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� Part II
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Overview – Survey Objective

ØTo obtain consistent statistical data for measuring key 
activities of the affiliates and of ESC - US as a whole.

ØTo analyze the information and return it to the 
membership in a format that allows individual affiliate 
bench-marking.

ØTo show trends and comparisons both historically and 
between affiliates as a tool for affiliates in their 
operations.

ØTo share ideas and experiences that can serve affiliate 
members as we evaluate our activities.



Overview – Reporting Factors

� Annual Surveys have been conducted for the past 7 out 
of 8 years – there was no survey for our 2008 data.

� The history of the survey questions, while generally 
consistent for the various years, does have some 
variations in the data collected.  

� The level of participation in each survey varied from a 
high of 24 affiliates for 2004 and 2005 to a low of 15 for 
2006.

� Sadly, some affiliates who previously participated are no 
longer in existence or not currently active members of 
ESC-US.



Overview – Impact to this Report

� In order to provide some 2008 financial data, public 
Form 990 information was obtained where available.

� Historical summary graphs and tables do include prior 
ESC-US affiliates.

� For certain graphs and averages, the missing data was 
calculated as the average between the available years’ 
data.

� Graphs and tables of individual affiliate’s results are 
only presented for those who participated in the current 
2011 survey.



Participation

� This report reflects an 80% participation in the survey 
for 2011 data.

� While 21 of the 26 affiliates submitted reports, the 
statistics are based on the 19 affiliates with 2011 activity.  
Our newest affiliates, ESC of Cedar Rapids and ESC of 
Charlotte County, had no 2011 activity to report.

� This report is for the benefit of our affiliates in providing 
comparative and benchmarking information.

� Next year can we get 100% participation? 



Historical Perspective – For ESC-US

� Summaries – 2004-2011
¡ Financial History
¡ Operational History
¡ Return on Investment History



Historical Summary - Financial



Historical Summary - Operational



Historical Summary – Returns



Historical Perspective – For ESC-US

� Graphs – 2004-2011 for the Network as a whole
¡ Affiliate Revenue by Major Component
¡ Average Affiliate Revenue and Net Income (Loss)
¡ Affiliate Activity – Hours, Clients, Volunteers
¡ Average Affiliate Activity – Hours, Clients, Volunteers
¡ Project Types – 2004, 2006, 2009, 2010, 2011

� The Growth Challenge



Affiliate Revenues 
by Major 
Components

Contributions, including 
grants, consistently 
comprise a slight 
majority of our revenue.

ØThe combination of 
Fees and Other has 
historically represented 
over 40% of our total 
revenue.

ØThe banner year of 
2007 still stands out.

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Other 633,092 808,221 480,154 553,269 375,722 274,240 267,105 588,991 
Fees 2,074,052 1,515,134 1,814,032 2,465,458 2,053,563 2,124,826 2,060,867 1,978,810 
Contributions 3,417,234 3,144,457 2,862,121 4,047,325 2,489,005 2,866,169 3,050,313 2,840,976 
No. Participants 24 24 15 19 16 20 16 18
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Affiliate Averages 
of Revenue and Net 
Income (Loss)

•While averages may not be 
truly reflective of any one 
affiliate, the trend lines are 
generally representative.

•Both 2011 and 2010 show 
us back in the black after 
the difficult 2008-2009 
years.

•The dip in 2011 revenues 
was sufficiently offset by 
expense reductions to 
continue with positive net 
results.

•This continues to be a 
tribute to our ability to “do 
more with less”.

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Average Revenue $255,182 $227,826 $343,754 $371,897 $307,393 $263,262 $336,143 $300,488 
Average Net $10,825 $(614) $30,580 $59,215 $(20,320) $(23,064) $9,993 $7,261 
No. Participants 24 24 15 19 16 20 16 18
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Affiliate Activity  -
Hours, Clients & 
Volunteers
•As a group, we have 
consistently had more 
clients than volunteers –
until 2011 where the 
numbers converge. 

•2011 saw our hours for 
both projects and internal 
administration increase. 

•The increase in hours for 
administration may reflect 
more internal usage of our 
volunteers.

•Looks like repeat clients 
with harder working 
volunteers. 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Client Hours 88,319 82,123 66,656 69,193 71,731 74,268 80,915 89,240 
Adminin. Hours 26,483 52,011 21,436 18,573 15,710 12,847 6,114 9,964 
No. of Clients 1,441 1,590 974 1,035 1,096 1,157 1,072 924 
Active Volunteers 1,180 1,078 847 616 823 1,029 930 956 
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Affiliate Averages  -
Hours, Clients & 
Volunteers

•Our  averages charts 
tend to highlight the 
decline in both clients 
and active volunteers.

•Our average client hours 
are still holding up with 
our best years records.

•Again, 2007 & 2008 
data is extrapolated for 
graph purposes.

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Client Hours 3680 3422 4444 4942 4099 3376 4760 4697
Admininistration Hours 1103 2167 1429 1327 898 584 360 524
No. of Clients 60 66 65 74 63 53 63 49
Active Volunteers 49 45 56 44 47 47 55 50
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Affiliate Project 
Types
•Project information was 
only collected for 5 of the 
survey years, but  the 
promising upward trend 
of 2010 seems to have 
slightly declined for 2011.

•The average number of 
projects were:

•63.5  for  2004

•85.8  for  2006

•54.7  for  2009

•82.1  for  2010

•67.1  for  2011
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Historical Perspective – By Affiliates

� Group Identifications
¡ Groups A and B

� By Affiliate Trend Graphs – 2004-2011
¡ Revenue Trends
¡ Volunteer Trends
¡ Client Trends
¡ Project Trends
¡ Hours Trends



Historical Perspective – Affiliate Groups

� For graphing purposes it was necessary to break the activity 
for affiliates into two groups using the 2011 natural breaks 
between levels as shown below.

� Note that a) members of each group can change 
depending on the activity and b) we are only reporting 
history for those who participated in this year’s survey.

Activity Group A Group B
Revenue over $100,000 under $100,000

Volunteers over 100 under 100
Clients over 50 under 50
Projects over 50 under 50
Hours over 4,000 under 4,000



Revenue Trends 
Group A

•Group A, while inclusive 
of many of our large city 
ESCs, is not solely 
comprised of  them.

• 2011’s upward trending 
locations include 
Chicago, New York City 
and Seattle.

• 2011 saw the others in 
Group A as relatively flat 
to slightly declining 
revenues.
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Revenue Trends
Group B

•With the exception of 
Treasure Coast, all  of 
Group B have stayed 
reasonably consistent in 
their more recent 
historical ranges.

•Upward trends for 2011 
include New Hampshire 
and Lehigh Valley.

• The others generally 
reflect slight declines for 
2011.
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Total Volunteer Trends
Group A

•Group A splits between 
the 100-150 range and 
the 200-350 range.

•Seattle continues a 
consistent upward trend.  

•The past several years 
for the others in Group A 
have reflected mild 
growth or mild 
shrinkage. NYC is the 
exception which may be 
more a result of reporting 
variances than actual 
trend.

• Note that data for 2008 is missing. 0
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Total Volunteer Trends
Group B

Our 2011 conference 
host, Durham, seems to 
be the most notable 
break-out for increasing 
its number of volunteers.

Group B, although 
broadly ranging in its 
history, continues its 
pattern of converging in 
the range of 10-55 
volunteers.

Note that data for 2008 is missing.
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Client Trends
Group A

•The upward trend for 
Seattle and Boston are 
the exceptions in Group 
A for 2011.

• Others in Group A 
show steady  levels or 
slight declines in clients.

Although Houston’s 
2011 data is below 50 
because of the history of 
higher data, it graphs 
better in this group.

• Note there was no client data 
collected for 2007 & 2008.
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Client Trends
Group B

•Group B has had a wide 
variety of changes over 
their histories.

• 2011 shows  Colorado 
Springs and Philadelphia 
with upward trends.

• 8 of the 12 affiliates in 
this graph of Group B 
cluster in the 10-30 client 
range.

•Note there was no client data collected 
for 2007 & 2008.
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Project Trends
Group A

•Sadly, many of the 
upward trends from 
2009 to 2010 have  seen 
a slight decline  or 
flattening for 2011 for 
most of Group A.

•Upward trends for 
Boston and NYC are the 
exceptions in this group  
for 2011.
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Project Trends
Group B

•Group B’s graph is similar 
in ups and downs to Group 
A with the exceptions 
Oklahoma City, Lehigh 
Valley and Philadelphia 
who had project declines in 
2010.  apparently poising 
them for  project growth in 
2011.

• 2011 shows  New 
Hampshire joining  
Oklahoma City, 
Philadelphia and Lehigh 
Valley with upward trends.

•There is a split in the levels 
for this Group B with 
project clusters around 5-15 
then around 20-30. 0
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Hour Trends
Group A

After all the highs and 
lows, Group A seems to 
be converging into two 
ranges: 5 in the 9,000-
22,000 range and 2 in 
the 4,000-5,000 range.

There are two upward 
trenders in the higher 
range with one in the 
lower range.

Note the 2008 data is missing.
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Hour Trends
Group B

•Upward trends for 3 of 
12 of the Group B 
affiliates for 2011.

•Group B splits into two 
clusters with 5 above 
1,000 hours and 10 below 
1,000 hours.

•Note the 2008 data is missing.
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Historical Perspective – Group AB Survives!

The challenge of growing a Group AB continues!  There   is still 
solid representation in the middle group but 2011 sees a few 
moving up to Group A and some moving back to Group B.

Activity Group A Group AB Group B
Revenue

Affiliates
$1,200-550K

5
$260-100K

5
under $60K

8

Volunteers
Affiliates

350-200
3

150-120
3

under 60
13

Clients
Affiliates

150-100
3

100-60
3

under 45
13

Projects
Affiliates

210-130
4

120-50
5

under 30
10

Hours
Affiliates

22,000-9,500
5

4,500-1,300
7

under 1,000
7



2011 Survey Analysis – Quantifiable Data

� Characteristics and Categories

¡ What We Look Like

¡ Where We Fit

¡ Comparisons of the Averages



2011 Characteristics and Categories

� The compiled survey responses presented a picture of 
What We Look Like based on the natural range 
breaks in the quantifiable data.

� Our expanded levels from 2010 are generally still 
applicable for 2011 although there are some gaps for a 
few categories.

� There has been some downward shifting of affiliates 
with larger groupings in the lower ranges.



What We Look Like



2011 Characteristics and Categories

� Categorizing each affiliate by the majority of their 
ranges led to three categories: Large, Medium and 
Small, allowing us to see Where We Fit.

� These groupings are based on formulas weighting or 
ranking each affiliate for each of the attributes but might 
be slightly over-weighted on the volunteer and/or hours 
attributes. 



Where We Fit



2011 Characteristics and Categories

� Within these categories, we can see How We 
Compare regarding our key activities:

¡ Financially
¡ Operationally
¡ Internally



How We Compare Financially



How We Compare Operationally



How We Compare Internally



2011 Survey Analysis – Informational Data

� Tables of Affiliate Responses for:
¡ Services Provided
¡ Pro Bono or Not
¡ Board Related
¡ 2011 vs 2010 Comparisons
¡ Technology
¡ Training
¡ Project Management – Final Reports and Evaluations
¡ Sharable News
¡ National Level Service



Types of Services Provided in 2011



Pro Bono Services Provided in 2011



Board Related Survey Information for 2011



How did 2011 Compare to 2010?



Uses of Technology



Other Technology Uses Reported by Seattle

� Salesforce database which contains information about all of our consultants, 
clients, all nonprofits in our community, funders.  Allows us to search for service 
corps members by skill to match with clients. [12 licenses are free from SF 
Foundation]

� Basecamp for project management, allows us to monitor the progress of projects, 
exchange messages between us, consultants and clients, post all relevant 
documents so it is easy to find them.  This has been critical for our cohort 
programs where we are managing up to 20 projects going through the same 
process at the same time. [about $50/month]

� Google Sites gives us a team intranet that includes contract templates, policies, 
procedures, technology training tools, directions related to project management 
etc.  [Free]

� LinkedIn is an important resource. Have an organizational site (can promote 
services, include recommendations etc.); links our service corps members and 
providers in our directory to each other.  Great tool for finding consultants, too.

� Also have a website  at  www.escwa.org/intranet with tools and information for 
consultants, which we gladly share with all ESCs. [User: volunteer Password: 
washington]



Training for 2011



Project Management – Final Reports and Evaluations



News You Can Use



More News You Can Use



44 Identified National Organizations Recently Served



Definitions and Measurements of Success?

� For the charts and graphs, the focus was on easily 
identified key data: Revenue, Volunteers, Clients, 
Projects and Hours.

� What are YOUR key measurements of success?

� Do you have formulas which correlate these or other key 
data for measuring YOUR progress?



Survey Report

� This Power Point file will be emailed to all 2011 survey 
participants in appreciation of their survey support.
¡ Graphs can be extracted as a jpeg file
¡ Tables can be extracted as excel files

� Along with other Conference material it will be available 
on the ESC-US website – member lounge.

� Suggestions for future surveys are always encouraged.
� Next year goal – 100% participation.

THANK YOU!


