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Summary

Summary Overview of Key Findings
The table below provides a high-level overview of key Market and Impact Assessment survey findings.

Perceptions
of Assessment

•
•

•
•

Nearly all 2010 respondents have been familiar with CEP for at least one year. Organizations
with larger grantmaking budgets were significantly more likely to be familiar with CEP
compared to organizations with smaller grantmaking budgets (p<.05).
Program officers were significantly less likely to be familiar with CEP compared to
CEO/Executive Directors and Vice President of Programs (means = 3.0 vs. 3.6, respectively;
p<.01).
The majority of 2010 survey respondents (71% of 537) reported that greater effort should be
made to assess funder performance.
70% of all respondents report that declines in endowment values have not changed their
perspectives on assessing funder performance. One-quarter report that declines in endowment
values make assessment a higher priority.

Views of CEP

•

Progress on CEP’s Logic
Model

CEP’s Overall Influence
on Organizational
Practice

IMPACT ASSESSMENT

MARKET ASSESSMENT

FAMILIARITY
WITH CEP

SUMMARY OVERVIEW OF KEY FINDINGS

Nearly all (97%) 2010 respondents familiar with CEP indicated that CEP has either a somewhat
positive or excellent reputation among colleagues. The percentage of respondents
recommending all CEP resource types has increased significantly from 2007 to 2010.
• There were no significant differences in perceptions of CEP by funder grantmaking size.
• High intensity users of CEP resources view CEP more favorably than low intensity users.
• In comparison to other assessment tools and processes, respondents reported that CEP
assessment tools were more useful, with a mean score of 5.2 on a scale of 1 (much less useful)
to 7 (much more useful), and a better value relative to their cost, with a mean score of 5.2 on a
scale of 1 (very poor value for the cost) to 7 (excellent value for the cost).
• 92% of funders report making some change in at least one area of funder functioning as a result
of engagement with CEP resources, as compared to 85% in 2007. 39% of 2010 survey
respondents reported making a significant change in at least one area of funder functioning as a
result of CEP resources, as compared to 32% of 2007 respondents.
• Importantly, fully 50% of high intensity CEP users in 2010 report that CEP resources have lead
to “significant change” in at least one area of their practice, compared to 12% of low intensity
CEP resource users. And, all high intensity users report making at least some change as a result
of CEP.
• On every dimension, except “board structure,” high intensity users of CEP resources are making
higher levels of change than low intensity users.
Respondent subgroups appear to represent a continuum that starts with developing awareness of
CEP and appreciating the need to conduct performance measurement, and then progresses to using
assessment tools and making changes aligned with CEP’s logic model such as:
• Reading CEP publications can lead to changes in targeted areas of funder functioning at the
organizational level by influencing thinking at the individual level. Respondents who said the
following five publications had a “high influence” on their thinking have a higher likelihood of
making a change in their organizations: Essentials of Foundation Strategy; More Than Money;
Beyond the Rhetoric; Luck of the Draw; and Indicators of Effectiveness.
• Assessment tool users (i.e., higher intensity users) make higher-level, strategic changes in the
areas targeted by CEP’s logic model: clearer goals; more coherent, well-implemented strategies;
and more relevant performance indicators.
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Introduction to the Full Survey Report
This report provides a summary of key findings from analysis of a survey that LFA Group (LFA, Learning for
Action) conducted for the Center for Effective Philanthropy (CEP) as part of a larger Market and Impact
Assessment Study. The research also includes a review of CEP’s market landscape and interviews with a
sample of key informants representing grantmaking organizations (to be conducted in June 2010). The
purpose of this report is to inform current conversations among CEP staff and board members regarding
progress against CEP’s current strategic plan and logic model, as well as to guide development of future
strategic directions.
LFA worked closely with CEP staff in developing the 2010 survey instrument. By design, the survey
conducted for this 2010 study is to a large extent identical to the survey conducted as part of the 2007
Market and Impact Assessment study that LFA conducted for CEP. Keeping the instrument largely the same
allows for comparisons over time. Naturally, some changes also were made to the 2010 version of the
survey: questions were modified, deleted, and added to ensure maximum relevance of information
collected given the specific focus of CEP’s inquiry at this point in time.

Survey Methods and Response Rate
LFA developed a survey for distribution to representatives of all of the largest 500 U.S.-based funders
according to grantmaking budget size, as well as to representatives of other funders that have had contact
or involvement with CEP.1 To reach a broader sample of staff at grantmaking organizations than was
included in the 2007 study, LFA distributed the survey to Program Officers in addition to CEOs/Executive
Directors, Vice President of Programs (VPP’s), and Directors of Research and Evaluation (DRE’s). With a
more inclusive sample, the study accessed a more expansive view of CEP’s work and impact than had been
accomplished in the 2007 study.
A total of 2,206 individuals from 923 organizations received the survey, with 543 completing it for a
response rate of 25%. The 543 respondents represent 346 organizations, of which 171 are among the
largest 500 funders. LFA compared respondents and non-respondents in terms of their grantmaking
organization’s total assets, grantmaking budget size, and type of organization.2 There are no significant
differences found between respondents and non-respondents with respect to these key variables.

1
2

Involvement with CEP ranges from receipt of newsletter to assessment tool use.
These are the only data available among non-respondents for comparison.
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Notes on Survey Samples and Sub-samples
In addition to analyzing results from all respondents to the 2010 survey, the LFA team also conducted
analysis of two sub-samples:
1. 2010 Comparison Sample – this sub-group consists of CEOs/EDs, Vice Presidents of Programs (VPPs),
and Directors of Research and Evaluation (DREs) from the largest 500 funders (the same groups
included in the 2007 study). This sub-sample (n=121) is used to assess change from CEP’s 2007
Market and Impact Study.
2. Program Officers – this is the sub-group of program officer respondents only (n=164). Note that
results for program officers are included in the report only where they are interesting and
meaningful.
To make an accurate comparison between 2010 and 2007, LFA re-analyzed the 2007 dataset, removing
respondents who identified their position as anything other than CEO/ED, VPP, or DRE.
Analysis of the 2010 comparison sample against the 2007 sample allows for exploration of the key
question: How have perceptions of CEP in the marketplace and ratings of impact changed over time among
the primary audience?
Analysis of the all respondents in the 2010 sample provides insights into questions regarding current
perceptions of CEP and assessments of impact among a broad set of grantmaking organization
representatives, from program officers to CEOs and including those not among the largest 500 funders.
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Profile of 2010 Study Respondents
The study aimed to include the perspectives of
executive leaders as well as program officers and did so
successfully. Individual Respondent Characteristics

Additional Details
Years in Philanthropy. Respondents have worked
in organized philanthropy for 12 years on average
(range 1 to 40 years).
Gender. This sample has a higher percentage of
females than males (63% compared to 37%,
respectively).
Race/Ethnicity. The majority of respondents is
Caucasian/White (79%), followed by African
American/Black (9%), Hispanic/Latino (7%), Asian
(4%), Pacific Islander (1%) and American
Indian/Alaska Native (1%).

•

Respondents' Position at Organization
(n=447)

•

Program Officer

37%

CEO/ED

32%

VP of Programs

•

16%

Director of Research & Evaluation

4%

Other

11%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Percentage of Respondents

Respondents’ Grantmaking Organization Characteristics
Respondent Foundation Types

Respondent Grantmaking Budget for
Most Recent Fiscal Year

(n=444)

(n=369)

Private non-family, non-health
conversion foundation

31%
27%

Community foundation

21%

Other public charity, foundation,
funder

8%

Private , health conversion foundation

7%

Corporate

3%

Other

3%
0%

10%

20%

30%

Percentage of Respondents

•

50%
Percentage of Respondents

Private, family foundation

Mean Budget = $46 Million

40%

•

30%
25%

18%

18%
12%

15%

8%

0%
Less Than
$5M

$5M to
$9.9M

$10M to
$24.9M

$25M to
$49.9M

$50M to
$99.9M

Over
$100M

The median grantmaking budget for respondent
funders’ most recent fiscal year is $15 million (mean
= $46 million, range = $75k to 500 million).

Private (non-family and family) foundations
comprise the majority of the sample.
There are no significant differences in terms of demographic characteristics and respondents’
organizational characteristics between the “2010 comparison sample” and 2007 study sample3.

2007 and 2010 comparison samples include respondents from the largest 500 funders in the following positions:
CEO/ED, Vice President of Programs, or Director of Research and Evaluation.
3
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Familiarity with CEP
Overall, responding funders in 2010 are familiar with CEP at levels that are similar to those found in 2007.

•
Respondents' Overall Familiarity with CEP
5

Mean Response

4

3.5

3.6

1=Not Familiar
2=Familiar in Name Only
3=Familiar
4=Very Familiar
5=Extremely Familiar

3.4

•

Program
Officers
(mean=3.0)

3

2

•

1
2007
2010
(n=135) Comparison
Sample
(n=121)

2010
All Respondents
(n=543)

•

Key Findings
Nearly all 2010 respondents have been familiar with
CEP for at least one year. Thirty-eight percent have
been familiar with CEP between one and three
years; 37% between four and six years; and 22% for
more than six years.
Among all 2010 respondents, organizations with
larger grantmaking budgets were significantly more
likely to be familiar with CEP compared to
organizations with smaller grantmaking budgets
(p<.05).4
Program officers were significantly less likely to be
familiar with CEP compared to CEO/Executive
Directors and Vice President of Programs (means =
3.0 vs. 3.6, respectively; p<.01).
Looked at by funder type, unfamiliar respondents
are significantly more likely to be community
foundations.

The p-values represent the probability that an observed difference could be due to natural variation in the data,
rather than to a true, underlying difference. A p-value of 0.05 indicates that the probability is 5% or less that the
difference between two values is due to chance. Where significance is found across the 4 intensity variables we have
presented the high and low intensity categories to show the difference in perception and satisfaction. For reference
purposes, we note the following levels of significance: *p<.1; **p<.05; and ***p<.01.
4
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Use of CEP Resources and Market Segments
The majority of respondents have read a CEP research report or publication and/or visited CEP’s website.
Of all the assessment tools CEP offers, the GPR continues to be the most widely used among respondents.
The chart below shows use of CEP resources, with multiple respondents from a single organization
appearing in the results. When looking only at the 346 unique foundations responding to the survey and
GPR use, we find that 131 (or 38%) have used the GPR.
Use of CEP Resources
Not Used
Research and Publications (n=422)

Used
21%

Website (Old or New) (n=383)

79%

38%

Grantee Perception Report (n=394)

62%
57%

43%

Staff Perception Report (n=394)

84%

16%

2009 Conference (n=380)

85%

15%

2007 Conference (n=380)

88%

12%

Comparative Board Report (n=394)

89%

11%

Applicant Perception Report (n=394)

90%

10%

Online Strategy Self-Assessment Tool (n=394)

94%

6%

Stakeholder Assessment Report (n=394)

95%

5%

Donor Perception Report (n=394)

97%

3%

0%
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Market Segments
LFA utilized the “use of CEP resources” data to create a single variable that segments respondents into
levels of engagement with CEP. The four segments are presented below in order of increasing level of
engagement.

Intensity of CEP Interactions

Number of
Respondents within
2010 Comparison
Sample

CEP Resource
Use Score
(range=0-9)

5

(n=100)

1. None – Respondents are familiar with CEP but have not
used any of the organization’s resources

8%

0.0

2. CEP Research and/or Programming Only

30%

1.5

19%

3.5

43%

5.8

3. GPR – At a minimum, respondents have used the GPR,
but no other assessment tool.
4. GPR Plus – At a minimum, respondents have used the
GPR and at least one other assessment tool.

All of these market segments are drawn from only the “2010 Comparison Sample” and all are “familiar”
with CEP. Throughout this report we make note of significant findings that correlate with intensity of CEP
resource use. Respondents using only CEP Research and Programming are considered “low intensity CEP
users” (segment 2) and respondents using the GPR and another CEP assessment tool (segment 4) are
considered “high intensity CEP users.”
These segments allow for analysis comparable to the cluster analysis
conducted in the 2007 study. LFA presents data within this report
looking at how respondents’ level of engagement with CEP affects
change overall, and how perceptions and activities related to
measuring funder effectiveness differ among different CEP engagement
levels. Looking at the data this way allows us to assess whether higher
levels of CEP engagement lead to better perceptions of CEP and to
changes in funder functioning.
The overarching story is quite similar to the story that emerged in the
cluster analysis presented in the 2007 Market and Impact Assessment
Report. The data presented show that, in general, high intensity users
have better perceptions of CEP and rate the organization’s work and
impact more highly than do low intensity users. Overall, the findings
follow a step-wise progression: as interactions with CEP increase,
perceptions and ratings increase. There are, however, a few cases in
which low intensity CEP users rate the influence of CEP’s research
more highly than high intensity users; these findings are discussed in
more detail in the report section about CEP research.

NOTE TO READERS ON
SAMPLE SIZES
The reader should keep in mind
that throughout this report
response rates to questions
fluctuate from question to
question. This occurs as a result
of segmenting data and from
instances where respondents
simply skip questions. For
example, of the 121 respondents
included in the 2010 Comparison
sample, 19 indicated that they
are unfamiliar with CEP and 2
did not answer the CEP resource
use questions. Thus, they are not
included in the intensity
segments analysis.

CEP resource use scores were generated by calculating respondents' use of CEP tools, research, and programming (i.e.,
attending a CEP conference or a staff member presentation). The GPR, SPR, and CBR assessment tools were double-weighted,
generating a possible resource use score range of 0 to 12. Respondents in the 2010 Comparison Sample had CEP resource use
scores ranging from 0 to 9.
5
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General Attitudes and Perceptions among Funders in CEP’s Market
The sample of 2010 survey respondents reported, on average, that greater effort should be made to assess
funder performance than is currently undertaken within philanthropy. The average perspective in 2010 is
unchanged from that reported in 2007.
Personal Attitude Towards
Funder Performance Assessment

Mean Response

5

1=Too little effort is made
3=Enough effort is made
5=Too much effort is made

4

3
2

•

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.0

1
2007
2010
(n=133) Comparison
(n=119)

Low
High
Intensity Intensity
Users
Users
(n=30)
(n=43)

•

Key Finding
There are no significant differences in personal
attitudes towards levels of engagement in
performance assessment among funders, regardless
of CEP resource use or level of familiarity with CEP.
70% of all respondents report that declines in
endowment values have not changed their
perspectives on assessing funder performance. Onequarter report that declines in endowment values
make assessment a higher priority.

Funder Engagement in Performance Assessment Efforts
The types and levels at which participants in the 2010 study are conducting performance assessment are
similar to those found in 2007.
2010
Type of Performance Assessment

2007

(In descending order by all 2010 respondents)

(n=134)

Comparison
Sample
(n=120)

Unique
Organizational
6
Response

84%
72%

80%
70%

71%
60%

not asked

75%

66%

71%

66%

53%

55%
60%
37%
49%
not asked

61%
57%
47%
53%
40%

58%
52%
36%
40%
37%

not asked

33%

30%

25%
22%

22%
15%
25%

24%
18%
18%

Investment performance review
Grantee perception surveys
Internal evaluations of specific funding programs’ or
initiatives’ outcomes
External evaluations of specific funding programs’
or initiatives’ outcomes
Administrative process review
Administrative cost review
Employee perception surveys
Board assessments
Internal evaluations of organization-wide efforts
Development of an organization-wide dashboard or
scorecard
Other stakeholder surveys/interviews
External evaluations of organization-wide efforts
Communications audit

not asked

(n=342)

To understand CEP’s audience reach among the unique organizations responding to the survey, LFA selected from the full dataset the highest
ranking respondent from each organization.
6
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•
•
•

Two-thirds of organizations (67%) that have conducted “grantee perception surveys” have
commissioned CEP’s Grantee Perception Report.
23% of organizations that have conducted “employee perception surveys” have commissioned CEP’s
Staff Perception Report.
21% of organizations that have conducted “board assessments” have commissioned CEP’s Comparative
Board Report.

On average, respondents have used between five and six types of assessment processes to measure
performance.
Distribution of Performance Assessment Scores

Percentage of Respondents

(n=281)
Mean Score = 5.8

20%

14%

13%
9%

10%

9%

12%
9%

9%
7%

5%

5%

5%

4%
2%

1%
0%
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

Performance Assessment Score

•

•

Key Findings
Respondents from organizations with larger
Mean Number of
grantmaking budgets have engaged in significantly
Grantmaking Budget
Performance
higher number of performance assessments on
Assessments
average compared to organizations with smaller
n
367
grantmaking budgets, as shown in the table at right
Less than 5 million
4.9
(p<.01).
5 – 9.9 million
5.1
Respondents reporting greater familiarity with CEP
10 – 24.9 million
5.7
were significantly more likely to have engaged in
25 – 49.9 million
6.3
the top five most frequently used types of
50 – 99.9 million
7.1
performance assessments and have engaged in a
Over 100 million
6.8
higher number of performance assessment types,
compared to respondents with less familiarity. Respondents familiar with CEP were 19% to 60% more
likely to have engaged in investment performance reviews, grantee perception surveys, internal
evaluations of specific programs’ or initiatives’ outcomes, external evaluations of specific funding
programs’ or initiatives’ outcomes, or administrative processes review/assessment compared to
respondents unfamiliar with CEP.
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Barriers to Engaging in Assessment Activities
Respondents' Biggest Impediments to Better
Assessing Their Organizations' Performance
2007
(n=134)

2010 Comparison Sample
(n=120)

•

2010 All Respondents
(n=527)

64%
65%
66%

Difficulty in establishing causality
between funding and creating change

•

57%
61%
59%

Lack of staff time

49%
50%
48%

Difficulty in aggregating results of different pieces
due to long time horizons for change created

•

43%

Limited value of short-term assessments due
to long time horizons for change created

39%
42%
33%
37%
36%

High cost

not asked

24%
31%

Lack of capacity at grantee level

•

35%

Lack of available expertise

No good models/techniques for the areas
in which my organization funds

26%
25%
not asked

18%
15%
13%
16%
13%

The Board doesn't find assessment useful

•

6%
11%
9%

Staff leadership doesn't find assessment useful

0%

20%

40%

60%

Key Findings
Top barriers to assessing funder
performance are comparable to
those found in 2007, and there are
few meaningful differences within
2010 samples.
Interestingly, a smaller percentage
of respondents identified “lack of
available expertise” as a barrier in
2010.
Low intensity users, compared to
high intensity users, are more
likely to identify the following as
impediments to organizational
performance assessment: “lack of
staff time” (69% v. 53%,
respectively), “staff leadership
doesn’t find assessment useful”
(17% v. 5%, respectively), and
“lack of available expertise” (24%
v. 14%, respectively).
High intensity users, compared to
low intensity users, are more likely
to identify “difficulty in aggregating
results of different pieces of funder
work” as an impediment to
organizational performance
assessment (58% v. 48%,
respectively).
“Recent declines in endowments”
have not changed perspectives on
assessing funder performance.

80%

Percentage of Respondents

CEP 2010 Market & Impact Assessment Report
Prepared by LFA Group – May 7, 2010

9

Full Survey Report

Views of CEP
Global Views of CEP

Across the board, high intensity users view CEP more favorably than low intensity users by an average of
one point or more on the seven-point rating scale.7 Overall, views of CEP are similar in 2010 compared to
2007, with slight increases in mean scores.
Global Views of CEP
2007
(n=108-109)

2010 Comparison
(n=90-96)

High IntensityUsers
(n=42-43)

Low Intensity Users
(n=23-28)
5.5
5.7

The information available
through CEP is trustworthy

6.4***
5.1
5.5

5.8
The CEP staff is high quality
6.3 ***
5.2

5.8
5.9

CEP conducts its work with
a high degree of integrity

6.5 ***
5.2

5.4
5.6

CEP is a leader in efforts
to define and assess
funder performance

6.1***

5.2
not asked

5.6

CEP's work is consistently
of high quality

6.2***
5.1

5.3
5.3

CEP offers unique resources
for improving
funder performance

5.9 ***

4.6
5.2
5.3

CEP is a leader in efforts to
improve funder performance
1=Strongly Disagree
4=Neither Agree nor Disagree
7=Strongly Agree

5.9***
4.7
1

***Significant at p<.01

2

3

4

5

6

7

Mean Rating

Analysis by intensity of CEP resource use displayed in the report focuses almost entirely on the 2010 Comparison Sample. To test
if similar findings hold true outside of CEP’s target audience (of CEOs, VPPs, and DRE’s), LFA conducted the same analysis on the
entire dataset and found consistent findings.
7
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CEP’s Reputation in the Field
Perceptions of CEP’s reputation increases with higher CEP resource use: mean scores are 3.4 among low
intensity users and 3.6 among high intensity users (p <.001).
Perception of CEP's Reputation Among Respondents
Percentage of Repondents

2007
(n=78)

2010 Comparison
(n=101)

Low Intensity Users
(n=29)

High Intensity Users
(n=43)

80%

70%

66%

60%

53%
47%

40%

30%

20%
0%

45%

0% 0%

3% 4%

0% 0%

CEP has a poor
reputation

50%
28%

7%
0%

CEP has a somewhat CEP has a somewhat CEP has an excellent
negative reputation
positive reputation
reputation

Likelihood of Recommending CEP: Net Promoter Scores
The Net Promoter Score is an assessment of clients’ likelihood of recommending an organization to peers
and colleagues. On a scale from 0 to 10, respondents were asked how likely they are to recommend CEP to
a colleague. Respondents selecting 9 or 10 are considered “promoters” and respondents selecting 0
through 6 are considered “detractors.” The Net Promoter Score is calculated by subtracting the proportion
of “detractors” from the proportion of “promoters.” The score is designed to reflect the efficiency of an
organization’s “growth engine” and, when possible, should be put into the context of one’s industry.8 Many
organizations have negative scores. For CEP, the variance between low intensity CEP users and high
intensity resource users is dramatic, with the likelihood of recommending CEP to colleagues differing
significantly, and positively, by level of intensity of CEP interactions. Respondents who are more familiar
with CEP and respondents who are more highly engaged with CEP’s resources are significantly more likely
to recommend CEP to a colleague (p<.001 for both factors).
Likelihood of Recommending CEP to a Colleague
Net Promoter Score

80
60

20

7

0
-20
-40

-21
-43

-60
Low Intensity
All
High Intensity
Users
Respondents
Users
(n=103)
(n=426)
(n=117)

NPS Score Among
All Respondents

8

59

47

40

CEO's,
CEO's,
VPP's, DRE's VPP's, DRE's
who Have
who
Not Used
Have Used
CEP tools
CEP tools
(n=37)
(n=63)
Largest 500 Foundations

Source: www.netpromoter.com
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Proportion of Respondents Recommending CEP
Half of survey respondents have recommended CEP to a
colleague or friend.

•

Have you Recommended CEP to
a Colleague or Friend?
(n=432)

•
Yes
51%

No
49%

•

Reasons for Not Recommending CEP
Reasons for not recommending CEP resources
are similar to those in 2007. More than half (73
out of 144) of respondents who reported that
they have not recommended CEP resources say
that they have not done so because of a lack of
opportunity to do so, or a lack of familiarity with
CEP’s resources (44 out of 144).
A small number of respondents reported reasons
such as:
o Cost as a barrier to promoting services that
others may not be able to afford;
o CEP’s focus and target organization size are
not consistent with colleagues’ organizations;
o Colleagues are already aware of CEP; and
o Not being in a position to recommend (e.g.,
not in leadership position).
A few respondents also mentioned their
disagreement with how CEP defines “effective
philanthropy.”

Among those who have recommended specific CEP resources, assessment tools are the most commonly
recommended resource. The percentage of respondents recommending all CEP resource type has increased
significantly from 2007 to 2010.
2010
2007
Types of CEP Resources Recommended
Assessment tools
Research and case studies
Conferences/programs/communications
Advice/counsel

CEP 2010 Market & Impact Assessment Report
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(n=75)
77%
35%
16%
not asked

Comparison
Sample
(n=54)
94%***
44%
32%**
13%

All
Respondents
(n=217)
81%
43%
30%
14%
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Summary of Open-Ended Comments on CEP’s Strengths
“Reputation for analytical rigor
and objectivity.”
“Strong measurement of
foundation performance; the only
one really doing in-depth work
in this area.”
“Disciplined, data-driven
methodology, very good data on
comparable funders and grantee
perceptions.”
“Data-driven analysis. Can
make the case for good practices
through research, as opposed to
ideology. Takes the field farther
than anyone else in connecting
practices to outcomes.”
“Strong approach in assessing
foundations' impact in the fields
they fund...the GPR really helps
a foundation objectively
understand what value they are
having on their grantees and the
larger policy arena. It is also
helpful to identify areas that the
foundation may want to
improve.”

CEP’s Greatest Strengths

Percentage of
Respondents
(n=285)

Provides comparative, quantitative data and
strong analytical skills

33%

Provides high quality, unique instruments/tools

18%

Provides the GPR, viewed as a unique and
useful tool for gathering information on
foundation
performance
Provides high
quality, accessible research and
publications
Conveys strong leadership, clearly articulated
mission and purpose
Visibility, name recognition, good reputation,
credibility
Raises awareness about evaluation and
assessment; places a needed focus in the field,
a framework for funders to think about
effectiveness and transparency
Commitment to supporting funders’ knowledge
of and expertise in the field
External, impartial objective third-party
feedback/ integrity of data

17%
14%
14%
10%

10%

9%
8%

High quality staff with strong evaluation skills

7%

Fills a unique market niche

5%

CEP 2010 Market & Impact Assessment Report
Prepared by LFA Group – May 7, 2010

“The ability to provide funders
with a broader perspective on the
field of philanthropy so that they
can better understand how to
improve their practice, be better
partners and make the most
effective investments.”
“Objective analysis based on
independent data.”
“Research that provides clarity
rather than philanthropy speak,
e.g. report on strategic
philanthropy with clear excellent
examples.”
“Smart, research-based
conclusions and strong, visible
leadership.”
“Its unique role as a neutral
resource; its volume of data for
peer comparisons.”
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Summary of Open-Ended Comments on CEP’s Weaknesses
“Dependence on grantee
satisfaction rather than actual
grant outcomes as measure of
success.”
“Performance does not equal
perception.”
“Ability to adapt
approach/methodology to
various types of funders
working in various
social/cultural environments.”
“Sector-specific guidelines for
greater effectiveness.”
“Not providing technical
support after the survey
information comes back.”
“Helping clients act on
evaluation findings.”
“The limit to which it can
actually influence foundation
behavior.”

Percentage of
Respondents
(n=222)

Funder performance assessment relies on the
assumption that perception is equivalent to
funder effectiveness

“Needs to expand outreach, get
organization visibility
enhanced, enhance marketing of
services.”

19%

Cost

15%

“Services are expensive (and
not as widely known) amongst
smaller foundations/funders.”

Limited visibility in the field

11%

Lack of follow-up support, engagement or
consulting services to implement change

9%

Work is tailored to largest funders; need to relate
to other funder types (e.g. corporate foundations)
and sizes (e.g. mid-size and smaller funders)

9%

Need to offer more customized information (i.e.
tailored by sector) on funder performance (i.e.,
tools, benchmarks) by assembling a larger variety
of cohort funders

8%

Marketing available resources and results to
broader audience

6%

CEP’s Greatest Weaknesses

CEP 2010 Market & Impact Assessment Report
Prepared by LFA Group – May 7, 2010

“My board was not convinced
that GPR value matched
expense.”
“Cost of programs makes them
too expensive for small funders
to use.”
“Not pushing the envelope
enough in terms of what it is
measuring or the promising
practices it is tracking.
Sometimes seems to be too
concerned about neutrality and
integrity of their survey data to
really take a position on
defining effective funder
practices.”
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CEP’s Value as a Resource for Funder Performance Assessment Needs
In general, funders rate the value of CEP as a resource for performance assessment needs at similar levels
on average as they did in 2007. The declines seen in the chart below are slight and not significant. High
intensity CEP users hold considerably more favorable views of CEP as a resource compared to low intensity
users. Specifically, high intensity users more highly value CEP as a resource for assessment tools and for
advice on funder performance compared to low intensity users (means = 5.8 v. 3.5, and 4.7 v. 2.8,
respectively; p <.01 for both).

Value of CEP as a Resource for...
2007
(n=80-99)

2010 Comparison
(n=76-91)

High IntensityUsers
(n=38-43)

Low IntensityUsers
(n=19-25)

5.2
4.9

Assessment tools to use
with your organization

5.8 ***
3.5
not asked

4.9

Research/publications
on funder effectiveness

5.1 *
4.5
not asked
4.8

Case studies examples
of funder practices

5.0 **
4.5

4.7
4.5

Learning about latest developments
related to funder effectiveness

4.8
4.2
4.3
4.1

Advice/counsel (from CEP staff)
on funder performance

4.7 ***

2.8
not asked
3.8

Building or connecting
with a community of peers

4.0
3.6

1=Not at All Valuable
4=Moderately Valuable
7=Extremely Valuable

1

2

3

4
5
Mean Rating

6

7

*Significant at p<.10; **Significant at p<.05; ***Significant at p<.01
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CEP’s Influence on Organizational Practices
CEP resources have some overall effect on funder practices among the vast majority of respondents. In
2010, 92% of funders report making some change in at least one area of funder functioning, as compared to
85% in 2007.
Overall Impact of CEP Resources

Percentage of Repondents

2007
(n=98)

2010 Comparison
(n=80)

High Intensity Users
(n=40)

80%

65%
60%

53% 53%

50%

40%

32%

24%
20%

15%

50%

39%

12%

9%
0%

0%

No change in any area

•

Low Intensity Users
(n=17)

Some change in at least one
area

Significant change in
at least one area

Key Findings
39% of 2010 survey respondents reported making a significant change in at least one area of funder
functioning as a result of CEP resources, as compared to 32% of 2007 respondents.

•

Importantly, fully 50% of high intensity CEP users in 2010 report that CEP resources have lead to
“significant change” in at least one area of their practice, compared to 12% of low intensity CEP
resource users. And, all high intensity users report making at least some change as a result of CEP.

•

Specific areas of funder performance where CEP resources are having the greatest influence include:
communication with grantees, the value placed internally on assessment and evaluation, attitudes
toward working with grantees, and grantmaking processes. In each of these areas, over half of
respondents report making at least some change.

•

Specific areas of funder performance where CEP resources are having the least influence include:
board structure, allocation of resources for a particular program area, staffing levels, and board
practices. In each of these areas, greater than three-quarters of respondents are making no changes.

CEP 2010 Market & Impact Assessment Report
Prepared by LFA Group – May 7, 2010

16

Full Survey Report

CEP Research and Case Studies
Influence of CEP Research Publications
Influence of CEP's Research Publications on Thinking about
Issues Related to Funder Effectiveness
Program
Officers

All
Respondents

High Intensity
Users

Low Intensity
Percent
Users
"Read but Don't Recall"

5.0
4.8

n=41
n=180

Listening to Grantees

4.9
4.7

4.6
4.6

n=28
n=135

•

Overall, CEP research publications have a
slightly greater influence on thinking
among program officers compared to all
respondents.

•

For 6 of the 9 publications asked about,
low intensity CEP users report levels of
influence of those publications on their
thinking about funder effectiveness at
similar or higher levels than high
intensity CEP users.

4.2

4.8
4.5

More Than Money

•

63% of respondents who have read CEP’s
publications have also used CEP’s tools.

•

The 2010 comparison sample and all
2010 respondents report comparable
levels of influence on their thinking about
funder effectiveness from reading CEP
publications.

12% of Respondents

4.4

n=33
n=13

4.5

4.7
4.5

n=35
n=159
Beyond the Rhetoric

24% of Respondents
5.1

n=53
n=218

16% of Respondents

3.6

n=27
n=7

3.9

4.2
4.3

n=32
n=166

Essentials of Foundation Strategy
n=26
n=10

4.2

n=39
n=163

4.3

16% of Respondents

4.5

4.8

In Search of Impact

12% of Respondents

4.2

n=21
n=12

4.0

n=25
n=86

4.6
4.2

n=10
n=4

4.0

Luck of the Draw

27% of Respondents

5.0

3.9
4.0

n=19
n=93
Beyond Compliance

*Significant at p<.10

Among all respondents, research
publications are having a moderate
influence, or better, on thinking about
funder effectiveness.

3.6

n=16
n=6

1=No Influence
4=Moderate Influence
7=A Lot of Influence

18% of Respondents

4.7 *

n=21
n=8

Key Findings
80% of 2010 survey respondents have
read CEP research publications, including
case studies.

•

4.2

n=30
n=139

Indicators of Effectiveness

11% of Respondents

5.1*

n=23
n=16

Foundation Communications

•

18% of Respondents
n=15
n=6

1

2

4.1

3.3

3

4

5

6

7

Mean Rating
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Respondents who read CEP publications, but who do not use CEP assessment tools 1) are less familiar with
CEP overall, 2) report that CEP has a less positive reputation among colleagues, and 3) have grantmaking
budgets of less than $10 million (see the table below).
Have Read CEP Publications
Have Not Used
CEP Assessment Tools

Have Used
CEP Assessment Tools

108-114

187-192

Mean Level of Familiarity with CEP***
(1 = not familiar, 5 = extremely familiar)

n

3.4

4.1

Perception of CEP’s Reputation***

3.4

3.6

49%

76%

(1 = poor reputation, 4 = excellent reputation)

Grantmaking budget of $10 million and over***
***p<.01

Influence of CEP Case Studies
•

Influence of CEP's Case Studies on Thinking
about Issues Related to Funder Effectiveness
Program Officers
(n=14-26)

All Respondents
(n=72-120)

Improving the Grantee Experience at
the David and Lucile Packard
Foundation

Aiming for Excellence at the Wallace
Foundation

3.2

Striving for Transformation at the
Stuart Foundation

3.1

3.4

3.2

3.6

Becoming Strategic: The Evolution of
the Flinn Foundation

1=No Influence
4=Moderate Influence
7=A Lot of Influence

•

3.7
3.6

3.2
1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

Mean Rating

CEP 2010 Market & Impact Assessment Report
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6.0

7.0

Key Findings
In general, CEP’s case studies have less
influence on funders’ thinking than
research publications. Among all
respondents, case studies are having a
less than moderate influence on thinking
about funder effectiveness.
Respondents who have used CEP’s
assessment tools, compared to
respondents who have not used CEP’s
tools, reported that the David and Lucile
Packard Foundation and Wallace
Foundation case studies (which describe
experiences using and creating change
based on CEP assessment tools) had a
significantly greater influence on their
thinking. The extent of influence on
thinking for the David and Lucile Packard
Foundation case study was 3.0 and 3.7 for
non-tool users and tool users,
respectively (p<.05). The extent of
influence on thinking for the Wallace
Foundation case study was 2.5 and 3.7 for
non-tool users and tool users,
respectively (p<.01).
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Effect of CEP Research Publications on Change within Grantmaking Organizations
In general, CEP research publications have led funders to make “a moderate amount” of change within their
organizations. Compared to all 2010 respondents and program officers, respondents in the 2010
comparison sample (CEO’s, VPP’s, and DRE’s) reported that CEP research publications affected the highest
level of change.
The Extent to which CEP's Research Publications
Have Led to Change
7

1=Not at All
4=A Moderate Amount
7=A Great Deal

Mean Response

6
5
3.9

4
3
2

3.7
Program
Officers
(mean=3.4)

not
asked

1

2007

2010
Comparison
Sample
(n=86)

All Respondents
(n=317)

Summary of Open-Ended Comments on the Impacts of CEP’s Research and Publications
“The ‘Assistance Beyond the
Grant’ results were examined
in our recent program review
process and helped inform the
recommendations.”
“‘Indicators of Effectiveness’
was used to create a plan to
evaluate our foundation
operations and impact.
Publications have formed the
basis for grounding our theory
of change, logic model, and
evaluation strategies.”
“Both the ‘Foundation
Effectiveness’ and ‘Beyond the
Grant’ studies helped shape the
Foundation's current strategic
plan [and are] critical to
understanding the utility of the
‘operational’ components of our
program staff's contribution to
our grantees and the fields in
which we work.”
“Helped the organization both board and staff - find a
similar vocabulary with which
to discuss change.”

Impact of CEP’s
Research and Publications

Percentage of
Respondents
(n=108)

Change in attitude towards work with grantees;
improved interaction and communication

25%

Influenced thinking with respect to funder strategy,
goals, or performance indicators; increased staff
and board discussions on these issues, provided
evidence for aligning strategies

19%

Improved assessment and evaluation processes:
placed higher value on assessment and
evaluation; developed evaluation framework or
strategic plan

19%

Changed or improved grantmaking processes

14%

Influenced board development or increased
board’s effectiveness by providing data for
decision-making and/or educating board on funder
strategy

12%

Influenced action by helping to develop funder
strategy, clearer goals, or performance measures

11%

Changed or improved strategies; increased focus
on strategic grantmaking
Provided validation/confirmation of thinking or
behaviors regarding funder effectiveness

CEP 2010 Market & Impact Assessment Report
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10%
10%

“CEP's research
publications, especially ‘More
Than Money,’ have been
useful in supporting our efforts
(and building buy-in from
above) to invest in capacity
building programs and services
for our grantees.”
“‘More than the Money’ and
the ‘Listening To Grantees’
publications shape how I
advocate for more flexible
funding/open conversations
with grantees and put into
perspective and make me
rethink what technical
assistance we're providing ;
What can we do better to be
responsive to our customers?”
“Making our application
process more accessible to grant
seekers, streamlining our
communications, shortening
time lines and turnaround
times, and providing clearer
information about who we are,
what we do, and how we want
to engage.”
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The LFA team also assessed whether research publications identified by respondents as having a “high
influence on thinking” resulted in change in the area of funder functioning related to the information
presented in the specific publications. For example, “Essentials of Foundation Strategy” and “Beyond the
Rhetoric” target change in funder strategy, while “Foundation Communications” targets change in
communications with grantees.
Respondents reporting that these select publications were highly influential on their thinking, compared to
those reporting a low level of influence on their thinking, were significantly more likely to report
organizational changes in areas of funder functioning that are “targeted” by these publications. In other
words, reading CEP publications can lead to change at the organizational level by influencing thinking at
the individual level. It appears the following five publications have a significant, independent effect on
targeted areas of funder functioning among respondents reporting that they have had a “high influence”
their thinking.
The Odds of Making a
Change if
Respondents View
Publication as
1
“Highly Influential”
2.9 times more likely**

More coherent, better-implemented strategies

3.7 times more likely***

Provision of assistance to grantees beyond “the check”

More Than Money

4.7 times more likely***

Provision of assistance to grantees beyond “the check”

Beyond the Rhetoric

2.4 times more likely*

Provision of assistance to grantees beyond “the check”

Luck of the Draw

5.8 times more likely**

Addressing the performance of program officers

CEP Publications Having a
Significant Effect

Essentials of Foundation Strategy

Area of Funder Functioning Affected

2

Indicators of Effectiveness
3.5 times more likely*
Value placed internally on assessment and evaluation
1. Odds ratio, controlling for the use of CEP tools and attendance at a conference or CEP staff member presentation.
2. Respondent reported “some” or “significant” change in the area of funder functioning.

Where Respondents Turn to for Research on Funder Effectiveness
One-third of the 338 survey respondents identifying the most important resources they turn to for research
on philanthropic effectiveness named CEP, followed closely by GEO.
Top 5 Sources Respondents Turn to for
Research on Philanthropic Effectiveness

Number of
Respondents
(n= 338)

The Center for Effective Philanthropy (CEP)

108

Grantmakers for Effective Organizations (GEO)

105

Council on Foundations (COF)

65

GrantCraft

26

Stanford Social Innovation Review (SSIR)

24

CEP 2010 Market & Impact Assessment Report
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•

Usefulness of CEP Research Publications
Compared to Research of Other Organizations

•

39% of respondents who turn to Grantmakers
for Effective Organizations (GEO) also report
that they turn to CEP for research on
philanthropic effectiveness.

•

Among respondents who are not familiar with
CEP, COF is the top resource that they turn to for
research on philanthropic effectiveness. Twelve
percent of respondents, who turn to Council on
Foundations (COF), also report that they turn to
CEP for research on philanthropic effectiveness.

•

When comparing the relative usefulness of CEP’s
research for influencing funders’ thinking to
research from other organizations, respondents
rated on average CEP’s research reports as a 4.4
on a scale of 1 (much less useful) to 7 (much
more useful).

Percentage of Respondents

(n=278)
Mean Score = 4.4

50%

33%

28%

25%

14%
1%

14%

5%

5%

0%
Much
less
useful

2

3

About the
same

5
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6

Much
more
useful

Key Findings
47% of respondents report that CEP research
publications are more useful than research
publications from other organizations.
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CEP Conferences, Programs and Communications

CEP Communication Resources
Respondents Have Accessed

Percentage of Respondents
Attending CEP Conferences

(n=383)
CEP website

CEO's, VPP's and DRE's
(n=27)

62%

CEP's newsletter

Attended Aligning for Impact

75%
55%

34%

CEP's annual report

44%

26%

CEP blog

Attended Assessment to Action

56%
55%

10%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

0%

100%

20%

Influence of CEP Communication Resources on
Thinking Related to Funder Effectiveness
High Intensity Users

CEP staff member presentation

5.1

n=20
n=10

5.4
4.5

n=162

CEP newsletter

4.1

n=24
n=13

4.4
3.6

n=40

CEP blog

4.1

n=6
n=3

3.5
3.3

n=190
n=23
n=11

3.5

2.9

***Significant at p<.01

2

•

3.3

n=23
n=8

1

•

3.5

n=95
CEP's annual report

•

3.8

n=13
n=3

Old CEP website

100%

Mean Score = 4.1

50%

39%

25%

19%
10%

14%

13%

4%

2%

0%
Not at all

2

3

To a
moderate
extent

5

6

To a
great
extent

3.8

3.0

n=112
New CEP website

80%

(n=267)

Low Intensity Users

n=121

60%

Extent to which CEP and its Resources Are
Informing Online and Media Exchanges
Percentage of Respondents

All Respondents

40%

Percentage of Respondents

Percentage of Respondents

1=No Influence
4=Moderate Influence
7=A Lot of Influence

All Respondents
(n=80)

78%

45%

CEP staff member
presentation

Program Officers
(n=16)

3.6

•

3.1
3

4

5

6

Percentage of Respondents
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7

Key Findings
A significantly higher percentage of respondents in
the 2010 comparison sample have accessed CEP’s
website compared to the 2007 sample.
62% of respondents have downloaded research
publications, case studies, or other resources from
CEP’s website.
35% of respondents report that CEP and its
resources are more than moderately informing
online and media exchanges.
Half (49%) of conference attendees are high
intensity CEP resource users, 30% are GPR-only
assessment tool users and 21% are low intensity
CEP resource users.
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Summary of Open-Ended Comments on How CEP’s Programming has Increased Insight or Improved
Practice
“It has offered a breadth of
perspectives, affirmed certain
‘best practices’ …and provided
a framework for assessing
foundation performance.”
“Encouraged efforts to adopt
measurable performance
outcomes throughout the
organization.”
“To gain a general
understanding of the landscape
of funder effectiveness,
evaluation, assistance beyond
the grant. Also to connect
funders together for shared
learning purposes.”

Impact of CEP’s
Programming and Communications
Influenced thinking with respect to funder strategy,
goals, or performance indicators; increased staff
and board discussions on these issues, provided
evidence for aligning strategies
Increased understanding of philanthropic
effectiveness through learning from other funders
and/or sharing best practices
Improved assessment and evaluation processes:
placed a higher value on assessment and
evaluation, engaged in evaluation processes or
clarified
Improvedgoals
interaction with grantees through
improved communication or change in attitude
towards work with grantees
Increased understanding and focus on strategies,
e.g. awareness of “best practices” and assistance
“beyond the check”
Changed or improved grantmaking processes

CEP 2010 Market & Impact Assessment Report
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Percentage of
Respondents
(n=63)
44%

22%

“Had a significant effect on a
recent reorganization designed in
part to improve responsiveness
to grantees.”
“Heightened awareness of our
own practices in relation to other
foundations. Provided tools for
more effective grantmaking.”

22%

19%

13%

“Over its history CEP has
created a community of practice
about issues of philanthropic
effectiveness… CEP's
programming and
communications are a core part
of the community's continued
vibrancy.”

10%
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CEP Assessment Tools
The GPR continues to be CEP’s most used assessment tool, with 57% of respondents reporting use of it one
or more time.
CEP Assessment Tools Used
(n=394)
Not used

Used once

Grantee Perception Report

Used more than once
27%

43%

30%

84%

Staff Perception Report

12%

4%

Comparative Board Report

89%

9%

2%

Applicant Perception Report

90%

7%

3%

Online Strategy Self-Assessment Tool

5% 1%

94%

Stakeholder Assessment Report

95%

Donor Perception Report

97%

0%

20%

40%

5%
3%

60%

80%

100%

Percentage of Respondents

Usefulness of CEP Assessment Tools
in Improving Performance
2007

2010 Comparison Sample

2010 All Respondents

n=64
n=57
n=212

GPR

•

6.1
5.9
5.5

Key Findings
Respondents who used a tool more than once,
compared to those who used it once, reported that
the tool was more useful in improving performance.
Mean Usefulness Rating for
Improving Performance

not asked

STAR

n=3
n=14

5.7

4.6

n=11
n=7
n=35

APR

5.3
5.1
5.0
5.3
5.1

n=6
n=19
n=56

SPR

CEP
Assessment
Tool

5.3

not asked

n=1
n=10

DPR

5.0
4.9
4.8

n=29
n=18
n=40

CBR

Online strategy
self-assessment
tool

4.4
4.6

Used Once

Used More
Than Once

GPR

5.3

5.6

APR

4.9

5.5

SPR***

4.8

6.0

CBR

4.5

5.0

Online strategy
self-assessment
tool*

3.4

5.5

not asked

3.0

n=7
n=20

1

2

3.9
3

4
Mean Rating

5

CEP 2010 Market & Impact Assessment Report
Prepared by LFA Group – May 7, 2010

6

7

24

Full Survey Report

§

Usefulness of CEP Assessment Tools
Compared to Other Assesment Processes

Value of CEP Assessment Tools
Compared to Other Assessment Processes

(n=72)

(n=59)

Mean Score = 5.2

50%

44%

22%

25%

0%

Percentage of Respondents

Percentage of Respondents

Excluding the GPR and the APR, survey respondents rated the usefulness and value of CEP assessment tools
relative to other assessment processes their organizations use.

17%
0%

1%

Much
less
useful

2

11%

4%
3

About the
same

5

6

Much
more
useful

In comparison to other assessment tools and
processes, respondents reported that CEP assessment
tools were more useful, with a mean score of 5.2 on a
scale of 1 (much less useful) to 7 (much more useful).

§

Mean Score = 5.2

50%

37%

31%
25%

17%
9%

7%
0%

0%

0%

Very poor
value for
the cost

2

3

About the
same
value for
the cost

5

6

Excellent
value for
the cost

Respondents also reported that CEP assessment tools
were a better value relative to their cost, compared to
other tools, with a mean score of 5.2 on a scale of 1
(very poor value for the cost) to 7 (excellent value for
the cost).

Summary of Open-Ended Comments on the Impacts of CEP’s Assessment Tools9
Impact of CEP’s Assessment Tools
“CEP Stakeholder survey
led to a re-framing of how
residents of our state knew
the Foundation and new
elements in our recentlycreated strategic plan.
Results from this survey
helped change understanding
of how prospective donors can
be ‘converted’ to donors.”
“The Staff Perception
Report is helping us drive a
transformation of our
organizational culture.”

Percentage of
Respondents
(n=59)

Improved interaction with grantees through improved
communication or change in attitude towards work with
grantees

22%

Changed or improved grantmaking processes

22%

Improved assessment and evaluation processes: placed
a higher value on assessment and evaluation, engaged in
evaluation processes or clarified goals
Influenced thinking with respect to funder strategy, goals,
or performance indicators; increased staff discussions on
these issues

19%

19%

Used as a reference for considering or making changes

7%

Changed grantmaking strategies

5%

“The Donor Perception
Report we just did was
illuminating…we intend to
probe in two areas. First,
about 1/4 of our donors are
not as happy as the
rest…we're going to meet with
them to see why. Second, we
are perceived as needing to do
work on a) investment results
and b) administrative fees.”
“The Staff Perception Report
led to new staff engagement
opportunities, more emphasis
on internal communication
about organizational
mission/goals/strategy.”

Respondents were asked to provide examples of how CEP assessment tools other than the GPR and APR were used at their
organizations to spark change.
9
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Summary of Open-Ended Comments on the Barriers to Improving Performance Based on Results
from Assessment Tools
“Leadership and clear
ownership of change
management effort.”
“Board not really engaged in
this issue.”
“Juggling competing priorities
for program officer time and
foundation dollars.”
“High investment [required
to perform] adequate
assessment.”
“Funding to implement
changes in some
grantmaking practices.”

Percentage of
Respondents
(n=122)
43%
30%
25%
23%
11%
8%
8%
8%

Barriers to Improving Performance
Based on Assessment Results
Staff capacity and time
Organizational culture
Staff leadership and management
Cost: lack of funds and the economic downturn
Board members and other key stakeholders
Competing needs and priorities
Inability to customize results
Need for staff training/expertise
Inadequate benchmarking or lack of performance
measures

8%

“Lacking political will some funders don't see their
role as needing to listen
to/learn from grantees.”
“Tools do not accommodate
our distinctive features.”
“Scale and scope of our
program -- requires
customized intervention for
each of 6 program areas.”
“Lack of staff time to think
through ramifications
and/or make adjustments.”

Where Respondents Turn for to Help in Assessing Organizational Performance
One-quarter of the 228 survey respondents identifying the most important resources they turn to for help
in assessing organizational performance named CEP.
Top 5 Sources Respondents Turn to for Help
in Assessing Organizational Performance

Number of
Respondents

The Center for Effective Philanthropy (CEP)

58

Grantmakers for Effective Organizations (GEO)

41

Consultants/external evaluators

27

Council on Foundations (COF)

24

Grantees

21
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•

Key Finding
Respondents who have not used CEP tools
identified GEO and Council on Foundations
as the first two sources that they turn to
for assistance in assessing organizational
performance.
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How CEP Resources Contribute to Progress in Areas of Change Specified in
CEP’s Logic Model
LFA examined the effect of CEP’s resources on each of the three high-level outcomes in CEP’s logic model—
1) clearer goals; 2) more coherent, well-implemented strategies; and 3) more relevant performance
indicators—among respondent organizations to assess the extent to which aspects of CEP’s work have
contributed to change in these areas. This analysis revealed that use of CEP assessment tools significantly
contributes to funders establishing clearer goals, more coherent, well-implemented strategies, and more
relevant performance indicators among respondent organizations. We also found that participating in CEP
programming significantly contributes to more relevant performance indicators among respondent
organizations.
The table below shows the key findings from LFA’s multivariate logistic regression models.
1

Outcome area

Key findings

Clearer goals

•

Respondents who reported using CEP’s assessment tools compared to
those who have not used CEP assessment tools were 3 times more
likely to report “some” or “significant” change in having established
clearer goals at their funding organization.

More relevant performance
indicators

•

Respondents who reported using CEP’s assessment tools compared to
those who have not used CEP assessment tools were 5 times more
likely to report “some” or “significant” change in having put in place
more relevant performance indicators at their funding organization.

•

Respondents who reported attending a CEP conference or staff
member presentation compared to those who have not attended a
conference or presentation were 2 times more likely to report “some”
or “significant” change in having put in place more relevant performance
indicators at their funding organization.

•

Respondents who reported using CEP’s assessment tools compared to
those who have not used CEP assessment tools were 3 times more
likely to report some or significant change in having more coherent,
better-implemented strategies at their funding organization.

More coherent, betterimplemented strategies

1.

Finding reported here are statistically significant, independent effects. We controlled for the following variables in a
multivariate logistic regression: read a research publication; attended a CEP conference or staff member
presentation; and having a grantmaking budget of $10+ million.
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Respondent-Suggested Strategies for CEP to Undertake in the Next 5 Years

“More strategic advising on
how to translate findings from
assessments.”
“Continue with current
strategies…consider strategies
(and fee scale) that are
appropriate for smaller
foundations. Training of
CEP staff making
presentations to ensure high
quality effective presentations.”
“Stick to the fundamentals,
best practices and evidencebased successes.”
“Effective use of new social
media by funders would be
interesting to learn about and
could inform our
communication strategies.”

Additional Strategies to
Advance Funder Effectiveness

Percentage of
Respondents
(n=96)

Continue and expand current strategies, including
case studies, data collection, deepening expertise,
developing measures of effectiveness

20%

Strategic advising and direct support to funders

17%

Social media

10%

Assessment and/or evaluation of funder strategies

9%

Developing measures of funder/organization-wide
impact

6%

Partnering with and increasing accessibility of
resources to small funders

6%

Collaborating with others (e.g., GEO, executive
training programs)

5%

Peer learning: opportunities for learning and sharing
best practices

5%
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“Strategic advising for funders
at different stages and areas of
improvement. More work
geared to smaller
organizations. Maybe team
up with the National Center
for Family Philanthropy
because you have expertise in
effectiveness assessment but
they know the challenges of
family philanthropy.”
“Assessing and benchmarking
around foundation's specific
philanthropic approach and
ultimate impact of funded
programs. We are designing
our own tool and will consider
having CEP execute the
survey and benchmark for us.”
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Appendix A: Demographics Detail
Comparison of Respondent Characteristics:
2007 Sample and 2010 Comparison Sample
Respondent Characteristics

2007
n

11

10

2010
Comparison Sample

151-169

108-121

Race/ethnicity

134

118

White

90%

86%

African-American

6%

9%

Latino

0%

3%*

Asian

3%

3%

Pacific Islander

1%

1%

American Indian/ Alaska Native

0%

1%

Position at organization

135

121

CEO/ED

62%

51%

VP of Programs

31%

44%

Director of Research and Evaluation

7%

5%

Years in organized philanthropy

133

106

15
(1-40)

13*
(1-36)

Organization type

132

120

Private non-family, non-health conversion foundation

37%

34%

Private, family foundation

30%

28%

Community foundation

21%

30%

--

2%

Private, health conversion foundation

8%

5%

Corporate

2%

0%

Other

2%

1%

Grantmaking budget

118

108

Less than 10 million

25%

27%

10 – 24.9 million

38%

39%

25 – 49.9 million

18%

19%

50 – 99.9 million

9%

9%

Over 100 million

10%

7%

Mean

Other public charity, foundation, funder

12

2007 and 2010 comparison samples include respondents from the largest 500 funders in the following positions:
CEO/ED, Vice President of Programs, or Director of Research and Evaluation.
11 Note: Sample size varies with each characteristic. Sizes shown here are maximum sample sizes.
12 p-values indicate significant differences between 2007 and 2010 comparison groups; *p<.1; **p<.05; ***p<.01.
10
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Appendix B: CEP Impact In Specific Areas of Funder Performance
Degree of CEP’s Impact on Specific Areas of Funder Performance
Respondents were asked the extent to which CEP resources are influencing changes in 17 specific areas of
funder functioning. The following charts present the degree of change CEP is influencing in these specific
areas. Data presented compare 2010 to 2007 and high intensity users to low intensity users. On every
dimension, except “board structure,” high intensity users of CEP resources are making greater degrees of
change than low intensity users. Additionally, data from the 2009 GPR Assessment (conducted by LFA) are
included to compare changes affected solely by the GPR with changes affected by the combination of CEP
resources.
CEP Impact on Strategies by Intensity

CEP Impact on Assessment and Evaluation
Practices by Intensity
2007
(n=92-97)

2010 Comparison
(n=74-82)

High Intensity
Users
(n=37-39)

Low Intensity
Users
(n=18-21)

not asked
0.8

Value placed internally on
assessment and evaluation

Mean GPR
Impact
not asked

2007
(n=92-97)

2010 Comparison
(n=74-82)

High Intensity
Users
(n=39-41)

0.5
0.6

Provision of assistance to
grantees beyond "the check"

1.0 ***

0.4

0.4

not asked

not asked
Engagement in organization-wide,
protfolio, or grant-specific
assessment/evaluation

0.6

not asked

More coherent, betterimplemented strategies

not asked
0.5
not asked

Staffing levels

0.0

not asked
0.5
0.7 ***

not asked

0.2
0=no change
1=some change
2=significant change

0

0.9

0.5

0.1
0.2

0.2
More relevant
performance indicators

(n=23)

0.3

0.2

0.7 ***

Mean GPR
Impact

0.5
0.6 *

0.8 **

Clearer goals

0.6 **

Low Intensity
Users
(n=19-20)

1
Mean Rating

*Significant at p<.10; **Significant at p<.05; ***Significant at p<.01
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2

0.1
0.1

Allocation of resources for a
particular program area
0=no change
1=some change
2=significant change

0.1

0.2

0.0

0.2
0.1

0

1
Mean Rating

2

*Significant at p<.10; **Significant at p<.05; ***Significant at p<.01
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CEP Impact on Interaction with Grantees
by Intensity
2007
(n=92-97)

2010 Comparison
(n=74-82)

High Intensity
Users
(n=41)

Low Intensity
Users
(n=20-21)

2010 Comparison
(n=74-82)

Mean GPR
Impact

0.8 *
1.0

Communication
with grantees

CEP Impact on Grantmaking by Intensity
2007
(n=92-97)

(n=21-25)

Grantmaking patterns

0.6 *
0.8

0.3
0.3

Grantmaking process

0.9

1.1 ***

0

0.5

0.9 ***
0.3

1
Mean Rating

0=no change
1=some change
2=significant change

2

*Significant at p<.10; **Significant at p<.05; ***Significant at p<.01

2010 Comparison
(n=74-82)

High Intensity
Users
(n=36-40)

1
Mean Rating

Low Intensity
Users
(n=19-21)

2010 Comparison
(n=74-82)

High Intensity
Users
(n=36-39)

Low Intensity
Users
(n=19-20)
Mean GPR
Impact

0.3 *

(n=23-25)

0.2

0.2
0.4

not asked

Board practices

0.2

0.3

0.3
0.3

Addressing performance of a
particular program officer

2

CEP Impact on Governance by Intensity
2007
(n=92-97)

Mean GPR
Impact

0.3
0.3

Addressing performance of or
approach to a particular program area

0

*Significant at p<.10; **Significant at p<.05; ***Significant at p<.01

CEP Impact on Performance by Intensity
2007
(n=92-97)

1.2

0.4 *

0.3
0=no change
1=some change
2=significant change

(n=21-23)

0.1

0.4

Attitudes towards
work with grantees

Low Intensity
Users
(n=20)
Mean GPR
Impact

0.6
0.7

1.5

1.4 ***

High Intensity
Users
(n=40-41)

0.1
0.3

0.4

0.1

0.2

0.1

0.2
0.2

Board structure

Performance reviews/evaluations

not asked
0.1

0.3

0.4 *

0.1

0.1
0=no change
1=some change
2=significant change

0

1
Mean Rating

*Significant at p<.10; **Significant at p<.05; ***Significant at p<.01
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0=no change
1=some change
2=significant change

0

1
Mean Rating

2

*Significant at p<.10; **Significant at p<.05; ***Significant at p<.01
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Appendix C: Survey Instrument
Center for Effective Philanthropy
Market and Impact Assessment Survey
Thank you for taking the time to respond to this survey. Answering these questions will help the Center for
Effective Philanthropy (CEP) understand the effects of its efforts on funders such as yours and to plan for
the future. Even if you have not used CEP resources, your response is important. Results from a previous,
similar study from 2007, are available here.
This survey is being conducted by LFA Group (LFA), an independent research firm. The survey is
confidential. Your answers will only be presented to CEP in a report of aggregate findings – individual
responses will be viewed only by the LFA research team. The survey should take between 10 (if you are
unfamiliar with CEP) and 20 (if you have used CEP resources) minutes to complete.
We know that your time is extremely valuable. We appreciate your completion of this survey by February 5,
2010 so that CEP can best provide tools and resources to improve overall foundation performance!
If you have any questions, please contact Eiko Sugano toll free at (866) 396-2850 x318 or
Eiko@LFAgroup.com.
General Perceptions of Funder Performance
1. What is your personal attitude about assessing funder performance? Please check one.
Too little effort is
made to assess funder
performance

Enough effort is
made to assess funder
performance

Too much effort is
made to assess funder
performance

q

q

q

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

2. Have recent declines in endowment values changed your perspective on assessing funder performance?
Please check one.
Assessment is a

Assessment is a

much lower
priority

much higher
priority

No change
in perspective

q

q

q

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

3. What are the biggest impediments to better assessing your organization’s performance? Please check all
that apply.
q High cost
q Lack of staff time
q Lack of available expertise
q Difficulty in establishing causality between funding and creating change
q Difficulty in aggregating results of different pieces of funder work
q Limited value of short-term assessments due to long time horizons for change created
q Staff leadership doesn’t find assessment useful
CEP 2010 Market & Impact Assessment Report
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q
q
q
q

The Board doesn’t find assessment useful
No good models/techniques for the areas in which my organization funds
Lack of capacity at grantee level
Other ________________________________________________________________

4. Please indicate what your organization has done to date to assess performance. Please check all that apply.
Administrative assessments
q Investment performance review
q Administrative cost review
q Administrative processes review/assessment (e.g., application/selection process review)
Stakeholder assessments
q Grantee perception surveys
q Board assessments (e.g., board self-assessment, board performance review, etc.)
q Employee perception surveys/interviews
q Other stakeholder (e.g., peer funding organizations, legislators, etc.) surveys/interviews
Evaluation of funding strategies, programs, and other activities
q External evaluations of specific funding programs’ or initiatives’ outcomes
q External evaluations of organization-wide efforts
q Internal evaluations of specific funding programs’ or initiatives’ outcomes
q Internal evaluations of organization-wide efforts
q Development of an organization-wide dashboard or scorecard
q Communications audit
Other
q None of the above
q Other Please specify:
Familiarity with and Perceptions of the Center for Effective Philanthropy
CEP disseminates research-based publications, provides programming, and creates assessment tools with
the goal of catalyzing funders to develop clearer goals; coherent, well-implemented strategies; and relevant
performance indicators.
5. On a scale of 1 to 5, please indicate your overall level of familiarity with the Center for Effective
Philanthropy (CEP). Please check one.
Familiar in Name
Only

Familiar

Very Familiar

Extremely Familiar

I have never heard of
CEP.

I’ve heard of CEP, but I
don’t really know the
organization’s work.

I am familiar with one or
two of CEP’s activities,
but I have not worked
directly with the
organization.

q

q

q

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

Not Familiar

I have direct CEP
experience and know
several of the organization’s
activities.

I have direct CEP
experience and feel
knowledgeable of the full
range of the organization’s
activities.

If ‘1’ or ‘2’ is selected, respondent will skip to 16, 31, and then finally the “About You and Your Organization”
section.
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6. For how long have you been familiar with CEP? Please check one.
q Less than 1 year
q 1-3 years
q 4-6 years
q More than 6 years
7. How do you view CEP overall? Please select one answer per row.
Please indicate to what extent you
agree or disagree with each of the
following statements.

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Not Sure

Strongly
Disagree

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

CEP offers unique resources for
improving funder performance.

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

d. The information available through
CEP is trustworthy.

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

a.

CEP is a leader in efforts to define
and assess funder performance.

b. CEP is a leader in efforts to
improve funder performance.
c.

e.

CEP conducts its work with a high
degree of integrity.

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

f.

The CEP staff is high quality.

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

g. CEP’s work is consistently of high
quality.

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8. How valuable is CEP as a resource to you/your organization in each of the following ways? Please select
one answer per row.
How valuable is CEP as a resource in each of these ways?
Check if
Moderately
Extremely
not
Not at All
Valuable
Valuable
familiar/no Valuable
opinion

a.

For learning about latest
developments related to funder
effectiveness in general
b. For assessment tools to use
with your organization
c.

For advice/counsel (from CEP
staff) on funder performance
d. For research/publications on
funder effectiveness (e.g.,
developing strategy, assessing
performance, funder-grantee
relationships, managing
operations, or optimizing

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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How valuable is CEP as a resource in each of these ways?
Check if
Moderately
Extremely
not
Not at All
Valuable
Valuable
familiar/no Valuable
opinion

governance)
e.

For case study examples of
funder practices

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

f.

For building or connecting
with a community of peers

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

g. Other__________________

9. Which statement best describes how you perceive CEP’s reputation among colleagues in your
professional network? Please check one.
CEP has a poor
reputation among
leaders of grantmaking
organizations.

CEP has a somewhat
negative reputation
among leaders of
grantmaking
organizations.

CEP has a somewhat
positive reputation
among leaders of
grantmaking
organizations.

CEP has an excellent
reputation among
leaders of grantmaking
organizations.

q

q

q

q

1

2

3

4

10. How likely are you to recommend CEP to a colleague?

Neutral

Not at all likely
0

1

2

3

4

Extremely likely
5

6

7

8

9

10

11. Have you recommended CEP to a colleague or friend?
q No  Why not?
q Yes

What type(s) of CEP resources? Please check all that apply.
q Research and case studies
q Conferences/Programs/Communications
q Assessment tools (e.g. Grantee Perception Report)
q Advice/Counsel
q Other Please specify:
12. What would you say is CEP’s single greatest strength?
___________________________________________________________________________
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___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
13. What would you say is CEP’s single greatest weakness?
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________

Use of CEP Resources and Effect on Your Organization
CEP Research and Case Studies
CEP conducts research that delves into issues central to funder effectiveness, examining common practice
and challenging conventional wisdom. CEP focuses its research on the following areas: developing strategy;
assessing performance; funder-grantee relationships; managing operations; and optimizing governance.
Publications include findings from CEP’s research as well as case studies profiling the work of exemplary
organizations.
14. Have you read any CEP research publications, including case studies (e.g., Listening to Grantees, More
Than Money, Beyond the Rhetoric, Lessons From the Field)? Please note that CEP’s assessment tools (e.g.,
GPR, APR, SPR) are not considered CEP research publications.
q No  Skip ahead to question 16 and then to 21.
q Yes

15. Please rate the extent to which the following CEP research publications influenced your thinking on
issues related to funder effectiveness. For your reference, a link to each publication’s key findings has
been included. Please select one answer per row.
To what extent did each report/publication
influence your thinking on issues related to funder
effectiveness?
No
Moderate
A Lot of
Influenc
Influence
Influence
e

Have not
read

Read, but
do not
recall

a. Essentials of Foundation Strategy
(2009), click here.

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

b. More than Money: Making a
Difference with Assistance Beyond

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

CEP Publication
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CEP Publication

To what extent did each report/publication
influence your thinking on issues related to funder
effectiveness?
No
Moderate
A Lot of
Influenc
Influence
Influence
e

Have not
read

Read, but
do not
recall

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

the Grant (2008), click here.
c. Beyond the Rhetoric: Foundation
Strategy (2007), click here.
d. Luck of the Draw (2007), published
in the Stanford Social Innovation
Review, click here.
e. In Search of Impact: Practices and
Perceptions in Foundations’
Provision of Program and Operating
Grants to Nonprofits (2006), click
here.
f. Foundation Communications: The
Grantee Perspective (2006), click
here.
g. Beyond Compliance: The Trustee
Viewpoint on Effective Foundation
Governance (2005), click here.
h. Listening to Grantees: What
Nonprofits Value in Their
Foundation Funders (2004), click
here.
i. Indicators of Effectiveness:
Understanding and Improving
Foundation Performance (2002),
click here.

16. What are the two most important sources you turn to for research on philanthropic effectiveness?
1. ________________________________________________________________________
2. ________________________________________________________________________
17. Relative to other research publications such as those produced by The Bridgespan Group, FSG Social
Impact Advisors, Grantmakers for Effective Organizations, and other similar organizations, please
indicate how much CEP’s research on funder effectiveness has influenced your thinking on issues
related to funder effectiveness.
Don’t Know/Not applicable
(no research publications read
other than CEP’s)
q

Much Less
Useful
1
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7
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18. To what extent have CEP research publications led your organization to make changes? Please check one.
A Moderate
A Great
Not At All
Amount
Deal
q
q
q
q
q
q
q
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Skip Logic: If the respondent selects “Not at All” in question 18 they skip Q19 and move to Q20.
19. Please provide an example of how CEP research publications have influenced your thinking or led to
change at your organization.
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
20. Please rate the extent to which the following CEP case studies influence your thinking on issues related
to funder effectiveness. Please select answer per row.
To what extent did each case study influence your
thinking on issues related to funder effectiveness?

CEP Case Study
a. Lessons from the Field: Striving
for Transformative Change at the
Stuart Foundation (2009), click
here.
b. Lessons from the Field: Becoming
Strategic: The Evolution of the
Flinn Foundation (2009), click
here.
c. Lessons from the Field: Aiming for
Excellence at the Wallace
Foundation (2008), click here.
d. Lessons from the Field: Improving
the Grantee Experience at the
David and Lucile Packard
Foundation (2008), click here.

Have
not read

Read, but
do not
recall

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

q

q

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

A Moderate
Influence

No
Influence

A Lot of
Influence

CEP Conferences, Programs, and Communications
21. Have you attended any of CEP’s conferences? Please check all that apply.
q No
q Yes, I attended the Chicago, March 2007 (Assessment to Action) conference
q Yes, I attended the Los Angeles, March 2009 (Aligning for Impact) conference
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22. Please indicate, which, if any, of the following CEP resources you have you accessed. Please check all that
apply.
q Old CEP website (Up until 12/8/2009, www.effectivephilanthropy.org)
q New CEP website (Launched 12/9/2009, www.effectivephilanthropy.org)
q The CEP blog (Launched 12/9/2009)
q CEP’s Annual Report
q CEP’s newsletter: Effective Matters
q CEP staff member presentation (outside of the CEP biennial conference)
q None of the above à skip to question 27
23. Please rate the influence on your thinking of the following CEP resources. Please rate only to those items you
indicated accessing in question 22; select one rating per row.
To what extent did each resource influence your thinking on
issues related to funder effectiveness?
A Moderate
A Lot of
No
Influence
Influence
Influence

CEP Resource
a.

Old CEP website (Up until 12/9/09,
www.effectivephilanthropy.org).

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

b.

New CEP website (Launched 12/9/09,
www.effectivephilanthropy.org).

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

c.

CEP blog (Launched 12/9/09)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

d.

CEP’s Annual Report

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

e. CEP’s newsletter: Effective Matters

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

f.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

CEP staff member presentation (outside of
CEP’s biennial conference)

24. To what extent are CEP and its resources informing online and media exchanges about issues of funder
effectiveness?

Not at All
1

2

3

To a
Moderate
Extent
4

To a Great
Extent
5

6

7

25. Have you downloaded research publications, case studies, or other resources from CEP’s website?
q No
q Yes
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26. How has CEP’s programming and communications increased insight or improved practice at your
organization?
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________

CEP Assessment Tools
27. Has your organization used any CEP assessment tools? CEP assessment tools include the following:
Grantee Perception Report; Applicant Perception Report; Staff Perception Report; Comparative Board
Report; Stakeholder Assessment Report; Donor Perception Report; and the Online Strategy SelfAssessment Tool.
q No  Skip ahead to question 31 and then to 36
q Yes

28. Check if you have used any of the following assessment tools:
Never Used

Check if used once

Check if used more
than once

q

q

q

b. Applicant Perception Report (APR)

q

q

q

c.

Staff Perception Report (SPR)

q

q

q

d. Comparative Board Report (CBR)

q

q

q

e.

Stakeholder Assessment Report (STAR)

q

q

q

f.

Donor Perception Report (DPR)

q

q

q

g. Online Strategy Self-Assessment Tool

q

q

q

CEP Assessment Tools
a.

Grantee Perception Report (GPR)
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29. Please indicate the extent to which each CEP Assessment Tool resulted in increased insight into the
performance of your organization? Please rate only those tools you indicated having used in question 28; select one
rating per row.

CEP Assessment Tools
a.

Grantee Perception Report
(GPR)
b. Applicant Perception Report
(APR)

To what extent did each assessment tool increase your insight into the
performance of your organization?
A Moderate
A Great
Not At All
Amount
Deal
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Donor Perception Report (DPR)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

g. Online Strategy Self-Assessment
Tool

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

c.

Staff Perception Report (SPR)

d. Comparative Board Report
(CBR)
e. Stakeholder Assessment Report
(STAR)
f.

30. Please rate the usefulness of the following CEP Assessment Tools for improving your organization’s
performance. Please rate only those tools you indicated having used in question 28; select one rating per row.

CEP Assessment Tools

How useful was each assessment tool for
improving your organization’s performance?
Moderately
Useful

Not at all
Useful

Extremely
Useful

a. Grantee Perception Report (GPR)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

b. Applicant Perception Report
(APR)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

c.

Staff Perception Report (SPR)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

d. Comparative Board Report (CBR)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

e.

Stakeholder Assessment Report
(STAR)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

f.

Donor Perception Report (DPR)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

g. Online Strategy Self-Assessment
Tool

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

31. What are the two most important sources you turn to for help in assessing your organization’s
performance? Please provide specific examples/names of websites, organizations, publications, etc.
Skip Logic: All respondents should complete this question, regardless of their familiarity with CEP or their use of
assessment tools. If “No” to question 27, then skip to question 36. Otherwise, continue to question 32.
1. ________________________________________________________________________
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2. ________________________________________________________________________
32. Relative to other processes your organization has undertaken to assess its overall effectiveness, how
useful were CEP assessment tools? When thinking about your response, please consider CEP tools
other than the GPR or APR.
Skip logic: This question will not be asked of respondents who indicated using the GPR only, APR only, or GPR and
APR but no other tools, i.e. respondents who checked the first column for Q28 options c-g.
Don’t Know/Not
applicable (no other
assessment process
undertaken)
q

Much Less
Useful
1

2

3

4

5

6

Much More
Useful
7

33. Relative to other processes your organization has undertaken to assess its overall effectiveness, how
valuable were CEP assessment tools relative to their cost? When thinking about your response, please
consider CEP tools other than the GPR or APR.
Skip logic: This question will not be asked of respondents who indicated using only the GPR only, APR only, or GPR
and APR but no other tools, i.e. respondents who checked the first column for Q28 options c-g.

Don’t Know/Not familiar
with cost
q

Very Poor
Value for the
Cost
1

2

3

4

5

6

Excellent
Value for the
Cost
7

34. Please comment on how results from CEP’s assessment tools have been used at your organization and
the extent to which the data have or have not sparked change at your organization. When thinking about
your response, please consider CEP tools other than the GPR or APR.
Skip logic: This question will not be asked of respondents who indicated using only the GPR or GPR/APR but no other
tools, i.e. respondents who checked column three for Q28 options c-g.
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
35. What have been the biggest barriers to improving performance based on results from the assessment
tools? Please list up to three top barriers.
1. ________________________________________________________________________
2. ________________________________________________________________________
3. ________________________________________________________________________
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CEP’s Effect on Specific Areas of Funder Functioning
36. To what extent have CEP assessment tools, research, programming, and communications affected
change in your organization. Please consider tangible changes in practice, policy or strategy as well as
changes in culture, approach, or mindset. Please check one answer per row.

How have CEP resources
affected change in your organization in these areas?

Assessment and Evaluation in
General
a. Value placed internally on
assessment and evaluation
b. Engagement in organizationwide, portfolio, or grantspecific assessment /
evaluation
c.

Clearer goals

d. More relevant performance
indicators

Too Soon to
Tell

No Change

Some Change
The changes have been finetuning. CEP’s work allowed
the organization to see
something in a new light that
encouraged some change in the
way we operate.

Significant
Change
The organization has
made significant change
in response to CEP’s
work.

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

Interaction with Grantees
e.
f.

Communications with
grantees (e.g., clarity, methods)
Attitudes towards work with
grantees

Grantmaking
g. Grantmaking processes (e.g.,
h.

selection, reporting and evaluation
processes)
Grantmaking patterns (e.g., size
and length of grants)

Strategies
i.

More coherent, betterimplemented strategies
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How have CEP resources
affected change in your organization in these areas?

j.

Provision of assistance to
grantees beyond “the check”
(e.g., management assistance, fieldrelated assistance, assistance securing
funding from other sources)

k. Staffing levels
l.

Allocation of resources for a
particular program area

Too Soon to
Tell

No Change

Some Change
The changes have been finetuning. CEP’s work allowed
the organization to see
something in a new light that
encouraged some change in the
way we operate.

Significant
Change
The organization has
made significant change
in response to CEP’s
work.

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

q

Performance
m. Addressing performance of a
particular program officer
n. Addressing performance of
or approach to a particular
program area
o. Performance reviews/
evaluations (e.g. assessment of
performance of staff or the CEO)

Governance
p. Board structure (e.g., number of
q.

board members, expertise represented
on board, length of terms)
Board practices (e.g., role of
board members, topics of board
discussions, meeting agendas)

37. In thinking about the next five years, what other strategies (e.g., data collection, strategic advising, social
media) should CEP pursue to advance your organization’s effectiveness or the field of funder
effectiveness in general?
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
About You and Your Organization
38. What is your gender?
q Male

q Female
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39. What is your race? Please check all that apply.
q African American/Black
q Caucasian/White
q American Indian or Alaska Native
q Pacific Islander
q Asian (including the Indian subcontinent)
q Spanish/Hispanic/Latino
q Other Please specify: __________________________________
40. Which category best describes your position? Please check one.
q CEO/Executive Director
q Vice President for Programs
q Director of Research/Evaluation
q Program Officer
q Other: Please specify ______________________________________
41. How long have you been in your current position? Please check one.
q Less than a year
q 1-3 years
q 4-6 years
q 7-9 years
q 10 or more years
42. How many years of experience do you have in organized philanthropy?

years

43. Please select the best description of your organization. Please check one.
q Private, non-family foundation, but not health conversion foundation
q Private, health conversion foundation
q Private, family foundation
q Corporate foundation
q Community foundation
q Other public charity, foundation, or funder
q Other:
44. What was your organization’s approximate grantmaking budget for the most recent fiscal year?
$_____________________

Thank you!
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