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Region 11l Commissions for Women and Friends

Introduction and Origin of the Project

This study is an interim step in a larger project covering al women's commissions across the country.
Friends of the Delaware County Women's Commission conceived the idea of a nationwide study of women's
commissonsinitsannud planning for theyear 1995. The concept started smply from adesireto shareinformation
with other Friends of Commissons.

Friends of the Delaware County Women's Commission (FOWC) isaPennsylvanianon-profit corporation
qudified asatax-exempt public charity under 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. It wasincorporated in 1990
for the principa purpose of assgting in the development of the Delaware County Women's Commission, then five
years old. In its 5th year of operation the FOWC identified formulating stronger working relationships with the
Ddaware County Women's Commission and with other women's commissions and affiliated Friends organi zations
asalongtermgod. It was concelved that finding out Smilarities and differencesin the structure and operations of
other women's commissions would help it and other commissons to learn from each other's successes and
challenges, avoid wasted effort, and improve codition-building.

Rescarch Design and Process

A brief inquiry in the summer of 1995 showed that the Nationa Association of Commissonsfor Women
(NACW), of whom the FOWC is an &ffiliate member, did not have any list of Friends organizations nor an up-to-
date readily accessible database on al state, county and local commissions. The FOWC had gotten from itsloca
commissonalig of officid and* unofficid” commissonsfor women in Pennsylvanianot onthe NACW lig. Itwas
decided to solicit information from the various commissions for women on the Pennsylvania ligt as well as the
NACW membership list to begin the process of inventorying commissionsto find other Friends organizations. In
thisway the results of the survey could be utilized to assst the FOWC in formulating its own interna structures to
best serve the women of Delaware County initsrole asan dffiliate of the Delaware County Women's Commission,
could dso provideinformation to assst NACW initsroleasasupport for itsmember commissionsand could assst
other commissons in modding their own ffiliated Friends supporting organizations.

A meetingwasheldin Topeka, Kansaswith membersof the TopekaMayor's Commission on the Status of
Women and its Friends organization in August of 1995 to discuss some of the information which would be most
useful to obtainfromtheproject. Initidly the plan wasto send abrief overview questionnaireto commissonson the
Pennsylvaniaand NACW ligsto assessinterest on the part of commissionsintaking part in amore detailed survey.
The NACW ligt was obtained in September 1995 and with funding assstance from The Center Foundation, a
consultant helped design the database for the mailing list of commissions. The scope of the study was expanded
with the assstance of Widener Univerdaty senior intern Audrey Shupp in January 1996 which enabled additiond
research and follow-up. Aninitia mailingwas sentin March of 1996 to the dues paid membership roster whichwas
supplied by the Nationd Association of Commissons for WWomen dong with the Pennsylvanialist supplied by the
Deawvare County Women's Commission. These ligs served as the initid source of information about the
commissons. A survey was mailed to each of the 288 commissions shown with current information available.
Follow up telephone cals were made in March and April. These revedled anumber of changed addressesaswell
as inactive commissons. A persond solicitation of attendees at the Nationd Association of Commissions for



Women Conventionin July in Miami resulted in additiond surveys. A series of additiona follow-up phone cdlsand
faxes were made during the summer.

At the 1996 Nationd Convention it was decided after an informa meeting of Region |11 commissonsto
concentratefirst on gathering information from al the commissonsin Region I11 inorder to bring aprdiminary report
to aregiond conference planned for October of 1996. At this time The Center Foundation took over primary
oversight for the project. Accordingly additional summer follow-up calswere made and additiona surveyswere
faxedto commissonsinthe Didtrict of Columbiaand the states of Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, Pennsylvania,
Virginiaand West Virginia A second complete survey mailing was dso done in the beginning of October to dll
commissionsin Region I that had not completed and returned asurvey. Find survey responses were a so taken
over the phone. After the Region I11 conference third and fourth mailings were done in December 1996 and June
1997 to al non-responding commissions. Teephone follow-up and persona contacts with some commissons
continued through early 1997 into the summer with the aid of student interns and temporary foundation Staff.

Thispreliminary overview of asingle region represents only ahint of the depth of the datawhich could be
obtained by the completion of thisproject nationally, as planned. Inthe spring of 1997 after ascertaining that about
60% of commiss ons nationwide had responded, the director of The Center Foundation found two collaboratorsfor
the second stage of the project. The second stagewill involve not only quantitative analyss of the survey results but
an in-depth on-gte interview protocol for quaitative study of a seected sample of commissons. Dr. Janet
Rosenberg and Dr. Barbara Ryan of Widener University havejoined with Ms. Garrison as co-prindpd invesigators
to seek additiona funding for the second stage of the project.

Through this survey the project was focused on identifying internal structurd and programmeatic
characteristics of commissions aswell as understanding their palitical and organizationd environment and how they
operatewith other organizations, in particular with any affiliated Friends-type organizations. Thusthe questionnaire
inquired as to the source of creation of the commisson in gate, county or loca government, its organizationd
dructure, mission, activities, saff, funding, political and organizationa environment and successes and chalenges.
The survey asked Smilar questionsasto type of entity, structure, staff, funding, activities, and what types of services
would be most helpful to be provided by such an affiliated organization which it might have or might consider
forming. Prdiminary research has shown only acouple modes of structure of affiliated Friends-type organizations
among nonprofit and community advisory groups, most of which have primarily fundraising purposes. Accordingly,
particular atention was paid to funding questions. As some respondents included a specific dollar figure for
budgets, this query was added in the second mailing and was asked in telephone interviews. Most of the survey
questions were multiple choice or fill in the blanks. The survey was three pages long and was accompanied by a
memorandum with an explanation of purpose and ingructions. (See Appendix A.)

Survey Results

A find tota of 31 surveyswere received from 34 active officid commissons (21 county commissions, 4
gate commissions, and 6 local commissonsincluding the Digtrict of Columbia) for aresponse rate of 91 percent.
Only three dlegedly active commissons have failed to complete a survey. During the course of the research 9
commissionsincluded on the Pennsylvaniaand NACW ligswerereveded to beinactive or abolished ancetheinitid
mailings. One date commisson (Pennsylvania) became inactive due to funding and staff cuts after sending in its
questionnaire but has now been rebudgeted and should be restarted shortly. Surveyswere dso received from four
independent commissions, not officidly affiliated with any governmenta body; athough one of these, The Greater
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Fittsburgh Commission on Women, istrested asahybrid rather than unofficid for this purpose. See AppendicesB
and C for ligting of inactive commissons and commissions which responded to the survey.

COMMISSION PROFILE OVERVIEW

Location in Government Structure

Among the sate commissonsin Region 111 al active commissons are concentrated in the executive branch
of government and are associated with different departmentsincluding human resources, labor, and avil rights Both
gate commissons which are currently inactive (Virginiaand Pennsylvania) were under the office of the governor.
Seventeen of the twenty-one county commissionsresponding report to their county council or commission or board
of supervisors, two of which work with an executive branch department (respectively, Human Services and the
Office for Women) for purposes of shared staff support. Four are connected to different executive branch
departments, including Human Resources, Community Resources, Citizen Services, and Housing and Community
Development. Locad commisson structures show more variance. One of the municipal commissonsis under the
office of the mayor, oneis under both mayor and city council reporting to the mayor with gppointments being made
by the mayor and gpproved by council. Batimore City's Commission for Women is an independent government
agency with appointments made by the mayor. The Greater Fittsburgh Commission for Women istechnicdly an
independent, not an officid commission, but isan NACW member and functionslike astrong officid commission
by virtue of strong support through funding from and government relaionswith the city and county. The Didtrict of
Columbia Commission is gppointed by and servesunder the mayor's office. Alexandrias Commission in under the
office of Human Redations together with the Office for Women. (See Table 1)

Source of Authority

Although some commissonswereoriginaly crested by executive order, most of the commissions reported
that they were created by public Statute or legidation. Some loca and county commissions were crested by
resolution or ordinance. Four independent commissionsresponded which are unofficia organizations not connected
with any governmenta body. Each has differing characteristics. Onewas created by and reportsto the office of the
presdent of a gate university. The other three are at different stages of development of officid women's
commissons. The Schuylkill County Women's Commisson is an 11-year-old voluntary codition of women's
organizations in a county where there is no women's commission but which is contemplating attempting to obtain
county affiliated status. The Women's Alliance of Lancaster County isthe voluntary association successor to anow
defunct Lancaster County Women's Commission which was dissolved in 1990. The Greater Pittsburgh Women's
Commission sarving five Pennsylvania counties is a 10-year old private non-profit corporation which was the
officdly sanctioned successor to the Pittsburgh Mayor's Task Force on Women.

Organizationa Structure

All commissons have unpaid gppointed commissoners. In Sx of the county commissions responding
(28%), appointments are made by the county executive sometimes with raification by the county council or
commisson. In dl other county commissons gppointments are made by the county commission or council.
Appointment of commissonersisby thegovernor in dl sate commissons. Thecommissonsvary widdy in having
any input into the gppointment process. A few make recommendations, formd or informal, which are taken into
account in varying degrees by the council or executive. Some merely forward resumes for consideration.
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The number of commissoners ranges from 11 to 24 among state commissions, and 9 to 30 among county
commissons, and 5 to 21 among loca commissions, including the Didtrict of Columbia. The average number of
commissoners is 14. Fifteen is the most common number of commissoners among county commissons.
Commissioners are gppointed for terms of between 2 and 6 yearswith over 75% of all commissionshaving aterm
of 3years.

Most commissions have acommittee structure. In al cases commissoners are most likely to serve onthe
committees.  In two-thirds of states responding additional committee members include volunteers, staff and
legidators. Among county commissions4 have only commissioners serving on committees. Seventy-six percent of
the county commissonsasoinclude volunteers, the generd public or saff on committees. Twenty- three percent of
county commisson committeesaso have representation from legidatorsor other officid representatives. Amongthe
city commissions one only has commissioners who serve on committees, the other two include volunteers and staff
and the generd public ontheir committees. Three commissionswith Friends organi zations a o have Friendsboard
members on committees,

Sttt

The number of commisson gaff varies widdy if the Alexandria (Virginia) Commission and Montgomery
County (Maryland) Commission areincluded asthese commissions both havelarge saffsto provide direct services,
while their adminigrative commisson gaff numbers three. These commissons are aypicd, in providing direct
sarvices, 0 only adminigrative saff isincluded inthefiguresfor staff comparisons. Among active date commissons
the average number of gtaff is 3.75. (Pennsylvania, as an active commisson had a saff of 5. Ddaware and
Maryland each have a g&ff of three)

Among county commissonsthe pictureisfar different. Most commissonshaveminimd or no ga&ff. Infact
only 22% of commissions reported an executive director. Among our respondents only 3 out of 21 county
commissions (14%) had more than one staff person; nine (43%) had no gt&ff at dl, and nine (43%) had either only
one staff person or a part-time gaff person. The vast mgority of commissions, 18 of 21, (86%) operate with no
gaff or only minima gaff. The average number of staff isonly .7 persons. Among municipdities personnd varies
widdy ranging from a 20 hour aweek g&ff person in Fairfax City, 1 Staff Liaison in Fals Church, Virginia to 22
and 32 daff peoplein Alexandriaand Batimore City, respectively. The Didtrict of Columbia Commission has part
time staff under the Department of Human Services. Among independent commissionsonly the Greeter Fittsburgh
Commission and Penn State Commission have paid steff.

With such divergty in staff numbers is not surprisng that titles for staff are varied. All state staffed
commissions have a director or executive director. But many county and loca commission's only staff person
consst of staff with such titles as coordinator, administrative assstant, secretary, human services coordinator, and
daff liason. Where commissions have more than one staff person, mostly state and local commissions, additiona
postions are lised under programming, outreach and public relations, community education and community
relaions, aswedl as secretary and adminigtrative assistant.



Sarvices Provided

The services reported to be provided by women's commissions whether among States, counties or
municipdities appear to be smilar. Almogt dl provide advice or advocacy to ether the legiddtive or executive
branch aswell as public education and networking. One county commission, however, reported itsonly activity as
being public education. Most did not provide direct services, of those that did dl three indicated information and
referrd as aservice provided. Three county commissions reported giving financia ass stance through scholarships,
loans, and grants. As noted previoudy, Montgomery County Women's Commission is unusud in providing
consderabledirect servicesthrough agaff of 7 in acounsding center that provides career and persona counseling
groups and workshops and seminars, information referrd, legd calback, psychometric testing, legd and financid
counsdling and a displaced homemaker services. The Alexandria Commission aso provides comprehensive
employment and mentoring services, runsadomestic violence shelter, and rgpe victim program through agtaff of 13.

Three quarters of al commissions reported providing four or more different types of services. See Table 2 for
breakdown of commisson activities.

Missons

Themissons of the responding women's commiss onstended to be multi-faceted and not necessarily exactly
cons stent with the servicesthey reported providing. Themost commonly reported purpose was advocacy or avice
to government. The next frequently mentioned was ng the needs of women. Fifty percent of thoseresponding
included a generd activigt statement of mission such as *promoting solutions to the socid, politica and economic
inequdity of women." An amost equa number cited public education and information as part of their misson.
Also noted were promating recognition of women and their achievements, outreach and networking, and informeation
and referrd. See Table 3 for most commonly reported missons. Four commissions reflected a misson serving
" womenandtheir families'  and two specified serving needs of "women and childreni® . Spedific narrower missons
mentioned by one commission each included: monitoring sexud harassment and discrimination, and increasing the
number of women on boards.

Funding

Three of the commissons responded they are not currently funded, but one reported an expectation of
renewed funding. Of those currently funded dl received some moniesfrom public alocation whether directly under
the agency or council to which they report or an executive branch department. Seventy-sx percent of those funded
indicated 100% of their budget from public dlocation. Some receive funds from a combination of federa, county
and local government sources. Foundation and corporate grants and private contributions comprise a source of
funding for 24% of commissons. Three of the four commissons that have existing Friends organizations report
receiving grants from the Friends. Six commissons receive service or project revenue.

Pennsylvania showed the greatest diversity in sources of funds for county commissons. Mercer County
reported 50% of itsbudget from public dlocation, 25% from foundation and corporate grantsand 25% from service
or project revenue. Similarly the Delaware County Women's Commission receivesfinancia support from corporate
and foundation grants, grants from its affiliated Friends, revenue from service projects, discretionary funds from
county council as well as gperating budgets through the human services department of the county. The Berks
County Commission receives only hdf of its funds from public alocation and haf from corporate and foundation
grants. Unofficid commissions and Friends organizations aso report adiverse range of funding sourcesincluding
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dues, individua contributions, servicerevenue, fundraising events, and corporate, foundation and government grants.
See Tables4 and 5 for comparison of funding sources for officid and unofficia commissons.

Seventy-seven percent of the commissions reporting indicate they have an independent budget. Five
counties, the Didrict of Columbia and one state (Maryland) indicated no independent budget. Lack of an
independent budget is distinct from lack of funding. Among loca and county commissions which reported dollar
figures budgets range from 0 to $150,000. Most commonly reported budgets fell between $1,000 and $5,000.
Some state budgets reported were equd to the highest city budget. See Table 6 for budget comparisons.

Friends Organizations

Four of the commissions reporting have operationd affiliated Friends organizations - the Didrict of
Columbia; Ddlaware County, Pennsylvania; Fairfax County, Virginia; and Bdtimore City, Maryland. The
Commissonsfor the State of Maryland and Chester County, Pennsylvaniawerein the process of setting up Friends
organizations at the time of ther response. The Pennsylvania Commission had initidly reported an informaly
structured Friends organization. Calvert County, Maryland's Commission also indicated the existence of aFriends
entity currently on hold. Most of the operating entities were created as nonprofit corporations athough Fairfax
County reports an unincorporated association. Thirty-nine percent of commissionsresponding indicated that they
wereinterested in or thinking about forming such organizations. Thosewho indicated areason for not having such an
affiliateindicated in afew cases unfamiliarity with the concept or responded that their funding needsdid not requireit
either because of governmenta support or support from other outside organizations.

Responses were made by commissions contemplating Friends organizations as well as those with existing
Friendsasto actua and recommended structure. Respondentsindicated avariety of structurd relationshipsbetween
commission and Friends- from having Commission staff serving as staff for both entitieswith aboard appointed by
the Commisson, through formd fiscal accountability and mandated percentage interlocking boards, to having
Commission chair serving on Friends board, and other informal interrdations.  Half of Friends boards have the
Commission chair serve on the Friends board, require fiscd controls and are elected by members not the
Commisson.

When asked what would be the most useful services to be provided by a Friends organization, 58%
reported that fundraising, particularly for specid projects, would be the most helpful assstance. One-third
suggested volunteers as the most hel pful assistance, and twenty-five percent indicated advocacy, both generd and
legidative, and technica help and research asbeing the most useful support. Additiona needs cited which could be
met by a Friends organization were helping to provide more vishility for the Commission in the community,
dissemination of information, and networking and outreach.

Paliticd and Organization Chalenges and Successes

Appendix D includes the commissions responses to two openended questions about their politica and
organization environment and their grestest chalenges and successes. Four of the commissonsresponded that their
greatest chalengewasin achieving recognition or credibility or being taking serioudy. One-third of thoseresponding
stressed the paliticaly- related challenges posed by the politica nature of the gppointment processor partisan control
over the commission and the concomitant lack of power and red authority to impact on policy or even secure
necessary appointees. Related restrictionsnoted wereinahility to ded with controversa or unpopular issues. Fifty-
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eight percent of the commissionsindicated funding chalenges, budget redtrictions, the threat of cutbacks and like
budgetary concerns as being the most serious concern. In someingtancesthisresulted in prior attemptsto actudly
abolish the commissonsor at least force them to inactive status. Although in some cases such attempts were foiled
by coordinated outside advocacy, such saving efforts have not aways been successful. Even commissionswhich
cited sgnificant support from their governmenta body and environment noted financid restraintsasaconcern. Three
commissonsdid not indicate any challenges. Other chdlenges cited included dedling with internd leadership crises,
lack of ability to obtain needed information, and achieving ethnic diversity for program participants.

Fourteen of the commissions responding noted significant achievements in establishing policies to help
women locdly such as opening the firgt locd abuse shelter, achieving gender baance on boards, and winning
legidative battles. A multitude of issue areas were addressed successfully including domestic violence,
hospitdization stays for new mothers, family leave, teen pregnancy, child care, child support enforcement,
employment, pay inequity, court care, sexua harassment and women'shedlth. In addition the commissionsreported
a number of highlights in the area of public education, providing information and resource guides, and various
sgnificant sudies. A number regard having survived the chalenges posed by budget and palitica restraintsto bea
successin itsdf.

Historica Perspective

State Commissions on the Status of Women were originaly concelved at the federd leve in the 1960's.
With the creation of the President's Commission on the Status of VWomen by Executive Order of President Kennedy
in December, 1961 the Women's Bureau of the Department of Labor influenced states to create their own
commissons. Pennsylvaniawas one of thefirst in 1963, Maryland followed in 1965 and many more were created
until by 1966, 45 states had such commissions. These states formed the Interstate Association of Commissionson
Women which later becamethe Nationa Association of Commissionsfor Women. Membershipinthe NACW was
extended later to county and locd commissons.

Higoricaly, commissons were initidly crested by executive order and later made statutory with varying
structures of gppointment structure and authority. In al casesthere hasbeen aclear political dement involved. The
first local commission for women was created in Beaver Dam, Wisconsin in 1966." (That commission has falen
inactive during the period of this study due to the mayor's falure to regppoint commissoners.) By 1973 the
Women's Bureau reported 31 locd, i.e. county or municipa, commissons. By 1976 that number nationdly had
grownto82.% InRegion 11 by theearly 1970'samost al the states had astate level commission. The West Virginia
Commissonwas created by statute in 1977, and Delaware's statutory authority dates to 1981.

Thefirst loca commissionswere mostly aresponse to the women'smovement in thelate 1960'sand the 1970's. In
Region 11l sx locd commissions were cregted in Maryland in the 1970's, as wdl as the Didtrict of Columbia
Commission and three of Virginia scommissons. Two commissons each in Virginiaand Maryland cregted in the
1980's as were three officiad and dl four of the independent commissions in Pennsylvaniawhich responded. Four
commissonswere been crested Snce 1990. Theoldest county commission responding isthe Montgomery County

Commission for Women in Maryland established in 1972. At the current time there are 242 local and county

commissonsoffiddly listed asmembersof the NACW, 27 of whicharein Region I11. Delaware and West Virginia
haveno county or local commissons, whileVirginiaand Pennsylvaniahave activelocd commissonswhiletheir date
commissons areinactive or in trangtion a present.
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As evidenced by the experience of the oldest locd commisson and that of the Commonwedth of
Pennsylvania, longevity is not a guarantee of continued performance. Given the political nature of the gppointment
and creation of commissions, thisisnot surprising. Turnover in politica officesmakesfor morefrequent changedso
in commisson existence, Saff and programming. However, thelargest local commissions have been in exisencefor
over twenty years and grew out of expressed needs for services for women not provided by other agencies.

Preiminary research indicates that sructurdly little has changed since the first wave of locd commissions
was cregted more than twenty yearsago. At thetime of thelast study of local commissionsin 1975 when therewere
75 loca commissions officialy 60 of which were considered active, many operated with minimal aff.® Only 4 of
the Region 11l commissonswerein exisence at the time of that last sudy but it isinteresting that the numbers have
not changed much. At that time 29.2% percent of commissionsreported directly to the chief executive officer, 43%
reported directly to county council and 16.7% reported to other officials under a specific department.* Therewas
gret |atitude in terms of committee structure asisthe case now. Staff and budgets were modest then asnow. One
measure of commission performanceisthe ability to gather and expend resources such as hiring adminigrative aff.
By this measure, the status of women's commissions gppears dightly worse today among Region |11 commissons
than nationdly twenty years ago. This may, however, reflect as much a nationa trend in funding cutbacks for
women and minority issuesasmuch asregiond difference. In 1975 31.3% of local commissionsreported having an
executive director; only 18.3% had additional staff. Fifty-three percent reported no budget for the year 1975-1976;,
the median budget then was $16,000. It should be noted, however, that modest budgets are morethe rule than the
exception for al kinds of local advisory boards, not just those concerned with minority or women's issues, unless
these boards are assigned an adminigrative respong bility like ahuman relations board for monitoring and reporting
to loca enforcement authorities.

Ever snce commissions have been in existence, the number of active commissons has continued to shift asdueto
budget cutbacks and political changes, some commissons have gone active and some have rguvenated. Some
commissions have wegthered these crises dways with outside hdp. Many commissions, large and small, il
perceive themsalves at risk of being defunded, and while others appear very strong, dmost dl evince a consstent
concern over future budget restraints. 1t would seem thet sharing of information between the commissonswould be
helpful to divine methods of coping with these common chalenges.

Even though many commissions expressed congternation over budget and politica redtrictions, theleve of
performance of substantive impact is far from minimal.® Almost half the commissions reported some successin
achieving specific legidative changes or other policy implementations affecting women in addition to less
controversd public education programs. It may be that despite the congtraints impaosed on advocacy by being
affiliated with government that the benefits outwe gh them particul arly where such advocacy iscombined with that of
othersin the community.



Recommendations

In order to ameliorate some of the mgor challenges cited by commissions it is recommended that:

Commissionsinvestigate new ways of collaborating with the private for-profit and nonprofit sector and other
women'sorganizations, particularly the independent unofficia women's commissonsand womens cantersat
universities, both on aproject basis, on advocacy for issuesand for assistance in combating threatsto their
existence.

Commissions communicate more frequently and openly with each other and with NACW to share
problems, solutions and strateges, whether through regiond and date and loca mestings, informa
networking, and especidly through enhanced technologicad means now available online.

Commissonslearn from private non- profit model s such astheindependent commissonsand diversfy their
funding sources for projects aswell asfor long-term financid security.

Commissions do a legd and drategic andysis to determine what short-term and long-term roles and
assgance aFriends effiliate- type organization could best serve and set up atask forcefor investigation and
formation.

Commissioners become more involved individudly with the government officids connected to the
commission and involve such officids morein programs so that they fed agreater sense of participationin
COMMISSION PUrPOSES.

Commissons and commissioners work toward more input into the appointment process.

Commissionsdevel op broad based multifaceted programmetic planning on different and varied substantive
issues to minimize issue-oriented politica interference and funding risks.

Future Research Agenda

Thisstudy isonly apart of alarger nationd study. As such the recommendations made herein may change

or be expanded when more completeinformationisavailable. It isnot clear at thispoint how much, if a dl, regiond
diginctions make a difference in outcomes as compared to the many sSmilarities in purpose, structure and
environment of women's commissions across the country. With theintricaciesinvolved in individud sructure and
political and economic Stuations, more analysisis aso needed and will be done in depth at the next stage of this
research pending additiona research funding.

In the find phase of this sudy after the overview research inventory of dl commissons is complete,

representative commissonswill dso be sdected for comparative analysisto determinetheimplicationsfor surviva of
commissionsasaviableforceto impact public policy for women. Additional dementswhich may be addressedin
the detailed comparative sudiesindude the following:

1) reviewing commissions that have been abolished or become inactive;



2) identifying different legd mechanisms cregting, governing, and restricting commissons,

3) examining the relationships between state, county and locd commissons,

4) examining the relaionships between other local women's organizations and commissons,

5) further developing the database of information on commissons to include more information on
gppointment, structure, provisons of services and relationship to services otherwise provided in the community,

demographics, nonprafit climate, government and private funding and budgets,

6) studying commissions with existing or forming Friends 501(c)(3) organizations and the possble modds
under various jurisdictions;

7) examining degree of impact commissions have on policymaking affecting women; and

8) andyzing the mechanisms for enhancing diversity within commissons and thus improving accessto the
political process.

Implications for NACW

The NACW may want to assist in gathering and disseminating information about women'scommissons. It
might help sat up amoreforma linkage system to provideinformation to member commissons. Asof thiswriting it
isclear that the NACW has dready gone along way towardsthisby itson-lineinternet system and web page. The
NACW may aso want to consider organizationa structure changes so that representation and information at the
nationa associaion level is avallable from a broader range of representative commissions, both regionaly and
representing counties, and municipalities, large, smal, urban, suburban and rurd. NACW may aso want to update
information on getting acommisson established. Thework donein this preliminary study and survey of Region 111
Commissions could not have been accomplished without the ass stlance of the NACW office and their assstanceis
gratefully acknowledged. It is hoped that this and the continuing research will be helpful to the NACW and that
future collaboration will asss women's commissons around the country to increase women's access to
policymaking processin government aswell as postively impact on the status and opportunities of womenin daily
life
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Table 1

Location in Government Structure

State Commissions

County Commissions

L ocal Commissons

Executive Branch Department

Executive Branch Department

County Council/Commission
Board of Supervisors

Executive Branch -
Mayor/City Council

Delaware Commission for Women
(Labor)

Harford County Commission for Women
(Community Services)

Baltimore County Commission for Women

Baltimore City Commission for Women

Maryland Commission for Women
(Human Resources)

Howard County Commission for Women
(Citizen Services)

Berks County Commissionfor Women

City of Fairfax Commission for Women

West Virginia Women's Commission
(Civil Rights)

Fairfax County Commission for Women
(Health & Human Services)

Garrett County Commission for Women

Falls Church Commission for Women

Pennsylvania Commission for Women*

Chester County Women's Commission
(Housing & Community Development)

Delaware County Commission for Women

District of Columbia Commission for
Women

Washington County Commission for Women

Wicomico County Commission for Women

University Affiliated

St. Mary's County Commission for Women

Executive Branch Department

Penn State Commission for Women

Montgomery County Commission for Women
and Families

Alexandria Council on the Status of
Women
(Human Relations)

L ackawanna County Commission for WWomen

L uzerne County Commission for Women

Mercer County Commission for Women

Montgomery County Commission for Women

L oudoun County Commission on Women

Hybrid \ Independent

Prince William County Commission for Women

The Greater Pittsburgh Commission for




Women

Calvert County Commission for Women

Anne Arundel County Commission for Women

Bucks County Commissioner's Advisory
Council for Women

*Recently refunded, currently in transition




Table2

Commission Activities
# %
Executive or Legidative Advocacy or Advice 30 88
Research 14 41
Public Education 34 100
Networking/outreach 31 91
Financing asssance/grants 3 9
Direct Services 5 15
-Information and Referral 4 12
Table3
Mission Descriptions
# %
Advice/Advocacy 24 71
Needs Assessment 20 59
Public education 16 47
Promote equal opportunity 17 50
Promote recognition of women 8 24
Outreach 5 15
Information and Referral 6 18
Promote leadership of women 5 15




Table4

Funding Sources of Officid Currently Funded Commissons

Source # %
Public dlocation 27 100
Foundation/Corporate grants/private contributions 6 24
Grantsfrom " Friends" filiated organizations 3 11
Service/Project Revenue 7 26

Table5
Friends/Independent Commission Funding Sources

Source # %
Public grants 1 125
Foundation/Corporate grants 2 25
Individua contribution/dues 4 50
Service/Project Revenue 2 25
Universgty alocation 1 125
Fundraisng events 2 25




Table 6

Budget Comparison Data
All Officid Commissions # %
Independent Budget 24 77
No Independent Budget 7 22
State Commission Average Budget $160, 100
State Commission Budget Range $30,000 - $250,000
County / Local Commission Average Budget* $21,959
County / Loca Commission Budget Range $800 - $150,000
County / Locd Commissons # %
Budget Ranges Between $0 - $5,000 8 50
Budget Ranges Between $5,001 - $10,000 2 12.5
Budget Ranges Between $10,001 - $30,000 2 12.5
Budget Ranges $100,001 + 2 12.5

*Not adl commissions provided data on budget amounts.



APPENDIX A

National Women' s Commission Survey

About your Commission:
Name:
Address:

Contact Person(s): Title(s):

Telephone:
Fax: E-mail:

Pleasecircleor fill in responses as necessary

1. Location in state / county /local government
a) Executive Branch— Governor' s Office County Council/Commission Mayor s Office City Council
b) Executive Branch - Department (specify)
¢) Legidative Branch
d) Independent Office (specify)

€) Other
2. Source of legitimation/authority
a) Public statute/legislation b) Executive order
¢) Resolution d) Voluntary / independent
€) Other

3. Date of formation of Commission:

4, Briefly describe the purpose of the Commission

5. Do you have an affiliated organization such asa" Friends of the Commission" ?
a) Yes b) In process of forming one
¢) No, but we are interested in/ thinking about forming one
d) No, because

If answer to question 5isc) or d) please skip to question # 9 and answer only Commission questions:

6. If answered &) or b) to question 5 above, please answer below about your Friends entity:
Name
Address

Telephone: Fax:
Contact person: Title:
Date formed/organi zed:

7. 1f commission has or isforming an affiliated Friends organization, what isits structure?
a) nonprofit corporation ¢) informal group of individuals
b) unincorporated association d) other
€) not sure




8. Briefly describe the mission or purpose of the Friends organization:

9. How many members? Of Commission

10. Who appoints commissioners?

11. What isthe term of service?
On Commission

12. Who serves on Commission committees?

b) Legidators
¢) Representatives from State/County/ City

Of Friends

Who appoints/ elects Friends board members?

a) Commission

b) Members

c) Other
d) Commission staff

€) No board of directors

On Friends board

Who serveson Friends' committees?

(Circle all responses that apply)
a) Appointed commissioners/board members

a) Board members
b) Genera public
¢) Commissioners

d) Members of general public d) Members
€) Friends board members e) Staff
f) Volunteers f) Commission staff
g) Staff g) Volunteers
h) Other h) Other
13. How are committee appointments made?
On Commission: On Friends:
14. How many paid staff members?
On Commission On Friends

Indicatetitle(s)

15. Does Commission have an independent budget? a) Yes b) No

16. How is Commission funded?

Amount $

How is Friends organization funded?

(Circle all that apply and indicate approximate % of budget if known)

a) Not currently funded

b) Public allocation

c¢) Corporate/foundation grants
d) Contributions

e) Grants from Friends entity

f) Revenue from services/projects

%

%

%

%
%

%

g) Other

a) Not currently funded

b) Public allocation

c¢) Corporate/foundation grants
d) Contributions

e) Dues

f) Revenue from services/projects
g) Other

%

%
%

%

%

%

17. Describe interrelation of the Commission and the Friends organization: (Circle all responses that apply.)

a) Interlocking boards- indicate # or % of required common directors

b) Friends are appointed by Commission

¢) Commission has seats on Friends- indicate # or % required

d) Friendsreport to Commission or its staff

€) Joint staff

(Question 17 continues on next page)

f) Fiscal controls or accountability required by bylaws or other governing instrument
g) Chair of commission is ex officio member of Friends board
h) Informal interrelations but none required by governing instrument or formal procedures

I) Other (describe)




18. What types of services are provided by Commission? What types of service are provided by Friends?

a) Executive advocacy/advice a) Executive advocacy/advice

b) Legidlative advocacy/advice b) Legidlative advocacy/advice

¢) Research ¢) Research

d) Public education d) Public education

e) Networking/outreach e) Networking/outreach

f) Grants/financial assistance f) Grants/financial assistance to Commission
g) Direct services (specify) g) Grants/financial aid to others

h) Direct services(specify)

h) Other (specify) i)Volunteers/technical help to Commission
j) Other (specify)

19. What types of serviceswould be/are most helpful to be provided by Friends to the Commission?

20. Please describe the current political and organizational environment within which the Commission operates and identify
any specific advantages or supports and challenges or restrictions:

21. Please describe the greatest challenge or frustration the Commission has overcome (or faced) and how it did so. Also
please describe the Commission=s biggest highlight or greatest success:

22. If you would be willing to participate in afurther in-depth study, please indicate whom should be contacted for
interviewing purposes:

Name: Title
Telephone: Address:
Best time(s) to call: E-mail:

PLEASE SEND BACK YOUR RESPONSES AS SOON ASPOSSIBLE. Fed freeto attach additional sheets or send
supplemental information. If you would like a copy of the final report, please indicate below to whom and to what address the
report should be mailed. Thank you very much for your participation in thissurvey.




REGION I11

ABOLISHED OR INACTIVE COMMISSIONS

Pennsylvania
Clarion County Commisson for Women
Lancaster County Women's Commission
Mayor's Commission for Women (Philadelphia)
Pennsylvania Commission for Women (In trangtion)

Virginia

Richmond Mayor's Committee on the Concerns of Women
Virginia Council on the Status of WWomen

COMMISSIONS NOT RESPONDING

Maryland

Cecil County Women's Council
Prince George's County Commission on Women

Virginia

Arlington County Commission on the Status of VWomen

Appendix B



R'egidn Il Commissions Responding

*Independent Commissions

Surve Regio Commission Stat
y i District of Columbia Commission for Women DC
¥ Il Delaware Commission for Women DE
¥ I Maryland Commission for Women MD
Y It Anne Arundel County Commission for Women MD
y i Baltimore City Commission for Women MD
y i Baltimore County Commission far Women MD
y 1 Calvert County Commission for Women MD
y 3 Garrett County Comrnission for Women MD
y il Harford County Commission for Women MD
y [ Howard County Commission for Women MD
y i Montgomery County Commission for Women and Families MD
¥ ]l St Mary's County Commission for Women MD
y I Washington County Commission for Wormen MD
¥ i Wicomica County Commission for Women MD
¥ il Pennsylvania Commission for Women PA
¥ 1 Berks County Commission for Women PA
y I Bucks Cty Commissioner's Advisory Council far Women PA
y m Delaware County Women's Commission PA
y i Lackawanna County Commission for Women PA
y I Luzerne County Commission for Women PA
¥ i Mayor's Commission for Women PA
y i Mercer County Commission for Women PA
oy Il Montgomery County Commission for Women PA
y i The Greater Pittsburgh Commission for Women* PA
y il Chester County Women's Commission PA
y i Women's Alliance of Lancaster County* PA
y i Penn State Women's Commission™ PA
y i Schuylkill County Commission for Women* PA
Y Il Alexandria Council on the Status of Women VA
y It City of Fairfax Commission for Women VA
y l Fairfax County Commission for Women VA
y i Falls Church Gity Commission for Women VA
y 1 Loudoun County Commission for Women VA
y i Prince William County Commission for Women VA
y 1 West Virginia Women's Commission wv

APPENDIX C



Political and Organization Environment/
Chdlenges and Successes

Appendix D

Appointments are drictly political. At any given time, we can be made up of amgority of
commissoners who truly have little interest in women's issues or who are more ambitious and willing to work
toward our gods. Turnover isfairly high.

The highest chdlenge for the commission has been accomplishing any public project a atime when we
are composed of commissioners with very little or no initiative. We have overcome this to some degree by
limiting our projects and because we've had two or three commissioners willing to take on the entire project.

Supports: The current government and first lady are committed to women'sissues. The commission has
deep support in the women's community and from some segments of the legidature. Chalenges: Government is
contracting and commissions face ongoing review. Completion for public money isintense and commissons
funding is controversd particularly when direct services are at risk.

The greatest chdlenge is remaining viable and effective in changing public and politica climates. Severd
years ago the commission was targeted to be defunded. The commission re-established itsdf through amgor
new initiative - the Legidative Agendafor Women. This past year have been engaged in ayear long drategic
planning process to redefine and focus work.

We are arecognized leeder in local government with the full support of the current adminigtration. The
one chdlenge that remains congtant is budget congraints that are shared equdly by dl agencies of loca
governmern.

Our biggest frugtration remains fiscal solvency. We haven't overcome it yet but were working onit.
Our biggest recent success was successfully hosting the NACW convention. Weve had many loca successes
regarding policy changes that directly affect women employed in city government.

We were funded and we operate under county commission. Funding was stopped but we are told
funding will be restored July 1996. County commissioners are very supportive and helpful. They signed agrant
for us and participate in our Hal of Fame.

Success - Women's Commissions has established a County Women's Hall of Fame. The Commisson
has organized steering committee of al agencies that work with domestic violence to support the commisson in
edablishing a domestic violence shdter for the County.

The Commission is non-partisan and must be representative of al women in the County. Therefore, we
cannot take strong collective stands on controversid subjects - i.e., choice, eective candidates, etc. However,
we each act individudly on such issues.

Adeguate funding (never enough). The Commission started our pouse abuse, rape criss center and
our center for displaced homemakers. We are now having a strong affect on state legidation which pertainsto
women and their families. Lagt year, legidation was passed which mandated women and their newborns remain
in the hospita for 2 days after birth. This was supported and lobbied by the Commisson and wasa" fird" in
the nation.

Commissioners are gppointed by the county executive.

Chdlenge - Budget reduction equaled less spending and reduced support. Highlight - successful
women'sfair.

Current adminigration is politicaly liberal but fiscaly conservative, and economy is difficult but not
disastrous. Support exists for the CFW, but budgets are tight. CFW's a separate department of county
government, which was see asamgor strength, and has devel oped good network among the local women's
organizations.




Biggest threat: to combine CFW with other departments or diminate it atogether - overcome by letter
writing campaign from loca women's organizations. Biggest accomplishments 1) implementation of pay equity
study - 1989; 2) establishment of family leave policies- 1986; 3) sex equity in education Hearings & Report -
1992; 4) easing divorce handbook publication - 1995; 5) publication of pamphlets on sexud harassment and
pregnancy discrimination in 4 languages - 1995.

Practicdly none.

No political funds commission.

No femde politica figuresin county, politica environment is very white and very mde.

The CFW was responsible for the Women's Fair which we pitched to other local women in groups.
Our support of alegidative agenda.- Biggest success.

The commission believesthat it can be more effective as remaining political neutral. Asthe county
council changes its membership during dection years we found it advantageous to the continualy of our work
not to have an effiliation with one particular party.

Our greatest success has been our collaboration with the loca hedlth department in addressing teen
pregnancy. Our greatest chdlenge during my term hasin making our eventsincusive of dl ethnic groups within
our county.

County government may not fund next year. A change in leadership, combined with tightening budgets
creste pressure to withdraw funding.

We have had a struggle againgt palitica intervention in our decison making, both externa and integra.
We completed a Resource Directory for low income women, a scholarship directory, and astudy of gender in
public school adminigration.

Our county government consists of 3 elected commissioners. They approve the budget for the
commission. The commissoners are the gppointing for the commisson members. The members of the
commisson act on an advisory capacity to the commissioner on women's and children's issues.

The greatest chalenges are acquiring credibility and equality on boards and authorities. Our success
was that we accomplish both.

Work directly with the county commission and hands are tied because we are only an advisory board,

S0 things happen dowly.
Biggest chdlenge - Trying to achieve gender balance in organizations.

Very successful studies on child support enforcement and teen pregnancy. Child support project
received national recognition and dramaticaly impacted system at loca and state levels. Teen pregnancy report
has been used by other organizations in developing programs and securing funds.

Chalenge: credibility and recognition of the commisson. Greatest success. mammography project.

CFW executive board promotes communication with board of county commissioners, proposes annua
goasand usesapoalicy of " no surprises’ . At present, we have support for our agenda.

In 1994 we had a crisis within our leadership but with patience, some srategic planning and alot of
energy, we came through that period. Biggest successes: initiativesin court care, domestic violence, women's
hedth, impact of the legd system.

The current political environment is rdaively supportive athough there continue to be issues the
Commission for Women needs to address within the indtitution. We received continued support from the
President of the University and have experienced no budget cuts.

In the mid 80's, Penn State University was not agood climate for women. The Commission for Women
did the Strategic Study on the Status of Women at Penn State which resulted in the improvement of climate.

Since the commission was formed by government executive order - always appointed by majority party.




Serve a the wishes of government. Ramifications pro/against commission issues and agenda can
directly affect percent of funding.

The greatest chalenge we face is membership. It isvery difficult to operate a commisson on adrictly
volunteer bass. Our greatest achievement is our annua women's conference which attracts about 200 women
each year. 1996 will be the 11th conference. The commission was actualy aresult of the conference.

Generdly " safe” in terms of support and funding.

Biggest chdlenge - Being taken serioudy by mostly mae city council.

Therewas a cal for dissolution of the commission by one of the members of the board of supervisors.
We survived but we are short 4 members. There has been little interest it seems by citizens to come forward to
sarve. | think that we need to be morein the forefront. We need to learn what other commissions are engaged
in.

Chdlenge - Not redly being aware of the vastness of the work that others do.

Successes - Ingrumentd in getting a greet child care study - end result achild care network. Organizing
and assiging in the various activities of the network - 2X per year seminars,

Our commission and office for women find our biggest problem is public recognition. We are striving to
establish a closer relationship with other women's groups. Each year at budget time we have obtained the
remains provided. The chair of the county supervisor has remained supportive and has severa other
supervisorsin spite of attempts by the county executive to obtain the office women.

Two large chdlenges: 1) remain funded 2) becomes better known in community. Highlight and
successes. Suffrage Program, September 1995. Recognition for Resource Directory by county governments,
organizing a gender in education forum - 1994.

The story of the last two years of our commission could fill abook. Basicdly, our legidature changed
dramaticdly last year (1994-1995) and they voted (the House) to diminate our agency. A huge public battle
ensued with the commisson becoming the issue last year. We were the focus of editorials and news articles,
talk shows and debates for 2 months. The bill died, our budget was cut in half, then restored. We did alot of
reorganizing, rethinking and reenergizing. We spent money on PR and met the legidative head on this year
(1996). We never were mentioned this year and some legidators apologized. Our top 4 legidative priorities
passed including amagjor child care inititive ($2.3 million) and we were able to push for a sexud harassment
policy in our House of Delegates (historic) and do training of 1/3 of the delegates. It was our best year ever!
Wefed like the comeback kids.

We are an independent corporation (10 years as such) funding is dways a chalenge aswell as good
active volunteers for the Board.

Financid difficulties and reorganizing from a provider of services to an advocacy organization. Thiswas
our origind misson but we got off track because of funding avalability.

The County Commissioners have been supportive - they provide funding for a shared staff person with
office pace. Sinceit isayearly budget item, future Commissioners might fed differently.

The CFW hasitsfirst mgor project underway - adomestic violence community audit which has been
very successful in involving members of the community. So far, gpproximately 50 people have agreed to help.

The politica environment has been generdly supportive.

Budget - grestest challenge.

The CFW is unfunded but employs the dedication and support of the current administration to the extent
funds permit.

Greetest challenge - Surviving its unfunded satus. The establishment of the Friends and the surviva of
the CFW.

Very supportive county executive Ms. John Gary.




One of our greatest successesis the completion of the first and only study of the™ glasscaling’ report
in the county was done on police and fire department.

The advantage is that out of three county commissioners, one is awoman and she has a srong interest
in the council. She plays the role of mentor and guide for the council and also advocates on behdf of the council
with the other commissoners. Disadvantage - the other commissioners who are the mgority party lack interest
in the council, o council activities are not apriority. Thisisachange from past years when we had strong
support from al 3 commissoners. The 2 mgority party commissioners were elected by other positions leaving
vacancies which needed to be filled through the dection cycle. Thisleft the council with dwindling membership,
no regppointments and an unclear datus. At thistime we are rebuilding and restructuring the council's agenda
and membership.

During the trangition in leadership of county commissioners over an 18 month period our membership
dwindled from 18 membersto 5 members. The diligence and persistence of those 5 members kept the council
diveto enter the restructuring phase it isnow in.

Thisisrather rurd conservative area, we are in need of part-time paid saff and are lobbing for onein
98's budget.

Members recognized the need for an abused person’s shelter and worked to see the opening of the
county's 1t (and only) shelter for abused women and men caled " Safe Harbor" .

The commission has good support from the city council & excdlent support within the community.

The commission is periodicaly caled upon to save programs of the office on women from budget cuts.
Ongoing vishility of the commisson is necessary to ensure that the needs of women & girls are met in the city.
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