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Grantee Perception
Report®

ExcerptBackground
Since February 2003, the Center for Effective Philanthropy (CEP) has conducted surveys of grantees on their 
perceptions of their philanthropic funders both on behalf of individual funders and independently. The purpose 
of these surveys is two-fold: to gather data that is broadly useful – forming the basis of research reports such 
as Listening to Grantees: What Nonprofits Value in Their Foundation Funders (2004), Foundation 
Communications: The Grantee Perspective (2006), In Search of Impact: Practices and Perceptions in 
F d ti ’ P i i f P d O ti G t t N fit (2006) d M th M M kiFoundations’ Provision of Program and Operating Grants to Nonprofits (2006), and More than Money: Making 
a Difference with Assistance Beyond the Grant (2008) – and to provide individual philanthropic funders with 
Grantee Perception Reports. 

The Grantee Perception Report® (GPR) shows an individual philanthropic funder its grantee 
perceptions relative to a set of perceptions of other funders whose grantees were surveyed by CEP.

- Overall, assessing funder performance is challenging and a range of data sources is required. The GPR 
provides one set of perspectives that can be particularly useful in understanding philanthropic funderprovides one set of perspectives that can be particularly useful in understanding philanthropic funder 
performance.

- It is important to note that, on most questions, grantee ratings cluster toward the high end of an absolute 
scale.

G t ti t b i t t d i li ht f th i t t f th f d- Grantee perceptions must be interpreted in light of the unique strategy of the funder.

• The survey covers many areas in which grantees’ perceptions might be useful to a philanthropic 
funder. Each funder should place emphasis on the areas covered according to the funder’s specific 
priorities.

• Low ratings in an area that is not core to a philanthropic funder’s strategy may not be concerning. 
For example, a funder that does not focus efforts on public policy would likely receive lower than 
average ratings in this area if it is adhering to its strategy.

- Finally, across most measures in this report, structural characteristics – such as funder type, asset size,ro
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Finally, across most measures in this report, structural characteristics such as funder type, asset size, 
focus, and age – are not strong predictors of grantee perceptions, suggesting that it is possible for all 
funders to attain high ratings from grantees.I. 
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ExcerptMethodology (1)
The Center for Effective Philanthropy (CEP) has surveyed almost 70,000 grantees of almost 240 

hil th i f d i th i f 2003philanthropic funders since the spring of 2003. 

This Grantee Perception Report® (GPR) contains data collected over the last three years, and 
includes over 20 000 grantee responses of 106 philanthropic funders 1includes over 20,000 grantee responses of 106 philanthropic funders.1

- CEP surveyed 454 calendar year 2008 grantees of the California HealthCare Foundation 
(“CHCF”) during February and March 2009. CEP received 289 completed responses, a 64% 
response rate. Unless otherwise noted, all comparisons are between CHCF and CEP’s current 
d t t f 106 f ddataset of 106 funders.

- The average and/or median rating for these respondents is shown throughout this report.
- Grantees submitted responses via mail and the Web.2

CHCF provided grantee contact information.

Selected grantee comments are shown throughout this report. This selection of comments 
highlights major themes and reflects trends in the data. These selected comments over-represent 
negative comments about CHCF to offer a wide range of perspectives.
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1. The average response rate for individual funders over the last three years of surveys is 72%.
2. There are no differences of meaningful magnitude between responses received via the mail or the Web.
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ExcerptMethodology (2)
CHCF is also compared to a smaller cohort of foundations chosen to be similar in scope of 
f di d t i Th i t f d th t i thifunding and asset size. The sixteen funders that comprise this group are: 

• The Atlantic Philanthropies (domestic grantees only)
• Blue Cross Blue Shield of Massachusetts Foundation
• Blue Shield of California Foundation
• The California Endowment
• California HealthCare Foundation
• The Colorado Health Foundation• The Colorado Health Foundation
• Colorado Trust
• Connecticut Health Foundation
• The David and Lucile Packard Foundation (domestic grantees only)( g y)
• Duke Endowment1

• John A. Hartford Foundation 
• Kansas Health Foundation1

• Missouri Foundation for Health
• New York State Health Foundation
• Northwest Health Foundation
• The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation

nt
ro

du
ct

io
n

• The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
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1. These funders are outside of CEP's current dataset. They are not included in the overall comparative data, but are 
included in the comparative cohort. 
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Excerpt

CHCF ratings were also analyzed by grantees’ organization type and grant type. Although 
diff i t t f diff t i ti d t t th

Methodology (3)

some differences exist among grantees of different organizations and grant types, there 
are no systemic differences in ratings among these distinct grantee populations.1 Results 
of these analyses were provided separately to CHCF.

Organization type:• Organization type:
o Non-profit (n=133)
o University (n=46)
o Individual (consultant) (n=43)o Individual (consultant) (n 43)
o For-profit (n=35)
o Government (n=19)

• Grant type:
o Research, Analysis (n=77)
o Demonstration, Pilot (n=37)

Planning Development (n=37)o Planning, Development (n=37)
o Project Management (n=31)
o Conference (n=30)
o Training, Technical Assistance (n=22)
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g, ( )
o Communication (n=11)
o Evaluation (n=7)

4 © The Center for Effective Philanthropy
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1. These differences are statistically significant at a 90% confidence level. 
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ExcerptKey Findings
Compared to other funders whose grantees the Center for Effective Philanthropy has surveyed, the p g py y ,

California HealthCare Foundation (“CHCF”) is rated highly on many measures in the Grantee Perception Report. 
CHCF is frequently rated above the median funder overall and the median funder among a group of other similarly 
sized, health-focused funders. 

Overall, CHCF grantees are as satisfied with their experience with the Foundation as grantees of the 
typical funder. On the largest predictor of grantee satisfaction – quality of interactions – CHCF receives ratings 
close to the 75th percentile among funders. Grantees comment very positively about staff, describing them as 
“bright, energetic and helpful,” as treating them as “colleagues in all interactions,” and “always appropriately 
engaged and increasing the value of projects.” The Foundation also receives higher than typical ratings for the 
clarity with which it communicates its goals and strategy to grantees A minority of grantees however do describeclarity with which it communicates its goals and strategy to grantees. A minority of grantees, however, do describe 
some inconsistency of messaging and quality among staff at the Foundation. 

Grantees perceive CHCF as playing a large and important role in their fields of work. While the 
Foundation is rated typically for its overall impact on grantees’ fields, on the measures of understanding of, 
advancing knowledge in, and effect on public policy in grantees’ fields, CHCF is rated above the 75th percentile. As g g , p p y g , p
one grantee writes, “CHCF is recognized as a catalyst in the promotion of new thinking and innovation in the health 
care industry. They have significantly impacted leadership development and quality improvement in the safety net.” 

Compared to its strong influence in fields, CHCF is perceived to have less impact on grantees’ 
communities and organizations. More specifically, the Foundation is rated below the 25th percentile for its impact 
on grantees local communities and for its impact on strengthening grantees’ organizations. Grantees also rate the 
Foundation less positively than typical for its impact on their ability to sustain their work in the future. Additionally, 
43% of CHCF grantees indicate that the primary purpose of their grant was to add new program work, while almost 
60% of grantees indicate receiving a one-year grant – both larger than typical proportions. 

Alth h CHCF d ll t th th di f d t t diAlthough CHCF awards smaller grants, on average, than the median funder, grantees report spending a 
typical amount of time fulfilling the Foundation’s administrative requirements. More specifically, while grantees 
spend a similar amount of time on the Foundation’s selection process, they experience a more involved, time-
intensive reporting/evaluation process with CHCF. Grantees perceive the selection process to be as helpful as that 
of the median funder and the evaluation process to be more helpful than typical.ro
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Excerpt
Reading GPR Charts
Much of the grantee perception data in the GPR is presented in the format below. These graphs show the 

f t f CHCF b k d th t h til f th ti faverage of grantee responses for CHCF, over a background that shows percentiles for the average ratings for 
the full comparative set of 106 philanthropic funders. Throughout the report, many charts in this format are 
truncated from the full scale because funder averages fall within the top half of the absolute range. 

Significant
positive
i t

Truncated Chart
7.0

Top of 
range

impact

The solid black lines represent the range 
between the average grantee ratings of 
the highest and lowest rated funders in

50th percentile
(median)

75th percentile
The green bar represents the average 

grantee rating for CHCF.

6.0
the highest and lowest rated funders in 

the comparative cohort.

25th percentile

5.0

The long red line represents the average 
grantee rating of the median of all 

funders in the comparative set.

Bottom of 
range

The blue bar represents the average 
grantee rating of the median funder in 

the comparative cohort.

Data from all 106 f nders is notro
du
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n
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Note: Scale starts at 4.0

1= No 
impact

Note: Ranges based on the 
averages for 58 funders

Data from all 106 funders is not 
available on certain questions 
due to changes in the survey 

instrument. For those questions, 
the N is noted here.
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ExcerptImpact on Grantees’ Fields
On impact on grantees’ fields, CHCF is rated:

i il l t th di f d

Selected Grantee CommentsImpact on Grantees’ Fields

• similarly to the median funder
• similarly to the median comparative cohort funder

“CHCF staff are always on the cutting edge of policy issues. 
They are risk takers, something I think is required for 
innovation to happen. They are willing to take smart chances 
and this is a really refreshing quality in a Foundation.”

Impact on Grantees  Fields

Top of

Significant 
positive 
impact

7.0

“The Foundation provides (and has provided in the past) 
very important resources to fund health policy research. Very 
few others operate in this vitally important space.”

“Through combinations of white papers, funded projects and 
dissemination tools CHCF has established itself as a key

Top of 
range

6 0 dissemination tools, CHCF has established itself as a key 
resource in the area of eHealth and practice innovations for 
medically underserved populations.”

“The recent emphasis strictly on end of life care and hospice 
as the long term care emphasis is unfortunately too narrow

50th percentile
(median)

-7
 S

ca
le

25th percentile

75th percentile6.0

as the long term care emphasis is, unfortunately, too narrow 
and duplicative of other organizations doing work in this 
arena. The Foundation has the potential of making a major 
impact by seriously funding solid research and bringing 
outside experts into the state to try to generate some 
innovative thinking in long term care ”

1-

ta
tio

n 5.0
CHCF
Median 
Comparative 
Cohort Funder

innovative thinking in long term care.” 

“Health care is at the forefront of our state and nation. CHCF 
focuses on advocating and supporting on improving the 
quality of care, reducing barriers and promoting 
transparency and accountability of our state’s care system

1st percentile
1= No xt
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nt
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transparency and accountability of our state s care system. 
In these times of economic and budget crisis we need CHCF 
to champion for us.”

impact

Note: Scale starts at 4.0II.
 E

x

Note: This question includes a “don’t know” response option; 8% of CHCF respondents answered “don’t know,” 
compared to 8% at the median funder and 6% at the median comparative cohort funder. Chart does not show 
data from one funder whose field impact rating is less than 4.0.

4.0
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Advancing Knowledge in Fields and Effect on Public Policy
On advancement of knowledge in grantees’ fields, 
CHCF is rated:

On effect on public policy in grantees’ fields, CHCF is 
rated:

Funder’s Effect on Public Advancing Knowledge 

CHCF is rated:
• higher than 90% of funders
• above the median comparative cohort funder

rated:
• higher than 90% of funders
• higher than all other comparative cohort funders

Policy in Grantees’ Fields

Major 
influence on 

shaping 
public policy

in the Field

Leads the
field to new
thinking and

practice
Top of 
range

7.0 7.0

range

50th percentile
(median)

75th percentile

Top of 
range

50th til
75th percentile5.0

6.0

5.0

6.0

-7
 S

ca
le

-7
 S

ca
le

( )
25th percentile 50th percentile

(median)

25th percentile
4.0 4.0CHCF

Median 
C ti 1-1-

Bottom of 
range Bottom of 

rangeta
tio

n 3.0 3.0

Comparative 
Cohort Funder

NotNotxt
er

na
l O
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nt

2.0 2.0
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at allat all

II.
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x

Note: The questions depicted on these charts include a “don’t know” response option. In the left-hand chart, 11% of CHCF respondents answered 
“don’t know,” compared to 20% at the median funder and 14% at the median comparative cohort funder. In the right-hand chart 19% of CHCF 
respondents answered “don’t know,” compared to 31% at the median funder and 23% at the median comparative cohort funder.

1.0 1.0
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ExcerptImpact on Grantees’ Local Communities
On impact on grantees’ local communities, CHCF is rated:

b l th di f d

Selected Grantee CommentsImpact on Grantees’ Local 

• below the median funder
• below the median comparative cohort funder

“Provided critical support which enabled our community to 
initiate or advance projects that continue to develop.”

“Prior to this grant, our patients were unlikely to get 
l i Thi h h d i ifi t i t

Communities

Top of 
range

Significant 
positive 
impact

7.0

annual screenings. This has had a significant impact on 
the low-income population we serve in [this] county.”

“The Foundation is revising and expanding the program 
we were funded to do, thus making it very confusing and 
difficult at the local community level given all the

range

75th percentile

impact

6.0

difficult at the local community level given all the 
unknowns and changing nature of key things that impact 
our ability to proceed.”

“CHCF is clearly committed to improving the quality of 
health care and moving the field along. Its influence 7 

S
ca

le

50th percentile
(median)

25th percentile
5.0 g g

outside of California is limited.”

“CHCF provides generous grants with few strings 
attached to allow grantees to develop, implement, and 
evaluate cutting edge health programs that are important 

1-
7 25 percentile

ta
tio

n

CHCF
M di to the grantee's local community.”

Bottom of 1= No 
impactxt

er
na

l O
rie

nt 4.0 Median 
Comparative 
Cohort Funder
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range
p

Note: Scale starts at 3.0II.
 E
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Note: This question includes a “don’t know” response option; 28% of CHCF respondents answered “don’t know,” 
compared to 11% at the median funder and 10% at the median comparative cohort funder.
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ExcerptImpact on Grantee Organizations
On impact on grantee organizations, CHCF is rated:

l th 90% f f d

I t G t O i ti
Selected Grantee Comments

• lower than 90% of funders
• below the median comparative cohort funder

“The Foundation has been extremely supportive of a 
program that [we have] been developing. The 
Foundation has acted more as a partner, coordinating, 
directing alerting and funding programs that we believe

Impact on Grantee Organizations

Significant 
positive

7.0

directing, alerting and funding programs that we believe 
we need for implementation of our strategic plan.”

“Supporting on limited bases, but can expand more to 
have a broader impact.”

“CHCF has been and clearly is the leader in bringing the
50th percentile
(median)

75th percentile

Top of 
range

positive 
impact

CHCF has been and clearly is the leader in bringing the 
advantages of modern technologies to the safety net 
providers. Our partnership has provided us with the 
opportunity to be a leader in telehealth and telemedicine 
and to share our best practices with safety net providers 

C f

S
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(median)

25th percentile

za
tio

ns

6.0

through California and the nation.”

“Little recognition for any work done – even when 
Foundation staff passed it off as their work.”

“The significant funding available from this grant allows 

1-
7 

Bottom of 
range
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our organization to dramatically increase medical 
services through the state.”

1= No 
impactm
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CHCF
Median 
Comparative 
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ExcerptImpact on Sustainability of Funded Work
On the effect of the Foundation’s funding on grantees’ ability to sustain their work in the future, CHCF is rated:

b l th di f d

Impact of Funding on Grantee

• below the median funder
• below the median comparative cohort funder

Impact of Funding on Grantee 
Ability to Continue Work

Substantially 
improved 

bilit

7.0

Top of 
range

ability

S
ca

le

25th percentile

75th percentile
50th percentile
(median)

za
tio

ns

6.0

1-
7 

p

Bottom of 
rangean

te
e 

O
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5.0

1 = Did not 
improve 
ability

range

m
pa

ct
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n 
G

ra

CHCF
Median 
Comparative 
Cohort Funder
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Note: Scale starts at 4.0
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On this summary that includes grantees’ comfort approaching the Foundation if a problem arises, responsiveness of 
Foundation staff and fairness of the Foundation's treatment of grantees CHCF is rated:

Interactions Summary Selected Grantee Comments

Foundation staff, and fairness of the Foundation s treatment of grantees CHCF is rated:
• above the median funder
• above the median comparative cohort funder

Interactions Summary

Top of 
range

Very
positive

Selected Grantee Comments

“The Foundation, and everyone within the Foundation 
with whom I have interacted, is very professional, very 
caring and perceptive, very thoughtful, and highly 
i t lli t P t thl d ith

7.0

range

50th percentile
(median)
25th percentile

75th percentile
intelligent. Processes seem to run smoothly and with 
attention to detail. Communications are very clear and 
detail oriented.”

“The Foundation is very clear about its interest in your 
project and its role in the grant making process This6 0

Bottom of 7 
S

ca
le

project and its role in the grant making process. This 
makes it easy to develop a working relationship. When 
questions are asked they are intelligent and probative, 
and generally stimulate greater discussion and/or thinking 
about the issue in question. I always feel like they want 

t d ”

6.0

range1-
7 you to succeed.”

“Different program staff have different foci of their work 
and different styles and approaches to the work. I sought 
the guidance of my primary program officer, but would 
experience some varying direction depending on whom I

5.0
CHCF
Median 

1= Very
Negative

experience some varying direction depending on whom I 
spoke with.”

“I would describe the people I worked with at the 
Foundation as competent, intelligent, and effective. All 
interactions were efficient and helpful. I have rarely te

ra
ct
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Comparative 
Cohort Funder

12 © The Center for Effective Philanthropy

Note: Index created by averaging grantee ratings of comfort approaching the Foundation if a problem arises, responsiveness of
the Foundation staff, and fairness of the Foundation's treatment of grantees – ratings that are highly correlated.

Negative

Note: Scale starts at 4.0

p y
interacted with such a high performing organization.”
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ExcerptCommunication of Goals and Strategy
On clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its goals and strategy, CHCF is rated:

b th di f d

Clarity of Funder Communication 
f G l d St t

Selected Grantee Comments

• above the median funder
• similarly to the median comparative cohort funder

of Goals and Strategy “They have clear direction and strategy, which guides 
their funding and project selection process.”

“Very clear description of CHCF priority areas, mission, 
funded activities.”

T f

Extremely
clear

7.0

75th percentile

“I learned through our communications and via CHCF 
home page of the wide range of programs that CHCF 
supports focusing on all Californians getting the care 
they need, when needed, and at an affordable price. 
CHCF h h l d [ i ti ] t k d t d

Top of 
range

6 0

CHCF overlaps 
median 

comparative 
cohort funder.

7 
S

ca
le

50th percentile
(median)
25th percentile

75th percentile CHCF has helped our [organization] to keep updated on 
program changes and continue enrolling children into the 
available health plans in California.”

“On occasion we have heard mixed messages from the 
Foundation’s financing department and program

6.0

1-
7 Foundation s financing department and program 

officers.”

“Communications are clear, concise and helpful. The 
Website is a tremendous resource.”

“I have excellent relationships with program area staff soon

5.0

CHCF
Median 
Comparative 
Cohort Funder

Bottom of 
range

I have excellent relationships with program area staff, so 
I feel I have an excellent understanding of Foundation 
priorities and expectations.”

“I always feel that communication is clear, that we are 
easily able to reach common ground on our goals, and1= Not at all

C
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easily able to reach common ground on our goals, and 
that we are supported completely in our efforts.”clear

Note: Scale starts at 4.0V
I. 
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On consistency of the Foundation's communications resources, both personal and written, CHCF is rated:

i il l t th di f d

Consistency of Information Provided by

• similarly to the median funder
• similarly to the median comparative cohort funder

Consistency of Information Provided by 
Communications Resources

Completely 
consistent

7.0

50th til
75th percentile

Top of 
range

Survey-Wide Analysis Fact: Consistency of 
Communications, both personal and written, is the 
best predictor of grantee ratings of a funder’s clarity 
of communication of its goals and strategy. Other 
predictors are (1) Quality of Interactions with 

7 
S

ca
le

50th percentile
(median)
25th percentile

Foundation Staff: fairness, responsiveness, 
approachability; and (2) The helpfulness of a 
funder’s selection and reporting/evaluation 
processes in strengthening grantees’ programs 
and/or organizations – key moments that can 
reinforce or undermine funder messages. For more

6.0

CHCF overlaps 
median 

comparative 
cohort funder.

Bottom of 

1-
7 reinforce or undermine funder messages. For more 

on these findings, key resources most valued by 
grantees, and management implications, please see 
CEP’s report, Foundation Communications: The 
Grantee Perspective.

on

5.0

CHCF
Median 
Comparative 
Cohort Funder

range

1= Not at all 
consistentC
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consistent

Note: Scale starts at 4.0
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Compared to the median philanthropic funder, a smaller than typical proportion of CHCF grantees report 
i th F d ti ’ bli h d f di id li d l t t l b t th F d ti

Communications Resources

120% 7
Extremely 

using the Foundation’s published funding guidelines and annual report to learn about the Foundation. 
These two resources are rated below the median foundation on their helpfulness to grantees.

Usage and Helpfulness of Communications Resources

5.9

6.5
6.2

6.5
6.2

6.6
6.3

5.7
5.9

5.7
5 5

5.7100%

120%

6

7 helpful
CHCF

Median 
Comparative 
Cohort Funder

Median Funder

5.05.0

4.6

5.5

80% 5

Average Percent of All

60% 4

g
Rating of 

Those That 
Used 

Resources
(Symbols)

Percent of All 
Respondents 

(Bars)

84%83%

70%

85%86%

69%

83%

49%

84%40% 3

on

18%

36% 34%34%
41%

49%

32%

0%

20%

1

2

Not at 
all helpful
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Website Published Funding 
Guidelines

0% 1

V
I. 
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Written Communications Personal Communications

Annual Report Group 
Meetings

Individual 
Communication
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Helpfulness of Selection Process
On helpfulness of the Foundation’s selection process in strengthening the grantee, CHCF is rated:

i il l t th di f d

Selected Grantee CommentsHelpfulness of the Selection Process

• similarly to the median funder
• similarly to the median comparative cohort funder

“I appreciated the feedback from [staff] about our 
application. It appears the grants are evaluated and 
considered in a diligent manner. All interactions with staff 
on money and other issues were handled simply and

Helpfulness of the Selection Process 
to Grantees

Extremely
helpful

7.0

on money and other issues were handled simply and 
easily.”

“It is clear that the staff members at the CHCF are very 
organized. We appreciate their every effort to process 
the grant quickly!”

Top of 
range

6.0

CHCF overlaps 
median g q y

“I have had some slight but regular difficulty reconciling 
CHCF’s ‘granting’ perspective and our ‘contract’ 
perspective from the standpoint that we’re not used to 
grants and CHCF is not always facile with ‘time and 

f f

S
ca

le

50th percentile
(median)
25th percentile

75th percentile

m
in

is
tra

tio
n

5.0

comparative 
cohort funder.

materials’ type of invoicing. Minor issue in the scheme of 
things, but has been the only continuing point of 
administrative churn in our work.”

“Granting process was extremely efficient.” 

1-
7 

Bottom of 
range
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3.0 CHCF
Median 
Comparative 
Cohort Funder

16 © The Center for Effective Philanthropy

1= Not at
all helpful

Note: Scale starts at 2.0

V
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On helpfulness of the Foundation’s reporting/evaluation process in strengthening the grantee, CHCF is rated:

b th di f d

Helpfulness of Reporting and Selected Grantee Comments

• above the median funder
• above the median comparative cohort funder

Helpfulness of Reporting and 
Evaluation Processes to Grantees “Our project officer is superb. Her suggestions were 

always on point and helpful. The processes for reporting 
were simple and straightforward. Very non-bureaucratic 
for a Foundation of this size ”

Extremely
helpful

7.0

CHCF for a Foundation of this size.

“Straightforward proposal process and allowed flexibility 
in the reporting format used.”

“Foundation’s processes are good and thorough. Too 
often foundation staff micromanages every aspect of the

6.0

CHCF
Median 
Comparative 
Cohort Funder

S
ca

le

Top of 
range

often foundation staff micromanages every aspect of the 
grant. Everything has to be reviewed, by several people, 
who often have somewhat inconsistent responses. Still, 
the final work product is excellent.”

m
in
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tio
n

5.0

1-
7 

50th percentile
(median)

25th percentile

75th percentile

ss
es

 a
nd

 A
dm

5.0

1= Not at
Bottom of 
rangeG

ra
nt

 P
ro
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s

4.0
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1= Not at
all helpful

range

Note: Scale starts at 3.0
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ExcerptGrantee Suggestions for the Foundation (1)
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Topics of Grantee Suggestions

Other (7%)
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Impact and 
Understanding 
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(4%)
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(8%)
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Selection Process
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Note: Proportions may not sum to 100% due to rounding. There were a total of 69 grantee suggestions for CHCF.
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ExcerptReview of Findings (1)
Percentile Rank on Indicator

Chart shows CHCF’s (   ) and median comparative 
cohort funder's (   ) percentile rank among all 

funders in the comparative set.

Indicator
Percentile Rank on Indicator

Description of Indicator

External Orientation

Impact on the Field Grantees were asked to rate the funder’s impact on their 
fields.

25th 50th 75th 100th0th

Understanding of Fields Grantees were asked to rate the funder’s understanding of 
their fields.

Advancing Knowledge in 
the Field

Grantees were asked to rate the funder’s advancement of 
knowledge in their fields.

Effect on Public Policy Grantees were asked to rate the funder’s effect on public 
policy in their fields.

Impact on the Community Grantees were asked to rate the funder’s impact on their 
local communities.

sc
us

si
on

Impact on Grantees Organizations
Impact on the Grantee 

Organization
Grantees were asked to rate the funder’s impact on their 
organizations.

Understanding of Grantees 
Goals and Strategy

Grantees were asked to rate the funder’s understanding of 
their goals and strategyal

ys
is

 a
nd

 D
is

Goals and Strategy their goals and strategy.

Impact on Sustainability of 
Funded Work

Grantees were asked to rate the impact of funding on the 
ability to sustain their work in the future.

Satisfaction, Interactions, and Communications

S ti f ti Grantees were asked to rate their satisfaction with theirdi
ng

s 
an

d 
A

na

Satisfaction Grantees were asked to rate their satisfaction with their 
funder.

Quality of Interactions
This summary includes grantee ratings of funder fairness, 
responsiveness, and grantee comfort approaching the 
funder if a problem arises.

Clarity of Communication Grantees were asked to rate the clarity of the funder’sev
ie

w
 o

f F
in

d
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Clarity of Communication
of Goals and Strategy

Grantees were asked to rate the clarity of the funder s 
communication of its goals and strategy.

Consistency of 
Communications

Grantees were asked to rate the consistency of the 
funder’s communication of its goals and strategy.
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ExcerptReview of Findings (2)
I di t

Percentile Rank on Indicator
D i ti f I di t

Chart shows CHCF’s (   ) and median comparative 
cohort funder's (   ) percentile rank among all 

funders in the comparative set.

Indicator Description of Indicator

Assistance Beyond the Grant

Non-Monetary 
Assistance

% Receiving The proportion of grantees receiving higher impact field-
focused or comprehensive assistance.
Thi i th f t ’ ti f th

25th 50th 75th 100th0th

CHCF overlaps median 
comparative cohort funder.

Assistance Helpfulness This summary is the average of grantees’ ratings of the 
helpfulness of the non-monetary assistance received.

Assistance 
Securing 

Funding from 
O S

% Receiving
The proportion of grantees receiving assistance securing 
funding from other sources.

Grantees were asked to rate the impact of the funder’s 
i t i f di f thImpact

Other Sources assistance securing funding from other sources.Impact

Grant Processes and Administration

Selection Process Grantees were asked to rate the helpfulness of the funder’s 
selection process for their organizations.

Reporting and Evaluation Grantees were asked to rate the helpfulness of the funder’ssc
us

si
on

Reporting and Evaluation 
Processes

Grantees were asked to rate the helpfulness of the funder s 
reporting and evaluation processes for their organizations.

Grantmaking Characteristics

Grant Length % Receiving The proportion of grantees receiving multi-year grants.

Th ti f t i i l tial
ys

is
 a

nd
 D

is

Grant Type % Receiving The proportion of grantees receiving general operating 
support.

Median Grant Size The median grant size awarded by the funder.

Dollar Return on Grantee This summary is the calculation of number of dollars 

di
ng

s 
an

d 
A

na

Dollar Return on Grantee 
Administrative Hours received divided by the time required of grantees to fulfill 

the funder’s administrative requirements.
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ExcerptAbout the Center for Effective Philanthropy (CEP)

Mission

To provide data and create insight so philanthropic 
funders can better define, assess, and improve their p

effectiveness and impact.

op
y

Vision

W k ld i hi h i i l dve
 P
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nt
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o

We seek a world in which pressing social needs are more 
effectively addressed. We believe improved effectiveness 
of philanthropic funders can have a profoundly positive 
i t fit i ti d th l dte

r f
or

 E
ffe

ct
iv

impact on nonprofit organizations and the people and 
communities they serve. 
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This report was produced for the California HealthCare Foundation by the Center for

Contact Information

This report was produced for the California HealthCare Foundation by the Center for 
Effective Philanthropy in June 2009. 

Please contact CEP if you have any questions:

- Travis Manzione, Manager

617-492-0800 ext. 218

travism@effectivephilanthropy.org

- Kelly Chang, Senior Research Analystop
y Kelly Chang, Senior Research Analyst

415-391-3070 ext. 120

kellyc@effectivephilanthropy.org
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