DWELLINGPLACEOFGRANDRAPIDS 
MARKETING&DEVELOPMENTCOMMITTEE 
June29,2021 
UnapprovedMinutes 


MEMBERSPRESENT  KyleIrwin,RickStevens 

MEMBERSABSENT  AbbyCribbs 

STAFF&GUESTS
BrianMolhoek,ZoePost,JennSchaub,LatrishaSosebee,CarolynNiehaus 
PRESENT 

Themeetingwasconvenedviavideoconferenceat10:00AMbyRickStevens.

APPROVALOF
MinutesoftheMarketingandDevelopmentCommitteemeetingofMay
MINUTES 
25,2021wereapprovedbyconsensus. 


DONATIONSSINCE
Thenumberof2021donationsinQ2havebeenslightlylowerthanthoseof
LASTMEETING 
Q22020,thoughtheoverallnumberofdonationsisslightlyhigherthan2020.

TherehasnotbeenapushfordonationsduringthistimeasMs.Sosebee
hopestogeneratedonationsinthecomingmonthsforthehomeownership
assistancefundinhonorofMr.Sturtevant’sretirement. 

COMMITTEE
ThecommitteereviewedtheMarketing&DevelopmentCommittee
DESCRIPTION 
Description,recommendingthatmentionsofthe“DirectorofMarketing&

Development”beamendedtoreflectMs.Sosebee’stitle,Marketing
Coordinator.Astheneedsofthecommitteechangeovertime,noadditional
editsregardingtheexpertiseofcommitteememberswereadded.B
 y
consensus,theCommitteerecommendedthattherevisedMarketing&
DevelopmentCommitteeDescriptionbeapprovedbytheBoardof
Directors. 

WELCOMEPACKET  Ms.Sosebeeintroducedtheideatocreateawelcomepacketfornew

committeemembersoutliningthetimecommitmentandmeetingstructure,
andincludingthemostrecentannualreport.Ifthispacketisfoundusefulby
newcommitteemembers,thebasicformatcouldbeusedforother
committeesaswell.M
 s.Sosebeewillcreateatemplateforthecommitteeto
reviewatitsnextmeeting. 

VOLUNTEER
DespiteCovid-19restrictions,therehavebeenseveralsuccessfulvolunteer
PROGRAMMING 
events,totalling182volunteerhoursandover60volunteers.TheFirstUnited

MethodistChurchworkprogramhashelpedsupplyvolunteers,manyof
whomareHeartsideresidents,foravarietyofprojects.PropertyDays
volunteershavehelpedwithlandscaping,installingnewgardenbeds,and
otherqualityoflifeimprovements.Anupdateonalltheseactivitieswillgo
outinthevolunteernewsletter. 

ADJOURNMENT 
TheMarketing &DevelopmentCommitteeadjournedat10:35todiscuss
retirementcelebrationplanningforMr.Sturtevant. 
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DWELLINGPLACEOFGRANDRAPIDS 
REALESTATEDEVELOPMENT&ASSETMANAGEMENTCOMMITTEE 
UNAPPROVEDMINUTES 
July12,2021 

MEMBERSPRESENT  JuanDanielCastro(viavideo),RichKogelschatz,GeorgeLarimore,Mike
McDaniels(viavideo),LarryTitley,LeeNelsonWeber 

STAFF&GUESTS
ChrisBennett,DaviddeVelder,RebeccaLong,ScottPage,ZoePost,Dennis
PRESENT 
Sturtevant,StephenWooden 

KaraGates,ColliersInternational 
NateHeyboer,DHEPlumbing&Mechanical 

Themeetingwasconvenedat11:33AMbyMr.Kogelschatz. 

APPROVALOF
MotiontoapprovetheminutesoftheJune14,2021RED&Asset
MINUTES 
ManagementCommitteemeetingwasmadebyGeorge,secondedbyLarry
Titley,andcarriedunanimously. 

KENDALLPLACE-
Mr.Heyboerpresentedapossiblejointventureat326WStateStinHastings,MIin
POSSIBLEJOINT
thedowntownarea.DwellingPlacehasworkedwithMr.Heyboer’sconstruction
VENTURE 
company,DHE,inseveralpreviousprojects.A9%applicationforthe45-unit

developmentwillbesubmittedintheupcomingLIHTCround;theself-scorefor
theprojectis97.ThecityofHastingshasexpressedsupportofthe100%
affordablehousingdevelopment,approvingthesiteplanandgrantingPILOTfor
theproject. 

MotiontoproceedwithduediligenceanddraftingaJVagreementwas
madebyLarryTitley,supportedbyLeeNelsonWeber,andcarried
unanimously,GeorgeLarimoreabstainingduetoaconflictofinterest. 

WALDENWOODS
Mr.BennettdescribedavacantseniorhousingdevelopmentinWyomingthat
SENIORHOUSING 
couldbeconvertedintoone-bedroomunitsforapotential4%LIHTCproject.Mr.

Sturtevantsuggestedlookingintodevelopingthesiteforpermanentsupportive
housing,whichcouldresultinahigherscoreina9%LIHTCapplication.S taffwill
continuetoinvestigatethesiteandkeepthecommitteeinformedofitsprogress. 

POSSIBLECLTSITE  RyanKilpatrickofHousingNextandMr.LarimoreidentifiedasiteinSouthHaven

wherethecityhopestodevelopaffordablehomeownership.Thesiteconcept
includesthreephases:twoforrentalapartmentsandthethirdfortownhomesto
besold.VanBurencounty,wherethesiteislocated,iswithinDwellingPlace’s
15-countyoperatingarea,andCLThomeownershiphasproventobeeffectivein
providingaffordablehousinginlessurbanareas.M
 otionforstafftoproceed
withduediligenceforthisprojectwasmadebyLeeNelsonWeber,
supportedbyLarryTitley,andcarriedunanimously,GeorgeLarimore
abstainingduetoaconflictofinterest. 
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OTHERBUSINESS 


StaffwillsubmitanapplicationtodaytobeapartoftheNeighborWorksreal
estategrowthcohort,aprogramforNeighborWorksaffiliatesaimingtodouble
theirsizeinthenext7-10years. 

DwellingPlaceisexaminingitsscreeningcriteriaforitspermanentsupportive
housing(PSH)developments,aimingtoreducethedisparateimpactthatcriminal
backgroundandcreditcheckscanhaveonhousingforpeopleofcolor. 

AstheDwellingPlacestrategicplanexpiresattheendoftheyear,thecommittee
willdiscusswhatitneedstodotoprepareforthestrategicplanningprocessatits
nextmeeting. 

PROJECTUPDATES  Ferguson:Temporaryoccupancyon3rdfloorwillbegintomorrowand2ndfloor
shouldcompleteturnaroundinabout4weeks.Aimingforfullcompletionfor
lease-upbylateAugust.Thereferralprocessisgoingwelland8additional
residentshavebeenapprovedundernewscreeningcriteria. 

BrillanteApartments:Fullyleased-upwayaheadofschedule. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Themeetingwasadjournedat12:45PMbyMr.Kogelschatz. 
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DWELLINGPLACEOFGRANDRAPIDS 
CEOSUCCESSIONPLANNINGCOMMITTEE 
UNAPPROVEDMINUTES 
June24,2021 

MEMBERSPRESENT  AnnamarieBuller,JuanDanielCastro,RichKogelschatz,RickStevens 

MEMBERSABSENT  GilSegovia,ReneeWilliams 

GUESTSPRESENT 
ZoePost

Themeetingconvenedviavideoconferenceat11:03AM. 

APPROVALOF
MinutesoftheMarch25,2021meetingwereapprovedbymotionof
MINUTES 
AnnamarieBuller,supportedbyRickStevensandcarried

unanimously. 

ONBOARDING 
Mr.KogelschatzreviewedtheCEOorientationtoolkitandonboarding

scheduleforMr.DeRoo.Thiswillincludea90-dayand6-monthcheck-in
toestablishCEOgoalsforthenextyear.Asthecurrentstrategicplanisset
toexpirein2022,theboardwillalsodiscussdevelopmentofanew
strategicplanwithMr.DeRooduringthesecheck-ins.Thecommittee
suggestedcontinuedregularmeetingsbetweenthenewCEOandcurrent
BoardChairthroughouttheprocesstoensureeffectivecommunicationand
informationsharing. 

CEOINTRODUCTION Thecommitteealsodiscussedhowtobestaddresssomeconcernsfrom
TOSTAFF 
staffregardingstaffinvolvementinthehiringprocess.Mr.Kogelschatzwill

leadaconversationataJulymanagementstaffmeetingtoexplainthe
process;Mr.Castro,Ms.Buller,andMr.Stevenswillattendaswelltothank
stafffortheirroleintheorganizationandhiringprocess,andtoanswer
questions. 

OTHERBUSINESS 
ThecommitteewillworkwithMr.DeRootofindanappropriateexecutive
coachandstrategicplanningfirm. 

ADJOURNMENT 
TheCEOSuccessionPlanningCommitteeadjournedat12:08PM. 
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Success in Housing: How Much
Does Criminal Background Matter?
A Research Project Initiated by Aeon, Beacon Interfaith Housing
Collaborative, CommonBond Communities, and Project for Pride in
Living (the Research Collaborative), Conducted in Partnership with
Wilder Research
This study was made possible by the generous support of NeighborWorks America and the
Otto Bremer Trust.
Author: Cael Warren
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Introduction
The cycle of homelessness and incarceration is well-known in the affordable housing field
and well-documented in the literature (Cusack & Montgomery, 2017). With the increased
likelihood of criminal justice system involvement among people experiencing homelessness,
and housing and employment systems that put ex-offenders at a disadvantage, disrupting
this cycle requires stepping away from the norm in at least one of these systems.
Looking for an opportunity to disrupt this cycle, four of Minnesota’s nonprofit affordable
housing developers came together under a shared goal: to clarify the understanding of how
residents’ criminal backgrounds contribute to housing outcomes, and to share this
understanding across their organizations and with the housing field as a whole. Staff at
these organizations questioned the assumption among many property owners and managers
that an applicant with a criminal background presents too great a risk or is unlikely to be
successful in their housing. They wondered about potential bias held within standard housing
application restrictions, and if a more data-driven approach to making decisions on
restrictions pertaining to criminal backgrounds would create opportunities for more people
to find suitable housing.
Knowing that housing stability is beneficial for individuals and communities, the four
organizations joined forces (and data files) to support a quantitative analysis of the
relationship between criminal history and success in housing. This summary report
presents the key findings of the study.
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Research collaborative
In 2016, four nonprofit multifamily affordable housing providers in the Twin Cities area –
Aeon, Beacon Interfaith Housing Collaborative, CommonBond Communities, and Project
for Pride in Living – created a collaborative to engage in cross-agency research. Together,
these four organizations own and manage nearly 25,000 affordable apartment homes in
the metropolitan area and western Wisconsin. The focus of the group was to examine the
relationship between residents’ criminal histories and housing outcomes.
The Research Collaborative organizations began examining their resident selection criteria
to ensure it was inclusive, data-driven, and did not perpetuate implicit biases found in
community systems. To make informed adjustments to their criminal history selection
criteria, they reviewed the existing literature, aiming to understand the connection (if any)
between an applicant’s criminal history and their potential housing success. After a
largely unsuccessful search for existing literature, the organizations saw an opportunity to
initiate and engage in this research to inform the affordable housing community and other
stakeholders.
This research is important because a disproportionately high level of disadvantaged
populations have criminal histories. Furthermore, research has found that individuals who
have been incarcerated are at a significantly higher risk of becoming homeless, and
individuals who are homeless are at a significantly higher risk of becoming incarcerated
(National Health Care for the Homeless Council, 2013). The members of the collaborative
recognize this disparity and hope this research will lead to increased accessibility to
affordable apartment homes for those with the greatest barriers to housing stability.

Criminal Background and
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Aeon believes everyone deserves a home. Home is at the center of
everything. With a home, people succeed, families thrive, and our
region remains strong. At Aeon, we act boldly to create and
preserve quality, affordable homes for those who need them most.
Today nearly 8,500 residents have an affordable home with Aeon.
Home changes everything. Learn more at aeon.org.
The vision of Beacon Interfaith Housing Collaborative is that
all people have a home. We are a powerful collaborative of
congregations united in action to create homes and advance
equitable housing. By leveraging our collective power, we
develop affordable homes, shelter families, and work to impact
housing policy. Our focus is on people who make less than
$25,000 a year and those who are experiencing homelessness.
Learn more at beaconinterfaith.org/.
At CommonBond Communities, we believe home is the foundation
for everything in life. By integrating housing and services, we
offer more than just a quality place to live—we’ve been providing
homes and support services for those most in need since 1971.
Our model has always been about supporting people in achieving
their goals and building their best lives. Nearly five decades later,
we serve more than 12,000 people every year. We’re a nonprofit
developer, owner, and manager of affordable apartments and
townhomes throughout 60 cities in Minnesota, Wisconsin and
Iowa. Through high-quality housing and life-changing support
services, we’re building stable homes, strong futures, and vibrant
communities. Learn more at commonbond.org.
Project for Pride in Living (PPL) is a results-driven housing and
job readiness organization. At PPL, we focus on two core drivers
of poverty – unemployment and homelessness – and insist that
every one of our programs deliver superior results. Last year alone,
nearly 14,000 people moved into affordable housing, earned
higher incomes, improved their academic skills, and gained
economic independence with the help of PPL. Learn more at
ppl-inc.org/.

Criminal Background and
Housing Outcomes

3

Wilder Research, January 2019

Study population
HIGHLIGHTS


The study includes de-identified data from more than 10,500 households, including
15,000 individuals, who resided in one of the properties owned by the partner
organizations sometime between March 2010 and June 2017.



Nearly 3 in 10 households (28%) contain at least one adult with a prior criminal
conviction. These households tend to be younger, with lower incomes and lower
rent (but a slightly higher rent subsidy).

The study includes the de-identified records of more than 10,500 households, with over
half of these households residing in properties owned by CommonBond Communities,
nearly one-third in Aeon properties, and smaller subsets residing in Project for Pride in
Living and Beacon Interfaith Housing Collaborative properties (Figure 1).
1.

Study population by housing provider
3,070

Aeon
Beacon

4,648
211
223

Households
Individuals
6,151

CommonBond
Project for
Pride in Living

8,177
1,077
2,096
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To be included in the study, a household had to meet all of the following criteria:


Resided in properties owned by one of these four organizations at some point between
March 2010 and June 2017 1



Moved out during the study period (between March 2010 and June 2017), or remained
housed with one of the four organizations as of June 2017 2



Had complete data needed for the study, including demographics, criminal background,
property information, and a move-out reason (if they moved out)

In this study, households with criminal backgrounds tend to have lower incomes and
younger adults than households without criminal backgrounds.
Figure 2 presents a comparison of demographics and
property characteristics between households with and
without criminal backgrounds in this study. This
comparison illustrates the importance of controlling
for other observable factors when analyzing the
impact of criminal background on housing outcomes,
because the two populations differ in a number of
ways. While both groups are comprised largely of
single-adult households, the adults in households
with criminal backgrounds tend to be significantly
younger. For example, nearly three-quarters (73%)
of households with criminal backgrounds are singleadult households under the age of 65, and only 4
percent are single-adult households age 65+. In
contrast, among households without criminal
backgrounds, 56 percent of households are singleadult households under age 65, while 16 percent are
single-adult households age 65+. Households without
criminal backgrounds are also more likely to contain
two or more adults (21%), compared to households
with criminal backgrounds (16%).

What is a criminal background?
For the purpose of this study, having
a criminal background means having
at least one criminal conviction (felony
or non-traffic misdemeanor) on record
when the resident applied for housing.
What is a “household with a
criminal background”?
The unit of analysis for this study is
the household. Therefore, for this
study, if any adult in a household
has a criminal background, the
household is considered a household
with a criminal background.

Nearly 3 in 10 households
(28%) have a criminal
background.

1

Note that the requirement that study participants must have resided with one of the housing providers implies
that the study population has already been narrowed to those households who were considered to be low
enough risk for the housing providers to accept. The criteria for acceptance varies across providers, however,
and the study represents a wide range of backgrounds. See Caveats and Limitations section for more detail.

2

The study includes all households that moved out during the study period, regardless of their length of stay.
The study also includes households that remained housed with the housing provider at the end of the study
period (June 2017), as long as they had resided with the housing provider for at least six months at that time.
Criminal Background and
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In addition, in households with criminal backgrounds, the gender balance is even (49%
female, 51% male), while households without criminal backgrounds have a greater
proportion of women (62% female, 38% male). Compared to the racial composition of
residents without criminal backgrounds (33% white and 59% black), residents in households
with criminal backgrounds are more likely to be white (42%) and less likely to be black (51%).
Households with no criminal backgrounds have an average annual household income of
about $16,800, nearly $3,000 higher than the annual household income of households with
criminal backgrounds. 3
These differences indicate that we cannot determine the impact of criminal background
on housing outcomes by simply comparing the probability of negative housing outcomes
between households with and without criminal backgrounds. Instead, this study uses
regression analysis, described in detail later in this report, to control for these population
differences in order to isolate the impact of criminal background on housing outcomes.

3

It is important to note that these patterns represent associations, not causal relationships, and they do not
imply that demographics affect the likelihood of criminal activity or convictions (this study does not analyze
the determinants of criminal convictions).
Criminal Background and
Housing Outcomes
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2.

Household demographics by criminal background
Households
with criminal
background
(N=2,969)

Households
without criminal
background
(N=7,540)

All
households
(N=10,509)

1.4

1.5

1.4

Annual household income per person***

$11,091

$13,296

$12,673

Total household income***

$13,808

$16,805

$15,958

Single adult under 65, no children ***

73%

56%

61%

Single adult age 65+, no children ***

4%

16%

13%

2+ adults, no children***

13%

16%

16%

Single adult with children

7%

7%

7%

2+ adults with children***

3%

5%

4%

Members of
households
with criminal
background
(N=4,009)

Members of
households
without criminal
background
(N=11,135)

Members of
all households
(N=15,144)

Children age 0-17***

12%

15%

14%

Adults age 18-24***

19%

22%

21%

Adults age 25-54***

53%

39%

43%

Adults age 55-64

10%

9%

9%

Adults age 65+***

4%

14%

11%

Average adult age***

39

42

41

Black/African American***

51%

59%

57%

White***

42%

33%

35%

Asian/Pacific Islander***

2%

4%

3%

American Indian***

3%

1%

2%

Other**

2%

3%

3%

Multiracial***

1%

0.5%

1%

4%

3%

3%

Female***

49%

62%

59%

Male***

51%

38%

41%

Household size***

Household structure

Characteristics of household members
Age

Race

Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino
Gender

Note. Chi-square significance tests were conducted. Differences are significant at *p< 0.1, **p< .05, ***p< .01.
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Households with criminal backgrounds pay lower rent, receive higher subsidies, and
don’t stay as long.
Figure 3 presents some details of the rental
transaction, along with the characteristics of the
properties and neighborhoods where study
participants reside. Households with criminal
backgrounds pay an average of $445 per month
in rent (out of pocket), about $39 less than
households without criminal backgrounds.
Households with criminal backgrounds receive an
average of $345 per month in a rental subsidy,
about $15 per month more than households without
criminal backgrounds. However, the two groups
are equally likely to receive a subsidy.
In addition to rental subsidies, many properties
in this study also have services available to help
residents maintain stable housing. The level of
services available in a property ranges from 0 (no
services) to 3 (full supportive housing services).
The average level of available services is very
similar for households with and without criminal
backgrounds; the average household from both
groups lives in a property with a service level of 2.4

Statistical Significance
In this report, we draw particular attention
to findings that are statistically significant,
which refers to a difference that is
determined by statistical analysis to be
“real” and more than likely not due to
chance. P values are a statistical measure
that indicate the likelihood that a difference
could be observed due to chance. For
example, as shown in Figure 2,
households with criminal backgrounds
have significantly lower incomes than
those without criminal backgrounds, with
p<0.01. This means there is less than a 1
percent chance that we would observe
this pattern if there was no true difference
between these populations.
While statistical significance is informative,
there is a difference between statistical
significance and practical significance.
Note, for example, that households with
criminal backgrounds have a significantly
smaller average household size: 1.4
people, compared to 1.5 in households
without criminal backgrounds (Figure 2).
Though statistically significant, this small
difference is arguably of little practical
significance.
In interpreting the results of this study, we
encourage the reader to consider both the
statistical and the practical significance
of the findings.

4

In both groups, approximately half of the population resides in properties with level 3 services, which
generally include staff on-site for several days per week, in-depth case management services, and
programming in areas such as employment services, health and wellness, youth development, etc. About
one-quarter of households live in properties with level 2 services, which include fewer days of staff on-site
and more limited programming. Level 1 services are lighter-touch and focused on eviction prevention.
About 15 percent of households in the study live in properties with level 1 services available.
Criminal Background and
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Households with criminal backgrounds tend to have shorter periods of residency (2.2 years
compared to 3.2 years), and to live in smaller properties on average. Their homes tend to be
located in neighborhoods with slightly higher poverty rates, higher mobility rates, and
higher percentages of residents receiving SNAP food support. 5
3.

Rental details and property characteristics by criminal background
Households
with criminal
background
(N=2,969)

Households
without criminal
background
(N=7,540)

All
households
(N=10,509)

2.2

3.2

2.9

$445

$484

$473

$345

$330

$334

62%

62%

62%

Available service level in propertyc

2.1

2.1

2.1

Number of units in property***

76

123

110

Percent receiving SNAP
(neighborhood)d,***

20%

18%

19%

Percent below poverty level
(neighborhood)d,***

22%

20%

20%

Percent residing in same house now as
one year ago (neighborhood)d,***

78%

80%

79%

Length of stay (years, average)a,***
Monthly rent (average)b,***
Monthly subsidy

(average)b,**

Percent receiving any subsidyb
Property and neighborhood
characteristics

a Length of stay refers to either

the length of time between move-in and move-out (for households that moved out between March 2010 and
June 2017) or to the length of time between move-in and June 2017 (the end of the study period).
b Rent and subsidy data refer to the latest rent or subsidy amount on file (either the value at move-out or, for current residents, the value as
of June 2017 when the study period ended).
c The available service level is measured on a 4-point scale, ranging from 0 (no services) to 3 (full supportive housing services).
d Based on 2012-2016 American Community Survey data for the zip code in which the property is located. Chi-square significance tests
were conducted. Differences are significant at *p< 0.1, **p< .05, ***p< .01

5

Note that these differences are quite small, even though they are statistically significant. The reasons for these
neighborhood-level differences are not certain, but given that residents generally choose the property to which
they apply for housing, they are likely to result from self-selection. For example, higher-poverty neighborhoods
likely contain lower-rent properties, which are more accessible for the lower incomes of households with
criminal backgrounds. There is no indication that the housing providers play any deliberate role in this pattern.
Criminal Background and
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Housing outcomes
HIGHLIGHTS


Fifty-one percent of households in the study had positive housing outcomes
(including 39 percent who remained housed with the housing provider at the end of the
study period).



About 14 percent of housing outcomes are negative. These mostly result from lease
violations (8%), leaving without notice (3%), and non-payment of rent (2%).

Table 4 shows the most common resident
outcomes. Fifty-one percent of households in
the study had positive outcomes (including 39
percent who remained housed with the housing
provider and had lived there for more than one
year as of the end of the study period), while
about 14 percent of households had negative
outcomes. Most observed negative outcomes were
either lease violations for behavior (8%), leaving
without notice (3%), and non-payment of rent
(2%), three outcomes with clear negative
implications for the housing provider as well as
the resident. Finally, 35 percent of move-outs
were considered to be “neutral” because it is
not clear from the move-out reason (e.g.,
“relocation”) whether the resident maintained
their housing stability upon move-out. 6

6

Housing Outcomes
In this study, the nature of the housing
outcome is defined based on the
resident’s reason for move-out. From the
resident’s perspective, a housing outcome
may fall into three categories:
- Positive: maintaining housing stability
- Negative: losing or risking housing
stability
- Neutral: move-out reason is
inconclusive about housing stability
The Research Collaborative members
have mission-driven motivation to
reduce negative outcomes for residents.
This analysis focuses on negative
housing outcomes (as opposed to
positive outcomes), however, because
the negative implications tend to apply
to both the resident and the housing
provider, allowing the study results to be
more broadly applicable to the entire
housing field and not only missiondriven organizations.

A neutral outcome indicates that the household’s move-out reason is inconclusive about housing stability.
This does not include households without move-out reasons on file; households with missing move-out
reasons were excluded from the study.
Criminal Background and
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4.

Housing outcomes
N

%

1,444

14%

Lease violation for behavior

850

8%

Leave without notice

293

3%

Non-payment of rent

217

2%

Other negative move-out reason

84

<1%

Total positive (resident maintains housing stability)a

5,355

51%

Total neutral (move-out reason is inconclusive about housing stability)b

3,710

35%

10,509

100%

Total negative (resident does not maintain housing stability)

All outcomes

Note. A complete list of outcomes/move-out reasons can be found in the Appendix.
a The most common positive outcomes are continuing successful residency of more than one year (39%) and moving for desired amenities (7%).
b The most common uncertain outcomes are “relocation” (18%), health and wellness (6%), and continuing (short-term) successful residency
between six months and one year (6%) (This is categorized "neutral" because the period of residency is considered too brief to indicate
housing stability).
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Criminal background
HIGHLIGHTS


One-quarter of households have at least one adult with one or more misdemeanor
convictions on record. Six percent of households have at least one adult with a
felony conviction.



In households with criminal backgrounds, the most common convictions prior to
move-in are property offenses, such as theft and burglary (37% of households) and
crimes against public order, such as loitering and trespassing (36%).

The most common criminal offenses in residents’ backgrounds are property offenses such
as theft and burglary (found in the records of 10 percent of households overall and in 37 percent
of households that have at least one criminal conviction) and minor public order offenses
often described as crimes of homelessness, such as trespassing, loitering, and spitting on
the sidewalk (10 percent and 36 percent, respectively) (Figure 5).
Note that, because some types of offenses are standard disqualifiers for housing in most
properties included in the study, and because others were too rarely represented in the
available data, we were unable to analyze the impact of some offenses on housing outcomes.
The following offenses are not included in this study: arson, major sex crimes, organized
crime, extortion, racketeering, and blackmail.
5.

Households with criminal convictions by type of offense
% households with 1+
convictions
Households
with criminal
background
(N=2,969)

Overall study
population
(N=10,509)

Mean # convictions in
category per adult
(among households
with 1+ convictions in
the applicable category)

Property offenses (e.g., theft, burglary)

36.9%

10.4%

2.5

Minor public order offenses (e.g., loitering,
trespassing)

36.0%

10.2%

2.1

DUI/DWI or reckless driving

27.0%

7.6%

1.8

Serious traffic offenses (other than DUI)

26.6%

7.5%

2.1

Disorderly conduct

23.3%

6.6%

1.6

Alcohol-related offenses (other than DUI)

18.4%

5.2%

1.4

Fraud

17.4%

4.9%

1.9

Minor drug-related offenses

13.1%

3.7%

2.3

Assault

9.5%

2.7%

1.8
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5.

Households with criminal convictions by type of offense (continued)
% households with 1+
convictions
Households
with criminal
background
(N=2,969)

Overall study
population
(N=10,509)

Mean # convictions in
category per adult
(among households
with 1+ convictions in
the applicable category)

Domestic violence

9.1%

2.6%

1.6

Other minor violence-related offenses

7.9%

2.2%

1.7

Other violent offenses

5.8%

1.6%

1.7

Marijuana possession

3.3%

0.9%

1.1

Prostitution

2.7%

0.8%

2.7

Major drug-related offenses

2.6%

0.7%

1.6

100.0%

28.3%

3.8

Any conviction

Also common are DUI/DWI/reckless driving (8 percent and 27 percent, respectively), other
serious traffic offenses like driving with a suspended or revoked license (8 percent and
27 percent, respectively), and disorderly conduct (7 percent and 23 percent, respectively).
Households with convictions in prostitution, property offenses, and minor drug crimes tend
to average more than two convictions (in that category) per adult, while the per-adult
conviction counts are lower for marijuana possession and non-DUI alcohol-related offenses.
One-quarter of households in the study population (25%) have at least one misdemeanor
conviction (non-traffic) on their record, while 6 percent of study households have at least
one felony conviction (Figure 6). Because screening criteria are more accepting of convictions
that occurred longer ago, rates of felony convictions are higher in the more distant past, with
4 percent of households having a felony on record more than 10 years prior to move-in,
compared to only 1 percent with a felony on record in the 2 years prior to move-in. Rates of
misdemeanor convictions are more consistent over time, though they, too, are highest in the
most distant past.
Households with at least one conviction on record average about 3.5 convictions per adult
per class (for example, households with at least one misdemeanor conviction will have an
average of 3.5 misdemeanor convictions per adult).
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6.

Criminal convictions and counts by offense class and timeline
% households with 1+
convictions
Households
with criminal
background
(N=2,969)

Any conviction (non-traffic)

Mean # convictions
in category per adult
(among households
All households with 1+ convictions in
(N=10,509)
the applicable category)

100%

28%

3.8

Felony <2 years prior to move-in

3%

1%

1.4

Felony 2-5 years prior to move-in

7%

2%

1.6

Felony 5-7 years prior to move-in

4%

1%

1.4

Felony 7-10 years prior to move-in

4%

1%

1.4

Felony 10+ years prior to move-in

15%

4%

2.7

Any felony

24%

7%

1.4

Misdemeanor <2 years prior to move-in

32%

9%

1.9

Misdemeanor 2-5 years prior to move-in

21%

6%

1.7

Misdemeanor 5-7 years prior to move-in

21%

6%

1.7

Misdemeanor 7-10 years prior to move-in

48%

14%

3.2

Misdemeanor 10+ years prior to move-in

22%

6%

3.4

Any misdemeanor (non-traffic)

86%

24%

3.5

For the purpose of this study, traffic misdemeanors are considered non-criminal. Unless otherwise specified, references to misdemeanors
do not include traffic offenses.
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Factors determining housing outcomes: How much does criminal background matter?

HIGHLIGHTS


Of 15 categories of criminal offenses, 11 show no evidence of a significant link to
negative housing outcomes.



Our analysis suggests that the following criminal offenses may contribute to
negative housing outcomes: property offenses, major drug offenses, fraud, and
assault. The study’s data limitations (described in the Caveats and Limitations
section) lead us to question the size and significance of their impact, but having
convictions in these categories increases the probability of a negative housing
outcome by 3 to 9 percentage points at most.



Criminal offenses that occurred more than 5 years prior to move-in have no
significant effect on housing outcomes.



The effect of a criminal offense on a resident’s housing outcome declines rapidly
over time; the impact of a misdemeanor becomes insignificant after 2 years, while
felonies become insignificant after 5 years.



Household structure (number of adults and children) generally has a larger effect
on housing outcomes than the household’s criminal history.

Household characteristics matter
In examining the role of criminal backgrounds in determining a household’s housing outcomes,
recall that the populations with and without criminal backgrounds are not otherwise identical.
As shown in Figure 2, households with criminal backgrounds tend to be younger, with lower
incomes and fewer children than their neighbors with no records of criminal convictions.
We also know that these populations differ in ways we cannot observe in our data; for
example, rates of substance abuse conditions have been shown to be higher among those
with criminal backgrounds (see Caveats and Limitations section below). Criminal backgrounds
present barriers to employment as well. The goal of this study is to control for these
confounding factors to the greatest extent possible, in order to isolate and identify any effect
of one’s criminal history on their housing outcome. To accomplish this goal, we use
regression analysis.
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What is regression analysis?
Regression analysis is a statistical tool. We
input data on the relevant factors contributing
to a household’s housing outcome and the
statistical software exports a set of parameters
that tell us how much each factor contributes
to the outcome when we hold all of the other
factors constant. The regression output
quantifies the relative contributions of a variety
of factors, including demographics, property
and neighborhood characteristics, services
and supports, and details of one’s criminal
background. The results show, for example,
that when a household’s rent subsidy
increases by $100, their likelihood of a negative
move-out falls by 1 percentage point.

Figure 7 illustrates the importance of
household factors (other than criminal
history) in determining the likelihood of a
negative housing outcome. Compared to
one-adult households, the probability of a
negative housing outcome is 8 percentage
points lower for households with two or
more adults (and no children), 15
percentage points lower for one-adult
households with children, and 23
percentage points lower for households
with two or more adults who have
children.
7.

Household characteristics significantly affect the likelihood of a negative
housing outcome
Compared to single adults (under age 65) with no children, the likelihood
of a negative housing outcome is reduced by:

9
16
24

In households with…
percentage points

2+ adults and no children

percentage points

1 adult and at least one child

percentage points

2+ adults and at least one child

The likelihood of a negative housing outcome is also reduced by:

1
1

percentage point

for every $100 increase in monthly rental subsidy

percentage point

for every $500 increase in monthly per-capita income

Note. All differences shown are statistically significant at p< .01. The likelihood of a negative housing outcome is also reduced
in older-single-adult households (age 65+) by 8 percentage points, compared to single-adult households under age 65.

The household’s financial circumstances also contribute significantly to their likelihood
of a negative housing outcome. For every $100 increase in the monthly rental subsidy, the
household’s probability of a negative housing outcome falls by 1 percentage point. The
probability also falls by about 1 percentage point with every $500 increase in monthly
per-capita income.
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The regression model also controlled for the household racial and gender composition.
These were not statistically significant determinants of housing outcomes.

Most criminal offenses have little to no impact on housing outcomes.
When we examine each category of prior conviction
based on a simple measure of whether or not it was
present in a resident’s history, the regression results
show few categories of offenses that had a significant
effect on the housing outcome after controlling for
other factors. 7 Most categories had no significant
impact on housing outcomes, including minor public
order offenses, prostitution, alcohol-related offenses,
DUI/DWI, and a number of other categories.
Of the 15 categories of offenses considered, only 4
significantly increased the likelihood of negative
housing outcomes. Figure 8 presents estimated rates
of a negative housing outcome for households with
at least one offense in each offense category. These
rates are presented alongside a “base rate” of 17
percent, which is the expected percentage of
comparable households that would have a negative
housing outcome if they did not have a criminal
history (see box on right).

7

How we compute the “base rate”
of negative housing outcomes
Households with criminal
backgrounds are different in several
important characteristics from those
without. For example, they are, on
average, younger and have lower
incomes. To estimate how their prior
offenses affect their likelihood of
negative housing outcomes, it is
important to compare them to
demographically comparable
households with no criminal
histories. To do this, we computed
the rate of negative outcomes for a
population with their same
demographic characteristics, minus
the criminal conviction(s). For such a
population, the rate of negative
housing outcomes is 17 percent.

Although this document presents only one set of regression results, we have carefully examined numerous
alternate specifications to thoroughly confirm the null findings for most categories of criminal offenses.
Criminal Background and
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In households with at least one major drug-related
conviction, the probability of a negative housing
outcome is 9 percentage points higher than those
without a major drug-related conviction.8 Adding 9
percentage points to the base rate of 17 percent, we find
that 26 percent of households with at least one major
drug conviction are expected to have a negative
housing outcome.
Similarly, we see a 6 percentage point increase in
the probability of a negative housing outcome in
households with a history of property convictions, a 5
percentage point increase in households with a history
of assault, and a 4 percentage point increase in
households with a history of fraud.
Please note that the observed impact of these criminal
offenses would be weakened if data were available to
include more factors in the regression analysis. Some
critical factors, such as the resident’s housing history
and any mental health or substance abuse conditions,
could not be captured in the model. Because these
factors tend to be correlated with both criminal
backgrounds and negative housing outcomes, the
regression model tends to “blame” the effects of
these omitted factors on the criminal background
instead. (See “Caveats and Limitations” section for
more detail.) Our estimates therefore err on the side
of over-estimating the impact of criminal background,
and as a result, we can be most confident in results
that suggest no significant effect of a given type of
criminal history on a household’s housing outcome.
The statistically significant results, on the other
hand, may be driven in large part by the bias noted
above, so we are less confident in those results.

8

Interpreting the results
Consider the following example to
illustrate the meaning of the
estimated effects in Figures 8 and
9. Suppose a housing provider
accepts 100 households that each
have at least one major drug-related
conviction on record. We would
expect 74 of these households to
have positive or neutral housing
outcomes, while 26 would have
negative housing outcomes.
Seventeen of the households would
have negative housing outcomes
even if they had no criminal
background (this is the “base rate”
described above), while nine
households would have negative
housing outcomes that are
statistically linked to their history of
major drug-related convictions.

Note that, as shown in Figure 5, major drug offenses were among the least common offenses in the study
population. The estimated effect is therefore based on a relatively small set of households, suggesting that
this result should be interpreted with some degree of caution. Relatedly, this estimated effect is statistically
significant only at the level of p<0.1, a level sometimes considered to fall short of significance.
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8.

Most types of criminal background do not significantly increase the
likelihood of negative housing outcomes.
Total risk

Base rate 17%
ab

Major drug-related offenses

Property offenses (e.g., theft, burglary)

c

Assault

b

Fraud
Other violent offenses

d
e

+9%

27%

+6%

23%

+5%

22%

+4%

21%

4%

21%

Domestic violence

2%

20%

Prostitution

2%

20%

Disorderly conduct

2%

20%

Minor drug-related offenses

2%

19%

Other minor violence-related offenses

1%

18%

DUI/DWI or reckless driving

1%

18%

Minor public order offenses

0.5%

18%

Serious traffic offenses (other than DUI)

0.1%

17%

Alcohol-related offenses (other than DUI)

-2%

16%

Marijuana possession

-4%

13%

Significantly increased risk

Insignificantly increased risk

Offenses that have
no significant effect
on housing
outcomes

Insignificantly decreased risk

Note. The Appendix contains details of the criminal offenses contained in each of the categories shown above. Impacts shown are the
effect of the household containing at least one adult that has at least one conviction in the category. For example, a household with at
least one adult with at least one assault conviction is 5 percentage points more likely to experience a negative housing outcome than an
otherwise comparable household with no assault convictions.
a Major drug crimes include drug trafficking and the sale, smuggling, manufacture, or distribution of any controlled substance other than
marijuana. This includes unspecified controlled substances. It also includes all 1st or 2nd degree controlled substance offenses.
b The estimated effects of major drug-related offenses and assault are statistically significant only at the level of p<0.1, a level sometimes
considered to fall short of statistical significance.
c Property offenses include theft, burglary, vandalism, and criminal damage to property. When we drilled down into the results to
examine whether any particular type of crime was particularly influential, theft and shoplifting appeared to drive most of the effect of
property offenses.
d The “fraud” category includes identify theft, use of stolen checks, writing bad checks (when charged and convicted for this), counterfeiting,
forgery, etc. There was no noticeable difference in impact among these different subgroups of offenses within the “fraud” category.
e Although the magnitude of impact of Other Violent Offenses is similar to that of Fraud, its impact is not statistically significant because it
is less common (so the statistical program is less confident in the significance of the impact).
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The increased probability of negative housing outcomes for those with criminal convictions
fades over time. As shown in Figure 9, rates of negative housing outcomes are significantly
higher among households with one or more felony or (non-traffic) misdemeanor conviction
in the two years prior to move-in, compared to those with no criminal convictions during that
time period. The link is strongest for recent felony convictions (associated with a 10 percentage
point increase in probability of negative housing outcomes), whereas the probability increases
by only 5-6 percentage points in households with a misdemeanor conviction in the two years
prior to move-in or a felony conviction two to five years prior to move-in. Misdemeanors more
than two years prior to move-in and felonies more than five years prior to move-in were not
found to be significantly associated with greater likelihood of a negative housing outcomes.
9.

The impact of criminal background on housing outcomes fades over time.
Base rate 17%
Within 2 years prior to move-in

At least one
misdemeanor

Total risk
+5%

2-5 years prior to move-in

18%

1%

5-7 years prior to move-in

2%

20%

7+ years prior to move-in

0.4%

18%

Within 2 years prior to move-in
At least
one felony

22%

+10% 27%

2-5 years prior to move-in

+6%

5-7 years prior to move-in

2%

7+ years prior to move-in
Significantly increased risk

2%

Insignificantly increased risk

24%

Offenses that have
no significant effect
on housing
outcomes

19%
15%
Insignificantly decreased risk

Note. Impacts shown are the effect of the household containing at least one adult that has at least one conviction in the time range. For
example, a household with at least one adult with at least one misdemeanor conviction in the 2 years prior to move-in is 5 percentage
points more likely to experience a negative housing outcome than an otherwise comparable household with no misdemeanor convictions
during that time frame.
In earlier iterations of this analysis, the “7+ years” groups were subdivided into 7-10 years, 10-15 years, and 15+ years. The three were
combined after they were found to consistently show the same patterns of estimated magnitudes and statistical significance.

As noted above, these results refer to the impact of the household having at least one
conviction in a given category, a very simple approach to examining a very complex issue.
We also explored how the impact of criminal history varied based on the number of
convictions in a given category, but the results of that analysis were difficult to generalize.
For the most part, where we observed significant impacts in Figures 8 and 9 above, we
see the strongest impact in the first conviction in a category or time frame, and a declining
effect for each additional conviction in that category or time frame.
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Caveats and limitations
While these study results may be very valuable in informing criminal background
screening criteria, it is important to recognize the limitations in the study data and the
impacts of those limitations on what we observe in our results. These study limitations
include the following:


Although we attempt to control for all of the factors that contribute to success in
housing in order to present an unobstructed view of the impact of one’s criminal
background, our study results are limited by a handful of important omissions. We are
unable to control for the resident’s employment status, education background,
disability status, mental health or substance abuse diagnoses, or housing history before
entering the housing managed by members of the collaborative. We are also unable to
control for individualized factors related to the willingness of building management
to take action or not take action related to infractions (i.e., tolerance or inequity in
individual decision-making of building management). These factors have theoretical
or empirically observed links to both criminal background and housing success (Malone
2009, Tsai & Rosenheck 2013).
–



Impact of this limitation: Omitting these factors from the model tends to bias our
results toward overstating the significance and magnitude of the negative impact
of criminal background on housing success. Given this bias, we encourage caution
in use of findings that identify a significant detrimental impact of criminal
backgrounds. We are more confident in results that show little or no impact of
criminal backgrounds on housing success, because these backgrounds have been
consistently insignificant determinants of housing success despite the model’s bias
toward greater significance.

The study is, by definition, limited to residents who were accepted into housing. Given
the subjectivity of the housing application process, we might expect that the accepted
residents would be more likely to succeed. Those who are screened out will tend to be
more severe offenders and/or residents with fewer resources. On the other hand, some
programs may focus on residents with the greatest challenges, which would (at least
partially) counteract the aforementioned selection effect.
–

Impact of this limitation: For any type of offense that may be used as grounds for
screening out, this study may represent the strongest tenants and exclude the ones
with lowest likelihood of success. Targeted programs may reverse this effect to some
extent, however, leading to uncertainty in the magnitude of the impact of this limitation.
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Because some types of offenses are non-negotiable disqualifiers for housing in most
or all properties included in the study, we cannot analyze the impact of these offenses
on housing outcomes. Other offenses simply occur too rarely in the study population.
–

Impact of this limitation: The following types of offenses are not represented in this
study: arson, major sex crimes, organized crime, extortion, racketeering, and blackmail.

The caveats above are those with the greatest expected impact on the validity or applicability
of the results. Additional caveats and limitations are listed in the Appendix.
Of the caveats considered, the first item (omitted variables) is expected to hold the most
significant implications for the interpretation of the study findings. The second item may
reduce the magnitude of this bias somewhat, but we conclude that the study results overall
tend to overstate the magnitude and significance of the impact of criminal background on
housing outcomes.
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Conclusions and issues to consider
The most meaningful and conclusive findings include:




Most types of criminal offenses do not significantly increase a household’s likelihood
of a negative housing outcome when other observable factors are held constant.
–

Of 15 categories of criminal offenses, 11 showed no evidence of a significant impact
on the likelihood of a negative housing outcome.

–

Categories that show no evidence of a link to housing outcomes include:
marijuana possession, other minor drug offenses, alcohol-related offenses (e.g.,
public consumption/open bottle), prostitution, and minor public order offenses,
among others.

The effect of a prior criminal offense on a resident’s housing outcome declines
over time. The impact of a misdemeanor becomes insignificant after two years, while
felonies become insignificant after five years.

In addition to the findings above, there were four types of criminal backgrounds that had a
statistically significant effect on housing outcomes. Due to the study’s data limitations and
their impact on the results (as described in the Caveats and Limitations above), we are less
confident in these findings. However, they suggest that particular types of criminal
backgrounds may increase the probability of a negative housing outcome by 10 percentage
points at most (for a felony within two years prior to move-in). The other statistically
significant effects are smaller, ranging from 3 to 9 percentage points.
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Consider the following example to illustrate the general implications of the statistically
significant findings:
Suppose we have 200 households applying for housing, including 100 with no criminal
background and 100 with at least one adult with a felony conviction within two years prior to
move-in (the background with the largest observed effect). Aside from this one difference in
criminal history, the two groups are otherwise identical in all of the ways we can measure. They
share the demographic profile of the population used to compute the “base risk” discussed
above.
Of the 100 households with no criminal background, 17 households will experience a negative
housing outcome. Of the 100 households with a history of at least one felony conviction in the
two years prior to move-in, 27 will experience a negative housing outcome. For both groups, we
are unable to determine which of the households will experience the negative housing
outcomes. 9
Because the housing provider accepts this relatively small additional risk of a negative housing
outcome for these 100 households, 73 of these households will experience a positive or neutral
housing outcome, and will remain housed with that housing provider for an average of 2.5 years.
The other 27 households will be housed for an average of 1.5 years before experiencing a
negative housing outcome. And all 100 households are given an opportunity to break the cycle
of homelessness and incarceration.

It is possible, though not conclusive, that a housing provider may incur additional risk of
negative housing outcomes by accepting applicants with certain types of criminal backgrounds.
Even if these findings were conclusive, they would imply only a relatively small increase
in risk to the housing provider, a risk that is arguably outweighed by the societal value of
providing a home to these households for 1.5 to 2.5 years.
Most importantly, the study’s conclusive findings show that most types of criminal
backgrounds do not significantly increase a tenant’s risk of experiencing a negative housing
outcome. These results illustrate that a wide variety of factors contribute to housing outcomes,
and they challenge some common misperceptions about the importance of criminal
background in determining the probability of a negative housing outcome.

9

We have identified some factors that are associated with higher or lower risk, but these are generalizations;
we cannot definitively pinpoint the households that will experience negative housing outcomes.
Criminal Background and
Housing Outcomes

24

Wilder Research, January 2019

Further research
The results of this study are quite informative, and they point to several opportunities for
further research. If possible, future research should aim to incorporate data on the critical
factors not available for this analysis (especially housing history, substance abuse and mental
health conditions, and employment). Including these factors would allow us to understand to
what extent criminal background acts as a proxy for other more influential factors. In addition,
future research could further explore how the impact of one’s criminal background changes
as the number of convictions increases (within a category or overall). Furthermore, as the
study’s housing providers have been reviewing and amending their screening criteria in
recent years, future research could explore the impact of these changes on the outcomes
of interest, such as the rate of negative housing outcomes or the housing providers’ costs.
Finally, in order to better understand the opportunities for changes in screening criteria, it
would be quite valuable to develop our knowledge of the outcomes of households that were
not accepted into housing (those that could not be represented in this study). How many
of these households find housing elsewhere, and how many are successful in that housing?
What happens to households that are unable to find housing elsewhere? What costs does
society incur to support these households as they experience homelessness, and how do
those costs compare to the cost of the additional risk of negative housing outcomes if they
were accepted into rental housing? Although such a study would be difficult to execute, it
could bring a great deal more clarity around the costs and benefits (to society and to
individual organizations) of different approaches to criminal background screening.
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Appendix
Methods
Study design
Wilder Research staff participated in several meetings with the Research Collaborative to
understand the central goals of the study and identify the best use of available resources
to meet these goals. The Research Collaborative met regularly throughout the study to
provide input on each stage of the process.

Data gathering
Wilder Research staff worked with the members of the Research Collaborative to review
the commonalities of available data across the four organizations. Together, we developed
the specifications for the requested data from each organization, and the database
administrators at each organization assembled data files containing records for past and
current tenants that had resided in one of their properties at any point from March 2010
through June 2017.
The data files included the following:


Demographics and rental information



Criminal background data for each individual in the household



Information about the property in which the resident lived

Details of data-gathering for each type of data are covered below.
In order to maintain the anonymity of the residents included in the study, all resident records
were de-identified by the housing providers’ staff prior to transferring data to Wilder. These
files contained no identifying information; individuals were identified only by a unique
ID to match records across files. Wilder staff provided technical assistance as needed to
facilitate the merge of data. All data were transferred via Wilder’s encryption service and
stored in a secure location on Wilder’s server, with access granted only to staff working
on the project.
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Demographics and rental information
The study included a number of demographic characteristics, including race, gender, age,
income, and household structure. It also included details of the resident’s rental relationship
with the organization, including move-in and move-out dates, move-out reason, rent amount,
and subsidy amount. As with the other data supplied by the housing providers for the study,
the demographics and rental information data file was de-identified prior to being transferred
to Wilder Research.
Criminal background data
Wilder and the Research Collaborative have worked together to develop detailed specifications
for the data file to be requested from each of the organizations’ background check providers.
After the organizations received their data files from the background check providers, the
criminal background data files underwent an additional process to reduce the level of detail
in the residents’ records. There was some concern that, given the lack of standardized text
for the descriptions of criminal offenses, one could potentially search for and identify an
individual based on the specific way that their offense is described (e.g. “cntrl sbs poss..
x3,” using the unique spelling and punctuation of a manually-entered offense description).
We therefore developed the following procedure to code the offenses into categories prior
to transferring the records to Wilder Research.
1. Each organization provided Wilder with a list of all criminal offense descriptions present
in their criminal background data files. The file contained only one column (the offense
descriptions), with no other information about the individual who committed the offense,
the class or disposition of the charge, or the date the offense was committed.
2. Wilder coded these offense descriptions into approximately 120 sets of offenses.
3. Wilder developed a syntax file in R (an open-source statistics and data management
software package) for the Research Collaborative members to use to open a criminal
background data file, add in the offense code for each offense description, and remove
the detailed offense description from the file. The syntax also removed the specific date
of the offense (leaving only the month and year) and exported a criminal background
data file that could be shared with Wilder Research without any risk of potential
identifiability of the records contained within it.
4. Wilder provided this syntax file and detailed instructions to the housing providers,
who had only to enter the file path for their criminal background file into the syntax,
run the file, and verify that the details were indeed removed before sending the deidentified criminal background file to Wilder.
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While two of the three background check providers were able to supply records extending
back to the beginning of their relationship with the organization, one background check
provider only retains background check records for seven years. As a result, their background
check file was limited to those who had lived in the organization’s properties for under 7
years, excluding the longest-term residents. To reduce the biasing effect of this issue, the
organization’s staff retrieved the background check reports from the paper file for a sample
of current residents whose background checks were run prior to 2010 and manually entered
those records into the background data file.
Property information
In consultation with the Research Collaborative, Wilder developed a property information
worksheet to be filled out by each organization, detailing various characteristics of each
organization’s properties. These characteristics include the building’s age (or length of
time in possession of the organization), zip code, number of units, and any program criteria
for the building or units within the building. Each organization provided information about
the service level available at each property, with service levels ranging from 0 (no services
at all) to 3 (a very intensive level of services). Using this information, the model was able
to represent the availability of these services, even though we were not able to fully analyze
the impact of receiving these services.

Data merge and cleaning
In preparation for analysis, the data files from the four organizations were cleaned and
merged. Because the partner organizations organize their files differently and store their
data in different formats (e.g., some may record gender as “Female” while others may
record it as “F”), the research team unified the variable formats across organizations to
enable analysis across all participating organizations.
Because the outcome of interest (the housing outcome) is observed at the household level,
all data were aggregated to the household level for analysis. Data cleaning, merging,
aggregation, and analysis were completed using R, SPSS, and STATA.

Analysis
The details of the analysis are described in the “Full Regression Results” section below.
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Move-out reasons
A1. Full list of move-out reasons
Blank

N

%

Lease violation(s)

850

8.1%

Leave without notice

293

2.8%

Non-payment of rent

217

2.1%

Lack of affordability

59

0.6%

Other negative

25

0.2%

1,444

13.7%

4,129

39.3%

Desired amenities

780

7.4%

Purchase of home

172

1.6%

Moved to project-based housing or received tenant-based subsidy

154

1.5%

No longer needs subsidy/services

56

0.5%

Other positive

64

0.6%

5,355

51.0%

1,850

17.6%

667

6.3%

666

6.3%

Death

335

3.2%

Change in household composition

117

1.1%

Funding non-compliance

72

0.7%

Other uncertain

3

0.0%

Total neutral

3,710

35.3%

Total

10,509

100.0%

Negative move-out reasons

Total negative
Positive move-out reasons
Continuing successful resident (>1yr)a

Total positive
Neutral move-out reasons
Relocation
Health and Wellness
Short-term resident (180 to 364

days)b

a resident that has remained housed for

between six and 12 months is included in the study but their outcome is coded as
neutral because the period of residency is considered too brief to indicate housing stability. Residents who have been housed
for fewer than six months were excluded from the study unless they moved out (and therefore had a move-out reason on file).
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A2. Descriptions of criminal offense categories
Category

Examples of contents

Property offenses

Theft, burglary, larceny, criminal damage, vandalism, tampering, receiving
stolen property, wrongfully obtaining public assistance

Minor public order offenses

Loitering, panhandling, public urination, littering, failure to pay transit fare,
disobeying a police officer, obstruction of justice, giving false identification to
police

DUI/DWI or reckless driving

DUI, DWI, careless driving, reckless driving

Serious traffic offenses
(other than DUI)

Driving with revoked or suspended license, hit and run

Disorderly conduct

Disorderly conduct, affray (public fighting), fighting, menacing/threatening,
reckless endangerment, terroristic threats, disorderly conduct, intimidation,
intent to cause pain or injury

Alcohol-related offenses
(other than DUI)

Consume liquor/beer in public, open bottle (including open bottle in vehicle),
public intoxication, underage drinking

Fraud

Credit card abuse/fraud, identity theft, insurance fraud, obtain by false
pretenses, embezzlement, financial exploitation of vulnerable adult,
counterfeiting, computer-related crimes

Minor drug-related offenses

Possession of any drug other than marijuana, sale of marijuana (but not
other drugs), 3rd-5th degree drug charge, or other drug charge where
possession/sale is unspecified

Domestic violence

Domestic battery/assault, abuse, abandonment, child neglect, endangering a
child, injury to child or elderly, malicious punishment of a child

Other minor violencerelated offenses

Weapon possession/permits, harassment, vehicular injury; other offenses
where threat is expressed or accident occurs but the offense description
includes no deliberate act of physical violence)

Other violent offenses

Violent crimes other than assault: homicide, robbery, kidnapping, DUI
causing injury, animal abuse, any crime committed with a weapon, any other
non-sexual act of physical violence not listed elsewhere

Assault

Assault

Marijuana possession

Marijuana possession

Prostitution

Prostitution

Major drug-related offenses

Sale or manufacture of drugs other than marijuana, or 1st-2nd degree drug
charge
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Full regression results
Table A3 presents details of the regression results discussed in the body of the report. These
results are based on an Ordinary Least Squares regression (using robust standard errors).
The dependent variable is a binary indicator equal to one if the household experienced a
negative housing outcome and zero otherwise. This is one of several empirical specifications
that were analyzed for this study (including logit models and several alternative approaches
to represent the categories, classes, timing, and quantities of criminal convictions in a
household’s background). The estimated effects were quite similar across specifications.
We have presented the linear probability model results (rather than the logit) due to the
greater ease of interpretation of the estimates.
The estimated effects shown in Table A3 can be interpreted as the change in outcome
(probability of a negative housing outcome) that results from a one-unit change in the
explanatory variable. For example, the criminal background variables take values of zero
(no convictions in the given category) or one (at least one conviction in the category), so
a one-unit change represents the impact of having at least one conviction in the category,
compared to households with no convictions in the category. The estimated effect of a
major drug-related offense is 0.09, meaning that the probability of a negative move-out
increases by 0.09 (9 percentage points) in households with at least one major drug-related
conviction. Note that the explanatory variables’ units of measure are critical to the
interpretation of the estimated effects. See the notes below Table A3 for more information.
The body of the report describes the most policy-relevant results contained in Table A3,
including the importance of the observable household characteristics in determining the
probability of negative housing outcomes. In addition to the notable findings discussed in
the body of the report, the regression results below include two other estimated effects
that merit additional explanation:


Housing history screening level, a measure of the length and nature of housing history
than an applicant must demonstrate in order to qualify for housing, is unsurprisingly
found to be significantly linked to a household’s probability of a negative housing
outcome. This property-level variable ranges from 1 (where applicants must be homeless
in order to qualify for housing in the property) to 4 (where applicants must have a
demonstrated positive recent rental history, including no evictions in the last three
years). Because a resident’s housing history is expected to be a critical determinant of
housing outcomes but was not available in the individual-level data, this property-level
measure was developed to control for housing history to the greatest extent possible.
The regression results indicate that a household in a property with level-four screening
(the strictest in this study) would be about 3.9 percentage points less likely to experience a
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negative housing outcome (after controlling for other factors) compared to a household in
a property for residents who were known to have previously experienced homelessness.10
Although a property-level measure is a blunt instrument for this purpose, the size and
statistical significance of the criminal background variables declined when the housing
history screening level was added to the regression model, a likely indication that the
correlation between housing history and criminal background was (and may still be)
causing an upward bias in the estimated effects of the criminal background variables.


The level of housing barriers, on average, among a property’s residents is a propertylevel measure that is based on the level of services available to residents. It ranges from
0 (low-barrier residents in properties with no services) to 3 (residents with greater
barriers, living in properties with full supportive housing services). Although this variable
was initially intended to measure the impact of the level of services available to residents,
it is more appropriately described as a reflection of the residents’ level of need, as
residents with greater barriers tend to be housed in properties with more services
available. 11 In practice, due to our lack of data on several barriers to housing stability
(as described in the Caveats and Limitations section), we are unable to distinguish the
effect of available services from the effects of the barriers that led residents to live in
properties with those services. What we observe is the combination of these effects. 12
This measure has somewhat limited value in interpretation, but it adds value to the model
in helping to control for some of the otherwise-unobserved barriers to housing stability.

10
11
12

We arrive at 3.9 percentage points by multiplying the estimated effect (1.3 points) by the 3-unit change
between level 1 and level 4.
To illustrate, note that the mean per-capita annual income of households in properties with the highest level
of services is about $10,500, compared to $19,100 among households in properties with no services.
Consider this example. Suppose we know that people with barrier A are 10 percentage points more likely to
experience a negative housing outcome compared to those without barrier A, and that people receiving
service level Z are 8 percentage points less likely to experience a negative housing outcome compared to
those who don’t receive service level Z (controlling for other factors, in both cases). Suppose we examine
housing outcomes for residents in a property that offers service level Z to a group of residents with barrier A.
With our limited data, we will only see the combination of the effects of barrier A and service level Z, which
is a 2 percentage point increase in probability of a negative housing outcome. The services may significantly
reduce the probability of a negative housing outcome, but we can only observe the combined effect of the
services and the barriers that drive a resident to seek out the services.
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A3. Full regression results: determinants of negative housing outcomes
Explanatory variable

Estimated effect

Standard error

0.09214*

0.052

0.05607***

0.016

Assault

0.04897*

0.027

Fraud

0.04016**

0.02

Other violent offenses

0.03977

0.037

Domestic violence

0.02307

0.026

Prostitution

0.02282

0.049

Disorderly conduct

0.02253

0.018

Minor drug-related offenses

0.01985

0.027

Other minor violence-related offenses

0.00730

0.03

DUI/DWI or reckless driving

0.00058

0.016

Minor public order offenses (e.g., loitering, trespassing)

0.00489

0.016

Serious traffic offenses (other than DUI)

0.01038

0.014

Alcohol-related offenses (other than DUI)

-0.01653

0.018

Marijuana possession

-0.04020

0.043

Felony <2 years prior to move-in

0.09558**

0.047

Felony 2-5 years prior to move-in

0.06170*

0.035

Felony 5-7 years prior to move-in

0.01944

0.04

Felony 7+ years prior to move-in

-0.02410

0.027

Misdemeanor <2 years prior to move-in

0.04580***

0.018

Misdemeanor 2-5 years prior to move-in

0.00596

0.016

Misdemeanor 5-7 years prior to move-in

0.02433

0.02

Misdemeanor 7+ years prior to move-in

0.00449

0.015

Single adult age 65+, no children

-0.08039***

0.015

2+ adults, no children

-0.09488***

0.008

Single adult with children

-0.15668***

0.015

2+ adults with children

-0.24070***

0.015

Offense category
Major drug-related offenses
Property offenses (e.g., theft, burglary)

Offense class and timing

Household type

a

Note. The dependent variable is a binary indicator of a negative housing outcome. All variables representing criminal background are also
binary indicator variables, equal to one if any adult in the household had at least one conviction of the variety described in the variable name.
The model also included the following variables that are not shown in the table above:
- Indicator variables for each housing provider
- Household racial composition, measured as the proportions of household members who identify as: Black or African American, White,
Asian or Pacific Islander, American Indian, Multiracial, and Other. These variables were not found to be statistically significant determinants
of housing outcomes.
a “Household type” variables are binary indicatory variables, and the estimated effects are relative to the omitted category (single adult under
age 65), e.g., a household of 2+ adults and children is 24 percentage points less likely than a single adult under age 65 to experience a
negative housing outcome (after controlling for other observable factors).
Estimated coefficients are statistically significant at *p< 0.1, **p< .05, ***p< .01
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A3. Full regression results: determinants of negative housing outcomes
(continued)
Explanatory variable

Estimated effect

Standard error

Average age of adults

-0.00090**

0.011

Adults age 18-24

0.03121***

0.014

Adults age 55-64

-0.04567***

0.023

Adults age 65+

0.05814**

0.000

Female

-0.00360

0.007

-0.00155***

0.000

-0.00269*

0.001

-0.00882***

0.001

0.02171***

0.003

-0.01295

0.008

Number of units in property

-0.00014***

0.000

Percent of neighborhood population receiving SNAP

0.13030***

0.026

0.53619***

0.09

Household composition

b

Finances
Annual household income per person (thousands of dollars)
Monthly rent (average)(hundreds of dollars)
Monthly subsidy (average)(hundreds of dollars)
Property and neighborhood characteristics
Average level of housing barriers among property’s residentsc
Housing history screening leveld

Constant

R-squared
0.271
Note. The dependent variable is a binary indicator of a negative housing outcome. All variables representing criminal background are also
binary indicator variables, equal to one if any adult in the household had at least one conviction of the variety described in the variable name.
The model also included the following variables that are not shown in the table above:
- Indicator variables for each housing provider
- Household racial composition, measured as the proportions of household members who identify as: Black or African American, White,
Asian or Pacific Islander, American Indian, Multiracial, and Other. These variables were not found to be statistically significant determinants
of housing outcomes.
b The mid-range age category (25-54) was excluded from the regression due to collinearity. Household composition variables (other than
“average age of adults”) are measured as the proportion of household members who fit the description of the variable. For example, a
household with a 60-year-old female and a 70-year-old male would have a value of 0.5 for “adults age 55-64,” 0.5 for “adults age 65+,” and
0.5 for “female.” The regression coefficients for these variables can thus be interpreted as the effect of a household being entirely comprised
of that group, e.g., a household entirely comprised of adults age 55-64 would have a 4.5 percentage point reduction in likelihood of negative
housing outcome.
c The average level of housing barriers ranges from 0 (residents of properties with no services) to 3 (residents in properties with full
supportive housing services available), with levels 1 and 2 representing residents of properties with low and medium levels of available
services, respectively.
d Housing history screening level is a property-level measure of the housing history required for applicants to be accepted. It ranges from 1
(housing intended for people experiencing homelessness) to 4 (requiring a positive rental history including no evictions in the last three
years).
Estimated coefficients are statistically significant at *p< 0.1, **p< .05, ***p< .01
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Additional caveats and limitations
The most critical caveats and limitations are discussed in the body of the report above. Below
are some additional issues that are worthy of note, though they are thought to have relatively
minimal impacts on the implications or applicability of this study.


Criminal background data are inconsistent and often lacking in important details. The
same crime can be called by any number of different names. The same crime may be a
misdemeanor in one state and a felony in another. The inconsistent and limited nature
of criminal background data is clear in the observed rates of marijuana possession; we
would expect the rate to be higher than the observed 1% of households with marijuana
convictions, and the likely cause is the fact that so many offenses are listed only as
“controlled substance” offenses.
–



Compared to their white neighbors, people of color are more likely to be arrested,
charged, and convicted of crimes (Clemons 2014, Burch 2015).
–



Impact of this limitation: The regression model controls for race and ethnicity (which
are not statistically significant determinants of housing outcomes when all other
factors are controlled for). While we know the impact of this bias on society is
substantial, its impact on this study is relatively minimal.

The data requirements for a household to be included in this study were quite extensive.
In particular, a household was excluded if their historical background check data could
not be found by the background check providers and linked to their current records in
the housing providers’ data systems. Name changes alone may have proved to be a
significant limiting factor for this purpose, though we have no way of knowing how
large an impact that may have had.13 A household must also have had a move-out reason
on file (if they had moved out). Nearly 3,000 past residents had otherwise complete
data but no move-out reason, and were therefore excluded from the study.
–

13

Impact of this limitation: With these data limitations, the precision of our estimates is
reduced, and the lines between categories of offenses are somewhat blurred.

Impact of the limitation: We see no reason to suspect that the households with
missing data are meaningfully different from the households with complete data.

In addition, one of the background check providers only retained records for seven years, resulting in the
omission of most of the longest-term residents (those who had moved in more than seven years ago) for that
housing provider. The housing provider manually entered the criminal background data (using old paper
files) for a sample of these longest-term residents in order to reduce the impact of this limitation.
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Housing outcomes are measured based on the recorded move-out reason. In addition to
the limitations resulting from missing data, we also cannot know to what extent the
move-out reason reflects future housing stability.
–

Impact of the limitation: Strictly speaking, the study results represent the impact
of criminal background on the probability of a negative move-out reason, which this
study equates to a negative housing outcome. The degree of alignment between a
tenant’s short-run move-out reason and their long-run housing outcome is unknown.

A final note about the relationship between criminal background and housing outcomes
The central goal of this study has been to understand the impact of criminal background on
housing outcomes. For this purpose, we have relied on regression analysis to hold other
observable factors constant, in order to isolate the impact of criminal background from
other correlated factors like income and other household characteristics. In focusing our
attention on this complex and multifaceted question, we have set aside a simpler question
that the reader may wonder about: how much does criminal background predict housing
outcomes, by serving as a proxy for these other factors?
The depth of analysis in this study is not necessary to answer this simpler question; most
housing providers could examine their own data to quantify the difference in rates of negative
housing outcomes between households with and without criminal backgrounds. In the
population included in this study, the rate of negative housing outcomes is indeed higher
among households with criminal backgrounds, compared to those without criminal
backgrounds. Among households without criminal backgrounds, who generally have higher
incomes, older adults, and more children, about 9 percent of housing outcomes are negative.
In households with criminal backgrounds, most of the 25 percent rate of negative housing
outcomes is explained by household characteristics like those listed above, including their
lower incomes and their greater likelihood of being single-adult households under age 65.
The focus of this study has been to disentangle the interrelated factors that contribute to
housing outcomes in order to understand what truly drives them. In doing so, we have shown
that other household characteristics are at least as important as a household’s criminal
background in determining their housing outcome. Furthermore, we have shown that the
impact of a household’s criminal background on their housing outcomes depends critically
on the specific contents of that criminal background; to apply “criminal background” as a
blanket screening device would likely mean unnecessarily weeding out many tenants who
could be successful in housing. The results of this study therefore offer greater insights into
the importance of these details in criminal background screening.
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Revised 2018 BSA Report - Governing Boards
Introduction

Welcome
Dear Nonprofit Leader,
Congratulations on the completion of your BoardSource Board Self-Assessment. Enclosed you will find the results of your board’s recent self-assessment. This
report summarizes the responses to the survey, and should serve as a starting point for discussion and reflection about your board’s core strengths, as well as
areas that may need more attention.
The report is organized into four broad categories, which provide a framework for exploring the relationship between who serves on the board (The People), the
culture it cultivates (The Culture), the way it fulfills its work responsibilities (The Work), and how all these efforts come together to position the organization to
achieve your important mission (The Impact). The report also benchmarks your board’s responses against other nonprofit organizations that have answered the
same questions, which may be helpful as you consider your board’s performance relative to your peers across the country.
As you review the report, we encourage you to consider the following:
What stands out? Is there anything in the report that is especially surprising, or that you’d like to understand better through conversations as a full board?
Does the board seem to be well aligned in terms of its assessment of its performance, or are there indications that different board members are experiencing
the board’s leadership performance differently? If the latter, why might that be?
To what extent is your board meeting its own expectations? In what ways is the board happy with its leadership performance, and where is it signaling a
desire to improve? Do any natural priorities emerge from the ratings?
Based on what you see in the self-assessment, what are the top one to three areas where you think the board should focus its development efforts?
These questions may help your board unlock new insights about its leadership and help you determine what goals you want to set and prioritize for your own
board development and growth. We encourage you to formalize those goals or priorities as an action plan to guide your board development efforts. BoardSource
has a wide range of resources and tools that can support you in those efforts, some of which are highlighted throughout this report. We also encourage you to
explore www.boardsource.org to learn more about other ways we can assist your board, whether through our consulting services, educational programming, or
research and leadership on issues of great importance to boards, the social sector, and our society as a whole.
Thank you for the important work that you do, and for trusting BoardSource to be your partner. We applaud you for making this investment in your board’s
leadership, and look forward to being a continued resource to you as you lead your organization’s important mission and work.
Sincerely,

Anne Wallestad, President and CEO
BoardSource
750 9th Street NW, Suite 650
Washington, DC 20001-4590
202.349.2500 / Fax 202.349.2599
www.boardsource.org
assessments@boardsource.org
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Results Overview At-A-Glance
This report provides an overview of how well the board and the chief executive think the board is meeting its ten areas of governance responsibility as organized
into the four broad categories. The scores for individual questions are averaged within each area of responsibility, and the scores for each responsibility are then
averaged within each of the four overarching categories mentioned earlier: The People, The Culture, The Work, and The Impact. These board responsibilities
and categories align with Leading with Intent, BoardSource's national index of nonprofit board practices.
As you read through this report, we encourage you to familiarize yourself with Leading with Intent, as well as with one of BoardSource’s most popular books,
Navigating the Organizational Lifecycle: A Capacity-Building Guide for Nonprofit Board Leaders.

The scores below are based on this answer scale: 0 = Poor; 1 = Fair; 2 = OK; 3 = Good; 4 = Excellent.

Results Overview
The graphs below show how your board has assessed its performance in the four categories (left) and ten responsibilities (right) of nonprofit boards.
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Highest to Lowest Ranked Responsibilities
The graph below shows how your board has assessed its performance — from highest to lowest — in the ten areas of responsibility. The board is performing
well in those responsibilities that appear at the top of the graph. The board is performing acceptably in those responsibilities that fall in the middle of the graph,
but it may want to monitor its performance. Those responsibilities that fall at the bottom of the graph may require board attention or merit further discussion.
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P | The People
Having the right people on the board makes higher performance — in both the board’s internal and external functions — more likely. This section assesses the
overall balance of who serves on the board (board composition), how people are organized (board structure), and how they deliberate together (board
meetings).
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C | The Culture
How the board conducts its work — from group dynamics to its relationship with the chief executive — can help or hinder the board’s ability to carry out its work.
This section explores the board's performance in creating conditions for the healthy functioning of the board as a collective leadership body.
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W | The Work
Boards are charged with many important responsibilities both within and outside the boardroom. This section explores board performance in five areas of
responsibilities that are categorized as board work: mission, vision, and strategic direction; program oversight; financial oversight; oversight of the chief
executive; and funding and public image.
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The Work Score - Your Board
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I | The Impact
This section explores the board's perception of its impact on organizational performance. The questions reflected here assess the board's connection to the
organization's strategy, reputation, and overall effectiveness.
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Overall Effectiveness as a Leadership Body
The following graphs reflect the board's thinking about its overall effectiveness. Because the percentages are based on the perceptions of your individual board
members, this information can be used to spark a full board discussion on whether the members feel they are collectively meeting their responsibilities.
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Leadership Resilience
Hypothetically, if your chief executive were to suddenly leave his or her post, how confident are you that your board understands the organization well enough to
make informed decisions about how the organization should be led (not just in terms of who the leader should be, but what the new leader will confront)?
This is a hypothetical question that seeks to understand leadership resilience; it is not intended to serve any other purpose. As such, the scores from this
question are not factored into your board's overall IMPACT score.
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Board Service Experience
Individual Board Member Experience
Individuals serve on nonprofit boards for a variety of reasons. The percentages in this graph provide an overall sense of whether your individual board members
feel that they have adequate opportunities to use their time, talent, and expertise to advance the mission of your organization.
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Level of Commitment and Involvement
The board self-assessment survey asks board members to identify their fellow board members' level of commitment and involvement, typically described as
board engagement. Engaged board members make it a priority to attend and participate in all board meetings, take initiative, and jump into action when the chief
executive needs expert guidance or opinion. Furthermore, engaged board members use their personal connections and affiliations to support the organization,
volunteer for leadership positions on the board, and, by example, encourage others to do the same. The graphs below show the board's level of satisfaction with
its commitment and involvement.
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General Open-Ended Responses
Comments appear exactly as they were entered in the survey.
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What are the two or three most important areas the board should address to improve its performance in the next year or two?

Mentioned in previous sections.... Support CEO in eﬀorts to expand staﬀ recruitment to meet growth and organizational needs Board member recruitment and recruitment
priorities Make time for full board discussion and decision-making both strategic planning as well as general planning.

Succession Planning Governance

1. Deﬁne the output of every committee 2. Successful onboarding of incoming CEO 3. Create new strategic plan in partnership with new CEO

As stated earlier, my ratings lack both organizational and board historical context to provide informed feedback. One aspect highlighted in my comments is some sort of guided
learning path for new members with diﬀerent levels of board experience that focus on function.

We will have a new CEO. Imperative to assist the new CEO in all areas he/she requests. The CLT program is vital. Must emphasize and invest in the CLT program. Always challenge
the status quo.

1. Strategic Planning 2. Board Model of Governance, 3. Role of New CEO/Relationship to Board

Looking ahead to a new CEO, the Board should (will) prioritize the development of a positive working relationship with the CEO, and also prioritize the transfer of institutional and
industry knowledge in that relationship.

We need to be very proactive in ensuring our new CEO is introduced and entrenched into our community early on. We need to help with getting him or her in front of key
stakeholders, policy makers, funders, etc. We need to reevaluate our goals for the coming years, and ensure our CEO and staﬀ members are empowered and prepared to fulﬁll
those goals.

1) Monitor and support the upcoming CEO transition as the current CEO retires. 2) Focus on DEI strategies for recruitment and retention. 3) Finding ways to become more familiar
with and support development of the Community Land Trust.

1. Our continual work on having a diverse and inclusive board 2. Making sure the new CEO is onboarding properly and in a timely manner 3. Continue to look on the industry
direction of the housing environment, so the organization can set their goal appropriately

Integrating the new CEO into the organization. Diversity, equity, and inclusion progress.

1) Support of organization in transition for new CEO 2) Continued onboarding and assimilation for new board members

No important issues that come to mind that the Board can improve on. I think that getting the new CEO acquainted with all things Dwelling Place and getting him/her in the swing of
things will be a very important part of the next 12 months for the Board. It will not be easy to ﬁll Denny's shoes, but with the help of the Board I am conﬁdent that we can help
mitigate any issues that may arise.
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What organizational issues or challenges require strategic direction or guidance from the board?

Support new CEO and create an eﬃcient review process. DEI work needs to be prioritized more greatly both by the board and organization leadership so the implementation
continues to evolve. Help with pushing the community to support Dwelling Place in its work in the communities we serve so we can continue to meet the extraordinary aﬀordable
housing needs in west Michigan.

New to the board dont feel I have experienced enough to be able to speak on this.

All of the above, but particularly onboarding of incoming CEO.

In the context of hiring a new Executive Director, the board's supportive role to the organization will be critical while the onboarding process is fully implemented. For the board
itself, the opportunity to grow individually and as a board with the new ED. This will require ﬂexibility and willingness to keep an open mind for new learnings and opportunities under
the new leadership.

Assist the new CEO in any and all ways to have a smooth transition.

1. Onboarding new CEO 2. Communication with Staﬀ, and helping them through the transition

Completing the CEO transition will be the major challenge facing the Board in the coming year. Further, the Board can help to stabilize the organization in this period of change by
emphasizing the value of our staﬀ, and recognizing the critical roles they take on in ﬁscal and programmatic progress.

Onboarding the new CEO. Building a strong pipeline for new board candidates.

1. Staﬃng -how they handle the new leadership management style of the new CEO, to ensure we keep top executive management for a smooth transition.

Better serving rural communities. Diversifying revenues to support rural development and support services.

CEO transition Diversity. Equity and Inclusion

8

What other comments or suggestions would you like to oﬀer?

It is a gift to serve this great organization and learn about its important work. I am very proud of the work the board does together to support the organization.

From what I have experienced this board seems to work very well together. Even with the COVID restrictions, we have successfully navigated to be able to keep everyone informed
and connected as possible. I am PROUD of the work that we have done securing a new CEO in the midst if a pandemic. The committment to staﬀ, and the improvement of systems
is obvious.

1. Statistics show the new CEO, following a founder is 18 months. We need to create an environment of success for the new CEO and the Staﬀ.

None at this time

N/A
No more results to show
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P | The PEOPLE
Includes:
Board Composition
Board Structure
Board Meetings
Having the right people on the board makes higher performance — in both the board’s internal and external functions — more likely. The most successful boards
are thoughtfully composed as it relates to skillsets, leadership styles, and diversity of thought and background. This section of the report explores who serves on
your board, how it is organized as a collective body, and how it structures and conducts its board meetings.

Your People Score

Your role score is based on the following responsibility scores:
4.00

2.25

2.96

3.16
Average

0.00

4.00

3.14

3.41

3.00

2.00

3.25
1.00

Board Composition

Board Meetings

Board Structure

Board Composition | Section Detail
Board Composition
People are the lifeblood of any organization, and — for a nonprofit organization — that includes the board of directors, which is responsible for its own
composition and leadership. An organization's board is a critical resource, and the board is responsible for its own composition and leadership. A good board is
composed of individuals who contribute critically needed skills, experience, perspective, wisdom, contacts, time, and other resources to the organization. A wellconceived board-building plan helps the board to identify and recruit members, orient new members to their responsibilities and to the organization, and cultivate
officers. Board member rotation ensures that the board is infused with new ideas yet remains a manageable size.
Strengthen Performance through Action
1. Approach recruitment and board building as an ongoing and strategic cycle.
2. If necessary, enhance the profile of your organization to make it attractive to strong board candidates.
3. Create a solid orientation program for new members no matter the extent of their previous board experience.
4. If you have one, ensure your governance committee is fully engaged and involves every board member in the board-building process by recommending or
cultivating potential new board members.
Recommended Resources - Board Composition
Book: The Board Building Cycle
Free Community Resource: Taking Action on Board Diversity: Five Questions to Get You Started
Member Resource: Recruiting the Right Board Members
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All Respondents

Question Breakdowns
(Please rate the board's performance in the following:)

P.1 Examining the board's current and ideal composition, including demographic diversity, to ensure that the board has the perspective it needs.

Excellent (33%)

Good (53%)

OK (13%)

P.2 Cultivating a pipeline of diverse board candidates.

Excellent (13%)

Good (60%)

OK (20%)

NA/DK (7%)

P.3 Using quantitative data on constituent demographics to deﬁne what the ideal board composition looks like, including projections on anticipated
changes.
Excellent (20%)

Good (33%)

OK (33%)

NA/DK (13%)

P.4 Aligning board recruitment processes and activities with stated goals for board composition.

Excellent (29%)

Good (50%)

OK (21%)

P.5 Building a board that reﬂects the ideal composition for your organization's mission and work.

Excellent (33%)

OK (27%)

Good (40%)
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P.6 Eﬀectively orienting new board members.

Excellent (20%)

Good (47%)

OK (33%)

P.7 Planning for board oﬃcer succession.

Good (67%)

OK (13%)

Fair (13%)

NA/Don't Know (7%)

P.8.Utilizing the skills and talents of individual board members.

Excellent (13%)

Good (67%)

OK (7%)

NA/DK (13%)

To what extent does your board's speciﬁc expectations for board membership enhance - rather than impede - the board's ability to
cultivate a diverse and inclusive board that brings it closer to the community the organization serves?

We recruit board members from the community and in some cases from organizations and partners that are involved with our housing communities because they bring a unique
perspective. The Covid 19 pandemic has forced us to have virtual meetings which have helped us recruit additional members from communities outside of Grand Rapids. Remote
participation has helped provide new perspectives from an expanded county footprint.

I am new to the board, but appreciate the way they are attempting to recruit to diversify the board, with succession in mind. Not just in the matter of race, but profession and skill
set as well.

The board is diverse and it could improve if term limits were adopted the conditions for greater inclusion would arise.

Need to cultivate residents to serve on the board.

The Dwelling Place board's attention to diversity is required by organizational memberships and government-sourced revenue streams, and results in a board that reﬂects the
demographic proﬁle of the community it serves. This requirement put a practical framework to DP's values of diversity and inclusion, and helps to keep attention focused on
actualizing those values.

We seek out potential board members that live and/or work in our community. We also try to attract a mix of individuals who have some sort of a background in community
development/housing, and those who do not have a speciﬁc housing background, but that have some sort of a skill set that would help the board successfully serve our target
market. We are constantly talking about the board composition and evaluating gaps and needs that exist.

The Board has a deliberate policy for board recruitment that is managed by the Governance Committee. Each year this committee reviews the board membership against
demographic and expertise needs. It then recruits for those characteristics.

We are aware of the potential conﬂict between the need for business operational knowledge and experiential knowledge that informs policies and practices. However, it's not clear
what the right balance should be.

We need help with addressing overall lack of diverse and inclusive talent in the real estate / housing development arena...that brings a challenge to having diverse board members
who have knowledge in this space.

I think that our Board, and Denny himself, goes above and beyond expectations for board membership to help enhance the boards ability to cultivate a diverse and inclusive board.
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Would you like to provide any comments or context to your ratings for this section?

I think we are doing well at recruitment but we need to continue to deﬁne our priorities for recruitment and continue to focus on the orientation and continued education of our
new and current members. We are still lacking resident representation on the board of directors and we have many committees so having a larger number of board members could
be helpful. I think we can have up to 21.

No

On the one hand, the organization is blessed to have committed people throughout the years stewarding ﬁrmly yet on the other, this prevents crosspollination of new ideas and
emergent leadership.

I'm a new board member and have only attended a few board meetings. Whenever I provide a rating, it is really ﬁrst impressions at this point and should be interpreted as such.

My comments generally rate our performance as OK, which is not intended by me to be a negative rating. I feel we've made good progress in building the Board, and also that we
can in the future develop recruiting, nominating, and orientation processes that will further our values and contribute to organizational performance, and connections throughout the
region and its residents, governments, and funders.

Overall, we do a good job of maintaining a pipeline of individuals we would like to join the board. Speciﬁcally, our committee structure is a good way to get people introduced to the
organization with the hope that those individuals would be interested in also joining the board down the road.

The Governance Committee has done a lot of work related to this issue.

The board continues to grow and change just as the organization does, it has been a ﬂuid process with the ability to change course as situations arise

N/A
No more results to show
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How can the board improve its performance in this area?

We need to mix up the members seated on the Governance and Executive Committees. It should not be the same members. I do think it's important for these committees to both
exist but I fear we still do not have enough members to ﬁll all of these committee vacancies. Governance and Executive committee need to be board members not members of the
community.

Continue to work the established plan.

In my estimation, the board needs to consider term limits.

As a new board member, it can be intimidated at ﬁrst especially if you have not had extensive board member experience or have only been part of organizations with smaller board
membership. The amount of information shared during the onboarding process and ongoing communications is quite extensive so perhaps creating a "learning path' with a list of
essentials to know can help guide and prioritize the learning. Dwelling Place does assign a Mentor for the ﬁrst year but having the path and essentials to know can help bring focus
to conversations between the Mentor and a new member. The overarching goal of this learning path and essentials should be to make the new board member functional.

More focus of DEI.

More discussion/conversation; board management of itself during meetings.

Inventory the existing Board, identify current strengths and weaknesses, evaluate future organizational needs and Board capacities to assist in meeting those needs, structure a
recruiting process to target individuals in related areas, highlight connections between DP and individuals, strengthen the nominating process to align with current and future needs,
and facilitate an informed and eﬀective on-boarding process to make the most of new (and all) Board members' talent contributions as quickly and eﬀectively as possible.

Speciﬁcally with point #3, we could to a better job of using data to help us determine our board needs and focusing on projected changes.

Continue to prioritize the process in coming years.

Reach out more to various diverse organizations to introduce them to Dwelling Place as way building a pipeline of individuals interested in the organization.

A larger board makes it easier to incorporate diﬀering points of views in a meaningful way, but a larger board is more diﬃcult to manage. We could consider advisory boards to help
inform policy.

N/A - I think that our Board already exceeds in this area.

Board Structure, Duties, and Expectations | Section Detail
The board is responsible for making sure its own practices are appropriate and up-to-date. Every board needs structure — rules, guidelines, and boundaries —
and should operate in accordance with the structure provided by the organization’s bylaws, policies, and procedures. It is also important for the board to
periodically review and revise the bylaws, policies, and procedures as necessary. Finally, the board should be strategic about its use of committees and task
forces, ensuring that each has a written charter and capable leadership.
Strengthen Performance through Action
1. Periodically assess your board's workload, committee structure, lifecycle requirements, need for diversity, and legal mandates to ensure that your board is
managed well.
2. View your bylaws and policies as evolving documents needing regular review; ensure timely amendments when necessary.
3. Consider using time-limited task forces in lieu of standing committees for those activities that are not ongoing.
Recommended Resources - Board Structure
Free Community Resource: Are Your Board Committees Working Well?
Member Resource: The Care and Feeding of Your Board: A Checklist for a Top-Level Governance Committee
Free Community Resource: Bylaws Dos and Don’ts
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Question Breakdowns
(Please rate the board's performance in the following:)

P.9 Carrying out the board's legal duties of care, loyalty, and obedience.

Excellent (73%)

Good (20%)

NA/DK (7%)

P.10 Deﬁning responsibilities and setting expectations for board member performance.

Excellent (20%)

Good (60%)

OK (13%)

NA/DK (7%)

P.11 Respecting the distinct roles of the chief executive, board, and staﬀ.

Excellent (53%)

Good (33%)

OK (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

OK (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

P.12 Periodically reviewing and updating the bylaws, board policies, and board procedures.

Excellent (80%)

Good (7%)

P.13 Following and enforcing the board’s conﬂict-of-interest policy.

Excellent (67%)

Good (20%)

NA/DK (13%)
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P.14 Reviewing the board’s committee structure and use of task forces to ensure they eﬀectively support the work of the board.

Excellent (33%)

Good (53%)

Fair (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

Poor (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

P.15 Establishing policies for reviewing and refreshing the board, including term limits.

Excellent (27%)

Good (40%)

OK (13%)

Fair (7%)

Size Matters
The primary guide for determining board size is the board's function, which may change over time depending on organizational lifecycle, board responsibilities,
committee structure, legal mandates, need for diversity, and maintaining a manageable group. Variables such as these make it impossible to recommend a
standard size for all boards; however, it is difficult to imagine that a board with fewer than five members is able to incorporate all the desired qualities and
capacity of an effective board, or that an exceptionally large board is able to engage every member in a constructive manner. Regardless of size, all board
members must be engaged, as all are equally accountable for the organization.

# of Voting Board Members - Your Board

1

15

Average # of Voting Board Members - All Boards

2

16

Committees
Committees can be a practical way to structure and manage the board's work. Standing committee structure should be lean and strategic and complemented by
the use of task forces. Only ongoing board activities warrant a standing committee. Otherwise, time-limited task forces are efficient and utilize board members’
time, interest, and expertise in a meaningful manner. Committees and task forces are more effective when their charter and scope of work are clearly defined by
the board.

# of Standing Committees - Your Board

5

1

Average # of Standing Committees - All Boards

2

5
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Would you like to provide any comments or context to your ratings for this section?

The roles of board members, staﬀ and CEO always need to be clariﬁed. There will be challenges in this area with a new CEO. We all need to stay in our own lanes. We need to
continue to add new members to the board and recruit potential candidates to the committees as the biggest barrier to participation on the board is understanding the complexity
of the organization. We wouldn't survive with term limits but perhaps in the future, we could consider bringing a couple of term limited positions to the Executive Committee and
Governance Committee to continue to deepen board member knowledge and participation.

Again, although new I have been able to see how the board is working to make sure we are diligently improving our structure.

I have always been curious as to why are there so many staﬀ members in committee work, I get that the discussions are technical, but wonder if work hours could be saved or
redeployed by limiting the number of staﬀ members on committees. It is also fair to say that, with only 15 board members, it could be hard to do any kind of meaningful work at this
level.

One of the best boards I have been a member.

The DP Board does an excellent job of fulﬁlling legal, regulatory, and organizational requirements - this is a very high, consistent priority for the Board.

I think we have done an excellent job in these areas, especially within the past few months. We had an issue with the roles of the board and their interaction with staﬀ members a
little while back, but that issue was rectiﬁed. That issue brought to light the need to have clear communication and clear expectations for what is expected of the board, and what
their interaction with staﬀ should be. We've also taken that opportunity to review the committee structure for overlap, ambiguity, etc., and it has been a very productive process.

We do not have term limits. If we decide to implement them, I believe that 9 years would be an appropriate length. Without term limits, the board has been refreshed through
attrition -- members voluntarily leaving. A volunteer board with less experience creates a greater dependence upon staﬀ and a board less willing to engage in meaningful
conversations about policies and procedures.

The board has been responsive to adjusting when needed and not following blindly a set protocol

N/A
No more results to show
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How can the board improve its performance in this area?

We need to recruit an additional lawyer to help review policies and procedures. Larry Titley, Rick Stevens, and David Byers provide a great deal of direction around policies and
procedures and have helped us get things set up well for this leadership transition. We will continue to need this kind of support on the board especially as we grow. Both Larry and
David are no longer on the board.

Continue to work the plan.

Borrowing language from Excellence in Governance, DP goes back and forth on its governing mode from strategic to generative. Improving in this area requires a steady pace on
generative mode gear.

I think we have diﬀering views of the role of a board member. I think we could use some best practice conversations about the role of a board member, and a board. Carver Model
of Governance.

Work is underway to improve recruiting, on-boarding and orientation and information processes to make board members as comfortable as possible in their roles, as quickly as
possible.

We need to continue to evaluate the committee structure and ensure that we are not "overdoing it" when it comes to the committees we have. Furthermore, as we bring on a new
CEO, it will be crucial that we have clear expectations and guidelines for how the board is to interact and assist the CEO with his or her duties.

We can survey board members about their strengths and opportunities for growth and then provide appropriate educational opportunities.

the board needs to constantly monitor itself to see that it is engaged and not just rubber stamping

N/A - as you can see from my responses above, I think our Board already exceeds in this area.
No more results to show

Board Meetings | Section Detail
Meetings are when boards exercise their governance authority. Because board meeting time is a precious and limited resource, board members must make
board meeting attendance a priority and structure their meetings in an efficient and effective manner. Without concerted efforts, it is easy to waste time and
resources, dampen members’ enthusiasm and interest, and meet without demonstrable results. Board members who prepare for and attend meeting are able to
participate in educated and independent decision-making.
Meetings need to be managed. A well-designed agenda helps the board chair guide the discussion and keep all members focused on the work at hand. Board
members lose interest if they are not challenged and able to utilize their special skills. Listening to repetitive reports is not a constructive use of limited meeting
time. Make sure that the majority of your board’s meeting time is spent on future issues. By planning ahead and focusing on activities before, during, and after
the meeting, you move closer to efficient meeting procedures and outcomes that meet the expectations.
Strengthen Performance through Action
1. Shape your board meetings in such a way that they invite board engagement.
2. Approach meetings as a vital resource in service to the organization's sustainability and plan accordingly.
3. Make sure the agenda ties in with the strategic plan. Focus on your big issues.
4. Board members: Read the materials sent to you in advance of the meeting. Come to the meeting prepared. Be ready to participate.
Recommended Resources - Board Meetings
Free Community Resource: Board Meeting Preparation:10 Tips for Chief Executives and Board Chairs
Member Resource: Facilitating an Engaged Board
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Average Score
4.00
3.00

2.87

3.13 3.23

3.16

3.40 3.32

3.33

3.38 3.28

3.15
2.79 2.78

2.00

Your Board

P.21 Taking
action when
needed

P.20
Establishing
and ...

P.19 Preparing
for board
meetings, ...

P.18 Using
eﬀective
meeting ...

P.17 Allowing
adequate time
for board ...

P.16
Structuring
board ...

1.00

All Respondents

Question Breakdowns
(Please rate the board's performance in the following:)

P.16 Structuring board meetings that enable the board to deliberate on the issues of greatest organizational importance.

Excellent (20%)

Good (47%)

OK (33%)

P.17 Allowing adequate time for board members to ask questions and explore issues.

Excellent (33%)

Good (47%)

OK (20%)

P.18 Using eﬀective meeting practices, such as setting clear agendas, having good facilitation, and managing time well.

Excellent (47%)

Good (47%)

OK (7%)

P.19 Preparing for board meetings, e.g., reading materials in advance, following up on assignments.

Excellent (27%)

Good (53%)

NA/DK (20%)

P.20 Establishing and enforcing policies related to board member attendance.

Excellent (27%)

Good (40%)

OK (7%)

Fair (20%)

NA/DK (7%)
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P.21 Taking action when needed.

Excellent (47%)

Good (33%)

Fair (7%)

NA/DK (13%)

Would you like to provide any comments or context to your ratings for this section?

There is often not any room for discussions at board meetings due to how packed the agendas are and the fact that board meetings are currently taking place every other month.
There is room for improvement here. Potentially need to consider bringing back an annual retreat to provide time for broader full board conversation. We really put a great deal of
trust into the committees, by the time it reaches the board feels like we mostly just cosign on the committees' recommendations.

Some voices in the boardroom have bigger echo than others, while this is not necessarily unwelcomed it might be enforcing the self-imposed silence on some of the membership.

There is a great amount of detail that is shared before and during meetings. I wonder if that takes away from engaging, identifying, and deliberating on larger internal/external
dynamics with potential impact on the organization.

DP Board meetings are well-prepared and well-run, with extensive materials distributed prior to each meeting.

Our 7:30 AM meetings were set up to meet the needs of working professionals. As we expand board participation, this may not be an ideal time. Issues of childcare, individuals who
don't control their own work schedules, travel time to and from meetings, etc. need to be considered.

Every board meeting I have been a part of so far as been extremely well organized (always provided agenda/materials timely in advance) and each meeting has been very eﬀective.
No more results to show

How can the board improve its performance in this area?

Meeting materials are still pretty overwhelming, packets ranging from 50-100 pages. It is diﬃcult to prepare for meetings and intimidating for new members. I appreciate the concise
meeting minutes but there is often much reading to be done.

Perhaps allowing an individual opening or closing statement from each board member during critical decisions such as the ratiﬁcation of a CEO. This format would enable those who
remain quiet to speak up and share rationale for their individual vote.

We do calculate, and make public attendance which is good. Could require enforcement.

No improvement suggested.

The meetings tend to drag on a bit, and we tend to spend too much time deliberating. The committee chairs need to continue to keep the meetings moving in a consistent and
productive manner.

We should have the important discussion items early in the agenda. Information sharing and routine matters should then follow.

Continue to work with Neighborworks on best practices

N/A - as you can see from my responses above, I think our Board already exceeds in this area.
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C | The CULTURE
How the board conducts its work — from group dynamics to its relationship with the chief executive — can help or hinder the board’s ability to carry out its work.
Likewise, board culture and dynamics are also affected by who serves on the board and the nature of the work that the board undertakes.

Your Culture Score
2.25

3.04
Average

0.00

3.25

4.00

Culture | Section Detail
How board members communicate with each other, work as a team, and make decisions all define the culture of the board. The combination of formal and
informal rules, traditions, and agreements that develop over time inform how a board interacts, deliberates, and ultimately performs as a governing body.
Strengthen Performance Through Action
Consider board culture as a key factor in board performance.
Envision, as a team, what an ideal board culture would look like.
Reflect on what investments have been made to date toward a healthy board culture.
Recommended Resources - Board Culture
Free Community Resource: Governing as a Team
Member Resource: 18 Questions About Board Culture
Member Resource: Eight Ways to Increase Your Board's Ability to Work as a Team
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Average Score
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1.00
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All Respondents

Question Breakdowns
(Please rate the board's performance in the following:)

C.1 Cultivating a climate of mutual trust and respect between board members.

Excellent (40%)

Good (40%)

C.2 Engaging all board members in the work of the board.

Excellent (27%)

Good (60%)

OK (13%)

C.3 Setting expectations for how the board works together as a part of board orientation.

Excellent (33%)

Good (33%)

OK (20%)

Fair (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

C.4 Mentoring new board members throughout their ﬁrst year on the board.

Excellent (33%)

Good (47%)

OK (20%)

C.5 Providing opportunities for board and staﬀ to get to know each other.

Excellent (13%)

Good (53%)

OK (20%)

NA/DK (13%)
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C.6 Demonstrating a commitment to being inclusive in processes, decision making, and oﬃcer/committee chair selection.

Excellent (33%)

Good (47%)

OK (13%)

NA/DK (7%)

C.7 Creating conditions that support candor, robust discussions, and ensure all voices are heard.

Excellent (27%)

Good (47%)

OK (13%)

Fair (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

C.8 Periodically dedicating time to revisit board values and behaviors, and how they impact the work of the board.

Excellent (20%)

Good (40%)

OK (20%)

Fair (7%)

NA/DK (13%)

C.9 Working proactively to discuss and address any dynamics within the board or between board members that may be negatively impacting the
board's ability to share power equally.
Good (27%)

NA/Don't Know (13%)

OK (27%)

Fair (13%)

Excellent (20%)

C.10 Proactively addressing challenging board behavior.

Excellent (40%)

Good (33%)

OK (7%)

Fair (7%)

NA/DK (13%)

Would you like to provide any comments or context to your ratings for this section?

First Friday meetings with the board and staﬀ are so helpful for board learning. We need to continue to cultivate these opportunities beyond the upcoming strategic planning
process. Not sure how the mentoring process is going and how helpful it is. I think it depends on your mentor. Again, having a small board membership also puts a lot of stress on a
few members to participate as mentors and many of the higher-level committees. Again expanding the membership could be valuable to give more time to the board recruitment,
orientation, and continued education. Some board members are more engaged than others. We have several members who never ask any questions or contribute to the
conversation. Some are not participating on committees while others are deeply involved on 5 or more committees.

Within my ﬁrst week on the board I was connected to my Mentor, who suits me very well. We talk before and after the meeting to make sure I am clear or have any questions. This
had been very helpful in the transition.

See previous comments regarding term limits and loquacity as perceived leadership.

Only meeting 6 times a year limits conversations and what can be covered in meetings.

Opportunities for Board members to get to know one another and staﬀ have been limited due to the pandemic.

Over the past three years the board has worked actively to improve the Culture and Dynamics of the board. We have taken on diﬃcult situations between board members and was
able to keep the board functioning appropriately.

N/A

23

How can the board improve its performance in this area?

I would think we should spend some time on number 8. We really don't spend time on this. I think full-board conversations do not happen enough. There is not enough time in bimonthly meetings. I know committees have open and intentional conversations and plenty of discussions but that is not the case at the full board level. Challenging board member
conversations are very diﬃcult. I think we have done the best we could here.

See previous comments regarding term limits and loquacity as perceived leadership.

COVID has made diﬃcult.

No improvement suggested.

Much of the board interaction and team building activities have been made challenging because of COVID. We have not had an in person board meeting in over a year. Especially
with newer board members, it is diﬃcult to feel included and interact with more senior members virtually. We are doing our best to assign mentors to new board members, making
sure everyone feels they are included and their voices are heard, etc., but, it is simply harder right now.

Opportunities for the board members to get to know each other have been limited even before COVID 19.

Create pathways for smooth transition with new CEO

N/A - as you can see from my responses above, I think our Board already exceeds in this area.
No more results to show
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W | The WORK
Includes:
Mission, Vision, and Strategic Direction
Program Oversight
Financial Oversight
Chief Executive Partnership and Oversight
Funding and Public Image

Boards are charged with important responsibilities. Some of these responsibilities are more fundamental, such as understanding the organization's mission and
providing financial oversight. Other responsibilities are more strategic and adaptive — such as providing strategic direction and partnership with the chief
executive — and still others address external leadership and ambassadorship. This section explores how well the board understands its responsibilities in each
of these areas.

Your Work Score

Your role score is based on the following responsibilty scores:
4.00

2.25

3.53

3.54

Mission, Vision, &
Strategic Direction

Program Oversight

3.66

3.67

Financial Oversight

Chief Exec
Partnership &
Oversight

3.48

3.00

3.59
Average

0.00

4.00

2.00

3.25

1.00

Funding & Public
Image
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Mission, Vision, and Strategic Direction | Section Detail
One of the board's primary roles is to set strategic direction. Key elements to consider when setting direction are your organization's mission, vision, and values.
A mission statement defines your organization's fundamental purpose. A clear mission statement is inspirational yet realistic, emotional as well as
informative, concise and complete. It is positive and focuses on achievable accomplishments.
The vision statement is about long-term goals and the direction in which the organization is heading. It defines the organization's dream. Because a vision
statement is created through a group process in which all boards members share their ideals for the organization, it has a team-building effect.
Values are the principles that help mold the organization's character, tone, and working style. By articulating these principles, the board establishes
guideposts that help chart direction for years ahead.
A good statement of mission and purposes serves to guide organizational planning and setting priorities among competing demands for scarce resources. To
further carry out its role in setting direction, the board is actively involved in strategic planning and thinking. To do this effectively, the board must understand the
organization's clients and stakeholders, as well as its internal and external operating environments. This enables the board to respond appropriately as
opportunities and challenges arise. The board should focus its efforts primarily on long-term, strategic issues, rather than short-term operational and
administrative matters.
Effective and strategic boards take responsibility for identifying the issues that must be addressed to serve the organization's mission, vision, and values in the
years ahead. Board members should utilize their unique talents and experience to identify these issues and to inform the organization's understanding of them.
Strengthen Performance through Action
1. Occasionally revisit the organization's mission and vision statements to ensure that the organization remains relevant.
2. Work together with the chief executive to provide guidance and input in developing the strategic planning process.
3. Elevate strategic thinking by incorporating it into every board meeting rather than relegating it to annual retreats or strategic planning processes.
Recommended Resources - Mission, Vision, and Strategic Direction
Book: The Nonprofit Board’s Role in Mission, Planning, and Evaluation
Free Community Resource: Tips for Developing a Mission Statement
Free Community Resource: Mission Statement vs. Vision Statement
Guide: Shaping the Future of Your Organization: A Strategic Planning Guide for Nonprofit Leaders
Free Community Resource: Nonprofit Strategy By the Numbers: Evolution and Progress
Free Community Resource: Charting a New Path Forward: Insights & Reflections from BoardSource’s Strategic Planning Efforts
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Question Breakdowns
(Please rate the board's performance in the following:)

W.1 Periodically reviewing and agreeing on how the organization should fulﬁll its mission.

Excellent (53%)

Good (40%)

NA/DK (7%)
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W.2 Articulating a vision that is distinct from the mission.

Excellent (40%)

Good (47%)

NA/DK (13%)

W.3 Deﬁning organizational values.

Excellent (60%)

Good (33%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.4 Using the organization's mission and values to drive decisions.

Excellent (67%)

Good (27%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.5 Setting the organization's strategic direction in partnership with the chief executive.

Excellent (73%)

Good (20%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.6 Understanding the needs of clients and stakeholders and how they may be changing.

Excellent (47%)

Good (47%)

OK (7%)

W.7 Assessing and responding to changes in the organization's environment.

Excellent (53%)

Good (33%)

OK (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.8 Identifying and articulating strategic imperatives and goals for the organization through a thoughtful strategic planning process.

Excellent (40%)

Good (40%)

NA/DK (20%)

W.9 Tracking progress toward meeting the organization's strategic goals.

Excellent (40%)

Good (53%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.10 Exploring assumptions underlying proposed strategies, alternatives, and consequences before making critical decisions.

Excellent (40%)

Good (33%)

OK (13%)

NA/DK (13%)
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Would you like to provide any comments or context to your ratings for this section?

In the pandemic Dwelling Place staﬀ did an exemplary job adjusting to the needs of our residents. Communications increased (regular newsletters and expanded calls and emails to
neighbors), wellness check-ins and connections grew despite the constraints of the pandemic. I also think communications with staﬀ improved due to the weekly all-staﬀ meetings.
As Dwelling Place grows it needs to continue to be transparent and keep organizational communications top of mind.

We are in the process of securing a new CEO. At each conversation the core values of the organization are stated. This brings us all back to the focus of the organization.

NA comment - I have not been involved in strategic planning and made no comment. This is an organization that keeps its values front and center, making organizational and
operational decisions based on stated values.

We have done a lot of work over the past year in evaluating the organizations mission, vision, values, strategic outlook, etc, and a lot of that work has been driven by the soon change
in CEO leadership. Our CEO will be retiring in two months, and thus, we will need to have clear direction in place for our new CEO. This will continue to be a challenge for us as we
bring the new CEO on, but, I think we have done a great job in preparing for this change.

N/A
No more results to show

How can the board improve its performance in this area?

I see us reviewing the mission and organizational vision in the upcoming strategic planning process. I think this is valuable to spend full board attention on every so often. Our
strategic planning processes have been excellent and the board thrives during and after this time. Regular updates on strategic planning progress happened at board meetings and
check-ins at the committee level. Having a concise strategic plan allows staﬀ and board to keep this top of mind. Denny set annual goals as part of his review process and they
aligned directly with the Strategic Plan. In advance of his annual review, he shares his progress on these goals and the years' accomplishments. This helped the board keep our
strategic plan top of mind.

We have a 3 year strategic plan. Perhaps go to 2 years, so more conversation. Make sure you have complete board participation at strategic planning sessions.

Particularly in Board orientation and also in meetings, oﬀer practical examples of decisions and outcomes that most clearly reﬂect the application of organizational values.

We could to a better job of understanding our stakeholder needs, speciﬁcally, the needs of our donors, volunteers, etc. The general board does not have much insight into that
speciﬁc area.

More time could be spent in this area.

Continue to work on housing iniatives and outcomes for black and hispanic populations in our community, as identiﬁed in community needs assessments

N/A - as you can see from my responses above, I think our Board already exceeds in this area.
No more results to show
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Program Oversight | Section Detail
The board is responsible for program oversight and should work in collaboration with staff to understand the scope of the organization's programs and services,
establish appropriate goals for quality and results, and monitor performance data. To strengthen the board's program oversight, board members should be
provided with opportunities to connect with and deepen their understanding of the organization's mission and work.
Strengthen Program Oversight through Action
1. Embrace board education around programs and services as an ongoing activity.
2. Devote time to discussions of what kinds of program data are board — rather than management — related.
3. Determine how to provide the board with the information it needs to make data-driven and informed decisions while avoiding report overload at board
meetings.
Recommended Resources - Program Oversight
Book: The Nonprofit Dashboard: Using Metrics to Drive Mission Success
Free Community Resource: Strengthen Your Board’s Leadership by Increasing Its Understanding of Programs
Member Resource: Identifying and Managing Risk
Member Resource: Nonprofit Programmatic Oversight Tool
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All Respondents

Question Breakdowns
(Please rate the board's performance in the following:)

W.11 Ensuring board members are well-versed in the organization’s programs and services and, where appropriate, have an opportunity to
experience the programs.
Excellent (13%)

Good (73%)

OK (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.12 Ensuring the organization has adequate infrastructure, such as staﬀ, facilities, volunteers, and technologies.

Excellent (60%)

Good (33%)

NA/DK (7%)
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W.13 Measuring the quality and impact of programs and initiatives.

Excellent (47%)

Good (47%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.14 Identifying standards against which to measure organizational performance, e.g., industry benchmarks, competitors, or peers.

Excellent (73%)

Good (13%)

OK (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.15 Delegating operational issues to the chief executive.

Excellent (73%)

Good (20%)

NA/DK (7%)

Would you like to provide any comments or context to your ratings for this section?

I think we need to continue to oﬀer tours and opportunities to volunteer time that will help inform board members on the work we do especially in Community Building and
Engagement and Support Services.

Some of the ratings in this assessment should be taken within the context of the COVID-19 Pandemic. As a result, the inability for new members to experience the important work
Dwelling Place does on the ground.

The DP Board seems to have a clear, working understanding of the distinction among Board, staﬀ, and CEO roles.

N/A
No more results to show

How can the board improve its performance in this area?

I would like to see us expand our technology so board meetings can be held in person and virtually. We can't lose ground on that type of participation. We need to grow our staﬀ in
line with organizational growth. If we truly prioritize DEI we should consider recruitment of staﬀ to help manage that work and with 84 staﬀ potentially having more support in this
area. I think we need to commit more resources to communications and resident engagement in all the communities we serve.

No improvements suggested.

N/A - as you can see from my responses above, I think our Board already exceeds in this area.
No more results to show
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W | The WORK (Continued)

Financial Oversight | Section Detail
Boards are responsible for ensuring the organization has adequate resources, protecting its assets, and maintaining its legal and ethical integrity. This includes
approving the annual budget and then monitoring performance against the budget throughout the year. The board also oversees the annual audit to verify that
the organization is accurately reporting the sources and uses of its funds. To safeguard the organization's future, the board establishes appropriate investment
and risk management policies, as needed.
Strengthen Financial Oversight through Action
1. Assist all board members in understanding nonprofit financial statements through onboarding activities and ongoing education.
2. Cultivate a climate of partnership, transparency, and rigorous ethics among board finance committee members and finance staff.
3. Encourage a culture of inquiry on the full board, recognizing that finance committee recommendations are simply that and liability for decisions rests with the
full board.
Recommended Resources - Financial Oversight
Free Community Resource: Red Flags, Yellow Flags: Are Your Financial Statements Trying to Tell You Something?
Book: Financial Responsibilities of Nonprofit Boards
Guide: Welcome to Your Financial Statements: A Primer for Nonprofit Board Members
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Question Breakdowns
(Please rate the board's performance in the following:)

W.16 Ensuring the annual budget reﬂects the organization's priorities.

Excellent (80%)

Good (13%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.17 Regularly reviewing ﬁnancial reports.

Excellent (80%)

Good (7%)

OK (13%)

W.18 Monitoring the organization's ﬁnancial health.

Excellent (87%)

Good (7%)

OK (7%)

Good (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.19 Reviewing the results of the independent ﬁnancial audit and management letter.

Excellent (87%)

W.20 Establishing and reviewing the organization's investment policies.

Excellent (47%)

Good (33%)

OK (13%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.21 Reviewing and ensuring the organization carries adequate insurance.

Excellent (53%)

Good (13%)

OK (20%)

NA/DK (13%)

W.22 Ensuring the organization has policies to manage risks, e.g., internal controls, personnel policies, emergency preparedness.

Excellent (53%)

Good (40%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.23 Receiving and reviewing the Form 990 or 990 EZ, if applicable.

Excellent (60%)

Good (13%)

OK (7%)

NA/DK (20%)
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Would you like to provide any comments or context to your ratings for this section?
I mentioned before that we oscillate between the higher modes of Excellence in Governance; my rating in this sections reiterates that DP does the ﬁduciary mode almost like
second nature.

DP maintains a strong and high integrity CFO. Very detailed with an excellent staﬀ.

Fiscal matters including budget and planning, consistent monitoring, and insurance/investment oversight are handled by committee and reported to the Board.

I think that we struggle to provide meaningful ﬁnancial reports to the board. For them to be meaningful to operations, they are complicated. If they are complicated, some board
members have diﬃculties understanding them.

N/A
No more results to show

How can the board improve its performance in this area?
We need to continue to support emergency planning for Dwelling Place. The organization needs to remain nimble and able to adjust as funding streams and community needs
change. I think we have done a great job updating many of these documents but regular review following the board calendar is important work of the board.

Keep evaluating and ﬁne-tuning

Alot of this work is done by the ﬁnance committee; for other board members we review committee meeting minutes.

No suggested improvements.

It is probably a good time to review our insurance again and be sure we are adequately covered, but not overly insured. We have worked with the same insurance broker for quite a
while, so a review of that is probably in order.

The ﬁnancial report could be reviewed live at each meeting to help board members better understand the organization's ﬁnances.

N/A - as you can see from my responses above, I think our Board already exceeds in this area.
No more results to show
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Chief Executive Partnership and Oversight | Section Detail
The primary board-staff relationship is between the board and the chief executive, and the quality of this relationship is of the utmost importance to the success
of the organization. To be effective, the board and chief executive need a close working relationship based on mutual trust and an appreciation of their respective
roles in leading the organization. As part of its responsibility for supervising the chief executive, the board ensures that a current job description outlines the
duties of the role, then evaluates the chief executive annually and determines appropriate executive compensation.
Strengthen Performance through Action
1. Provide the chief executive with a clear job description and mutually agreed-upon annual expectations.
2. Recognize that effective board-chief executive partnerships, like all relationships, should be flexible in nature. Practices, communication, and assumptions
may occasionally need to be recalibrated.
3. Ensure full board participation in the chief executive evaluation (feedback, final approval) even if a committee leads the process.
Recommended Resources - Chief Executive Partnership and Oversight
Member Resource: Setting Goals for Your CEO
Book: Govern More, Manage Less
Free Community Resource: Board Chair and Chief Executive Partnership

Average Score
4.00

3.86

3.93
3.49

3.62

3.79

3.41

3.50

3.80

3.69

3.64
3.22

2.95

3.15

3.33

3.20
2.72

3.00

3.01
2.25

2.00
1.00
W.24 Cultivating a W.25 Giving the chief W.26 Encouraging W.27 Discussing and
W.28 Focusing
W.29 Formally
climate of mutual
executive enough
candid
constructively
regularly on strategic assessing the chief
trust and respect ... authority to lead ... communications, ...
challenging ...
and policy issues ...
executive's ...
Your Board

W.30 Soliciting
W.31 Approving the W.32 Planning for the
feedback about the
chief executive's absence or departure
chief executive’s ... compensation as a ... of the chief executive

All Respondents

Question Breakdowns
(Please rate the board's performance in the following:)

W.24 Cultivating a climate of mutual trust and respect between the board and chief executive.

Excellent (87%)

OK (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

Good (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

OK (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.25 Giving the chief executive enough authority to lead the staﬀ and manage the organization.

Excellent (87%)

W.26 Encouraging candid communications, including the sharing of challenges and issues in a timely manner.

Excellent (80%)

Good (7%)
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W.27 Discussing and constructively challenging recommendations made by the chief executive.

Excellent (53%)

Good (33%)

OK (7%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.28 Focusing regularly on strategic and policy issues versus operational issues.

Excellent (60%)

Good (33%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.29 Formally assessing the chief executive's performance annually and setting performance goals.

Excellent (67%)

Good (13%)

OK (7%)

NA/DK (13%)

W.30 Soliciting feedback about the chief executive’s performance from direct reports.

Excellent (33%)

Good (20%)

OK (7%)

Fair (7%)

NA/DK (33%)

W.31 Approving the chief executive's compensation as a full board, using comparable data from other organizations.

Excellent (33%)

Good (20%)

Fair (7%)

NA/DK (40%)

W.32 Planning for the absence or departure of the chief executive.

Excellent (80%)

Good (20%)
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Would you like to provide any comments or context to your ratings for this section?
With a new CEO we will need to support the new leader as much as possible and help direct him as needed. There was certainly a ton of trust with the current 32 year CEO. Trust is
earned.

After undergoing a ten-month national search with a specialized agency in housing and nonproﬁts, the expert counsel shared with the CEO Search Committee, that in his 30 years
of recruiting CEOs, only one other outgoing executive had such an impressive track record.

Due to the impending retirement of DP's CEO the board created a Succession Committee. The committee worked on ﬁnding the appropriate replacement for over 9 months. Well
planned and well executed.

No comments

I cannot say enough positive things about our current CEO and the work he has done to cultivate a strong, transparent, and trusting relationship with the board. Our new CEO will
have big shoes to ﬁll, but we have done a great job in laying the groundwork for future success in this area as well.

N/A
No more results to show

How can the board improve its performance in this area?
We need to create a formalized process for the CEO annual review. We need to connect with the board as well as staﬀ direct reports for feedback.

Looking into the future, the board will continue to excel in this domain if it fully trusts the incoming CEO. Desired conditions for continued expansion exist, but board members
need to be careful to avoid micro-managing their new and one and only employee, starting on Aug 2, 2021.

In the transition to a new CEO, we are going to want to understand staﬀ's belief's about the new CEO. How do we do that respectfully to all parties.

no improvements suggested

N/A - as you can see from my responses above, I think our Board already exceeds in this area.
No more results to show
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Funding and Public Image | Section Detail
Every nonprofit requires adequate financial resources and a positive public image to accomplish its mission. To ensure the organization’s financial sustainability,
the board should make sure the organization has an appropriate mix of income and support the organization’s fundraising strategy by participating in fundraising.
Members can do this in a number of ways, including making personal contributions, connecting staff to potential donors, and soliciting friends and colleagues.
The board is also responsible for building, protecting, and promoting the organization's public standing. To meet this responsibility, board members serve as
ambassadors to the community and as an essential element of an organization's outreach efforts.
Strengthen Performance through Action
1. Consider the partnership climate between the board, executive, and staff as it relates to fundraising, specifically shared understanding of resource
development strategies and fund development plans.
2. Embrace opportunities for board members to participate in fundraising activities that are customized/individualized, aligned with organizational strategy, and
clearly communicated.
3. Evaluate the policy environment within which your organization operates.
Recommended Resources - Funding and Public Image
Book: Fundraising Responsibilities of Nonprofit Boards
Free community resource: Measuring Fundraising Effectiveness
Free community resource: Stand for Your Mission

Average Score
3.87

4.00

3.77
3.42

3.46
3.09

3.13

3.14

3.14 3.03

3.03

3.00

2.00

1.00

W.33 Projecting a positive public image W.34 Connecting the organization with W.35 Understanding the organization's W.36 Monitoring the impact of local,
W.37 Supporting and engaging in
of the organization
community leaders and potential
revenue mix
state, and federal policy on the
advocacy eﬀorts that can help the
collaboration partners
organization’s mission delivery and ... organization achieve its mission and ...

Your Board

All Respondents

Question Breakdowns
(Please rate the board's performance in the following:)

W.33 Projecting a positive public image of the organization.

Excellent (87%)

Good (13%)

W.34 Connecting the organization with community leaders and potential collaboration partners.

Excellent (67%)

Good (20%)

NA/DK (13%)

37

W.35 Understanding the organization's revenue mix, e.g., government funding, charitable gifts, fees for service, and how it aligns with the business
model.
Excellent (40%)

Good (47%)

NA/DK (13%)

W.36 Monitoring the impact of local, state, and federal policy on the organization’s mission delivery and resources.

Excellent (27%)

Good (53%)

OK (13%)

NA/DK (7%)

W.37 Supporting and engaging in advocacy eﬀorts that can help the organization achieve its mission and purposes.

Excellent (40%)

Good (27%)

OK (27%)

NA/DK (7%)

To what extent is the board enhancing your organization's reputation and credibility with the community your organization serves? Donors
and funders to your organization? Public policy decision makers that are in a position to positively (or negatively) impact your
organization's work? The general public?
We have an exemplary organization reputation in large part due to our long-time CEO. The board will have to work harder to continued to build partnerships with donors and other
leaders to build new relationships and maintain the community trust that allows for continued organizational growth.

My current employer's investment is a strong signal regarding a favorable response to each of the questions mentioned above: DP is crucial in the mix of addressing social
determinants of health and economic security for community members. Most recently, the creation of a community land trust will have a positive eﬀect in public policy as elected
oﬃcials already view DP as a think-tank for aﬀordable housing in Michigan.

Although the Board plays an important role in DP's public image, much of the organization's reputation and credibility presently rests with the longterm CEO. The Board's
eﬀectiveness in maintaining those assets and transferring the value of existing connections to a new CEO will be an important factor in DP's stability and progress over the next 1-3
years.

Our board consists of individuals who are well respected in the community. All advocate and continue to promote a positive image for the organization. Many have or currently work
in the community development sector, and are familiar with the key stakeholders, policy makers, etc.

The Board is an excellent cross section of the community and often uses their connections to enhance the reputation of Dwelling Place.

Dwelling Place is well respected in the community. It's viewed as a leader in aﬀordable housing solutions among donors, funders, and local policy decision makers. The general public
is less familiar with the work of Dwelling Place.

1) Good 2) Okay 3) Okay- don't know if this is relevant for board 4) Good

The commitment from the Board to help Dwelling Place enhance and expand our footprint in the West Michigan area to help give aﬀordable homes to people in need really speaks
for itself to the community, donors/funders, public policy decision makers and the general public. I am very happy to be a part of such a diverse and inclusive board, as well as being
a part of such an awesome mission to help those in need around West Michigan.
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Would you like to provide any comments or context to your ratings for this section?
My comments are oﬀered within the context of DP's planned CEO transition in the near future.

N/A
No more results to show

How can the board improve its performance in this area?
I wonder if we shouldn't create annual board goals that align with the strategic plan and mission vision of the organization. Continue to help facilitate important community
conversations such as our Heartside Thought paper which brought about the formulation of the Heartside Economic development working group and planning eﬀorts and Frequent
User Systems Engagement. It would be great to continue to push our city and leaders to solve systemic issues facing our communities.

No improvements suggested.

I think more of an eﬀort could be made to draw on the connections of our board members in assisting with donors, policy makers, etc.

We need more people to work on committees. It appears that the work load is not evenly shared.

I am not sure if all of these categories are relevant for board involvement w/Dwelling place

N/A - as you can see from my responses above, I think our Board already exceeds in this area.
No more results to show
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I | Impact
Filters

Survey_Name: Dwelling Place of Grand Rapids NPHC Board Assessment 2021



Dwelling Place of Grand Rapids NPHC (100%)

I | The IMPACT
This section explores the board's perception of its impact on organizational performance. The questions reflected here assess the board's connection to the
organization's strategy, reputation, and overall effectiveness and the extent to whether this is a positive or negative impact.

Your Impact Score
2.25

3.65
Average

0.00

3.25

4.00

Impact | Section Detail
If the board has a negative or neutral impact on organizational performance, there's an opportunity to make improvements and better utilize the board's time and
leadership as a vital resource. Leading with Intent data suggest two characteristics that both chief executives and board chairs report as having the strongest
connection to board impact: understanding the board's role and responsibilities and the board's ability to work as a collaborative team.
Strengthen Board Impact through Action
1. Discuss the board's results for this section, including what information or practices would better help the board in making a positive impact.
2. Evaluate the impact results in light of your board's results in other sections of this report, looking for any potential relationships in high or low scoring areas.
Recommended Resources - Board Impact
Book: The Source: 12 Principles of Governance That Power Exceptional Boards
Free Community Resource: What Makes a Good Board Member?
Member Resource: Eight Ways to Increase Your Board's Ability to Work as a Team

Average Score
3.64

4.00

3.37

3.75

3.37

3.57

3.64
3.18

3.39

3.00
2.00
1.00
I.1 Deﬁning strategy and programmatic priorities I.2 Your organization’s reputation within networks I.3 The ﬁnancial resourcing of your organization’s
for the organization
of importance to your mission.
work, both in terms of the strength of the
business model and the securing of revenues.
Your Board

I.4 Your organization’s overall performance.

All Respondents
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Question Breakdowns
(What impact does your board have on the following:)

I.1 Deﬁning strategy and programmatic priorities for the organization. (We asked that you assess both the quality/substance of the board’s input and
the clarity with which the board has deﬁned these strategies and priorities.)

Very Positive (67%)

Somewhat Positive (20%)

Neutral (7%) DK/NO (7%)

I.2 Your organization’s reputation within networks of importance to your mission. (We asked that you focus speciﬁcally on the extent to which the
board enhances the organization’s reputation [by communicating the organization’s values and priorities], rather than ﬁltering it through the lens of
fundraising or anything else.)

Very Positive (60%)

Somewhat Positive (20%)

DK/NO (20%)

I.3 The ﬁnancial resourcing of your organization’s work, both in terms of the strength of the business model and the securing of revenues.

Very Positive (60%)

Somewhat Positive (27%)

Neutral (7%) DK/NO (7%)

I.4 Your organization’s overall performance.

Very Positive (60%)

Somewhat Positive (33%)

DK/NO (7%)

Would you like to provide any comments or context to your ratings for this section?

The Board is aligned with and strongly supportive of the organization's professional staﬀ, and their responsibilities in ﬁnancial resourcing and program implementation.

Strategies and priorities are mostly guided by staﬀ. The board aﬃrms and inﬂuences but does not direct these areas.

N/A
No more results to show
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How can the board improve its performance in this area?

No improvement suggested.

Ambassadorship for organization

N/A - as you can see from my responses above, I think our Board already exceeds in this area.
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Dwelling Place of Grand Rapids NPHC (100%)

Checklist of Practices
Certain policies and practices characterize an effective nonprofit board. Some of these practices are required by law; many others have become widely accepted
as good practice. The board self-assessment survey asked yes/no questions about these practices, which were answered only by the chief executive.
The gauges below show the percent of practices your board currently has in place.
These practices are divided into four areas:
1.
Organizational Practices cover documents and procedures related to mission, strategy, and accountability.
2.
Oversight Practices include policies and procedures related to financial oversight and compliance.
3.
Board Practices address issues related to board orientation, term limits, retreats, and committees.
4.
Chief Executive Supervision Practices cover the support and supervision of the highest paid staff person.

Organizational Practices
% of organizational practices your board has in place:

Does your board have the
following practices in place?

67%

75%

Yes

90%
0%

CLP.1 Written mission statement?

CLP.2 Written vision statement?

Yes (100%)

100%

CLP.3 Written code of ethics?

Yes (100%)

Yes (100%)

CLP.4 Clearly deﬁned and documented

CLP.5 Has the organization completed the

CLP.6 Has the organization completed the

approach to organizational strategy?

board leadership practices section of its

board and staﬀ demographics section of its

GuideStar proﬁle?

GuideStar proﬁle?

Yes (100%)

No (100%)

No (100%)
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1

Benchmark: % of boards that have each policy in place:
Board Practices

Yes

CLP.01 Written mission statement

99%

CLP.02 Written vision statement

83%

CLP.03 Written code of ethics

69%

CLP.04 Clearly deﬁned and documented approach to organizational strategy

66%

CLP.05 Has the organization completed the board leadership practices section of its GuideStar proﬁl

26%

CLP.06 Has the organization completed the board and staﬀ demographics section of its GuideStar prof

26%

Oversight Practices
% of oversight practices your board has in place

Does your board have the
following practices in place?

82%

75%

Yes

90%
0%

100%

CLP.7 Did the full board formally

CLP.8 Does the full board

CLP.9 Within the past year, has

CLP.10 Did the board, or a

approve the organization's

receive ﬁnancial reports at least

the organization obtained a

committee of the board, meet

annual budget?

quarterly?

formal independent audit?

with the auditors without staﬀ
present?

Yes (100%)

No (100%)

Yes (100%)

No (100%)

CLP.11 Did all board members

CLP.12 Does the organization

CLP.13 Does the organization

CLP.14 Does the organization

receive a copy of the

post the most current ﬁnancial

have a whistleblower policy that

have a document retention and

organization's IRS Form 990?

documents, such as annual

incorporates a reporting avenue

destruction policy?

reports and audited ﬁnancial

outside of the executive in case

statements, on its website?

of suspected illegal activities?

Yes (100%)

Yes (100%)
Yes (100%)

Yes (100%)
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CLP.15 Does the organization carry adequate

CLP.16 Does the organization have a written

CLP.17 Have all current board members and

directors' and oﬃcers' liability insurance?

conﬂict-of-interest policy?

senior staﬀ signed a conﬂict-of-interest and
annual disclosure statement?

Yes (100%)

Yes (100%)

Yes (100%)

1

Benchmark: % of boards that have each policy in place:
Board Practices

Yes

CLP.07 Did the full board formally approve the organization's annual budget?

97%

CLP.08 Does the full board receive ﬁnancial reports at least quarterly?

93%

CLP.09 Within the past year, has the organization obtained a formal independent audit?

92%

CLP.10 Did the board, or a committee of the board, meet with the auditors without staﬀ present? (Se

61%

CLP.11 Did all board members receive a copy of the organization's IRS Form 990?

75%

CLP.12 Does the organization post the most current ﬁnancial documents, such as annual reports and a

53%

CLP.13 Does the organization have a whistleblower policy that incorporates a reporting avenue outsi

79%

CLP.14 Does the organization have a document retention and destruction policy?

74%

CLP.15 Does the organization carry adequate directors' and oﬃcers' liability insurance?

95%

CLP.16 Does the organization have a written conﬂict-of-interest policy?

93%

CLP.17 Have all current board members and senior staﬀ signed a conﬂict-of-interest and annual disc

75%

Board Practices
% of oversight practices your board has in place:

Does your board have the
following practices in place?

71%

75%

Yes

90%
0%

100%

CLP.18 Is a structured, formal

CLP.19 Is the length of board

CLP.20 Is there a maximum

CLP.21 Does the board have an

orientation held for new board

member terms deﬁned?

number of consecutive years a

annual retreat?

members?

board member can serve?

Yes (100%)

Yes (100%)

No (100%)

Yes (100%)
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CLP.22 Do board committees

CLP.23 Is there a written policy

CLP.24 As the chief executive,

CLP.24B (If Yes to CLP.24) As the

have written charters or job

specifying the executive

are you a member of the board

chief executive, are you

descriptions?

committee's roles and powers?

– either voting or non-voting?

excluded from participating in
board votes?

Yes (100%)

Yes (100%)

No (100%)

1

Benchmark: % of boards that have each policy in place:
Oversight Practices

Yes

CLP.18 Is a structured, formal orientation held for new board members?

70%

CLP.19 Is the length of board member terms deﬁned?

93%

CLP.20 Is there a maximum number of consecutive years a board member can serve?

73%

CLP.21 Does the board have an annual retreat?

45%

CLP.22 Do board committees have written charters or job descriptions?

73%

CLP.23 Is there a written policy specifying the executive committee's roles and powers? (Select NA i

66%

CLP.24 As the chief executive, are you a member of the board – either voting or non-voting?

58%

CLP.24B As the chief executive, are you excluded from participating in board votes?

71%

Chief Executive Supervision Practices
% of CEO supervision practices your board has in place:

Does your board have the
following practices in place?

100%

75%

Yes

90%
0%

100%

CLP.25 Does the chief executive have a

CLP.26 Is the chief executive’s performance

CLP.27 Does the evaluation of the chief

written job description?

evaluated annually by the board?

executive include a formal, written review?

Yes (100%)

Yes (100%)

Yes (100%)
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CLP.28 Does the annual evaluation of the chief executive include setting

CLP.29 Does the board periodically review chief executive compensation

mutually agreed upon performance goals?

at comparable organizations?

Yes (100%)

Yes (100%)

1

Benchmark: % of boards that have each policy in place:
CEO Supervision Practices

Yes

CLP.25 Does the chief executive have a written job description?

89%

CLP.26 Is the chief executive’s performance evaluated annually by the board?

79%

CLP.27 Does the evaluation of the chief executive include a formal, written review?

67%

CLP.28 Does the annual evaluation of the chief executive include setting mutually agreed upon perfor

69%

CLP.29 Does the board periodically review chief executive compensation at comparable organizations?

61%

Board Information
CLP.30 How many voting members
currently serve on the board?

Your Board

15

Average

CLP.31 How many times did your full board
meet during the past 12 months?

1

16

6

CLP.33 During the past year, on average,
what percent of the board attended
meetings?

Your Board

80

Average

79

Your Board

1

Average

1

7

80

Average

72

Your Board

2.0

CLP.34 What percent of board members
made a financial contribution last year?

Your Board

CLP.32 How many hours does a typical
board meeting last?

1

Average

1

3.8

CLP.35 How many committees does your
board have?

Your Board

5

Average

1

5
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Benchmarking
By comparing your performance as a governing body against that of your peers, you will be able to identify how your performance differs, for better or for worse.
Please use this data as one point of reference within the context and history of your organization to help you focus on your strengths and consider potential
areas for growth.
This dashboard report benchmarks your data against other nonprofit organizations that have answered the same questions in BoardSource’s Board SelfAssessment (BSA) surveys since 2013. It automatically updates in real time and as such is always changing. Some questions in your survey are common across
BSA versions for different audiences, and some are unique only to the version of the BSA you used. Therefore the audience size and makeup you are
benchmarked against in this report may vary question by question. BoardSource endeavors to benchmark each question by the largest possible audience for
maximum data integrity.

IRS Classiﬁcation



1

1,527 Responses

501(c)3 Private Foundation



4%

$250,000 to $499,999

84%

4%

$500,000 to $999,999

0%

1

1,501 Responses

Less than $250,000

7%

501(c)3 Public Charity
501(c)4

Budget

10%

$1 million to $4,999,999
501(c)6
Don't know
Other

Mission Area



3%

33%

$5 million to $9,999,999

0%

12%

$10 million to $24,999,999
6%

14%

$25 million+

22%

1

1,542 Responses

Advocacy

4%

Arts and culture

6%

Community/economic development

4%

Education

16%

Environment

3%

Health care

13%

Housing and shelter

8%

Human/social services

23%

International development/foreign aﬀairs
Management support

1%
1%

Other

7%

Other, (if other, please specify)

7%

Philanthropy/grantmaking

2%

Professional society/trade association

2%

Religious or faith-based

2%

Science and technology
Sports and recreation

1%
0%
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Taking Actions
Exceptional boards are a strategic asset to be leveraged by the organization. They add significant value and make a discernible difference in the organization's
advancement of mission. Use this report as a tool to guide your board on the path to exceptional performance.
Take action. The board self-assessment establishes a platform for setting board priorities. The final step is identifying areas for growth. To help your board do
this, consider the following questions:
1. What stands out? Is there anything in the report that is especially surprising, or that you’d like to understand better through conversations as a full board?
2. Does the board seem to be well aligned in terms of its assessment of its performance, or are there indications that different board members are experiencing

the board’s leadership performance differently? If the latter, why might that be?
3. To what extent is your board meeting its own expectations? In what ways is the board happy with its leadership performance, and where is it signaling a

desire to improve? Do any natural priorities emerge from the ratings?
4. Based on what you see in the self-assessment, what are the top one to three areas where you think the board should focus its board development efforts?

Develop a board action plan. Once the board has agreed on its priorities, use a board action plan to help the board develop a clear approach to achieving its
goals and staying accountable.
1. What steps can we take to ensure that information from the evaluation is used to improve the performance of the board?
2. Who or what committee is responsible for initiating and leading board development and assessment? Does it have the necessary resources and authority to

fulfill its responsibilities?
3. Every board should have clearly established guidelines that outline the duties and responsibilities of individual board members. Are our board members held

accountable to these standards? Do we have a process for removing nonperforming board members?
Check your progress. Only the board can hold itself accountable for its own performance. Periodically revisit the results from the self-assessment and action
plan, celebrate the successes, and recommit to those areas that need further attention.
Repeat. BoardSource recommends conducting a thorough board self-assessment every two to three years and using the intervening time to work on the action
plan you develop.
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Additional Services
With the completion of your board self-assessment (BSA), you have joined the ranks of approximately 500 nonprofit boards that used the BoardSource BSA in
the past year. Governance does not come naturally to all these leaders. BoardSource offers the following resources for those who seek additional guidance. For
more information visit our website: www.boardsource.org.

The Certificate of Nonprofit Board Education
This certificate is for new and potential board members as well as staff and consultants who are new to working with a board. This program is offered through a
series of webinars, an on-demand learning platform, or through a live training.

About BoardSource
About Us
BoardSource envisions a world where every social sector organization has the leadership it needs to fulfill its mission and advance the public good. Our mission
is to inspire and support excellence in nonprofit governance and board and staff leadership.
Established in 1988, BoardSource’s work is grounded in the fundamental belief that boards are critical to organizational success. With decades of hands-on
experience working with and supporting nonprofit boards, BoardSource is the recognized leader in nonprofit governance and leadership, and a go-to resource
for nonprofit board and executive leaders. BoardSource supports a broad and diverse cross-section of social sector organizations with
leadership initiatives addressing key opportunities and issues within the nonprofit sector
research and benchmarking of board composition, practices, and performance
membership and board support programs
customized diagnostics and performance assessment tools
a comprehensive library of topic papers, publications, and downloadable infographics, tools, templates and more
live and virtual education and training
a biennial conference that brings together approximately 800 board leaders for two days of learning and sharing

A note to our global readers
The need for effective board leadership and governance knows no geographic boundaries, and BoardSource is committed to strong social sector board
leadership and governance around the globe. While BoardSource uses United States laws and policies as the legal framework for our resources and
recommendations, most of our resources do not focus on legal matters but rather on good governance practices, making them relevant to organizations working
outside of the United States. We do suggest, however, that you refer to applicable laws in your country regarding financial reporting and other legal and
transparency issues.

BoardSource is a 501(c)(3) organization.
For more information, please visit our website at www.boardsource.org, e-mail us at mail@boardsource.org, or call us at 800-883-6262.
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Dwelling Place Board of Directors Attendance Sheet
Total

Percentage

Committee
Percentage

Overall
Percentage

Annamarie Buller

9

100.00%

90.24%

92.00%

Juan Daniel Castro

9

100.00%

84.62%

87.50%

Sadie Erickson

8

88.89%

86.96%

87.50%

Francine Gaston

8

88.89%

77.78%

83.33%

Kyle Irwin

8

88.89%

90.00%

89.47%

Kellie Kitchen

5

71.43%

#DIV/0!

71.43%

Rich Kogelschatz

9

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

Gustavo Rotondaro

6

100.00%

#DIV/0!

100.00%

Angela Sanborn

9

100.00%

73.33%

83.33%

Gil Segovia

7

77.78%

58.62%

63.16%

Kim Sims

6

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

Rick Stevens

9

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

Troy Stressman

9

100.00%

62.50%

82.35%

Lee Nelson Weber

8

88.89%

97.83%

96.36%

Renee Williams

7

77.78%

54.55%

61.29%

8/5/2020 10/7/2020 12/2/2020 2/3/2021

Total Attendees
Percentage

4/7/2021

5/5/2021 5/19/2021 6/2/2021 6/30/2021 8/4/2021 10/6/2021 12/1/2021

11

12

12

15

11

13

15

13

15

0

0

0

92%

100%

92%

100%

73%

87%

100%

87%

100%

0%

0%

0%

*Attendance falling below a 75% threshold is bolded
and underlined.

Total Committee Meetings Attended
DEI
Annamarie Buller

Executive
4

Finance

Governance

8

Juan Daniel Castro

9

Sadie Erickson

9

Francine Gaston

7

M&D

5

Resident
Engagement

RED
3

Sucession
Planning

9

8

CLT

Sawkaw

Appeals

8

9

5

7

2

4

Kyle Irwin

9

Kellie Kitchen

0

Rich Kogelschatz

12

10

11

Gustavo Rotondaro
Angela Sanborn

5

6

Gil Segovia

6

3

8

Kim Sims

1

Rick Stevens

9

9

9

Troy Stressman

10

10

5

Lee Nelson Weber

5

10

Renee Williams

5

1

11

11

8

5

1

Total

Percentage

37

90.24%

33

84.62%

20

86.96%

7

77.78%

9

90.00%

0

#DIV/0!

33

100.00%

0

#DIV/0!

11

73.33%

17

58.62%

1

100.00%

47

100.00%

5

62.50%

45

97.83%

12

54.55%

Total Possible Committee Meetings
Possible:
Annamarie Buller

DEI

Executive
4

Finance

Governance

9

6

Juan Daniel Castro

9

9

Sadie Erickson

9

Francine Gaston

9

Resident
Engagement

RED
3

9
12

7

Sucession
Planning

CLT

Sawkaw

Appeals

Total

10

41

7

2

39

6

22
9

Kyle Irwin
Kellie Kitchen

M&D

10

10

0

0

Rich Kogelschatz

12

10

11

33

Gustavo Rotondaro
Angela Sanborn

0
7

7

Gil Segovia

14

7

10

Kim Sims
Rick Stevens

11

28

1
9

9

Troy Stressman

9

10

1

10

47

7

7

Lee Nelson Weber

5

10

Renee Williams

9

1

12

11
10

8
2

46
22

