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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
To assist institutionally related foundation leaders and staff as they consider strategies 
to close budget shortfalls and reduce expenses, CASE conducted an online survey on 
foundation funding sources and budget restructuring. The survey was open from July 
10 through August 7, 2009. Ninety-eight foundations affiliated with a variety of U.S. 
public colleges and universities completed the survey. The goals of the survey were to:

Update information on how foundations fund their operations and how funding •	
sources have changed since CASE last surveyed the field in 2006, 

Provide foundation leaders with trend data that they can share with their boards •	
and primary institutions and 

Highlight measures that foundations have implemented to reduce expenses. •	

Key findings from the survey results follow.

A majority of foundations identify themselves as interdependent, as opposed to •	
independent or dependent. 

There is a clear, positive correlation between endowment size and independence. •	
Foundations with large endowments tend to be independent.

Foundations continue to assume a considerably more active role in fundraising on •	
behalf of their institutions. The survey found that the most common fundraising 
arrangement between a foundation and institution was for the foundation to be 
wholly responsible for the direction and execution of fundraising.

Data on endowment investment returns, private support and state appropriations •	
confirm that foundations and the public colleges and universities they support are 
under financial pressures because of the economic downturn. 

The most common foundation funding sources continue to be investment income •	
on unrestricted funds/cash float,1 unrestricted gift funds and the management fee 
on endowed funds. The most significant foundation funding sources (sources that 
contribute the most to the foundation budget) are institutional support and the 
management fee on endowed funds.

An increasing number of foundations are using the management fee on endowed •	
funds as a funding source.

Gift fees are becoming more popular as a source of foundation funding. A little •	
more than one-third of foundations use gift fees on non-endowed and endowed 
gifts. 

Most foundations did not make major changes to their funding sources between •	
FY09 and FY10. The most common change among those that did was to increase 
the management fee on endowed funds.

A majority of foundations tapped their reserve funds to close budget shortfalls in •	
FY09 and plan to use reserve funds to help fund operations in FY10.

Reducing funds for staff professional development and staff travel and freezing •	
salaries and hiring were among the most popular expense-reduction strategies 
used by respondents. 

1  “Cash float”  is investment income earned off of cash balances. 
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Most foundations are pursuing expense-reduction strategies that affect all staff •	
broadly instead of eliminating specific programs or existing positions.

The financial downturn and decline in endowment investment performance has •	
not led to a dramatic increase or decrease in investment staff employed by founda-
tions.

A majority of foundations in the midst of campaigns are not delaying the start or •	
extending the duration of their campaigns because of the economic downturn.
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2009 CASE Survey on Foundation  
Budget Restructuring 

1. Introduction
The second half of 2008 and first half of 2009 were particularly challenging for insti-
tutionally related foundations and the public colleges and universities they support. 
Facing budget shortfalls, states are accelerating the trend of cutting appropriations to 
public higher education, which has forced institutions to cut academic programs, freeze 
hiring and halt expansion plans. Endowments, a critical source of long-term support for 
colleges and universities, have been hit hard by the financial market downturn.  
Giving to higher education has also declined as some donors reassess their ability to 
make major gifts. 

The realities of declining state appropriations, negative endowment invest-
ment returns and decreased levels of private support are putting a tremendous amount 
of pressure on foundation budgets. The management fee on endowed funds, one of 
the most popular and most significant foundation funding sources, is not generating 
near the amount of revenue it did before the financial downturn. When giving is down, 
revenue from gift fees goes down. Additionally, state appropriations cuts mean that 
many foundations are receiving less financial support from their primary institutions. 
As a result, foundations are facing their own budget shortfalls and are rethinking their 
structure and operations. 

To assist institutionally related foundation leaders and staff as they consider 
strategies to close budget shortfalls and reduce expenses, CASE conducted an online 
foundation budget restructuring survey from July 10 through August 7, 2009. The  
survey had three main goals:

Update information on how foundations fund their operations, and how funding •	
sources have changed since CASE last surveyed the field in 2006,2 

Provide foundation leaders with trend data that they can share with their boards •	
and primary institutions and

Highlight measures that foundations have implemented to reduce expenses •	

An e-mail inviting foundations to participate in the survey was sent to a large 
number of foundation professionals. The survey was also publicized in CASE IRF 
Update, a periodic e-newsletter for institutionally related foundation staff, and Brief-
CASE, the monthly e-newsletter sent to CASE members. A total of 98 foundations from 
a variety of U.S. public colleges and universities completed the survey.3 

2 2006 CASE Survey of Foundation Funding Sources and Fees available at http://www.case.org/Documents/Affiliated-
Foundations/CASE_Foundation_Funding_Sources_Survey_Report.pdf 
3  Eight foundations partially completed the survey, so some questions had up to 106 responses. 
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2. Survey participants by institution type
Figure 1 shows percentages of survey participants by institution type – two-year, liberal 
arts, master’s, doctoral/research or professional/specialty (for example, a stand-alone 
law or medical school). The figure also includes the participant breakdown from the 
2006 survey. Fewer foundations affiliated with two-year and master’s institutions 
responded to the current survey than to the 2006 survey; all other categories showed an 
increase in participants in 2009. 

Participants by institution type
Institution type 2009 2006
Two-year 14% 19%
Liberal arts 17% 10%
Masters 14% 19%
Doctoral/Research 51% 50%
Professional/Specialty 4% 3%

Figure 1 Participants by institution type 

Survey length likely contributed to the lower survey response rate in 2009. The 2006 
survey (14 questions, 195 responses) focused exclusively on foundation funding 
sources and fees. In contrast, the current survey (67 questions, 98 responses) included 
questions on additional topics, such as cuts in state appropriations, campaigns, invest-
ment staff and expense-reduction strategies. The current survey also asked participants 
to provide data over multiple years.

3. Endowment size and independence
A majority of foundations (53 percent) identified themselves as interdependent. Re-
search/doctoral institutions were most likely to be independent, while two-year and 
master’s institutions were the most likely to be dependent. 

20 percent of participants described themselves as dependent (controlled by the •	
primary institution, which provides office space, staff and other support).

53 percent described themselves as interdependent (foundation receives some free •	
in-kind benefit, such as office space or the services of university employees).

27 percent described themselves as independent (foundation pays for the use of •	
university resources and operates with a high level of autonomy).

Figure 2 (page 7) shows that there is a clear correlation between endowment size and 
degree of independence. 

Foundations with endowments of $50 million or less (49 percent of respondents) •	
tended to be dependent or interdependent, accounting for 87 percent of dependent 
foundations and 51 percent of interdependent foundations. 

Foundations with endowments from $51 million to $250 million (25 percent of •	
respondents) tended to be interdependent or dependent, accounting for 29 percent 
of interdependent foundations and 32 percent of independent foundations. 

Foundations with endowments of $251 million and above (26 percent of respondents) •	
tended to be independent, accounting for 50 percent of independent foundations.
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4. Role of fundraising at the foundation
Respondents were asked about the role their foundations play in fundraising. An overwhelm-
ing majority (87 percent) play an important role in campus fundraising. Only 12 percent 
reported playing little or no role. 

 In the 2006 survey, the most common arrangement was for institution staff to direct and 
coordinate fundraising with support from foundation staff and volunteers (37 percent). In 2009, 
the most common arrangement was for the foundation to be almost wholly responsible for the 
direction and execution of fundraising (35 percent). This change suggests that foundations are 
continuing to assume a considerably more active role in fundraising at their institutions. 

 Figure 3 compares a foundation’s role in fundraising and the type of institution it 
supports. Foundations at two-year institutions were more likely to direct fundraising or 
be wholly responsible for fundraising than foundations at four-year institutions. Among 
four-year institutions, research/doctoral institutions (65 percent) were more likely to direct 
fundraising or be wholly responsible for fundraising than were master’s (46 percent) and 
bachelor’s (44 percent) institutions. The most common arrangement for foundations at mas-
ter’s (44 percent) and bachelor’s (46 percent) institutions was for institution staff to direct 
and coordinate fundraising with support from foundation staff and volunteers. Foundations at 
professional/specialty schools were evenly split between being wholly responsible for fund-
raising (50 percent) and supporting institution staff (50 percent).

Endowment and degree of independence 
Endowment 
FY09
(millions)

Total Percentage 
of Total

Dependent
(21)

Interdependent
(57)

Independent
(28)

<$10 23 22% 48% 21% 4%
$10–$25 18 17% 29% 19% 4%
$26–$50 11 10% 10% 11% 11%
$51–$100 12 11% 0% 18% 7%
$101–$250 15 14% 10% 11% 25%
$251–$500 15 14% 0% 14% 25%
$501–$700 5 5% 0% 5% 7%
$701–$999 4 4% 0% 2% 11%
>$1,000 3 3% 5% 0% 7%
!"#$%&'(!"#$%&'(#)!*#$!$(+,((!%-!.#$(/(#$(#0(!

Foundation role in fundraising by institution type
Foundation role All founda-

tions
Two-year Bachelor’s Master’s Doc/Res

Little/No role 12% 0% 13% 8% 17%
Foundation supports 31% 31% 44% 46% 17%
Foundation directs 21% 38% 19% 15% 24%
Wholly responsible 35% 31% 25% 31% 41%

!"#$%&'(!"#$%&'()#%!*#+,!)%!-$%&*').)%/!01!)%.()($()#%!(12,!Figure 3 Foundation role in fundraising by institution type
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5. Financial pressures on foundations
Survey data confirm that foundations are feeling the pinch in three areas critical to their 
funding: endowment investment returns, fundraising and state support. 

 As the financial markets declined over the past year, so did endowment mar-
ket values at colleges and universities. Figure 4 compares reported endowment market 
values in fiscal year 2008  and fiscal year 2009. The percentage of respondents with an 
endowment market value above $501 million decreased from 16 percent in FY08 to 
12 percent in FY09. Additionally, the percentage of respondents reporting endowment 
market values  of $50 million or less increased from 45 percent in FY08 to 49 percent 
in FY09. 

 Foundations also saw declining endowment investment returns. Survey partici-
pants were asked to provide their endowment investment returns for FY08 and project 
their investment returns for FY09. The average endowment investment return was 
–4.39 percent in FY08 and –17.5 percent in FY09. Median investment returns were 
–3.85 percent in FY08 and –19 percent in FY09. By way of comparison, participants in 
the 2008 National Association of College and University of Business Officers Endow-
ment Study, which includes both public and private colleges and universities, had an 
average endowment investment return of –3.5 percent. Participants in the 2008  
NACUBO-Commonfund Endowment Study Follow-Up Survey, which covered the first 
five months of FY09, had an average endowment investment return of –22 percent.  

 Turbulent financial markets and the weakened economy also led to a tough 
fundraising environment for colleges, universities and their foundations. Figure 5 (page 
9) compares private support raised by survey respondents in FY08 and FY09.4 The 
4  Note that all respondents were asked to provide private support data regardless of whether their foundation plays a role 
in fundraising. Respondents were asked to provide an estimate of private support raised for FY09. 

Figure 4 Endowment market value
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percentage of respondents that raised $25 million or more decreased from 33 percent 
in FY08 to 30 percent in FY09.This drop at the top of the range may account for the 
increase in respondents raising $10 million to $24.9 million in FY09. Other surveys, in-
cluding the CASE Fundraising Index, predict a decline in giving to education in 2009. 

 An overwhelming majority of survey respondents indicated that their primary 
institutions are also facing cuts in state appropriations (see fig. 6). Eighty-six percent 
of respondents said that FY09 appropriations for higher education were cut in their 

states. When asked if their states plan to make further cuts affecting their institutions 
in FY10, 60 percent said “yes,” 10 percent said “no” and 30 percent said they did not 
know. Experts predict that most states will continue to reduce funding for public higher 
education in FY10, which could lead  institutions to further cut their financial support 
for fundraising and foundation operations.5

5  See Eric Kelderman, “Stimulus Money Helps Colleges Avoid Slashing Budgets Now, but Big Cuts May Loom,”  Chron-
icle of Higher Education, June 4, 2009, available at http://chronicle.com/article/Stimulus-Money-HelpsColleg/44421/. 

!"#$%&'(!"#$%&'(!)*++,#'!#&$)(-!

!"#$
$%&'$

()$
*+'$

,"-"$.!/001$233-)3-425)6#$7)-$8498"-$
":;<25)6$<;=$46$>);-$#=2="?$

!"#$%&'(!"#$#!%&'(!)*+)#$!#,-./0*12!/33$13$*/0*124!.-0!*2!51-$!40/0#6!!
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6. Foundation operating budget
Since budget components can vary a great deal from one foundation to the next, draw-
ing definitive conclusions about foundation operating budgets from a survey is often 
difficult. However, the survey did ask respondents about the major expenses in their 
operating budgets.

88 percent include expenses exclusively for running the foundation in •	
their operating budget.

54 percent include expenses for central fundraising services. •	

40 percent include expenses for college/unit fundraising and/or alumni •	
services.

22 percent include expenses for central alumni services.•	

 As might be expected, foundations that are wholly responsible for the direction 
and execution of fundraising were more likely to include all four of the above compo-
nents in their operating budgets, while foundations with little or no role in fundraising 
tended to include only expenses for running the foundation. 

 Respondents were also asked to provide the size of their total foundation 
operating budgets for FY08 and FY09 and the projection for FY10. Figure 7 lists 
the average and median operating budget sizes for these three fiscal years. Founda-
tions with extremely large budgets skewed the average size and helped account for 
an increase in average size over the three fiscal years. A more accurate reflection of 
how the current economic climate is affecting foundation budgets is seen by compar-
ing median operating budget size over the period. Median operating budgets declined 
from almost $1.96 million in FY08 to $1.90 million in FY10. While foundations have 
not seen dramatic reductions in operating budget size (and some budgets have contin-
ued to grow), the data suggest that foundation budgets have been affected by current 
financial pressures. 

7. Funding sources
The survey asked respondents to identify which of the following seven funding sources 
they used in FY09 and which they plan to use in FY10 to fund their operations, as well 
as for the approximate percentage of the foundation’s budget accounted for by each 
funding source: 

Institutional support (for example,  negotiated payment from institution for 1. 
foundation services)

Foundation operating budget 
FY08 FY09 FY10

Average $6,990,843 $7,010,355 $7,481,782
Median $1,958,563 $1,951,500 $1,900,000

Figure 7 Foundation operating budget
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Unrestricted gift funds2. 

Investment income on unrestricted funds/cash float3. 

Management fee on endowed funds4. 

One-time fee on new non-endowed gifts5. 

One-time fee on new endowed gifts 6. 

Revenue from real estate management7. 

Survey respondents were also asked to describe other significant funding sources for 
FY09 and FY10.

 The funding source questions were similar to those asked in the 2006 CASE 
Survey on Foundation Funding Sources and Fees—with three important differences. 
First, the current survey asked foundations to provide funding source information 
for FY09 and projections for FY10. Including data from both fiscal years allows for 
comparison and analysis of any major funding source changes foundations are making 
to deal with current financial pressures. Second, the current survey replaced “negoti-
ated payment from institution” with “institutional support” in the list of seven common 
funding sources. This change was made to get a better sense of the primary institution’s 
total contribution to the foundation’s budget beyond negotiated payments, though “ne-
gotiated payment from institution for foundation services” was cited as an example of 
institutional support. 

 Third, in the current survey, a definition of the term gift fee preceded the 
questions in which respondents were asked about gift fees. Use of the term gift 
fee caused confusion in the 2006 survey because of the variety of mechanisms by 
which gift fees are assessed and a lack of a standard nomenclature around the label-
ing of gift fees ( e.g., some foundations refer to gift fees as “gift taxes”).6 Including 
a definition in the 2009 survey helped reduce confusion, though it did not eliminate 
it entirely. For example, 42 percent and 29 percent of respondents indicated that 
they  used gift fees on non-endowed and endowed funds, respectively, in FY09. 
However, when asked later in the survey to indicate whether their foundations used 
gift fees in FY09, 37 percent said “yes” for gift fees on both non-endowed and 
endowed gifts. 

 Figure 8 (page 12) lists the seven funding sources and the percent of respond-
ing foundations using each source in the 2006 survey and in the 2009 survey for FY09 
and FY10. The percent of respondents using each funding source has increased, with 
the most dramatic increases occurring in gift fees on non-endowed funds (28 percent), 
institutional support (26 percent), gift fees on endowed funds (18 percent) and the man-
agement fee on endowed funds (15 percent). 

 While some of the increase in foundations’ use of gift fees is related to the clar-
ification of definitions mentioned above, the 5 percent increases in both non-endowed 
and endowed gift fees between FY09 and FY10 suggest that the increase cannot be 
explained by definition clarification alone. Similarly, the 9 percent increase in founda-
6  The current survey included the following language prior to the gift fee questions: “For purposes of this survey, gift 
fees include percentages taken off the top at the time the gift is made OR holding a gift for a certain period and capturing a 
portion of the earnings.”
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tions using institutional support between FY09 and FY10 suggests that the increase is 
not due solely to a change in labeling. In fact, the percentage of foundations using each 
of the seven funding sources increased between FY09 and FY10. 

 As in the 2006 survey, the three most common funding sources remained 
investment income on unrestricted funds/cash float, unrestricted gift funds and the 
management fee on endowed funds. Note that the management fee on endowed funds 
replaced unrestricted gift funds as the second most common funding source in FY10. 

 Figure 9 lists the seven funding sources and their average contribution to the 
foundation budget in the 2006 survey and in the 2009 survey for FY09 and FY10. The 
most significant funding sources for foundations remain institutional support and the 
management fee on endowed funds. Funding source contributions remained fairly stable 
over the time period. The only exceptions appear to be a 7 percent decrease in the aver-
age contribution from unrestricted gift funds and a 5 percent increase in the average 
contribution of non-endowed gift fees to foundation budgets between 2006 and FY09.

Funding Sources: Contribution to budget in 2006, FY09, FY10
Funding source 2006 Survey FY09 FY10
Institutional support* 39% 39% 37%
Unrestricted gift funds 30% 23% 24%
Investment income on unrestricted funds/cash float 21% 21% 19%
Management fee on endowed funds 39% 39% 38%
One-time gift fee on non-endowed funds 9% 14% 13%
One-time gift fee on endowed gifts 7% 5% 6%
Revenue from real estate under management 15% 15% 16%
*The 2006 survey listed “negotiated payment from institution” instead of “institutional support.” 

Figure 9 Funding sources: Contribution to budget in 2006, FY09, FY10

Figure 8 Funding sources: Percent used in 2006, FY09, FY10

Funding sources: Percent  used in 2006, FY09, FY10
Funding source 2006 Survey FY09 FY10
Institutional support* 35% 52% 61%
Unrestricted gift funds 78% 80% 81%
Investment income on unrestricted funds/cash float 78% 86% 91%
Management fee on endowed funds 68% 80% 83%
One-time gift fee on non-endowed funds 19% 42% 47%
One-time gift fee on endowed gifts 16% 29% 34%
Revenue from real estate under management 19% 27% 31%
*The 2006 survey listed “negotiated payment from institution” instead of “institutional support.”
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8. Funding sources in FY09, FY10 
Institutional support 

Institutional support was reported as a funding source by 52 percent of respondents 
in FY09 and 61 percent in FY10 (see fig. 8). On average, institutional support ac-
counted for 39 percent and 37 percent of these foundations’ budgets in FY09 and 
FY10, respectively (see fig. 9). The 9 percent jump in the number of foundations us-
ing institutional support between the two fiscal years suggests that more institutions 
are contributing to foundation operating budgets, either through negotiated payments 
or other support. But while the number of foundations receiving institutional support 
increased, the 2 percent decline in the average contribution of institutional support 
to foundation budgets suggests that some institutions are cutting payments and other 
support to foundations. 

 Additional data gathered in the survey confirms that the amount of institutional 
support will decline at a number of foundations in FY10. Respondents were asked if 
they expect to get an increase or decrease in institutional support in FY10. About a 
quarter of respondents (23 percent) anticipate a decrease in institutional support, while 
11 percent expect an increase in support from the institution. The majority of respon-
dents (65 percent) expected no change or  didn’t know if institutional support will 
change in FY10.

Management fee on endowed funds

An increasing number of foundations are using a management fee on endowed funds to fund 
their operations; overall, management fees continue to be a significant source of funding. 

80 percent of respondents assessed a management fee on endowed funds in FY09 •	
and 83 percent planned to assess such a fee in FY10. 

The management fee on endowed funds accounted for an average of 39 percent •	
and 38 percent of operating budgets in FY09 and FY10, respectively. The median 
contribution was 34 percent of the budget in FY09 and 34.5 percent in FY10. 

In FY09, the average management fee was 1.27 percent, while the most common •	
fee was 1 percent.

Four foundations (4 percent) plan to introduce a management fee on endowed •	
funds in FY10.

Thirteen foundations (13 percent) plan to increase their endowment management •	
fee in FY10, while three foundations (3 percent) plan to decrease their endow-
ment management fee in FY10. 

 Gift fees 

More foundations are looking at gift fees as a funding source for their operations. For 
purposes of the survey, the term gift fees was defined as a percentage taken off the top 
of the gift at the time it is made or holding the gift for a certain period and capturing a 
portion of the earnings. Respondents were asked if they assessed one-time gift fees on 
non-endowed and endowed gifts in FY09 and if they planned to introduce, increase or 
decrease gift fees in FY10. 
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Gift Fees on Non-Endowed Gifts

37 percent assessed a gift fee on non-endowed gifts in FY09. Earlier in the survey, •	
42 percent of respondents indicated that they assessed a gift fee on non-endowed 
gifts in FY09. 

94 percent assessed the fee by taking a percentage at the time the gift was made, •	
while only 3 percent held the gift for a certain period and captured the earnings. 
(Another 3 percent assessed the fee in an alternative way.)

The average fee was 5.27 percent of the value of the non-endowed gift. The most •	
common fee was 5 percent. 

Eight foundations (8 percent) plan to introduce a gift fee on non-endowed gifts •	
in FY10. Seven of these foundations plan to assess the fee by taking a percent-
age at the time the gift is made. At the time of the survey, one foundation had not 
decided how to assess the fee at. 

Six foundations (6 percent) plan to increase gift fees on non-endowed gifts in FY10. •	

Gift Fees on Endowed Gifts

37 percent assessed a gift fee on endowed gifts in FY09. Earlier in the survey, • 
only 29 percent of respondents indicated that they assessed a gift fee on endowed 
gifts in FY09. 

63 percent assessed the fee by taking a percentage at the time the gift was made, • 
while 20 percent held the gift for a certain period and captured the earnings, and 
17 percent assessed the fee in an alternative way.

The average fee was 3.49 percent of the value of the endowed gift. The most com-• 
mon fee was 5 percent.

Six foundations (6 percent) plan to introduce a gift fee on endowed gifts in FY10. • 
Four of these foundations plan to assess the fee by taking a percentage at the time 
the gift is made, while one foundation (1 percent) will hold the gift for a certain 
period and capture the earnings. At the time of the survey, one other foundation had 
not decided how to assess the fee.

Two foundations (2 percent) planned to increase gift fees on endowed gifts, and • 
one foundation (1 percent) planned to decrease its gift fee on endowed gifts in 
FY10. 

Other funding sources 

Investment income on unrestricted funds/cash float was reported as a funding source 
by 86 percent in FY09 and 91 percent in FY10. On average, investment income on 
unrestricted funds accounted for 21 percent and 19 percent of these foundations’ 
budgets in FY09 and FY10, respectively. However, investment income on unre-
stricted gift funds accounted for only 10 percent or less of the total operating budget 
for around 40 percent of the foundations that reported it as a funding source in both 
fiscal years. 

 Unrestricted gift funds were reported as a funding source by 80 percent of 
respondents in FY09 and 81 percent in FY10. On average, unrestricted gift funds ac-
counted for 23 percent and 24 percent of these foundations’ budgets in FY09 and FY10, 
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respectively. But unrestricted gift funds accounted for just 10 percent or less of the total 
operating budget for 50 percent of the foundations that reported it as a funding source 
in FY09 and 60 percent of the foundations that reported it as a funding source in FY10.

 Revenue from real estate under management was reported as a funding source 
by 27 percent in FY09 and 31 percent in FY10. For these foundations, real estate 
revenue accounted for 15 percent and 16 percent of their budgets in FY09 and FY10, 
respectively. However, the contribution of real estate revenue to the budget was 10 
percent or less for 45 percent in FY09 and 50 percent in FY10. 

 Respondents were asked to provide other significant sources of funding for their 
foundation’s operating budget for both FY09 and FY10. In addition to using reserve 
funds, foundations also funded their operations through endowment funds for foundation 
operations, management fees on non-endowed funds, office and space rental fees and 
income from special events, and by asking board members and/or major donors to release 
their gifts from restrictions so funds could be used for operating expenses. 

 Overall, the survey suggests that the majority of foundations have not made 
major changes to their funding sources as a result of the economic downturn. Instead, 
more and more foundations appear to be using traditionally popular funding sources, 
such as a management fee on endowed funds.

9. Reserves
Many foundations hold reserve funds to cover unexpected costs. Survey data suggest 
that a majority are using these funds to close budget shortfalls in FY09 and FY10. 

 Figure 10 indicates that almost three-quarters (73 percent) of responding foun-
dations have reserve funds for their operating budget. The size of reserve funds among 
these foundations varies, from 200 percent to less than 10 percent of FY09 operating 
budgets. On average, responding foundations aimed for reserve funds that equaled 50 
percent of their FY09 operating budget. 

Figure 10 Does your foundation have reserve funds?
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Does your foundation have reserve funds? 
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55 percent of foundations with reserve funds indicated that they used reserves to •	
help close a budget shortfall in FY09.

53 percent of foundations with reserve funds plan to use reserves to help cover the •	
foundation’s operations budget in FY10. 

10. Expense-Reduction Strategies 
Facing budget shortfalls, many foundations and institutions have been forced to reduce 
expenses. Survey participants were asked if their foundation or the institution it sup-
ports had implemented or planned to implement any of 29 expense-reduction strategies. 
The survey also allowed space for respondents to describe any other expense-reduction 
strategies or actions taken by their foundation or primary institution.

 Figure 11 (page 17) lists the results. The data suggest that foundations are 
pursuing cuts that affect all staff broadly instead of eliminating specific programs or 
existing positions. 

 The five most-used expense-reduction strategies were: • 

Reduced funds for staff professional development (83 percent)1. 

Froze salaries/no salary increases (82 percent) (tie)2. 

Froze or reduced nonessential travel (82 percent) (tie)2. 

Reduced hiring/hiring freeze (77 percent)4. 

Scaled back special events for donors (76 percent)5. 

 The five least-used expense-reduction strategies were:• 

Terminated employee pension plans/benefits (0 percent)1. 

Reduced vacation days, sick leave (2 percent) (tie)2. 

Reduced office hours (2 percent) (tie)2. 

Reduced employer share of retiree medical (3 percent)4. 

Reduced staff salaries (9 percent) (tie)5. 

Reduced financial help for other employee benefits (e.g., vision, dental, 5. 
tuition assistance) (9 percent) (tie)

About a quarter of respondents (24 percent) indicated that their foundations had •	
laid off staff. Most layoffs occurred among staff in administrative support (32 
percent), fundraising (21 percent) and advancement services (19 percent). 

28 percent implemented involuntary furlough days. The average and median num-•	
ber of furlough days were 7 and 6, respectively. 

18 percent outsourced some operations. Functions outsourced included telephone •	
solicitation, investment management and direct mail operations. 

Other cost reduction strategies identified included:

Reduction in face-to-face meetings (emphasizing e-mail and teleconferencing),•	
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Implementing across the board expense reductions (e.g., cut 5 •	
percent from all expense line items),

Postponing new initiatives and•	

Scaling back employee events.•	

Expense-reduction strategies
Action Percent implementing action
Reassigned staff/reorganization 63%
Outsourced some operations 18%
Implemented job sharing or temporary assignments 28%
Reduced number of outside consultants 51%
Reduced hiring/hiring freeze 77%
Laid off staff 24%
Froze salaries/No salary increases 82%
Reduced staff salaries 9%
Implemented involuntary furlough days 28%
Offered voluntary leave-of-absence or time off 11%
Reduced office hours 2%
Reduced employer contribution to employee pension/
retirement (401k, 403(b))

10%

Provided early retirement incentive 15%
Decreased employer contribution to employee  
medical benefits

16%

Reduced financial help for other employee benefits 
(e.g., vision, dental, tuition assistance)

9%

Reduced employer share of retiree medical 3%
Reduced vacation days, sick leave 2%
Terminated employee pension plans/benefits 0%
Froze or reduced nonessential travel 82%
Reduced funds for staff professional development 83%
Froze funds for staff professional development 24%
Offered alternative work arrangements (e.g., telecom-
muting)

21%

Implemented paperless board meetings 10%
Eliminated or reduced print reports, brochures 70%
Reduced in-person board meetings 16%
Reduced in-person board committee meetings 24%
Substituted fundraising e-solicitations for direct mail 49%
Scaled back special events for donors 76%
Cancelled special events for donors 32%

Figure 11 Expense reduction strategies
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 The survey also asked what foundations are doing to maintain staff morale in 
the midst of budget cuts and restructuring. 

59 percent are communicating regularly with staff about the foundation’s financial •	
situation.

37 percent are undertaking non–financially based appreciation or staff recognition •	
programs.

27 percent are taking no explicit actions related to maintaining staff morale.•	

21 percent are implementing flexible work arrangements, such as telecommuting.•	

16 percent are introducing employee wellness programs or increasing social •	
activities. 

11. Investment staff
The survey asked respondents if their foundations employ in-house investment staff 
and, if so, whether they had increased, decreased or maintained the size of their invest-
ment staff since FY08. 

21 percent employ in-house investment staff. The large majority of these founda-•	
tions (76 percent) are affiliated with research/doctoral institutions.

86 percent have maintained the same number of investment staff since FY08, •	
while 11 percent added investment staff. None of these foundations had laid off 
investment staff.

 The data suggest that the financial downturn and decline in endowment invest-
ment performance have not led to a dramatic increase or decrease in investment staff 
employed by these foundations. 

12. Campaigns
Almost three-quarters (74 percent) of the foundations surveyed are in the midst of 
campaigns. Are these foundations delaying the start or extending the duration of their 
campaigns as a result of the financial downturn? For the majority, the answer is “no.” 
Only 26 percent of those in campaigns are delaying the start of their campaigns, while 
only 33 percent are extending the duration of their campaigns. In addition, a majority 
of foundations (54 percent) have added fundraising staff to help with their campaigns. 

13. Communicating with donors 
Donors are a critical constituency to both foundations and their primary institutions. 
The survey asked how foundations were communicating to donors about the financial 
situation of the foundation. 

86 percent communicated through personal visits and meetings.•	

73 percent, through letters via mail.•	

55 percent, through phone calls.•	

40 percent, through a message or update sent via e-mail.•	
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38 percent, through updates posted on the foundation’s Web site.•	

 Other donor communication strategies identified include updates in mailed en-
dowment reports, articles in the foundation newsletter/magazine and press statements. 

 In response to the current financial pressures facing colleges and universities, 
a majority of foundations (60 percent) are also encouraging donors to give more to 
specific purposes over others. Ninety percent of these respondents were encouraging 
donors to give more to scholarships and financial aid. Respondents also emphasized 
giving to unrestricted funds (57 percent), capital projects (38 percent) and faculty sup-
port (31 percent). 
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Appendix A: Additional figures

Funding sources and contribution to budget: FY2009
Funding source Per-

cent  
using, 
FY09

Percent  us-
ing, FY10

Contribution 
to budget 

FY09

Projected contri-
bution to budget 

FY10

Institutional support 52% 61% 39% 37%
Unrestricted gift funds 80% 81% 23% 24%
Investment income on unrestrict-
ed funds/cash float

86% 91% 21% 19%

Management fee on endowed 
funds

80% 83% 39% 38%

One-time gift fee on non-en-
dowed gifts

42% 47% 14% 13%

One-time gift fee on endowed 
gifts

29% 34% 5% 6%

Revenue from real estate under 
management

27% 31% 15% 16%

 Figure 12 Funding sources and contribution to budget: FY09

Figure 13 Frequency and signficance of funding sources in FY09
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Appendix B: The survey questions
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About CASE
The Council for Advancement and Support of Education (www.case.org) is the profes-
sional organization for advancement professionals at all levels who work in alumni 
relations, communications and marketing, development, and advancement services. 

 CASE’s membership includes more than 3,300 colleges, universities, and inde-
pendent elementary and secondary schools in 61 countries. This makes CASE one of 
the largest nonprofit education associations in the world in terms of institutional mem-
bership. CASE also serves more than 60,000 advancement professionals on the staffs 
of member institutions and has more than 22,500 individual professional members and 
more than 230 Educational Partner corporate members. 

 CASE has offices in Washington, D.C., London and Singapore. The associa-
tion produces high quality and timely content, publications, conferences, institutes and 
workshops that assist advancement professionals perform more effectively and serve 
their institutions.

 For more information, visit www.case.org or call +1-202-328-2273.


