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To experience the complete timeline,
2001 visit www.effectivephilanthropy.org.

2002

+ Initial funding secured for Foundation Performance Metrics
Pilot Study from Surdna Foundation, The David and Lucile
Packard Foundation, and The Atlantic Philanthropies

FEBRUARY 2002
- Toward a Common Language: Listening to Foundation CEOs and Other Experts

: SEL Talk About Performance Measurement in Philanthropy released
the David & The
Lucil =
“C‘epackard ATLANTIC “In their search for useful measures, foundation leaders
FOUNDATION Philanthropies . ) ;

share a similar conception of key activities — achieving
zmp(u‘t, sethng the ag('nda. and managing opemhons

— but seek more timely, consistent, and summary

JNEIET s performance measures
+ CEP cited by a variety of newspapers, including the Wall

Street Journal, The Globe and Mail, and The Chronicle of Philanthropy
regarding Warren Buffett’s donation to the Gates AUGUST 2002
Foundation; Phil Buchanan interviewed on PBS’ "Nightly icators of Effectiveness: Understanding and Improving Foundation

formance released

Business Report” regarding the implications of Buffett’s
unprecedented gift

“Absent direct measurement of social benefit, foundation
leaders are exploring performance measures on multiple
levels. Foundation Ieudars...mngain important insight
into absolute and relative performance, subject to an
important caveat: foundation leaders must select and

a pp_]y those measures...

CEP TOOLS

Sixty-seven unique foundations have

commissioned CEP assessment tools to date

67 Unique
Foundations

“Our grantees believe that Hyams has a deep
understanding of the populations they serve. While
they also rated the Foundation’s impact on their
own organizations very highly, Hyams’ rating on
this criterion was slightly below the median. Based
on the survey, we learned that Hyams staff provide
more assistance ‘beyond the grant check’ than other
foundations in the CEP data set. Assisting grantees
in accessing other sources of funding was seen as
especially valuable. Based in part on this feedback, we

are interacting even more with our grantees by makin‘
THE CENTER FOR fewer and larger multi-year grants in several of our

EFFECTIVE PHILANTHROPY program strategy areas.”

— ELIZABETH B. SMITH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE HYAMS|
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The mission of the Center for Effective Philanthropy is to provide management and governance tools to
define, assess, and improve overall foundation performance.

This mission is based on a vision of a world in which pressing social needs are more effectively
addressed. It stems from a belief that improved foundation performance can have a profoundly
positive impact on nonprofit organizations and those they serve.

Although our work is about measuring results, providing useful data, and improving performance, our
ultimate goal is improving lives. We believe this can only be achieved through a powerful combination
of dispassionate analysis and passionate commitment to creating a better society.

CEP is committed to openness about its policies, finances, and operations. To review our recent
audited financial information, IRS Form 990, and major institutional policies, or to learn more about
CEP, visit www.effectivephilanthropy.org.




January 8, 2007

Dear Colleagues,

As we write this message, the Center for Effective Philanthropy has just completed its fifth full year in
operation. We are deeply appreciative of the risk that three foundations — The Atlantic Philanthropies,
the Surdna Foundation, and The David and Lucile Packard Foundation — took in the summer of 2001 by
providing the initial support that allowed us to get started.

A lot has changed during those five years, and we are inspired by the progress we have seen. A growing
number of leaders, emboldened both by a sense of responsibility and a vision of what might be possible,
are pushing their foundations harder to achieve the greatest possible impact. As they pursue this
objective, they are holding themselves and their foundations accountable for performance, utilizing
comparative indicators of foundation effectiveness.

Our focus has been — and will continue to be — on the development of comparative data that enables
higher-performing foundations. Our analysis of that data fuels our three primary activities: the creation
of research publications that inform foundation leaders; the provision of assessment tools that allow
foundations to understand comparative strengths and weaknesses; and programming that brings
together foundation leaders to share approaches to assessing and improving performance.

In all of these activities, we work in close consultation with foundation leaders represented on
our Advisory Board and Board of Directors — and with the growing community of users of CEP’s
research, tools, and programming. We are dependent on their engagement and insight in the work
we do.

This publication reflects on CEP’s first five years, through stories and pictures from our Five-Year
Anniversary Event held in New York in September 2006. It’s not an annual report: CEP’s audited financial
statements and other organizational information — from our conflict of interest policy to our IRS Form
990 — are always available on our Web site for anyone to peruse.

We hope this publication offers you a sense of the powerful changes occurring within many of this
country’s large foundations — and of the possibilities of a future in which foundations make a yet greater
contribution to the alleviation of the most pressing problems facing our country and our world.

As always, we welcome your reactions and suggestions.

CED A

Phil Giudice Phil Buchanan
Chair, Board of Directors Executive Director
philg@effectivephilanthropy.org philb@effectivephilanthropy.org




TheP 0 We r of Data :

One Foundation’s Story

At a celebration of GEP’s Five-Year Anniversary in New York on September 14,
2006, Rockefeller Foundation Vice President Nadya Shmavonian delivered a
candid talk on how data has influenced that foundation’s change efforts.

An excerpt of her remarks follows.

Itisatremendous honorto be asked to participate
in this wonderful event, particularly as Rockefeller
is a relative latecomer to the grand experiment
that is CEP.

It’s hard to believe that CEP has only been in
existence for five years — a theme I’'m sure we’ll
hear over and over today because of your vital
role in the philanthropic landscape.

As for the Rockefeller Foundation, it’s important
to qualify up front that we are not done with this
change process... so I’'m not here to announce
new Rockefeller Foundation work.

My charge, however, is to talk about how we’ve
used data - including CEP’s important Grantee
Perception Report—to help our organization move
and change through this transition period.

Success can also contribute to a perception that we are
the experts, and that we have the answers. And, I think,

without it ever being explicitly said, over generations our

organization experienced some creep toward “invented

here first.”

Perhaps the factor that most characterizes both
the current opportunities and challenges at the
Rockefeller Foundation is our history — namely:

- How can we build upon our significant past
successes, legacy, and reputational capital?

- At the same time, how can we help to shift
and reposition the institution into a current
landscape that is markedly different from when
many of those early successes were enjoyed?

Success can indeed breed success, but it can
also perpetuate adherence to approaches and
attitudes that sometimes extend beyond their
sell-by dates...

Success can also contribute to a perception that
we are the experts, and that we have the answers.
And, | think, without it ever being explicitly said,
over generations our organization experienced
some creep toward “invented here first.” | would
say that this is true for both our programs and our
organizational operations.

As you’ve heard, we have been in a strategic
repositioning exercise for over a year now, and
it has moved from program to operations to
program and now it is focused on both: how it all
comes together.
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It will come as no surprise to any of you that
in that process, we’ve found that some old
habits die hard. Among the key changes we’ve
tried to instill is a willingness and ability to look
outside the walls of the Rockefeller Foundation
more systematically and rigorously and test
assumptions upon which much of our work and
internal practices have been based.

... Inreally approaching the organizational change
elements that were needed (as distinct from
specific program strategy work), we had three
key sources of data that we used to help begin to
move/shift the culture early this year:

- The results of the Grantee Perception Report,
which as | said, Rockefeller had never participated
in before, but which we felt would afford us a
critical window into our perceived effectiveness
and value added from our primary partners

«[The work of nonprofit strategy consulting firm]
Bridgespan to benchmark many elements of
our operating model and cost structure against
other foundations

- An internal staff climate survey... a scheduled
bi-annual survey that Rockefeller had conducted
in prior years, and that we decided to let go
forward on schedule, even though we were truly
in the early stages of transition

We had a small team that included senior and
junior administrative and program staff to review
and digest these data, and we asked Bridgespan
to distill and present them as a collective picture
for all of our staff in early January. This was our
“shock and awe” campaign, as it were, as it began
to suggest that our internal view of ourselves and
our effectiveness was not necessarily supported
by external data.

CEP AT FIVE

Having these data sets arrayed together was
very powerful and, at times, difficult for staff. In
other forums and venues we were able to provide
individuals with reinforcement for their good work
—of which there is much - but this was admittedly
a very significant wake-up call for the staff as a
whole. Among the key messages that emerged
from these data were:

- Rockefeller Foundation was more focused on
internal matters than on achieving external
social impact.

- We had a higher cost structure than many of
our peers.

- Qur organization and processes were overly
complex, and people were not effectively
deployed in all instances.

Overall, decision-making was cumbersome.

- We did not link foundation-wide goals to
department and individual goals.

- The culture did not consistently expect and
reward high performance.

- Nor did we have a shared culture, but rather
many distinct individual cultures that had
emerged over the years in different departments
and divisions.

As you can imagine, this was a lot to absorb...

Among the key changes we’ve tried to instill is a willingness
and ability to look outside the walls of the Rockefeller
Foundation more systematically and rigorously and test
assumptions upon which much of our work and internal
practices have been based.



Just a word on our use of the CEP data at this
juncture. For the January meeting, we only shared
certain key points with the full staff. [CEP staff]
came in subsequently for a half-day session with
the program staff in February, and at that meeting
were able to provide the fuller context and texture
thatis essential to understanding these data more
deeply. They did a fabulous job in helping staff
probe and examine these findings more carefully
at that session, and they then also presented to
our Board in June.

Among the key “ah-ha” moments the CEP data
afforded us were:

- For all of our focus on advancing knowledge in
the field (which grantees did indeed perceive),
we were seen as falling below our peers in the
actual impact of our work in their fields.

> Thisforced us to really reckon with knowledge for
knowledge’s sake, versus generating knowledge
toward a broader strategic goal. It sounds basic,
but that’s the beauty of data — it is simple to the
observer, but has the real potential for an “ah-
ha” moment for people who are living up close
and personal with the work every day.

- We also fell below our peers in grant dollars per
grantee administrative hour—so we were placing
a greater administrative burden on grantees for
less financial return.

- There were also negative findings about
the effectiveness of our communications,
which many internally were able to attribute
to transition — which is understandable — but
certainly will warrant further accountability and
attention at our end as we emerge from this
change period.

This was our “shock and awe” campaign, as it were, as it
began to suggest that our internal view ofourselves and our

effectiveness was not necessarily supported by external data.

| will say that one truly heartening piece of data
we received was from our internal staff survey,
where the percentage of staff who reported “I
feel optimistic about the Rockefeller Foundation’s
future as an institution of excellence” rose
significantly from prior surveys. We felt this was
anassetwe hadto build on. We offered a Voluntary
Separation Program as a generous opportunity
for those who did not have the energy or interest
in rallying for the next phase to freely make the
decision to leave, while we alternatively hoped we
could turn that reported optimism among those
who chose to remain into new work and focus.

| don’t pretend to maintain that we’re over the
hump, or that we have consistently changed
our practices and culture — for a 93-year-old
organization, that takes years, and we know and
understand that. For example, we’re just now
entering into revamping our budgeting system,
which is probably the ultimate sacred cow at the
Rockefeller Foundation. How we can create a new
agility and flexibility in our work, and diminish the
“my budget, my program” mentality is, of course,
a tall order. We have just centralized our grants
management function, however, something
that for many of you is simply how business is
done. For us, this is a significant step along the
continuum toward operating as one foundation -
not distinct program entities —and one that opens
up significant and creative structural alternatives
for us going forward.



Perhaps one more, last great “ah-ha” moment
was not exactly a data point, but an event. It may
seem obvious to all of you, but for us to fully grasp
the meaning of no longer operating as though we
were the largest foundation in the country (even
though that was a long time ago), but more like
fifteenth or sixteenth, has been a hard sell at
times. There’s the fact of it, and then there’s the
culture of it. While, intellectually, staff have all
caught up, emotionally and culturally it has been
slow to land in the collective consciousness of
our staff.

This process has helped us to begin to move toward a

twenty—first century culture that is much more rigorously
An external data point that finally brought even
the most recalcitrant of employees around was the
Buffet/Gates announcement in June: This helped ~ Operate with more agili?y andﬂexibilify.
remind everyone of the need to look afresh at our
positioning in the external landscape, with this being
simply one of many significant external changes
that we need to factor into our world view.

focused on achieving and measuring impact, that can

With our staff, our networks, and our history, we
have wonderful assets upon which to build. This
process has helped us to begin to move toward
a twenty-first century culture that is much more
rigorously focused on achieving and measuring
impact, that can operate with more agility and
flexibility, that is more diligently focused on
searching for and digesting diverse data sources
(such as CEP’s critical contributions), that can
form strategic alliances as appropriate to better
extend and leverage our work toward a greater
impact, and that is assiduously and creatively
looking for new ways to listen to the needs of
our ultimate beneficiaries, the world’s poor and
vulnerable.
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me FOUuNndation

Effectiveness Imperative

Phil Buchanan, GEP’s first and current Executive Director, delivered these

remarks at the Five-Year Anniversary Celebration.

Speeches about foundations often begin with this
observation: Charitable foundations enjoy a level
of freedom that is unrivaled by other types of
institutions in our society.

Freedom from scrutiny. Freedom from feedback.
Freedom from competitive pressures. Freedom
from worries about meeting payroll.

Although many have made this point, others
have disputed it or tried to downplay it. Sensing
danger from the outside, some foundation leaders
have tried to argue — with a straight face — that
foundations are subject to meaningful oversight:
that foundations are not so free. But the fact is,
relative to other institutions, foundations enjoy
unrivaled freedoms. It’s a fact. One that should
be acknowledged and celebrated, not disputed,
because the fact that foundations — you — are so
free is among your greatest strengths.

Why? Because this freedom allows you to play a
unique role — a role offsetting those whose only
allegiance is to shareholders, or to 50.1 percent
of the voters in their district. Or to those whose
aspirations must be tempered by their need to
package a successful fundraising appeal. Unlike
other institutions, foundations — particularly
private foundations — are institutions, as Joel
Fleishman has noted, capable of doing much
good, for the very reason that they are so free.

True, foundation giving represents only 12 percent
of charitable giving, as we all know.

But this country’s large foundations in particular
are crucial institutions because they can take on
and support and bring attention to issues that
— for all kinds of reasons ranging from a lack
of profit incentive to cold political calculation —
others ignore. Disease in Africa. Access to health
care in the U.S. Poverty. Discrimination against
gays and lesbians. Religious freedoms.

So we need these unique institutions, foundations.
... We need you to be effective.

We need you to be effective in the pursuit of your
goals. We need you to be effective even if some of
you are working in pursuit of goals others of you
oppose. Because foundations, when effective, are
crucial contributors to the vitality of our nonprofit
sector, our society, and our democracy.

And our mission at CEP is to foster your effective-
ness through the development of comparative
data. Because understanding whether a
foundation is really effective absolutely requires
comparative data. Otherwise, effectiveness is
just a mantle any foundation leader can claim.

This country’s large foundations in
particular are crucial institutions
because they can take on and support
and bring attention to issues that — for
all kinds of reasons ranging from a
lack of profit incentive to cold political

calculation — others ignore.



Developing comparative data is what we set out
to do five years ago. Our goal was to develop
comparative data that allows foundation leaders
to assess and improve their overall performance —
their effectiveness — in pursuit of whatever goals
they define.

When we began, we realized that very little
research had been conducted on questions of
foundation effectiveness. So we decided to start
by listening. We asked foundation CEOs and trustees
what data they used to assess their foundations’
effectiveness. Their answers were sobering. In
many — most — foundation boardrooms, the only
data regularly reviewed were administrative cost
ratios and reports on endowment performance.
So, here were foundations, large ones, operating
in isolation from any data about their overall
effectiveness — but often believing passionately
that they were effective, and even proclaiming so.
Publicly, forcefully, and unequivocally.

When we moved the discussions from what was to
what might be, many foundation leaders were able
to describe their ultimate performance measure:
impact relative to resources expended. A simple
ratio. Impact relative to resources expended.
But most conceded that this measure was only
theoretical. Foundation impact could never be
boiled down to a single number. Why?

First, because establishing a causal connection
between grants and outcomes is often
impossible. The median grant size for even
the large foundations whose grantees we have
surveyed is just $50,000... and often accounts for
a fraction of a project or organization budget.

Second, because even if causality could
be claimed, grant results cannot simply be
aggregated. There is no common unit of impact

measurement — no ROl — across the activities
funded by foundations, and there never will be.
To pretend otherwise is pure fantasy.

Third, because it can take decades to know
whether results have been achieved. Melinda
Gates, for example, acknowledged recently
that it would be 20 years before even the Gates
Foundation really understood the results of its
school reform efforts.

So impact relative to resources expended, while the
right theoretical measure, cannot be calculated.
The problems of causality, aggregation, and
timeliness — and a dozen others that | won’t even
mention — get in the way.

We learned, as we listened, how challenging
assessment of overall foundation effectiveness
really is. But, with your encouragement and help,
we decided to take on the challenge. To build
a set of indicators that, taken together, tell us
about foundation effectiveness. No one data
set or organization has all the answers. But we
have begun to develop what we have called a
“language of assessment” that is particular to
foundations. This is our focus. And, in five years,
and with lots of support, we have accomplished
a great deal.

We have surveyed 30,000 grantees about
their candid, confidential perspectives on 180
foundations; we have also surveyed many of
these foundations’ declined applicants. Well over
100 of those foundations, including many of those
represented here, have commissioned Grantee
Perception Reports — GPRs —illustrating how they
are perceived on myriad dimensions relative to
how other foundations are seen by their grantees
on the same dimensions.

So, here were foundations, large ones, operating in isolation
from any data about their overall effectiveness — but often
believing passionately that they were effective, and even

proclaiming so.
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Our grantee survey research has led to
important insights that we have publicized
in our research reports. For the first time, for
example, foundations could understand, based
on broad and rigorous research described in
our report Listening to Grantees, what nonprofits
really valued in their relationships with their
foundation funders.

It’s one thing to read aresearch report. It’s another
to put yourself on the line and obtain detailed
results on how grantees view your foundation
— compared to how peer foundations are seen by
their grantees. Delivering GPRs, we have seen
tears and rage and elation — elation that hard
work is appreciated by grantees. We have had
our credentials questioned; our methodologies
questioned; our youth questioned. We have
heard foundation leaders argue that grantees are
merely a means to an end and that their views
are unimportant. We have heard the GPR derided
as a survey about grantee “happiness” when, of
course, not one question refers to happiness.

But, mostly, overwhelmingly, we have seen
foundations take seriously, and act on, the results,
as so many of you have, because you know that
grantees are foundations’ agents of change.
You heard some of the stories earlier today.
Some of the most dramatic ones tend to be kept
more private, and have led to long overdue and
significant improvements — in staff, or priorities,
or goals, or processes: in some cases, all of the
above at a single foundation. GPR results have

led to dramatic and positive changes — changes
based on new realizations. New realizations that
goals are unclear or misguided. New realizations
that processes or services designed to help
grantees aren’t viewed as helpful. Or affirmation
that they are.

But the views of grantees and applicants are
by no means the only source of performance
feedback. Our Staff Perception Report helps
foundations to know the confidential and
comparative views of their staffs. How does this
relate to a foundation’s achievement of its impact
goals? Pretty directly, it turns out — because,
how can a foundation expect to achieve its goals
unless its staff understand those goals? And are
motivated and empowered to pursue them?

Our Comparative Board Report looks at
foundation board functioning and it, along with
the accompanying board facilitation we provide
and our report Beyond Compliance, have led
foundation boards to overhaul the way they
function — often focusing more board time and
energy on strategy and assessment.2

So we now have done a lot of work and collected
a lot of survey data. And analysis of this data,
described in our research reports, has challenged
conventional wisdom on a range of issues.

Delivering GPRs, we have seen tears and rage and elation

— elation that hard work is appreciated by grantees.

* See Listening to Grantees: What Nonprofits Value in Their Foundation Funders (2004) at www.effectivephilanthropy.org.

2 See Beyond Compliance: The Trustee Viewpoint on Effective Foundation Governance (2005) at www.effectivephilanthropy.org.



10

So, with all that data in hand, and with the
experiences of the past five years: What is an
effective foundation? We know enough now not
to believe those who promise easy answers to
this question — those who say that the key, for
example, is for foundations to operate more like
businesses. Those who promote this perspective
miss the point.

They miss the point that foundations’ comparative
advantage as institutions is that they are free and
do not have to act like businesses — accountable
to investors in pursuit of profit. And they miss
the point that, as business guru Jim Collins has
observed, most businesses are mediocre. Why,
Collins asks, would we want to emulate the
mediocre?3

So there are no easy answers when it comes to
foundation effectiveness. No simple calculations.
No frameworks ready for quick importation from
other sectors. No one ratio. No easy answers.

Foundation effectiveness takes many forms. But,
drawing on our research and our experience,
I’d suggest that effectiveness does require five
elements:

- First, foundation effectiveness requires specific
goals that can be articulated succinctly and
consistently by trustees, program officers, and
other staff. This seems simple. Basic.

> Yet a surprising number of the CEOs and program
officers we have interviewed during our ongoing
study on foundation strategy could not articulate
specific goals.

- Second, foundation effectiveness requires
a strategy. A clearly conceived set of
grantmaking and other activities that relate
to the achievement of goals. Some might call
this a theory of change. Whatever we call it,
it’s essential, and its development should be
rooted in an awareness of other funders and
other actors —and, when possible, in data about
what works. We have seen some very clearly
thought-through strategies.

> But, here, too, many we have interviewed
have struggled. And clarity of communication
of foundation goals and strategy is one of the
lowest-rated dimensions by the thousands of
grantees we have surveyed.

There are no easy answers when it comes to foundation
effectiveness. No simple calculations. No frameworks ready
for quick importation from other sectors. No one ratio.

- Third, foundation effectiveness requires
measurable indicators of effectiveness that
relate to goals and strategy. Those indicators
must come from a wide variety of sources and
be comparative in nature.

- Fourth, foundation effectiveness requires
leaders who make the indicators real — holding
individuals responsible and confronting
performance issues head-on.

We have seen tremendous unintentional
variation within foundations when we segment
GPR results by program area — or program
officer. We have seen some foundation leaders
confront clear performance issues directly and
productively — working with individuals to help
them to improve or, in some cases, moving them
out. But we have also seen leaders look the
other way, even acknowledging that, though
the issues are real, they prefer not to deal with
them.

v

- Fifth, foundation effectiveness requires boards
that are engaged deeply in definition of goals
and strategy and who insist on reviewing
performance indicators on a regular basis — and
holding the CEO accountable for results. Boards
need to engage the difficult work of assessment,
and they know it. Our research has revealed
that assessment is the area of greatest board
dissatisfaction and the area in which boards
most want to spend more energy.

3 See Collins’ monograph, Good to Great and the Social Sectors (2005).
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These are not easy things to do. They entail
personal risk. They require personal courage.
They necessitate a kind of impatience and
dissatisfaction with the status quo that is not
always found within foundations.

Your freedom means that no one will compel you
to do these things.

But, for you and your foundations to be effective
—as we need you to be — this is what you must
do. Foundation leaders should not be able to tout
their effectiveness without backing it up; without
subjecting themselves, as most of you have, to
the painful process of assessment.

We at CEP must do our part, too. We need to
continue to expand our tool offerings. We need
more frequently to work with foundations to
combine our assessment tools into a holistic
assessment that draws insights across results.
We need to expand our collection of operational
data, and offer you easier, online, real-time ways
to create reports illustrating your data relative to
a self-selected set of peers. We need to continue
to conduct more qualitative research, highlighting
exemplars and innovative models.

The results of this effort will be that five years
from now, a greater number of foundation leaders
are as committed as are those of you in this room
to foundation effectiveness. And that they are
literally surrounded as they do their work by a
rich array of comparative data to allow them to
assess their effectiveness and chart a path of
improvement.

This may seem a daunting challenge. But five
years ago, when CEP was being discussed by Phil
Giudice, Kevin Bolduc, and me in our 8oo-square-
foot office with no street-facing windows, we
really didn’t allow ourselves to imagine that more
than 140 foundations would use our assessment

tools. Or that you’d take the results as seriously
as most of you have. Or that well over a dozen
foundations would make your assessment reports
— sometimes including disappointing findings
— public. Or that so many of you would help us to
design new tools, to plan our research studies,
to fund us to innovate and conduct research. Or
that so many of you would read our research
reports and make them the topics of board and
staff retreats.

This progress is inspiring. It suggests that,
because of our shared belief in the unique
opportunity charitable foundations have to do
good — to make an impact, we can accomplish a
great deal together.

We can make this country’s large charitable
foundations yet much more effective in pursuit
of their goals, whatever they may be. We can
stop debating whether foundations are subject to
sufficient oversight. We can talk instead about a
much more important issue: whether or not they
are effective in the ways only foundations can be;
whether they are using their unrivaled freedoms
to do what other institutions cannot; whether
foundations — whether you — are catalyzing the
kinds of important changes —in our society and in
our world that, perhaps, only you can.

Thank you all for your support, encouragement,
and counsel. And for your commitment, every day,
to making your foundations effective in pursuit of
their impact goals. And thank you for being here
today.

We can make this country’s large charitable
foundations yet much more effective in pursuit

of their goals, whatever they may be.



P r O g r e S S and Unrealized Potential:

Comments from Foundation Leaders

“We have it within our power to make a much bigger impact on the inequity
and scarcity that holds our society back. We don’t have to finish the job, but
we have to start it —and very, very soon.”

Edward Skloot, Executive Director, Surdna Foundation

“When one looks back on CEP’s first and ever more successful analytic
offering — the Grantee Perception Report — one is struck by the obviousness
of the insight that it makes great sense to assess comparative foundation
performance by surveying grantees. Of course that makes sense. Indeed,
if a foundation has any interest in knowing how well it really is doing, and
in understanding how it might do better, it seems perverse — indeed,
dare | say it — downright stupid or at least willfully self-blinding, not to
survey grantees, who are, after all, the primary, virtually the sole, clients of
foundations.”

Joel Fleishman, Director of the Sam and Ronnie Heyman Center

for Ethics, Public Policy, and the Professions at the Terry Sanford

Institute of Public Policy, Duke University

“At the end of the day, however, we must not lose sight of the bigger goal.
Given the profound challenges facing our planet and humankind, we must
ask ourselves the daunting question, ‘What real impact are we having in
making the world a better, safer place?””

Stephen B. Heintz, President, Rockefeller Brothers Fund

“CEP has provided great stimulus and support in the difficult and imprecise
effort to measure foundation effectiveness. We appreciate CEP’s leadership
and collegial approach in helping Lumina Foundation and the philanthropic
sector move toward greater accountability and transparency—all to improve
our service as trustees of funds deployed for the common good.”

Martha D. Lamkin, President and CEO, Lumina Foundation

for Education

For the full text of the CEP Five-Year Anniversary Event remarks excerpted
here, visit www.effectivephilanthropy.org.
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CEP’s R esearxcC h. Agenda:

From Insights to Impact

All of CEP’s research and data-collection efforts are designed to inform
foundation leaders as they seek to assess and improve performance. CEP’s
research reports have explored issues such as performance assessment,
governance, foundation-grantee relations, and communications.

CEP is currently engaged in a ground-breaking study of foundation strategy.
Funded by the Surdna Foundation, this study seeks to document approaches
to development, implementation, and assessment of foundation and program
strategy at the country’s largest foundations. Other ongoing research
initiatives include CEP’s Foundation Governance Project, which seeks to
identify key components of effective foundation governance; continued
analysis of tens of thousands of surveys of grantee perceptions of their
foundation funders; and the development of case studies on foundations
that have used comparative data to assess and improve.

CEP’sresearch approach combines the most sophisticated statistical analyses
with rigorously conducted qualitative data-collection efforts. CEP’s research
staff includes two Ph.D.s with significant research and evaluation expertise
and a half-dozen highly trained and skilled research analysts.

13
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cep’s Assessment Tools:

A Basis for Foundation Improvement

CEP’s assessment tools provide foundations with
comparative data on strengths and areas in need
of improvement. More than 140 foundations have
used CEP’s tools since 2003.

The Grantee Perception Report® (GPR)
provides comparative data on grantee perceptions
of foundation performance on a variety of
dimensions. The GPRis based on a comprehensive
survey of grantees covering issues such as
interactions during the grant, the application and
reporting processes, and perceived foundation
impact. The Applicant Perception Report
(APR) is a companion to the GPR and provides
comparative data from surveys of declined grant
applicants.

The Comparative Board Report (CBR) is the
only board self-assessment tool that includes
comparative data gathered through large-scale
research on foundation boards. The CBR provides
a basis for boards to assess their functioning in
a number of areas, including board dynamics,
participation in shaping foundation strategy, and
relationship with the CEO.

CEP AT F1vE

The Staff Perception Report (SPR) explores
foundation staff members’ perceptions of
foundation effectiveness and job satisfaction
on a comparative basis. The SPR is based on a
survey specific to foundations that includes key
questions related to staff members’ impressions
of foundation impact, alignment in pursuit of
key goals, job satisfaction, empowerment, and
opportunities for foundation improvement.

The Operational Benchmarking Report
(OBR) provides comparative data, relative to a
selected peer group of foundations, on aspects
of foundation operations — including foundation
staffing, program officer workload, grant
characteristics, and administrative costs.

The Multidimensional Assessment Process
(MAP) provides foundations with an integrated
assessment of performance based on comparative
data collected from a variety of different
sources, including grantees, declined applicants,
foundation staff, and foundation board members.
The MAP incorporates insights and data from
all of CEP’s assessment tools into key findings,
implications, and recommended action steps for
improved foundation performance.

CEP is pleased to offer a 5% discount
on all assessment tools to members
of Grantmakers for Effective
Organizations (GEO). GEO is a
community of grantmakers
dedicated to building strong and
effective organizations. GEQO’s
mission is to maximize
philanthropy’s impact by advancing
the effectiveness of grantmakers
and their grantees. For more
information about GEO membership,
visit www.geofunders.org.



We are grateful to the following foundations for commissioning GEP assessment tools.

Ann Arbor Community Foundation
The Assisi Foundation of Memphis
The Atlantic Philanthropies

AVI CHAI Foundation

Barr Foundation

Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation
Blandin Foundation

Blue Cross Blue Shield of Massachusetts
Foundation

Blue Shield of California Foundation
The Boston Foundation

The Broad Foundation

The Brown Foundation

Bush Foundation

California Community Foundation
California Endowment

Carnegie Corporation of New York

The Case Foundation

Charles and Helen Schwab Foundation

Charles and Lynn Schusterman Family
Foundation

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation
Chesapeake Bay Trust
The Christensen Fund

The Claude Worthington Benedum
Foundation

The Cleveland Foundation

The Clowes Fund

The Colorado Trust

The Columbus Foundation

The Commonwealth Fund
Community Foundation Silicon Valley
Community Memorial Foundation
Connecticut Health Foundation

The David and Lucile Packard
Foundation

Doris Duke Charitable Foundation
The Duke Endowment

Dyson Foundation

East Bay Community Foundation

The Edna McConnell Clark Foundation
Endowment for Health

Evelyn and Walter Haas, Jr. Fund
Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation
The F.B. Heron Foundation

Fannie Mae Foundation

The Ford Family Foundation
The GAR Foundation

Gaylord and Dorothy Donnelley
Foundation

The George Gund Foundation

The Goizueta Foundation

Goldman Sachs Foundation

Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation
Grable Foundation

Grand Rapids Community Foundation
The Greater Cincinnati Foundation

Gulf Coast Community Foundation of
Venice

Hartford Foundation for Public Giving
Health Foundation of Greater Cincinnati
The Heinz Endowments

Houston Endowment, Inc.

HR) Consulting (for an anonymous
foundation)

The Hyams Foundation, Inc.
The James Irvine Foundation
Jessie Ball duPont Fund

Jessie Smith Noyes Foundation

John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
Foundation

The John R. Oishei Foundation
John Templeton Foundation
Kalamazoo Community Foundation
Kansas Health Foundation

Koret Foundation

Kronkosky Charitable Foundation
Levi Strauss Foundation

Lucile Packard Foundation for Children’s
Health

Lumina Foundation for Education
Maine Health Access Foundation
Marguerite Casey Foundation

The McKnight Foundation

Medina Foundation

Michael Reese Health Trust

The Minneapolis Foundation
Missouri Foundation for Health

The Mt. Sinai Health Care Foundation
The Nathan Cummings Foundation

The New Hampshire Charitable
Foundation

New York Community Trust

Nina Mason Pulliam Charitable Trust
Nord Family Foundation

Omidyar Foundation

Ontario Trillium Foundation

Partnership for Excellence in Jewish
Education

Paul G. Allen Foundations
Peninsula Community Foundation
PetSmart Charities

Philadelphia Foundation

Polk Bros. Foundation

Rasmuson Foundation

The Rhode Island Foundation
Richard & Rhoda Goldman Fund
Richard M. Fairbanks Foundation
The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
Robin Hood Foundation
Rockefeller Brothers Fund
Rockefeller Foundation

Rose Community Foundation
Russell Family Foundation

Ruth Mott Foundation

S. H. Cowell Foundation

The Saint Paul Foundation and the
Minnesota Community Foundation

Santa Barbara Foundation
SC Ministry Foundation
The Skoll Foundation
Stuart Foundation

Surdna Foundation

Thrivent Financial for Lutherans
Foundation

The Vermont Community Foundation
Virginia G. Piper Charitable Trust

W. K. Kellogg Foundation

The Wallace Foundation

Wayne & Gladys Valley Foundation
Wellington Management Charitable Fund
Wilburforce Foundation

The William and Flora Hewlett
Foundation

The William Penn Foundation
Winter Park Health Foundation
Woods Fund of Chicago
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CEr's Programming:
Sharing Insights

CEP offers programming for foundation trustees,
CEOs, senior executives, and trustees. CEP’s
programming features our latest research and
highlights exemplars in the field. Conferences
are candid, hard-hitting, and practical, bringing
foundation leaders together to learn from each
other and set a higher standard for foundation
performance. Conferences feature sessions on
strategy development, performance assessment,
governance, and leadership.

CEP hosts national seminars bi-annually.
Reports on past programming and selected
speech transcripts are available on CEP’s web
site at www.effectivephilanthropy.org/seminars/
seminars_overview.html.

“CEP’s conferences speak directly to the
challenges foundation board members face,
offering practical, research-based insights
on how to maximize board effectiveness and
foundation impact. CEP’s conferences draw
trustees and leaders from the country’s leading
foundations and provide a unique opportunity
for honest conversation with peers facing similar
challenges.”

John Hawkins, Board Chair,

Surdna Foundation

CEP AT F1vE

“l have found CEP’s programs to be really
valuable opportunities to explore some of our
community foundation’s more vexing challenges
of impact and effectiveness. What | have valued
most is that CEP’s approaches the elusive issues
of effective philanthropy in ways that are both
values-driven and evidence-based. This gives
us confidence to make strategic decisions
about various functional areas — donor services
and competitive grantmaking. At the Vermont
Community Foundation we have used what we’ve
learned from CEP to continually revamp our
competitive grantmaking programs for greater
relevance among grantees, to reposition our role
in the community, and to clarify our unique value
proposition for Vermont-focused philanthropists
and nonprofits. The sessions CEP has organized,
in addition to being good learning opportunities,
are also a wonderful chance to informally network
with other foundation heads who are trying to
operate at the edge of their craft to improve the
performance of their foundations.”

Brian Byrnes, President and CEO,

Vermont Community Foundation

EFFECTIV




BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Michael Bailin, Former President, The Edna McConnell Clark Foundation

Alexa Cortes Culwell, Chief Executive Officer, The Stupski Foundation

Joel Fleishman, Professor of Law and Public Policy Studies and Director,
Sam and Ronnie Heyman Center for Ethics, Public Policy, and the Professions,
Terry Sanford Institute of Public Policy, Duke University

Mark Fuller, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Monitor Group

Phil Giudice (Chair), Senior Vice President of Corporate
Development, EnerNOC

Stephen B. Heintz, President, Rockefeller Brothers Fund

Barbara Kibbe, Senior Consultant, Monitor Group

Patricia Kozu, Vice President, Finance & Administration,
F.B. Heron Foundation

Ricardo A. Millett, Independent Consultant to
Philanthropies and Nonprofits




STAFF

Kevin Bolduc
Associate Director
Phil Buchanan
Executive Director
Ellie Buteau, Ph.D.
Senior Research Officer
Kelly Chang
Research Analyst
Alyse d’Amico
Manager, Programming
and Communications
John Davidson
Manager
Romero Hayman
Manager
Judy Huang
Associate Director

Lisa Richardson Jackson, Ph.D.

Associate Director

Latia King

Executive Assistant to

the Executive Director
Greg Laughlin

Research Analyst
Alexsandra Ocasio

Manager, Finance

and Human Resources
Ivana Park

Research Analyst
Ron Ragin

Research Analyst
Judith Ross

Senior Research Writer
Amber Sprague

Office Manager




ADVISORY BOARD

Diana Aviv, President and CEO,
Independent Sector

Susan Bell, Vice President,
The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Paul Brest, President, The William
and Flora Hewlett Foundation

L. Robin Cardozo, CEO,
Ontario Trillium Foundation

Sarah Di Troia, Director of Strategic
Partnerships, New Profit

Robert Eckardt, Senior Vice President
of Programs and Evaluation,
The Cleveland Foundation

Kathleen Enright, Executive Director,
Grantmakers for
Effective Organizations

Jonathan Fanton, President, The John D.
and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation

Lewis Feldstein, President, New Hampshire
Charitable Foundation

Katherine Fulton, Partner, Monitor Group;
President, Monitor Institute; Senior Advisor,
Global Business Network

Ronald Gallo, President and CEO,
The Rhode Island Foundation

Katharine Hanson, Trustee, The Nellie Mae
Education Foundation

Deborah Hechinger, President and CEO,
BoardSource

Robert Hughes, Chief Learning Officer,
Robert Wood Johnson Foundation

David Hunter, Foundation Consultant

Jan Jaffe, Project Leader, GrantCraft;
Senior Director, Ford Foundation

Lucy Knight, Principal, Knight Consulting

Doug Kridler, President and CEO,
The Columbus Foundation

Martha Lamkin, President and CEO,
Lumina Foundation for Education

Terry Lane, Vice President for Program,
The Boston Foundation

William McCalpin, Former Executive Vice
President and Chief Operating Officer,
Rockefeller Brothers Fund

Kathryn Merchant, President and CEO,

The Greater Cincinnati Foundation

Joel Orosz, Distinguished Professor of
Philanthropic Studies, Grand Valley
State University

Alicia Philipp, President, The Community
Foundation for Greater Atlanta

Christy Pichel, President, The Stuart Foundation

Nancy Roob, President and CEO, The Edna
McConnell Clark Foundation

David Salem, President and CIO,

The Investment Fund for Foundations

Marcia Sharp, Principal, Millennium
Communications Group

Benjamin Shute, Secretary and Program Officer,
Democratic Practice (U.S.), Rockefeller
Brothers Fund

Edward Skloot, Executive Director,

Surdna Foundation

Elizabeth Smith, Executive Director,
The Hyams Foundation

Mark Smith, President and CEO,

California HealthCare Foundation

Maureen Smyth, Senior Vice President —
Programs and Communications, Charles
Stewart Mott Foundation

Anne-Marie Soulliére, President,

Fidelity Foundation

Vincent Stehle, Program Officer for Nonprofit
Sector Initiative, Surdna Foundation

Nan Stone, Partner, Boston,

The Bridgespan Group
Eugene Wilson, Foundation Consultant



Thankswo
Our Funders

Foundation and individual contributions provide roughly 60 percent of GEP’s

total revenues, supporting research initiatives and the development of new
assessment tools. Our 2006 foundation funders are listed below

by annual level of support.

$300,000 or more
The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

$200,000 t0 $299,999

Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
Omidyar Network

Skoll Foundation

$100,000 to0 $199,999

Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation

The Edna McConnell Clark Foundation
Surdna Foundation*

$50,000 t0 $99,999

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

The David and Lucile Packard Foundation*
Fidelity Foundation

Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation

$20,000 t0 $49,999
Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation
Lumina Foundation for Education

John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation

Stuart Foundation

Up to $19,999

Anonymous Foundation Funder
Blandin Foundation

California HealthCare Foundation

Charles and Helen Schwab Foundation
Connecticut Health Foundation

Doris Duke Charitable Foundation

The Dyson Foundation

F.B. Heron Foundation

Ford Family Foundation

Marguerite Casey Foundation

Meyer Memorial Trust

New Hampshire Charitable Foundation
Nord Family Foundation

Peninsula Community Foundation
Richard M. Fairbanks Foundation
Wilburforce Foundation

William Penn Foundation

* |nitial funders of CEP in 2001, together with The
Atlantic Philanthropies.



cep’s Publications

In SEARCH OF IMpPACT

TS

In Search of Impact:
Practices and Perceptions
in Foundations’ Provision of
Program and Operating Grants
to Nonprofits (2006)

What Nonproft Value i their Foundation Fnders

Design: Schwadesign, Inc. (www.schwadesign.com)

Listening to Grantees:
What Nonprofits Value in Their
Foundation Funders (2004)

FOUNDATION

COMMUNICATIONS:
THE GRANTEE
PERSPECTIVE

FPRCTIVE FulLANTHROPY

Foundation Communications:
The Grantee Perspective (2006)

Assessing Performance at the
Robert Wood Johnson Foundation:
A Case Study (2004)

BEYOND COMPLIANCE:

The

HIGHER IMPACT:

sprOviNG FOUNBATIC FORMANCE

)

it e

Beyond Compliance:

The Trustee Viewpoint on Effective

Foundation Governance (2005)

Higher Impact:
Improving Foundation Performance
Insights from a Gathering of
Foundation CEOs, Trustees, and
Senior Executives (2005)

A Reportn  Surgy of CEOrof
theLages 250 Fundation i e US.

EFFECTIVE PHILANTHROPY

Foundation Governance:
The CEO Viewpoint (2004)

Foundation Effectiveness:

A Report on a Meeting of

Foundation CEOs, Senior
Executives, and Trustees (2004)

Asszrssinc FouNpaTion PERFORMANCE

(A
e KA
ort
>

Lessons Learned From a
Gathering of Foundation
Leaders (2003)

Indicators of Effectiveness:
Understanding and Improving
Foundation Performance
(2002)

Toward a Common Language:
Listening to Foundation CEOs
and Other Experts Talk About
Performance Measurement in
Philanthropy (2002)

To download or order CEP’s publications, visit www.effectivephilanthropy.org.



Providing comparative data to enable

higher-performing foundations

www.effectivephilanthropy.org

To receive more information, please mail this page to:

The Center for Effective Philanthropy
675 Massachusetts Avenue, 7th Floor
Cambridge, MA 02139

or fax it to 617-492-0888.
To contact CEP directly, call 617-492-0800.

Yes, | would like more information about: NAME:

ASSESSMENT TOOLS
O The Grantee Perception Report and Applicant
Perception Report

TITLE:

O  The Comparative Board Report
O The Staff Perception Report
. . ORGANIZATION:
O The Operational Benchmarking Report
O The Multidimensional Assessment Process
ADDRESS:
RESEARCH

O  Foundation Strategy Study

O  Foundation Governance Project

O The Foundation-Grantee Relationship
O Case Studies

CiTY, STATE, ZIP:

PROGRAMMING EMAIL:
O  CEP’s next conference
O  CEPspeaking engagements in my area
PHONE:

SuPPORTING CEP
O Foundation support
O Individual contribution O lwould like to receive Effective Matters, CEP’s
quarterly e-newsletter.
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