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At this time of economic crisis, nonprofit organizations are experiencing pressure from a variety 
of  sources.  A  recent  survey  of  the  Listening  Post  Project  reports  that  83%  of  responding 
organizations  have  felt  some  level  of  fiscal  stress  between  September  2008  and March  2009, 
and close to 40% considered this stress to be “severe” or “very severe”.i   The study concludes 
that organizations are facing a “perfect storm” including: declining revenues (reported by 51% of 
organizations),  increased  costs  (particularly  for  health  benefits),  declining  endowments,  and 
decreased cash flow as a result of restricted credit and government payment delays.    
 
As budgets shrink, nonprofits must consider how to best use their resources in order to continue 
achieving  their  mission.    The  Listening  Post  Project  lists  a  range  of  coping  strategies,  among 
them cutting administrative costs and creating collaborative relationships with other nonprofits.  
According  to a study by La Piana Associates,  the  top three reasons nonprofits collaborate are: 
seeking  increased  efficiency  (83%),  facing  increased  competition  for  funding  (60%)  and 
increased overhead expenses  (47%).  ii  A  recent  survey of nonprofit  executive directors by  the 
Bridgespan Group found that 20% would consider a merger in light of the recent economy.iii The 
Nonprofit  Finance  Fund  reports  that  in  response  to  current  conditions,  13%  of  nonprofits 
surveyed are considering collaborating to reduce administrative costs, 42% to provide programs, 
and 5% forming a merger.iv 
 
Sustainability  of  the  nonprofit  sector  is  vital  to  New  Hampshire  not  only  for  the  services 
provided, but also from an economic perspective.   According to “Essential”, a report produced 
by the New Hampshire Center for Nonprofits, 1 in 8 New Hampshire workers is employed by a 
nonprofit,  or  13.8% of  the workforce  (3.5%  above  the  national  average). Nonprofits  generate 
14.5% of New Hampshire’s GDP, or $8 billion in revenue‐ on a par with real estate industry and 
larger than the construction and hospitality industries combined.    
 
Many collaborative efforts described in this report are specifically useful for smaller nonprofits. 
More than 93% of the sector in New Hampshire reports revenue less than $1 million annually; 
77.9% of New Hampshire nonprofits report less than $100,000 of revenue annually, with 15.7% 
in the range of $100,000 to $1 millionv. 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This report examines models of collaboration across the full spectrum of strategic restructuring 
that  are  particularly  relevant  for  the  New  Hampshire  nonprofit  sector.  Projects  were  chosen 
where participating nonprofits had budgets under $5 million.  These examples are meant to be a 
starting  point  for  those  thinking  about  nonprofit  collaboration,  rather  than  a  comprehensive 
compendium.  Types  of  projects  include  informal  information  sharing  groups,  back‐office 
consolidation  and  outsourcing,  shared  space  initiatives,  joint  projects,  and  integration  of 
corporate  structure  through  merger  and  fiscal  sponsorship.      The  information  about  each 
collaboration was  gathered  from  the media,  research  studies,  online  research  and  interviews 
with leaders of the projects themselves as well as leaders in the field. 
 
Each project was studied to uncover:  

!  The precursors that brought the collaboration together 
!  General description of the collaboration 
!  Setup requirements   
!  Ongoing Management Structure 
!  Savings/Benefits 
!  Particular challenges  

 
As each case study unfolds, key issues common to the collaboration process emerge.  Some of 
the pros and cons of collaboration include: 

3-"-4)#5* 67188-"9-5*

¥ Reduced expenses 
¥ Improved quality of services 
¥ Increased geographic or program reach 
¥ Greater productivity 
¥ Increased focus on mission 
¥ Improved program outcomes 
¥ More effective administration  
¥ Better staff retention 
¥ Sustainability of services and agencies 
¥ Reduced risk  
¥ Shared knowledge 
¥ Attractive to funders1 
¥ Access to more funding opportunities  
¥ Fosters cooperation 

¥ Significant up front costs (in time and money) 
¥ Cost savings occur over the long term 
¥ Need for leadership and expertise 
¥ Very little information or guidance available 
¥ Partner relations:  Trust vs. turf battles 
¥ Different organizational cultures 
¥ Collaboration is most successful when undertaken by 

healthy nonprofits not in a time of crisis 
¥ High staff turnover can undermine collaboration 

efforts 
 

 
The stories of the collaborations range widely.  Some began informally while others were 
formed through a deliberate process shared by many partners.  Setup and ongoing management 
tend to correspond to the level of integration required of the collaboration; the more 
complicated the integration, the more complicated the process.  Since these examples were 
meant to inspire, all of the collaborations studied are successful and ongoing.  All are unique, 
and their uniqueness comes from each collaboration’s response to the challenges of the 
nonprofits they seek to serve. 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About the Author: Andrea Bufka has a wide‐ranging background in the nonprofit field, with over 
ten years of experience in policy research and analysis, project and event management, grants 
management, foundation administration and philanthropic strategy.  Andrea has worked for the 
Sundance  Film  Festival;  Slow  Food,  an  international  organization  promoting  sustainable 
agriculture;  and  has  experience  at  public  and  private  sector  organizations  in Washington  DC, 
where she completed her master’s at Georgetown University. She also has more than 10 years 
of experience managing a small foundation making grants in the field of human services since its 
inception in 1996. 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