating in focus
groups pointed out that they often did not know whether an applicant organization was faith-based.
Grant managers and reviewers identified some assets that faith-based organizations can bring to
grant programs, such asan ability to mobilize their communitiesand draw in volunteers. They noted
that faith-based organizations aready have people’'s trust and can often work with groups that
mistrust secular organizations or public agencies.

Instead, interviewees and focus group membersjudged that faith-based groups by and largeface
challenges similar to those experienced by secular nonprofit organizations—particularly by
relatively small and inexperienced groups. The most commonly cited challenges were lack of
organizational resources, especialy staff capacity to write applications, and short timelines for
turnaround of applications. Whether or to what extent thisistrue cannot be assessed by this study,
but may be a useful topic for future research.

A few in-depth interviewees and focus group members did speculate that some factors may be
keeping faith-based organizations from applying for grants. These factors included difficulty
reconciling afaith-based group’ sreligious missionswith the broad human service goalsof federally

funded grant programs, and concerns about whether faith-based groups must maintain separation of
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religious activities from grant-funded services or how best to ensure such separation. Since only
FBOsthat did apply for federal grantswereincluded in the study, thisissue could not be addressed.

This may be another useful topic to examine in the future.
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SECTION A: SCREENER

Al. May | please speak with [SAMPLE MEMBER]? (My name is [NAME] and I'm from
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., a research company in Princeton, New Jersey.)

SAMPLE MEMBER AVAILABLE .......cooviiiiiiiiiiieeeeieeeeeeeeee 01— GO TO A6
SAMPLE MEMBER NOT AVAILABLE AT THE MOMENT .... 00

SAMPLE MEMBER NO LONGER WORKING AT THE
ORGANIZATION. ...ceeiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et 02— GO TO A2

Ala. When would be a good time to reach [SAMPLE MEMBER]? RECORD INFORMATION
ON CONTACT SHEET. THANK PERSON AND TERMINATE.

A2. Is there someone else at your organization who is most knowledgeable about the federal
grant application you submitted in 2006 for [PROGRAM NAME AND AGENCY]?

N O e 00— GO TO A4

A3. May | please speak with this person?

RESPONDENT AVAILABLE........coooiiii 01— GO TO A6
RESPONDENT NOT AVAILABLE AT THE MOMENT .......... 00

A3a. When would be a good time to reach this person? RECORD INFORMATION ON
CONTACT SHEET. THANK PERSON AND TERMINATE.

A4, Is there someone else at your organization who is knowledgeable about your
organization’s experience with grant applications?

Y E S 01—> GO TO A5

Ada. THANK PERSON AND TERMINATE. HAND THIS CALL OVER TO SURVEY
ASSOCIATE.

A3




AS.

Ab5a.

AB6.

Aba.

May | please speak with this person?

RESPONDENT AVAILABLE.........coooi, 01— GO TO A6
RESPONDENT NOT AVAILABLE AT THE MOMENT .......... 00

When would be a good time to reach this person? RECORD INFORMATION ON
CONTACT SHEET. THANK PERSON AND TERMINATE.

My name is [NAME] and I’'m from Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., a research company in
Princeton, New Jersey. We aredoing astudy for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
to learn more about the experiences of organizations that apply for federal grants. Y ou may have
received aletter recently which explained the study to you. We areinterested in learning about the
challenges organi zations experiencein applying for grants and successful strategiesused in securing
funds. Theinterview will take about 30 minutes. Y our participation in the survey isvoluntary and
will not affect any grant money that you or your organization receive now or in the future. The
information you provide about your organization will be treated in a confidential manner. Findings
will be reported only in aggregate form, and will not be linked to individual programs or
organizations.

OK TO CONTINUE .....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e 01— GO TOB1
NOT AGOOD TIME ... 00
REFUSED ... r

When would be a good time to do the interview? RECORD APPOINTMENT, DATE
AND TIME ON CONTACT SHEET.

Thank you for your help. If you should have any questions or want to call in to complete

the survey, please call us toll-free 1-877-542-6727, and ask for Frances Booker.
TERMINATE

A4



SECTION B: CHARACTERISTICS OF ORGANIZATION

B1. Can you confirm your organization’s name? | have [ORGANIZATION NAME], is that

correct?

Bla. What is the correct name of your organization?

01 — GOTOB2

DON'T KNOW ...
REFUSED ...,

B2. Is your organization a non-profit organization?

B3.  What is the main mission of your organization? Do you provide . . .

—> GO TO B2

CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW
DON'T
YES NO KNOW REFUSED
. SOCIAl SEIVICES?....eeiiiiiiiiie ittt 01 00 d r
D, EdUCALIONT......oiiiiiiiieiee e 01 00 d r
C. Health Care? .......cccooiiiiiiiiie e 01 00 d r
d. REeliQioUS SEIVICES?...uuuiiiiieiiiiiiiieeie e 01 00 d r
e. Other services? (SPECIFY).....ccooiviiiiiiiieieiiiiieeiiiieennn 01 00 d r

A5




B4.

BS.

Source:
John Orr

B6.

Source:
John Orr

Does your organization have ties to a church, denomination, faith tradition, or interfaith
group, or is it religiously affiliated?

PROBE: Ties and affiliations can be organizational, historical, or theological.

Does this description characterize your organization?

Y E S ettt annnenennes 01
N O 00
DON'T KNOW ..., d
REFUSED ... r

Y E S i 01 —» GO TO B7
N O .ttt ————— 00
DON'T KNOW ..ottt d

—> GO TO B7

INTERVIEWER: ASK B6 ONLY IF RESPONDENT ANSWERED “NO” TO BOTH
B4 AND B5. OTHERWISE, SKIP TO B7.

Is your organization a secular organization, in the sense that it has no ties, direct or
indirect, with religious groups or ideas?

Y E S ettt 01
N O 00
DON'T KNOW ..., d
REFUSED ... r

INTERVIEWER: THANK PERSON AND TERMINATE. HAND THIS CALL OVER
TO SURVEY ASSOCIATE.

A.6



B7. How would you describe your organization? Please choose one of the following.

CIRCLE ONLY ONE

A local affiliate of a national, state, or regional network,........ 01 —

—> GO TOB11
An independent nonprofit organization, ..............cccccceveeennennnes 02 —
A congregation, such as a church, synagogue, mosque, ...... 03 — GOTOBS8
A faith-based coalition or council, Or........coovevvviiiiiiiiiiiiie, 04 —]
Some other type of organization? (SPECIFY) .....ccccccccernnnnns 05

—> GO TO B11

DON'T KNOW ..ottt ettt d
REFUSED .....cutiiiiiiiei ettt e e e e e r

B8. How many members are in your congregation?

Ll | | MEMBERS

DON'T KNOW ... d
REFUSED ... r

B9.  What percent of your members are Hispanic or Latino?
|| | % HISPANIC OR LATINO MEMBERS

DON'T KNOW ... d
REFUSED ... r

A7



B10.

OMB
Guidelines

B11.

What percent of your members would you estimate are best described by each of the
following racial categories?

COMPLETE ONE IN EACH ROW

MEMBERS

DON'T KNOW | REFUSED

%

%

[

%

%

d

d

Is your organization affiliated with a denomination or particular faith group?

Y E S e 01

N O 00—
DON'T KNOW ..ottt d
REFUSED ... ro__|

—> GO TOB12

Blla. With which denominations or faith groups is your organization affiliated?

RECORD VERBATIM

ENTER CODE ONLY |

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

A8



CODING GUIDE Blla.

DENOMINATION/FAITH GROUP CODE
Assemblies of God 01
Baptist 02
Baptist — American Baptist 03
Baptist — Southern 04
Buddhist 05
Catholic 06
Christian — Orthodox 07
Christian — Reformed 08
Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) 09
Church of Christ — Independent 10
Church of Christ — United 11
Church of God in Christ (COGIC) 12
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints/Mormon 13
Church of the Nazarene 14
Congregational 15
Episcopal 16
Evangelical Church 17
Foursquare Gospel 18
Jewish — Conservative Judaism 19
Jewish — Orthodox Judaism 20
Jewish — Reform Judaism 21
Lutheran — Missouri Synod Lutheran 22
Lutheran — Evangelical Lutheran Church of America (ELCA) 23
Mennonite 24
Methodist (United Methodist) 25
Methodist Episcopal 26
Moravian 27
Muslim 28
Non-denominational 29
Pentecostal 30
Presbyterian 31
Quaker 32
Reformed Church in America 33
Salvation Army 34
Seven-day Adventist 35
Unitarian Universalist 36
Volunteers of America 37
Other 38

A9




B12. Inwhat year was your organization officially organized or founded?
|| ||| YEAR
DON'T KNOW ..ottt d
REFUSED .....cotiiiiiiiiiieee ettt r
STAFFING:
B13. How many paid, full-time staff positions do you have in your organization? Do you
have . ..
Source:
O | PROBE: Count all full-time positions whether currently filled or not.

CIRCLE ONLY ONE

L - D 01
B - L0, 02
11 - 20, 03
21 =50, OF coiiiiiie 04
More than 507.......uii e 05
DON'T KNOW. ... anaannannnes d

REFUSED ... ..t r

SOCIAL SERVICES:

B14.

B15.

In what year did your organization first seek federal, state, or other government funding
to provide social services?

||| || YEAR

DON'T KNOW ...t d
REFUSED ... r

About how many applications has your organization submitted for federal, state,
or other government funding of social services in the past 3 years?

CIRCLE ONLY ONE

L = 01
Z — Bttt 02
T =10 03
MORE THAN 10 ..o, 04
DON'T KNOW ..., d
REFUSED ... r

A.10



B16.

Adapted from
Faith
Communities
Today Q5

In the past 12 months, did your organization directly provide, or cooperate in
providing any of the following services for your own members or for people in the

community?

PROBE: “Cooperation” includes financial contributions, volunteer time by

organization members, space in your building, material donations, etc.

CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW

DON'T
YES NO KNOW | REFUSED
a. Food pantry or soup KitChen ...........cccoceeeiieeiieeiiieeen, 01 00 d r
b. Cash assistance to families or individuals ..................... 01 00 d r
C. ClOtNING.....oiiiiieiiie e 01 00 d r
d. Emergency or affordable housing...........cccccoveveriiennnn. 01 00 d r
e. Counseling services or “hot liN€”..........cccccevvivriiieineinnens 01 00 d r
f.  Substance abuse programs...........cccceevvvreeeiniieeenninnen 01 00 d r
g. Day care, pre-school, before/after-school programs...... 01 00 d r
h. Tutoring or literacy programs.........cccocceeeeriieeesinieeennnne 01 00 d r
i. Employment counseling, placement or training ............. 01 00 d r
j- Health programs/clinics/health education ...................... 01 00 d r
k. Hospital or nursing home facilities .................cceceenne 01 00 d r
[ Life SKIllS ..o 01 00 d r
m. Abstinence or family planning programs.............cccc....... 01 00 d r
n. Marriage or relationship education or support ............... 01 00 d r
0. Foster care and/or adoption SErViCes ...........ccceeeiiueeeenas 01 00 d r
p. Community development .........ccccevvieeiiiie e, 01 00 d r
g. Capacity building assistance............ccc.ccceeveeiieeniesieenens 01 00 d r
r. Elementary or secondary education ................cocoeeeuene 01 00 d r
S.  Other (SPECIFY) c.uuiiiiiiiiiieeiiiiee et 01 00 d r

All




TARGET POPULATION OF SERVICES

B17. Inatypical month, about how many people do you estimate receive the services your
organization directly provides?

Los Angleles

Nonprofi | L] _ | | PEOPLE SERVED

Human

Services Study

2002 B6
DON'T KNOW ... e e d
REFUSED........ooiiieiieieiceesee s r

B18. Overall, of the people who participated in your programs or services during the past
year, approximately what percent were Hispanic or Latino?

Los Angeles

Homan || |__| % HISPANIC OR LATINO

Services Study

2002 B6
DON'T KNOW ...ttt eeaeees d
REFUSED..... o r

B19. Overall, of the people who participated in your programs or services during the past
year, approximately what percent were from each of the following race categories?

Los Angeles
Nonprofit
Human COMPLETE ONE IN EACH ROW
Services Study
202 8 PERCENT DON'T KNOW | REFUSED
a. American Indian or Alaska Native .................. 1% d r
b, ASian.....cccocoiiii 1% d r
c. Black or African American ..........cccccoeeeeiiunnee. 1% d r
d. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander...... 1% d r
€. WhHItE .o 1% d r

A.12



B20.

Which of the following groups of people does your organization target for the services it
provides?
CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW
DON'T
YES NO KNOW REFUSED

a. Persons with mental or physical disabilities ................. 01 00 d r
b. Neighborhood/community residents.............ccccuveeee.n. 01 00 d r
C. Low-income familieS.........coocoveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieee e 01 00 d r
d. Children or youth ........ccccceeeiviiiiiiiee e 01 00 d r
e. Older Americans or the elderly.........ccccoceveiiiiieeiiiinnnnn. 01 00 d r
f. Single adultS ... 01 00 d r
g. Married or unmarried Couples .........cccocuveeeiiiieieiiiieennn 01 00 d r
h. Members of your faith community ...........ccccceeeecvvvnen.n. 01 00 d r
. Fathers ..o 01 00 d r
Jo Pregnant Women ... 01 00 d r
K. HOMEIESS. ....eiiiiiiiii e 01 00 d r
I, Immigrants/refugees.........cccvveeeeeeeiiicciieiee e 01 00 d r
M. NON-ENglisSh SPEAKETS .......vveveiiiiieeiiiiieeeiiiiee e iiieee s 01 00 d r
n. Prisoners or ex-offenders .........cccccviiiiiiiii i, 01 00 d r
0. Substance abUSErS..........ooiiiiiieeiiiiiieiiiiiee e 01 00 d r
P. UNEmMPIOYEd ... 01 00 d r
g. Local organization leaders or members .............cccuee... 01 00 d r
F. Other (SPECIFY)...oiuiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 01 00 d r
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FUNDING:

B21. During your most recently completed fiscal year, did you receive funding from the
following sources?

Los Angeles
Nonprofit
Human CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW
Services Study
2002 D3
DON'T
YES NO KNOW REFUSED
a. Federal grants .........ccooveeeiiiiiiee i 01 00 d r
b. State or local grants or funds..........ccccceeeiiiiiiniiinennen 01 00 d r
c. Medicare/Medicaid paymentsS........cccceeeveeiuererereeeeeinninnns 01 00 d r
d. Foundation grantS.........ccccceevevevieieieieeiieieeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeee 01 00 d r
e. Individual or corporate donations, including fundraising 01 00 d r
oY= £ S PPR
f.  Endowment or investments ...........cccceeeriiiiiiiiiinee e 01 00 d r
g. Fees charged for SEIVICES ........coovueveiiiieieiiiiiiieiiiieeenn 01 00 d r
Financial support from congregations, denominations, 01 00 d "
or other Faith-Based Organizations...............cccccevnvneen.
i.  In-kind donations Or SEIVICES..........ccccueeeeiiieeeeiiiieee e 01 00 d r
Jo Other (SPECIFY) .cciiiiiiiie ettt 01 00 d r

B22. What is the total amount of money your organization received in income from all sources

during your most recent fiscal year?

S L L |__| TOTAL AMOUNT RECEIVED — GO TO B23

INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT NEEDS TO GO LOOK UP INFORMATION,
HOLD WHILE HE/SHE DOES SO OR ASK THEM TO COME BACK
TO THIS QUESTION AFTER THE REST OF THE INTERVIEW IS

OVER.

IF RESPONDENT CANNOT LOOK UP DURING THE INTERVIEW, THEN
MARK OFF “CALL BACK".

B22a. CALL BACK ..ottt 01— GO TOB23

CONTACT SOMEONE ELSE (SPECIFY) ..coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieene 02

A.l14




B22b. INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT COULD NOT ANSWER B22, PLEASE ASK:

Is there someone else at your organization that can tell us the total amount of money
received in income from all sources during your most recent fiscal year?

Name:

Job Title:

Phone Number: I T ) S Y N | Y I M
AREA CODE

B23. How would you describe the place where your organization is physically located?

Isit. ..
2005 National
ey o s CIRCLE ONLY ONE
In or near a city with a population of 50,000 or more............. 01
In a town or small city with a population between 2,500 and
50,000, OF,.ciiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 02 —
In a rural area, open country, or small town with a
population of 2,500 OF 1€SS?........cuvviiiiieeieiiiiiee e 03 L > coToCl
DON'T KNOW ... d
REFUSED ... r

B23a. Is your organization physically located in . . .

A downtown or central area of the city,..............ccoeeeeeeie. 01
An older residential area in the City,..........ccccvvvviieeiiniiiiiii, 02
An older suburb around the City, Of.........ccccvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniias 03
A newer suburb around the City? .........ccccccveei i, 04
DON'T KNOW ...t e e e e d
REFUSED ... r

A.15



SECTION C: KNOWLEDGE OF FEDERAL GRANT OPPORTUNITIES

Cl. Does someone regularly conduct searches for federal grant opportunities for your

organization?
D =3 T PP PP PP TP 01
N O ittt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e aans 00 —
DON'T KNOW ..ottt e e e e e d —> GO TO C2
REFUSED ... r —

Cla. Isthe primary person responsible for this task . . .

A full-time staff member, ..o 01
A part-time staff member, ........ccccooeiiiiii 02
YR/ [8 1] (=T AT 03
A CONSUIANT, OF .uviiiiiii e e 04
Some other person (SPECIFY)....oovviviiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeveeeeeeee, 05
DONTKNOW. ... d

REFUSED ... .ot r

C2. Does your organization employ or work with a grant writer or someone with experience
writing grant proposals?

Y E S e 01

N ettt a e 00 /]

DON'T KNOW ..., d —> GO TOC3
REFUSED .....coiiiiiiiiii e ro—
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C2a. Isthe primary grant writer . . .

A full-time staff MEMDEL, c.oevveeieeeee e 01
A part-time staff member, ...........co 02
YNV 0] (U] a1 =T=] T 03
A CONSUILANT, OF ...vvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 04
Some other person? (SPECIFY)...c.coooviiiiiie i, 05
DONTKNOW.....coiiiiiiiiee d

REFUSED. ... r

C3.  Which of the following sources of information does your organization use to become
aware of federal grant opportunities?

Guidance
Document, CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW
White House
FBCI, Page 3
DON'T
YES NO KNOW REFUSED
a. Grant announcements on the Grants.gov website ....... 01 00 d r
b. The White House Office of Faith-Based and
) oo 01 00 d r
Community INItIALIVES ......ccovcvvieeeiiiee e,
c. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance (CFDA) ........ 01 00 d r
d. The Department of Health and Human Services’
. X 01 00 d r
Compassion Capital Fund .............ccocccvveiveeee e,
e. Information from a denomination...........ccccccecvveeeiiunennnn 01 00 d r
f. Information from ecumenical or interfaith groups ......... 01 00 d r
g. Information from a non-government source ................. 01 00 d r
h.  Other (SPECIFY) ..o 01 00 d r

A.l7



SECTION D: EXPERIENCE APPLYING FOR GRANTS

D1. Inwhat year did your organization first apply for a grant directly from the federal
government?

|1 |__|YEAR

DON'T KNOW .....oiiiiie ittt e d
REFUSED ... o r
Dila. About how many applications has your organization submitted to the federal

government for the funding of social services in the past 3 years?

CIRCLE ONLY ONE

O 01
Z — Bttt 02
T =10 03
MORE THAN 10 ..o 04
DON'T KNOW ... d
REFUSED ... r

D2.  Your organization submitted a grant application to [FEDERAL AGENCY] for
[PROGRAM NAME] in 2006. Is that correct?

Y E S 01— GO TO D3
N O 00
DON'T KNOW ..., d — |

—> GO TO D2b

D2a. Please tell me the correct name of the program name and federal agency:

PROGRAM NAME E——

FEDERAL AGENCY —> GO TO D3
DON'T KNOW ... e e d
REFUSED ...t r

A.18



D2b.
application?

D2c. What is that person’s name and telephone number?

Is there anyone at your organization who is knowledgeable about this 2006 grant

—> GO TO D24

NAME

Phone Number:  (|_|__|__ - [ [ _[__|__|__|_|
AREA CODE

DON'T KNOW ..ottt

REFUSED

A.19
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D3.

provided this service.

What service(s) were to be provided in the [PROGRAM NAME] for which these grant
funds were requested?

INTERVIEWER: IF YES: Please tell me the number of years your organization has

COMPLETE EACH ROW

DON'T YEARS OF
YES | NO | KNOW | REFUSED | EXPERIENCE
Food pantry or soup Kitchen ..............ccccovceiniiinnnene 01 | 00 d r I
Cash assistance to families or individuals ............... 01 | 00 d r I
CIOthiNg....cccoiiiiiiiiicic 01 | 00 d r I
Emergency or affordable housing...............cccoeeniis 01 | 00 d r I
Counseling services or “hot [ine”................ccoeeeiees 01 | 00 d r I
Substance abuse programs...........cccvveviininiesineene, 01 | 00 d r I
Day care, pre-school, before/after-school programs | 01 | 00 d r I
Tutoring or literacy programs.........cccoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeennns 01 | 00 d r I
Employment counseling, placement or training ....... 01 | 00 d r I
Health programs/clinics/health education................. 01 | 00 r I
Hospital or nursing home facilities ........................... 01 | 00 d r I
Life SKillS ...ociviiiiiiiii i 01 | 00 d r [
. Abstinence or family planning programs.................. 01 | 00 d r I
Marriage or relationship education or support ......... 01 | 00 d r A
Foster care and/or adoption services...................... 01 | 00 d r I
Community development ..., 01 | 00 d r A
Capacity building assistance..............cc.ccooeeviieniennen. 01 | 00 d r I
Elementary or secondary education ....................... 01 | 00 d r A
Other (SPECIFY) ...cieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeen s 01 | 00 d r
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DA4.

D5.

Please list the targeted recipients of the services provided in the [PROGRAM NAME]?

INTERVIEWER:

PROMPTING.

DO NOT READ THE LIST UNLESS THE RESPONDENT NEEDS

IF MARKED “YES”: Please tell me the number of years your organization has served

this population.

COMPLETE EACH ROW

DON'T YEARS
YES | NO | KNOW | REFUSED SERVED

a. Persons with mental or physical disabilities

................................................................... 01 | 00 d r I
b. Neighborhood/community residents.......... 01 00 d r ]
c. Low-income families..............c.cooeiiieinins 01 00 d r |
d. Children oryouth ........c.coooeiiiiiiiiiinn, 01 00 d r I
e. Older Americans or the elderly .................. 01 00 d r I
f. Single adults.............ccoooeiiiiiiiii 01 00 d r ]
g. Married or unmarried couples ................... 01 00 d r |
h.  Members of your faith community ............. 01 00 d r I
i, Fathers ... 01 00 d r |
j. Pregnantwomen ..., 01 00 d r ]
K. Homeless.........ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiicc 01 00 d r |
[ Immigrants/refugees................ccccooiiiinin, 01 00 d r ]
m. Non-English speakers ................c.ccooeen. 01 00 d r |
n. Prisoners or ex-offenders .......................... 01 00 d r ]
0. Substance abusers.............cccoceiiiiiiiienins 01 00 d r I
p. Unemployed .........ccccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiies 01 00 d r ]
g. Local organization leaders or members .... | 01 00 d r |
r.  Other (SPECIFY) ... 01 00 d r L

How much money did you request in this 2006 grant application for[PROGRAM NAME]?

$

[ | Il | | | TOTAL AMOUNT REQUESTED
DON'T KNOW ... d
REFUSED ...ttt r
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D6.

D7.

Faith-Based and other organizations sometimes face challenges in preparing and

submitting federal grant applications. Did you face any of the following challenges when

submitting the 2006 application?

CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW
DON'T
YES NO KNOW REFUSED

1. Lack of knowledgeable staff to prepare the grant

APPHCALION ..oeeeiiiiiiiiee e 01 00 d r
2. Limited access to technology, such as a computer or

the INEEINEt ... 01 00 d r
3. Difficulty preparing the budget.............coceeiviiieiiiiiennne 01 00 d r
4. Difficulty completing federal forms and certifications.... 01 00 d r
5. Difficulty meeting the financial management

requirements of the grant .........ccccccoeveiviieeee e, 01 00 d r
6. Difficulty meeting requirements for matching funds...... 01 00 d r
7. Difficulty meeting requirements for sustaining the

proposed program after the grant ends............cccoc....... 01 00 d r
8. Difficulty identifying staff with the credentials required

in the grant application ..............c.cccevvveveviveveeeierereieeenennnns 01 00 d r
9. Difficulty reaching the federal contact person listed in

the grant application to ask questions ......................... 01 00 d r
10. Difficulty meeting the application deadline ................... 01 00 d r
11. Unsure about restrictions on religious activities as part

of the grant program .............cccoeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 01 00 d r
12. Difficulty using the grants.gov website ......................... 01 00 d r
13. Difficulty obtaining information about a specific grant

and how to apply for funds ...........ccceeiiiiiiiiiiceen. 01 00 d r
14. Other (SPECIFY) ..ottt 01 00 d r

Of all the challenges you told me about, which was the biggest challenge?

INTERVIEWER: FILL IN NUMBER FROM LIST ABOVE

|| BIGGEST BARRIER

DON'T KNOW ... d
REFUSED ... r
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D8.

Do.

D10.

What was the outcome of this application that you submitted in 2006? Did you receive
any of the funding you requested?
Y E S e 01
1 2 00 — GO TODI12
DON'T KNOW ..ottt e a e e d —
—>
REFUSED ..ottt r GO TO D24
Why do you think your application was selected for funding?
CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW
DON'T
YES NO KNOW | REFUSED
1. Technical/scientific merit of your application .................cc..oe..... 01 00 d r
2. Your responsiveness to all application requirements................ 01 00 d r
3. The overall size of your budget ............ooiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee 01 00 d r
4. The size of your budget relative to the population you set out
(0TI AV 01 00 d r
5. Your organization’s prior experience providing the proposed
LY <] R/ (o1 Y 01 00 d r
6. Your organization’s prior experience with the population
Y= A VZ=To [ 01 00 d r
7. Qualifications of your proposed program director or principal
INVESTIZATON ...eeeeeiiiieee ettt e st e e s e e s anre e e e e 01 00 d r
Your adherence to grant application format requirements ....... 01 00 d r
Evidence that your program could be effectively implemented | 01 00 d r
10. Evidence of financial controls and accountability ..................... 01 00 d r
11. Evidence of other resources such as volunteers or
supplemental fuNdS .......ccueeeiiiiiee i 01 00 d r
12. Faith-based nature of your organization or faith-based
content of the Program .......ccoceeeieereseeie e 01 00 d r
13. Other (SPECIFY)....uiiiiie ettt ettt e snveeenaa e 01 00 d r
Of all the reasons you told me about, which one do you think contributed most to the
success of your application?
INTERVIEWER: FILL IN NUMBER FROM LIST ABOVE
|| MOSTIMPORTANT REASON

DON'T KNOW ...
REFUSED ...




D11.

D12.

D13.

How much money was your organization awarded for your 2006 grant application?

S Ll | | TOTAL AMOUNT RECEIVED —

DON'T KNOW ...,
REFUSED ...

—> GO TO D24

Why do you think your application was not funded? Was it because the application your

organization submitted was not strong enough?

DON'T KNOW ...
REFUSED ...

—> GO TO D14

Why do you think your organization’s 2006 grant application was not strong enough?

CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW
DON'T
YES NO KNOW | REFUSED
a. Short timeframe between grant announcement and application | 01 00 d r
(o (U= F- L= T PP
b. Inadequate resources/lack of experienced staff to prepare the 01 00 d r
=T o] o] 1o 11 o] o < U EEER
c. Difficulty obtaining help/getting responses to questions from 01 00 d r
the federal agENCY .......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiee e
d. Required credentials of primary staff............cccccee. 01 00 d r
e. Inadequate financial controlS.........cccccoevveiiiiiieee e 01 00 d r
f. Inadequate matching funds ..........ococeeiiiii i 01 00 d r
g. Inadequate sustainability plan .........cccoccoeeeiiiiiieiiiie e 01 00 d r
h. Inadequate evaluation plan ..............ccccee e, 01 00 d r
i. Poor quality or technical merit of the proposal .......................... 01 00 d r
Limited computer availability/Internet access..........cocceevruneennne 01 00 d r
K. Other (SPECIFY) ..ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiie et e seiiee e s sitee e anniaee s asnaeaesanneas 01 00 d r
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D14. Do you think your organization’s 2006 grant application was not funded because the
proposed project was not appropriate for the federal program or agency providing the

grant?
RS T PRSPPI 01
N O et e e e e e e e e e e e nnrees 00 —
DON'T KNOW ... nsennnnnne d > GO TO D16
REFUSED.....coiiiiiiiiiiiieee ettt a e r_ |

D15. Why do you think your organization’s proposed project was not appropriate for the
federal program or agency?

CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW
DON'T
YES NO KNOW | REFUSED
a. Proposed project too SMall ............ccccuiiiiieeeiiiiiieeece e 01 00 d r
Religious nature of the proposed project .........cocceevvieieiiic e 01 00 d r
c. Proposed project did not include target population specified by grant | 01 00 d r
=T o] 0o 10 ToT=T o 1= o SO SRR
d. Proposed services were not ones that are normally funded by this 01 00 d r
grant program or federal @geNCY..........ccueeiiriiiiiiiiiiie e
e. Grant reviewers had limited understanding of Faith-Based 01 00 d r
Organization’s eligibility ...........coiiiieiiiiiiee e
f. Bias against Faith-Based OrganizationS.............ccccvvvveveeeesiiccninneeeeennn 01 00 d r
0. Other (SPECIFY) .ottt ettt e e s sbnee e 01 00 d r

D16. Do you think your organization’s 2006 grant application was not funded because your
organization lacked experience?

Y E S ettt 01

NO oottt ettt ettt ettt 00 —

DON'T KNOW ...ttt d > GO TO D18
REFUSED ...ttt eeeeeee e eeeeeeseese s e eeeeesess e e e roo__
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D17.

D18.

D19.

Did your organization lack experience . . .

CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW

DON'T
YES NO KNOW | REFUSED
a. Providing the proposed ServiCeS? ........ccccvviiiereeniieeeiiiieee e 01 00 d r
b. Providing services to the target population?....................coeoeen. 01 00 d r
c. Working with federal grants? .........cccccooviiiiiiieieeeieiiccieeee e 01 00 d r
d. Preparing grant appliCationS?..........cooovuiiriiiiiireiniiee e 01 00 d r
€. Other (SPECIFY) ettt 01 00 d r

Do you think your organization’s 2006 grant application was not funded because there

was too much competition?

Do you think your organization’s 2006 grant application was not funded because you did
not submit materials correctly, or made other application errors?

DON'T KNOW ...
REFUSED ...,

INTERVIEWER: IF“YES": Please describe the application or submission errors.

RECORD VERBATIM
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D20. Was there some other reason why your organization’s 2006 grant application was not

funded?
Y E S e 01
1L LR 00
DON'T KNOW ..ot d
REFUSED ..ot r

INTERVIEWER: IF“YES”: Please describe the reason.

RECORD VERBATIM

FEEDBACK FROM GRANT REVIEW PROCESS

D21. Did you request feedback from [FEDERAL AGENCY] on why your ap
funded?

DON'T KNOW
REFUSED

plication was not

D22. Did you receive feedback from [FEDERAL AGENCY] on why your application was not

funded?
Y E S e 01
N e e e e e e 00 —
DON'T KNOW ...ttt e e e ea s d —> GO TO D24
REFUSED .......ouiiiiiii ettt r
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D23a. What reasons were given?

INTERVIEWER: RECORD VERBATIM

DON'T KNOW ... d
REFUSED ... r

D23b. How useful was the feedback? Wasit . . .

Notatall useful, ... 01
SOMEWNAL USEIUL, .eveiieiiee e 02
USETUL OF . e e 03
VEry USETUI? ..o 04
DONTKNOW. ..., d
REFUSED. ... r
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PERCEIVED BARRIERS TO WINNING FUTURE GRANTS

D24. What barriers do your think your organization will face when applying for federal grants

in the future?

Adapted from HHS Staff Survey|

on Barriers to American Indian,

American Communities Access

Alaska Native, and Native CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW

to HHS programs 2005

DON'T
YES | NO | KNOW | REFUSED
1. Lack of staff who can track or search for grant opportunities 01 00 d r
0N a regular Basis ..........ceeiiiiiieiiee e
2. Lack of staff to prepare grant applications.............cccoecvveeeennee 01 00 r
3. Difficulty in meeting financial management and 01 00 d r
administrative reporting requireMents ............cccccceevuvenenennnnnns
Difficulty in meeting matching fund requirements................... 01 00 r
Difficulty in developing sustainability plans............cccccccueeeenee. 01 00 r
Difficulty in identifying staff with credentials required in grant 01 00 d r
APPLICALIONS. ...
Lack of experience in delivering Services.........cccccccoeecuvvveenn.. 01 00 d r
Difficulty in implementing grant activities............ccccccovcveeennnen 01 00 d r
Lack of full-time staff...........cccoooiiiiii 01 00 d r
10. Bias against Faith-Based Organizations ..............ccccccccuvnnnnns 01 00 d r
11. Rating procedures that favor larger, more well-known or 01 00 d r
experienced OrganiZationNS............occueeeeiiereeeiiineeeinieeeesneneeens
12. Limited computer availability/Internet access.............ccoeuuueee. 01 00 d r
13. Requirements for evaluation too stringent................ccccceeeunnnn. 01 00 d r
14. Confusion about eligibility of Faith-Based Organizations ....... 01 00 d r
15. Time between learning about grant opportunity and 01 00 d r
application deadline too limited .............cccceeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieiees
16. Organization not comfortable with restrictions on religious 01 00 d r
ACHVITIES ..t
17. Other (SPECIFY) ....ocuiueueeeueeeeceeeeeeeeeeeeeeese e 01 00 d r

D25. Of all the barriers your organization may face, which is the biggest barrier?
INTERVIEWER: FILL IN NUMBER FROM LIST ABOVE

|__|_|] MOSTIMPORTANT REASON

DON'T KNOW . ...ooii e d
REFUSED ... r




REASONS WHY ORGANIZATION MIGHT NOT APPLY FOR FUTURE GRANTS

D26.

D27. Why don'’t you think your organization will apply for a federal grant in the next year?

Adapted from HHS Staff Survey,
on Barriers to American Indian,
Alaska Native, and Native
American Communities Access

Do you think your organization will apply for a federal grant in the next year?

01 — GOTOD29

—> GO TO D29

CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW

to HHS programs 2005
DON'T
YES NO KNOW REFUSED
1. Too difficult to separate religious activities from 01 00 d r
federally-funded social service programs.....................
2. Skeptical of government aid ............cccccvvvveeeeiiiciiinennn. 01 00 d r
3. Prefer to partner with other faith-based groups............ 01 00 d r
4. Problems with federal employment policies ................. 01 00 d r
5. Lack of organizational and financial structures in place 01 00 d r
to comply with public performance and audit
(=10 0T =T 0 T=T | £
6. The services for which federal funding is available do 01 00 d r
NOot MatCh OUr NEEAS..........covcvveviiiiieie e
7. Federal agencies are not likely to fund the kind of 01 00 d r
SEIVICES WE PrOVIAE ...ooiiiiiiiieiiiiieeiiiieeeesiiee e s eniieea e e
8. Inadequate resources available to devote to the 01 00 d r
application ProCESS........uuuuruiirr e
9. Lack of experienced Staff.........c.ocoveeeiiiieeiiiiiiiciiien 01 00 d r
10. Bias against Faith-Based Organizations ...................... 01 00 d r
11. Too difficult to obtain help from federal agencies......... 01 00 d r
12. Other (SPECIFY) ..ottt 01 00 d r
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D28.

D29.

|__|__| MOSTIMPORTANT REASON
DON'T KNOW ...t d
REFUSED ...t r
In what areas do you feel your organization needs information or guidance when
developing grant applications?
CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW
DON'T
YES NO KNOW REFUSED
a. Government contracting and grants process................ 01 00 d r
b. Accounting practiCes ........ccuveeeiiieriiiiiiiiieee e 01 00 d r
c. Meeting reporting requIreMents...........cccueeevnveeeeinuneenns 01 00 d r
Lo TR =10 o [0 =3 i o R 01 00 d r
e. Developing organizational eXperience...........cccccocvve.n. 01 00 d r
f.  Grant application formats ...........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiie 01 00 d r
g. Implementation of your program...........ccccccevcuveeeininneen. 01 00 d r
h. Evaluation of your program ...........cccccevvevreeessiiivnnnenen 01 00 d r
i.  Financial accountability ............ccoeveiiiiieiiiiiiee e 01 00 d r

Of all reasons you mentioned, what is the most important reason you might not apply for
future grants?

INTERVIEWER: FILL IN NUMBER FROM LIST ABOVE

A3l




SECTION E: STRENGTHS AND CAPACITIES OF ORGANIZATION

TECHNICAL/GENERAL CAPABILITIES OF ORGANIZATION

E1l.

Next, | would like to ask you some questions about how your organization uses

technology. Does your organization currently use . . .

Los Angeles
Nonprofit
Human Services|
Survey, 2002 J1

E2.

CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW

DON'T
YES NO KNOW REFUSED
A EMAl? e 01 00 d r
Computers for key staff or volunteers?...........ccccvveee.... 01 00 d r
An internal computer Network?.........ccccoovcveeeiiiieeeennnn, 01 00 d r
Cell phones OFr PAgErS? ...ccuuveieieieeeieiieeee e 01 00 d r
Electronic financial records?.........ccooviieeeiiiieeeeiiieeeennns 01 00 d r
Electronic database of your programs or services? ..... 01 00 d r
Software for planning and tracking activities that 01 00 d r
achieve program objectives?........cc.cccceevveeeeeeeeeiecnnee,
In the past three years, has your organization . . .
CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW
DON'T
YES NO KNOW REFUSED
a. Developed a strategic plan? .........cccccveveeeeiiiieeeiiiineenn 01 00 d r
b. Hadan audit? ..........ccccoiiiiiiii e, 01 00 d r
c. Met with a Board of DIireCtors? ............ccceeeeinveeeeiinnenen 01 00 d r
d. Held regular staff meetings?.......cccccceevvviviiieieeee e, 01 00 d r
Interacted with other social service organizations?....... 01 00 d r
Identified concrete outcomes that your program 01 00 d r
intends to accomplish? ...........coevvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeees
Evaluated any of your programs?..........ccccccueeeeiiieeennane 01 00 d r
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E3.

Which of the following strategies does your organization currently use when developing
grant applications?

CIRCLE ONE IN EACH ROW

DON'T

YES NO KNOW REFUSED
Develop knowledge of the target population and its 01 00 d r
LTS0S
Implement a community-needs and strengths 01 00 d r
ASSESSIMENT ..eeiiieiiiiiiee ittt
Identify public and private social service programs 01 00 d r
whose services may complement those that you plan
T0 OFfEr oo
Develop collaborative relationships with the staffs of 01 00 d r
other public and private agencies whose services
COMPIEMENT YOUIS ...ttt
Develop a plan for the long-term financial stability of 01 00 d r
YOUT PrOGIAIM .uvvieeeiiiieeeiiieeeeatreeeestneaeessneeeaasneasasnsees
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SECTION F: RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS

F1. How many years have you worked at this organization?

||| YEARS |_|__| MONTHS

DON'T KNOW ... d
REFUSED ..ot r

F2. Areyoua...

Full-time, paid staff member, .........cccccooiiiiii i 01
Part-time, paid staff member,...........ccccccoviiiiiiiiicis 02
AV /0] (8141 (=TT G ] = N 03
CoNSURANT? ..o 04
DON'T KNOW ..ottt e e d
REFUSED ......ccuiiiiiiiee ettt e e e e e e e e e e e r

F3.  What s your job title at [ORGANIZATION NAME]?

INTERVIEWER: RECORD VERBATIM

DON'T KNOW ... d
REFUSED ... r

F4. What are your responsibilities at this organization?

INTERVIEWER: RECORD VERBATIM

DON'T KNOW ... d
REFUSED ... r
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F5. How many total years of experience do you have in this line of work?

PROBE: Include experience both at this organization and elsewhere.

||| YEARS |_ | | MONTHS

DON'T KNOW ...ttt d
REFUSED ... r

F6. What is the highest degree you have obtained?

Los Angeles

Homan Senvices CODE ONLY ONE

vy, 3005 15
LESS THAN HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA ..o vveeererrsresrenne. 01
HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA OR GED .....oooeveereeeereereeseesnn. 02
SOME COLLEGE OR TECHNICAL SCHOOL.......ovvvreenn., 03
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .....cvoveeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeees s 04
BACHELOR'S DEGREE .......ooooeiveeeeoeeeeeeeeeseeeeeseeeseseenees 05
MASTER’S OR PROFESSIONAL DEGREE .........ccoovvvee.... 06
DOCTORAL DEGREE ....cveevoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeseeeeeeeeeeseee e 07
DON'T KNOW. ... eeeeeeeeseee e sse s eeeeeee d
REFUSED ....oeoveeeeeeeee e s e eseeeseesees s seseeseseseeseeeseseneens r

F7. INTERVIEWER: IF WE DO NOT HAVE A CONTACT NAME, ADDRESS, AND/OR
DIRECT PHONE NUMBER, PLEASE ASK:

Can we have your name, address, and direct phone number in case we need to
follow-up with about any of your answers?

Respondent Name:

Address:

Phone Number: O D e e

AREA CODE EXTENSION
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F8. INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT COULD NOT ANSWER ONE OR MORE
QUESTIONS IN SECTIONS B, C, OR D, PLEASE ASK:

Is there someone else at your organization that you recommend we talk to?

Name:

Job Title:

Phone Number: (Y Y ) S O o ) ) I N b A N A

AREA CODE EXTENSION

Your answers were helpful and we appreciate your contribution to the study. We will be calling
a small group of respondents in the next couple of months to talk more about experiences
applying for federal grants. We hope you will be available to talk with us if we call in the future.
Thank you for taking the time to talk with me.
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APPENDIX B

IN-DEPTH TELEPHONE INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR SURVEY RESPONDENTS



Under standing Barriers and Successful Strategiesfor Faith-Based Organizationsin
Accessing Grants

In-Depth Telephone Interview Guide for Survey Respondents

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTIONS: Before conducting theinterview, review grants management
administrative dataand survey resultsfor the participant, and answer any of the following questions
from those sourcesto the extent possible. Eliminate any questions not appropriate for certain types
of applicantsor certain typesof grant programs (such asquestionsin Part C), and tailor theinterview
to any special issues identified through the survey. Based on this review, select 12-14 of the
following questions most pertinent to cover during theinterview. If time permits, ask about missing
or incomplete answers from the survey.

INTRODUCTION (2 minutes)

My name is NAME and | work for Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., an independent research
firm. We are doing a study for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Servicesto |earn about
the experiences of faith-based organizationsthat apply for federal grants. Y ou recently participated
in asurvey we conducted for the study. Aswe described in aletter you should havereceivedinthe
past few days, we are contacting afew people who participated in the survey to learn more about
their experiences applying for federal grants during fiscal year 2006. The interview should take
about 45 minutes.

Everything you tell meis confidential. Y our participation in the survey is voluntary and will not
affect any grant money that you or your organization receive now or in the future. ]

Is now agood time to talk?
e |FYES: Do you have any questions before we get started?
e |FNO: Whenwould beagood timeto call you back?[ SCHEDULE INTERVIEW,
THANK RESPONDENT, AND END CALL.]
A. RESPONDENT'SROLE IN THE APPLICANT'SORGANIZATION (3 minutes)
To begin, I’d like to learn about your rolein ORGANIZATION NAME.

1. Your official job title [OR ROLE IN THE ORGANIZATION IF VOLUNTEER OR
CONSULTANT] is[JOB TITLE FROM SURVEY], isthat right?

IF NO: What isyour current job title?
a. Please describe your responsibilities in that position/role. PROBE: Areyou a grant writing

specialist? Programadministrator or staff member? Organization staff member? Organization
leader or manager? Other?
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PREVIOUS GRANT APPLICATION EXPERIENCE (5 minutes)

What was your rolein developing the application ORGANIZATION NAME submitted to the
HHSOPERATING DIVISION for the GRANT PROGRAM NAME during FY 2006 (between
October 1 2005 and September 30 2006)? PROBE: Main author? Designed or developed
program to be proposed? Drafted the budget? Organized and led the proposal application
process? Submitted the application?

Prior to applying for the GRANT PROGRAM NAME in FY 2006, how would you describe
your own experience, and the experience of ORGANIZATION NAME applying for grants of
any type (such asfrom thefedera or state government, foundations, or other sources), for any
of your organization’sactivities? PROBE: Very experienced, grants are a common sour ce of
funding, and have used many sour ces; have done before on some occasions but not regularly,
using a few grants but have other main sources of funds; inexperienced, just beginning to seek
grant funds, may not have applied for federal grants before this.

Did any other community organizations partner with you in thisprogram or on thisgrant? If so,
who? Did these partners help prepare the proposal ?

C. PROGRAM OR SERVICESPROPOSED FOR FUNDING (8 minutes)

Let’stalk first about the program or services that you proposed in your application.

5.

6.

Please briefly describe the program or servicesthat you proposed in your GRANT PROGRAM
NAME application. Wasthisan existing or new program or service? If existing, how long had
it been in operation?

e |IF YES. Was the target population or group you proposed to serve through the
program/services different in any way from those you were aready serving?

Were any specia provider or staff qualifications required, either by law or by the grant
announcement, for the services you were proposing to conduct, such as certain licensing,
credentials, or training? If so, how did you plan to meet these requirements?

D. PREPARING AND SUBMITTING THE GRANT APPLICATION (15 minutes)

Now let’stalk about planning your application.

7.

Besides yourself, who worked on the grant application, and what did they do? PROBE : Plan
the programto be proposed? Develop the budget? Write the narrative? Write the evaluation
plan? Write the sustainability plan? Fill out forms and documents? Submit the application?

a. Which ORGANIZATION NAME staff worked on the application?
b. Did you use any consultants to help write the grant?

c. Did you use any volunteers to help write the grant?
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10.

11.

12.

d. Did staff or members of any other organizations help write the grant? Who?

Please tell me how you OR ORGANIZATION IF RESPONDENT WAS NOT MAIN
AUTHOR went about planning the grant proposal.

a. How did you develop the budget?

b. How did you develop an evaluation plan? PROBE: Did you consider collecting data that
could be used to evaluate the program? Did you work with an evaluation committee? A
consultant?

¢. How did you develop asustainability plan? PROBE: Didyou proposea strategy for raising
funds to continue the program after grant funding ended?

Over what period of time (total number of days, weeks, or months) did you work on the
proposal, from your decision to apply to the day you submitted the application?

Did you have someone review drafts of your proposal and/or give you advice about it? If so,
who wasiit, and how did they help?

Did you seek and/or receive assistance from OPERATING DIVISION in preparing your grant
application? If so, what help did you receive, and how useful was it? PROBE: bidder’s
workshops or conference calls, individual contact with federal staff either by phone or email,
webcasts, other)?

Now I’ d like to talk about your experience with actually putting the grant application together
and submitting it. Tell meabout your experiences, both positive and negative, with completing
the following steps for your fiscal year 2006 GRANT PROGRAM NAME application:

a. Following instructions provided in the grant program announcement for completing the
application.

b. Determining the criteria that the government would be using for making grant award
decisions.

¢. Understanding and/or meeting federal requirements for administration, accounting, and
reporting on grant activities and funds.

d. Understanding and/or meeting federal regulations or guidelines pertaining to charitable
choiceor faith-based applicants. PROBE: Such asseparating servicedelivery fromreligious
activities? Meeting hiring requirements?

e. ldentifying costs that were alowable according to the grant requirements.
f. Completing the budget form.

g. Completing the budget narrative (which explains the budget and documents costs).
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E.

h. Completing required certifications and assurances PROBE: For example, certifications
regarding lobbying and drug-free workplace.

i. Registering at grants.gov on the internet.
J. Submitting the application via the grants.gov website.

UNDERSTANDING WHY YOUR APPLICATION WAS SUCCESSFUL OR
UNSUCCESSFUL (12 minutes)

Now | would like to ask you about what |essons others could learn from your experience.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Your 2006 application to NAME OF PROGRAM AND OPERATING DIVISION was
SUCCESSFUL/UNSUCCESSFUL, isthat correct?

a. Why doyouthink ORGANIZATION NAME wasAWARDED/NOT AWARDED thegrant?
In your opinion, what made your application successful/unsuccessful ?

b. Didyou receive any feedback from OPERATING DIVISION about why your organization
was AWARDED/NOT AWARDED the grant? If so, what reasons were given? How
helpful was this feedback and why?

IFORGANIZATION'SGRANT APPLICATION WASSUCCESSFUL: Arethereany special
strategies or approaches you used on the application for GRANT PROGRAM NAME or that
you use in general on grant applications to help ensure success? If so, what are they?

IF ORGANIZATION’'S GRANT APPLICATION WAS NOT SUCCESSFUL.: If you could
write this application and submit it over again, would you do anything differently? If so, what
would you do differently?

What do you think are the biggest challengesin winning federal grant funds that organizations
like yours face?

a. Inyour opinion, what can organizations do to overcome these challenges?

b. Do you have suggestions for steps the federal government could take to help organizations
overcome these challenges?

Faith-based organizations may sometimes face unique challengesin preparing and submitting
federal grant applications.

a. Do you think that ORGANIZATION NAME has experienced any specia challenges

applying or being considered for this or other federal grants due to the faith-based nature of
your organization or of the program for which you sought funding?
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b. Do you think that OPERATING DIVISION or othersin the federal government, or those
who serve on the panelsthat review federal grant applications, have any special concernsor
biases regarding certain types of organizations or providers? PROBE: For example, very
small organizations, organizations from some parts of the country, faith-based
organizations? What do you think these concerns or biases might be?

F. WRAPUP
17. Arethere any other lessons learned from your experience applying for federal grantsthat you

would like to share before we end the interview?

Thank you again for participating in the interview and survey!
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APPENDIX C

FOCUS GROUP GUIDE FOR FEDERAL GRANT MANAGERS



Under standing Barriers and Successful Strategiesfor Faith-Based Organizationsin

Accessing Grants

Focus Group Guidefor Federal Grant Managers

INTRODUCTION (10 minutes)

My nameis [NAME] and | work for Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., an independent research
firm. We are doing a study for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Servicesto learn about

the experiences of faith-based organizations that apply for federal grants.

Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in this conversation. Your participation is very
important to the success of the study. Today I’ d like to learn about your experiences with the grant
review process, your observations of grant quality and competitiveness, and your experiences with

proposals from faith-based organizations.

I’m going to moderate the discussion. It isreally important for everyone to speak up so
we can have alively and informative conversation.

We have many topicsto cover during our discussion. At times, | may need to move the
conversation along to be sure we cover everything.

It will be helpful if you speak one at atime, so everyone has a chance to talk.

We ask that we all respect each other’s points of view. There are no right and wrong
answers, and it is okay to disagree. Y ou are the experts; we want to learn from you.

We also ask that you not repeat any of the conversation you've heard here after you
leave the room today.

| would like to tape record today’ s conversation. | amtapingit sol canlistentoit later
when | write up my notes. No one besides our research team will listen to the tape.

We realize some things about this topic could be sensitive. We hope you will feel
comfortable enough to be candid with us. We are not here because we suspect peopleare
doing something wrong or improper. Everything you say hereisconfidential. Only our
research team will have accessto our notes and the tape. When we write our report, we
will include a summary of people'sideas and opinions, but no one will be identified or
guoted by name.

The discussion will last about 90 minutes, and we will not take any formal breaks. But
please feel free to get up at any time if you need to, such as to stretch or go to the
restroom.

Once again, thank you for coming today. Let’'s get started.

Ice Breaker: To begin, let’sgo around the room and introduce ourselves. Pleasetell usyour first
name, and what you think is the most challenging aspect of reviewing and selecting grant

applications, and the most rewarding aspect.
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PROCESS OF REVIEWING FEDERAL GRANT APPLICATIONS (10 minutes)

To make sureweall have acommon understanding of the grant review process, could someone
please walk us step-by-step through the grant review process—that is, the process of reviewing
and scoring grant applications once they have been received, and of selecting awardees?

e AFTER ONE PERSON DESCRIBES THE PROCESS: Proceduresfor reviewing grants
may vary somewhat by operating division and grant type. Does anyone follow a
different set of steps? If so, can you please describe the differences for the group?

e Asagrant manager, what isyour role in the grant review process?

o After applications are scored by review panel members, do you makethefinal selection
of applications recommended for funding?

IF YES: What kinds of criteriado you typically use?
Do the criteriavary by grant program? Can you give me some examples?

IF NO: Who makes the final selection? What kinds of criteria are typically
used?

In typical grant reviews you have managed, what proportion of review panel members are
federal staff, and what proportion are external reviewers?

e How do you select review panel members?

How do you select external reviewers, and what qualifications do they usually
have? How doesthis differ by grant type? Do you ever need different types of
reviewersto review grants from different types of applicants? Can you give us
any examples?

e Haveyou ever managed agrant review panel that includesreviewershaving expertiseon
faith-based organizations?

IF YES: What types of organizations were they from? Can you give me some
examples? Why were these reviewers selected? Wasit because they were from
faith-based organizations or because of their expertise in a specific area, or just
by chance?

QUALITY OF GRANT APPLICATIONS (10 minutes)

Now, I'd like you to think about the applications you have received in the past two yearsin
response to a typical program announcement. Roughly what percentage of applications are
usually what you consider to be strong applications—that is, very competitive for funding?

e Whatisit that makes some applications especially strong or competitive? PROBE: Well
written? Clear and concise? Demonstrated knowledge of target population? Well-
qualified staff proposed? Strong community partners? Clear evaluation plans?
Adequate sustainability plans?
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4.

5.

C.

What kinds of weaknesses or mistakes do you most often see in grant applications? PROBE:
Not well written? Proposal does not follow format and outline described in program
announcement? Staff don’t meet qualifications described in the program announcement? No
demonstrated experience providing the service or working with the target population? Weak
evaluation plan? Weak or no sustainability plan? No consultation with community in
devel oping the proposal? Other?

Some grant applications never get to thereview process at al because they are screened out for
being out of compliance with submission requirements. When thishappens, what arethemain
reasons for being screened out? PROBE: Failure to submit all required forms? Late
submission? Ineligible applicant? Improper format? Proposal not responsive to grant
announcement (in what ways)? Other?

EXPERIENCE REVIEWING PROPOSALSFROM FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS
(25 minutes)

Applicationsfor federal grantsare received from many typesof organizations. Recently, faith-based
organizations have become eligible to apply for moretypes of grants. Wewould like to know what
you have observed about how these applicants fare in the review process.

6.

10.

When reviewing grant applications as part of areview panel, are panel members ableto identify
applications from faith-based organizations? Are you as the grant manager able to identify
applications from faith-based organizations?

e |IFYES: How dothey/you usually identify applicationsfrom faith-based organizations?
PROBE: By name of the organization? By the description of the organization in the
proposal ? By the narrative description of services to be provided?

e Doyouthink it mattersfor any reason whether you or the reviewers can determine or are
aware whether an applicant isan FBO or not? Why or why not?

When managing a grant review panel, have you ever received questions from reviewers about
how to eval uate applications from faith-based organizations? What questionsdid you receive,
and how did you respond?

In your role as grant manager, have you yourself ever had any questions about how to evaluate
applications from faith-based organizations? What were they?

Are any additional criteria used when reviewing applications from faith-based organizations?

e For example, do you look for evidence of separation of religious activitiesin time and
place from service delivery?

e Do you look for evidence of nondiscriminatory hiring practices?

In your opinion, what are the typical strengths of applications from faith-based organizations?
What are their typical mistakes or weaknesses?
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11.

D.

12.

E.

From your observation, do you think grant reviewers ever have concerns or questions about
whether faith-based organizations have the capacity to provide promised services, or whether it
is appropriate for them to receive federal fundsto do so?

PROVIDING FEEDBACK ON GRANT APPLICATIONS (10 minutes)

What is the process of providing feedback to grant applicants, including both successful and
unsuccessful applicants? What kind of feedback do unsuccessful applicants automatically
receive, and what do they have to request?

e From your experience, are faith-based applicants more or lesslikely than other types of
applicants to request feedback?

e How helpful do you think the written and direct feedback is that applicants receive?
Why? Do you think there are ways to make the feedback more useful to applicants?
How?

RECOMMENDATIONS ABOUT THE REVIEW PROCESS (10 minutes)

Now I’ d liketo ask you some questions about whether there are waysto improve the review process.

13.

14.

15.

F.

Regardless of the type of application or applicant being reviewed, what are the most difficult
aspects of the grant review process? Aretherewaysyou can think of to improvethe process, or
make it go more smoothly?

In your opinion, would any type of additional training and/or guidance be valuablein assisting
review panelists to evaluate applications from faith-based organizations?

Is there any additional training or guidance that would help grant managers in overseeing
reviews of applications from faith-based organizations?

RECOMMENDATIONSAND ADVICE FOR FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS (15
minutes)

The process of applying for and administering federal grants can be daunting to some
organizations—such as small community-based groups, faith-based groups, or others.

16.

Do you think faith-based organi zations—especially those that might be new to thefederal grant
process—are able to compete for federal grants on an equal footing with other kinds of
applicants? If not, what do you see as the main barriers that faith-based organizations face to
obtaining discretionary federal grant funds? PROBE: Lack of information about the
availability of funds? Lack of staff skillsin writing grant applications? Lack of experiencein
service provision? Lack of qualified staff?
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17. Federal grant funds are limited, so not every applicant can win agrant. What can faith-based
organizationsthemselves do to improvethe quality of their grant applicationsand their chances
of winning grant awards?

18. Inyour opinion, what kinds of assistance or tools might hel p faith-based organizationsimprove
the quality of their grant applications?

G. WRAP UP
We are reaching the end of the time we have for this conversation.

20. Are there any other comments related to reviewing grant applications from faith-based
organizations or any other recommendations that you would like to make before we close?

Thank you so much for taking the time to participate in this discussion!
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APPENDIX D

FOCUS GROUP GUIDE FOR FEDERAL GRANT REVIEWERS



Under standing Barriers and Successful Strategiesfor Faith-Based Organizationsin
Accessing Grants

Focus Group Guidefor Federal Grant Reviewers

INTRODUCTION (10 minutes)

My nameis [NAME] and | work for Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., an independent research
firm. We are doing a study for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Servicesto learn about
the experiences of faith-based organizations that apply for federal grants.

Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in this conversation. Your participation is very
important to the success of thestudy. Today I’ d liketo learn about your experiencesasfedera grant
reviewers, and in particular, your experiences eval uating proposal s from faith-based organizations.

¢ |’mgoing to moderate the discussion. Itisreally important for everyoneto speak up so
we can have alively and informative conversation.

¢ We have many topicsto cover during our discussion. At times, | may need to movethe
conversation along to be sure we cover everything.

o It will be helpful if you speak one at atime, so everyone has a chance to talk.

e We ask that we all respect each other’s points of view. There are no right and wrong
answers, and it is okay to disagree. Y ou are the experts, we want to learn from you.

e We also ask that you not repeat any of the conversation you’ ve heard here after you
leave the room today.

e | would liketo tape record today’ s conversation. | amtapingitsol canlistentoit later
when | write up my notes. No one besides our research team will listen to the tape.

e We realize some things about this topic could be sensitive. We hope you will feel
comfortable enough to be candid with us. We are not here because we suspect people are
doing something wrong or improper. Everything you say hereisconfidential. Only our
research team will have access to our notes and the tape. When we write our report, we
will include a summary of people'sideas and opinions, but no one will be identified or
guoted by name.

e Thediscussion will last about 90 minutes, and we will not take any formal breaks. But
please feel free to get up at any time if you need to, such as to stretch or go to the
restroom.

Once again, thank you for coming today. Let’'s get started.

| cebreaker: To begin, let’s go around the room and introduce ourselves. Please tell usyour first
name, and what you think is the most challenging aspect of reviewing grant applications, and the
most rewarding aspect.
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A. EXPERIENCE REVIEWING FEDERAL GRANT PROPOSAL S (10 minutes)

1.

To make sureweall have acommon understanding of the grant review process, could someone
please walk us step-by-step through the review process, as you have experienced it?

e AFTER ONE PERSON DESCRIBES THE PROCESS: Proceduresfor reviewing grants
may vary somewhat by operating division and grant type. Has anyone followed a
different set of steps? If so, can you please describe them for the group?

e What are your responsibilities as a grant reviewer?

e Tell meabout theinstruction or training you have received on thereview process—either
initially or most recently? What topicswere covered, and how long did thetraining last?

e Have any of you ever chaired agrant review panel?

IF YES: What were your responsibilities as chair?

In atypical grant review in which you have participated, what proportion of review panel
members have been federal staff, and what proportion are external reviewers?

e Haveyou ever served on areview panel with external reviewers that have expertise on
faith-based organizations?

e |F YES: What types of organizations were they from? Can you give me some
examples?

QUALITY OF GRANT APPLICATIONS (10 minutes)

Now, I’d like you to think about the applications you have reviewed for atypical federal grant
announcement. Roughly what percentage of applications aretypically what you consider to be
strong applications—that is, very competitive for funding?

e What isit that makes some applicationsespecially strong or competitive? PROBE: Well
written? Clear and concise? Well-qualified staff proposed? Strong community
partners? Clear evaluation plans? Demonstrate knowledge of target population?
Previous experience? Good sustainability plan?

What kinds of weaknesses or mistakes do you most often see in grant applications? PROBE:
Not well written? Proposal does not follow format and outline described in program
announcement? Staff don’t meet qualifications described in the program announcement? No
demonstrated experience providing the service or working with the target population? Weak
evaluation plan? No consultation with community in devel oping the proposal? Sustainability
not adequately addressed?

D.3



C. EXPERIENCE REVIEWING PROPOSALSFROM FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS
(25 minutes)

Applicationsfor federal grantsare received from many typesof organizations. Recently, faith-based
organizations have become eligible to apply for moretypes of grants. We would like to understand
how this might have affected the review process, and also what you have observed about how they
farein the grant review process.

5. When reviewing grant applications as part of areview panel, are you able to identify which
applications are from faith-based organizations?

IF YES: How do you identify them? Are there any particular items or sections of the
proposa that help you identify faith-based applicants? PROBE: By name of the
organization? By the description of the organization in the proposal ? By the narrative
description of services to be provided?

Do you think it matters, positively or negatively, whether or not reviewers can identify
faith-based applicants? Does the number of faith-based applicants seem to you to be
growing?

6. When serving on a grant review panel, have you or others ever had questions about how to
evaluate applications from faith-based organizations?

IF YES. What were the questions?

Did you consult with the chair of your review panel or someone else? If so, what
answers did you receive?

7. Areany additional criteria used when reviewing applications from faith-based organizations?

For example, do review panelslook for evidence of separation of religious activitiesin
time and place from service delivery?

Do panels look for evidence of nondiscriminatory hiring practices?

IF YES: Can you provide a few examples of situations in which applications have
appeared not to meet these criteria? PROBE: What information or evidence in
application directly led to the conclusion that applicant DID NOT meet these criteria?

Can you provide a few examples of situations in which this came up, but the
applications have met the criteria? PROBE: What information or evidence in
application directly led to the conclusion that applicant DID meet these criteria?

8. Inthinking about the applications from faith-based organizations you have reviewed, what are
their typical strengths and weaknesses?
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10.

11.

12.

E.

e Do applicationsfrom different types of faith-based organizations—such as affiliates of
large, national networks, small nonprofitsor interfaith groups, and congregations—have
different kinds of strengths and weaknesses? What are they, and can you give me some
examples?

From your observation, do you think grant reviewers ever have concerns or questions about
whether faith-based organi zations have the capacity to provide promised services, or whether it
is appropriate for them to receive federal fundsto do so?

PROVIDING FEEDBACK ON GRANT APPLICATIONS (5 minutes)

Tell me about the feedback that applicants receive on their grant proposals, including both
successful and unsuccessful applicants.

e How helpful do you think the feedback is that applicants receive? Why?

Have any of you ever been involved in providing such feedback to applicants?

e |IFYES: What was your role? Have you ever spoken directly on applicants about the
written feedback they received?

Do you have any suggestions or ideas about ways to make feedback to unsuccessful applicants
more useful to them in improving the quality of future applications?

RECOMMENDATIONS ABOUT THE REVIEW PROCESS (10 minutes)

Now I'd like to ask you some questions about whether there are ways to improve the review
process.

13.

Regardless of the type of application or applicant being reviewed, what are the most difficult
aspects of the grant review process? Aretherewaysyou can think of toimprovethe process, or
makeit go more smoothly? PROBE: Better or moretraining for review panel members? More
or different information provided on applicants? Structure of review process such as time or
scoring?

RECOMMENDATIONSAND ADVICE FOR FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS (15
minutes)

The process of applying for and managing federal grants can be daunting to some organizations—
such as small community-based groups, some faith-based groups, or others.

14.

Do you think faith-based organizations are able to compete for federal grants on an equal

footing with other kinds of applicants? If not, what do you see as the main barriers that faith-

based organizations face in obtaining federal grant funds? PROBE: Lack of information about
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15.

16.

17.

G.

the availability of funds? Lack of staff skillsinwriting grant applications? Lack of experience
in service provision? Lack of qualified staff?

Inyour opinion, what kinds of assistance or tools might hel p faith-based organizationsimprove
the quality of their grant applications?

Asapreviousgrant reviewer, what advice would you giveto faith-based organi zations applying
for federal grant funds about how to improve the quality of their applications? Would this
advice apply to any type of applicant, or do you think there are special issues faith-based
applicants will need to address?

e What can faith-based organizations do to improve their chances of receiving grant
awards?

Do you have any advice you could give to the DHHS operating division(s) for whom you have
reviewed grants about how to make discretionary grant programs more accessible to faith-based
organizations? Would this advice apply to any type of applicant, or do you think there are
special issues faith-based applicants will need to address?

WRAP UP

We are reaching the end of the time we have for this conversation.

18.

Are there any other comments related to reviewing grant applications from faith-based
organizations or any other recommendations that you would like to make before we close?

Thank you so much for taking the time to participate in this discussion!
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