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Executive Summary



Grantee Perception Report®



The John A. Hartford Foundation (“Hartford”) receives mixed ratings from its grantees on measures included in this report. Grantees describe the Foundation as “the leading national voice for improving the health care of seniors” and “changing the face off social i l work k education.” d ti ” D Despite it thi this, since i 2008 2008, ratings ti on many kkey measures iin th the reportt h have d declined li d or remained i d th the same, and overall satisfaction has continued to decline. Hartford continues to remain rated higher than all other surveyed funders for its impact on and understanding of grantees fields. Hartford grantees indicate lower levels of satisfaction with the Foundation than in previous years. Similar to GPR findings in 2008, grantee satisfaction with Hartford is declining, and a significantly larger than typical proportion of grantees report being l less satisfied ti fi d with ith the th Foundation F d ti this thi year th than th they were last l t year. Over O two-thirds t thi d off grantees t were subject bj t tto a grantt rescission i i in 2008, and these grantees rate significantly lower on overall satisfaction, quality of interactions with the Foundation, and clarity of communications of Hartford’s goals and strategies. Grantees that experienced a rescission also rate lower on the clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its response to the current economic climate and on the helpfulness to them of the Foundation’s response to the current economic climate.



II. Intro oduction



Grantees G t reportt higher hi h impact i t on their th i organizations i ti th than ttypical, i l b butt rate t llower on H Hartford’s tf d’ understanding d t di off their th i goals and strategies and its impact on the sustainability of their programs. Hartford grantees rate the Foundation’s impact on their organizations very highly, above 90 percent of surveyed funders. However, on the key predictor of both organizational impact and strong grantee relationships – understanding of grantees’ goals and strategies – Hartford’s ratings have decreased since 2008 and are now similar to those of the typical funder. In addition, Hartford rates below 75 percent of funders for the impact of its funding on grantees’ grantees ability to sustain their work in the future, a significant decrease from 2008. At the same time, a smaller proportion of grantees than in 2008 report receiving the most helpful patterns of non-monetary assistance – activities that CEP has found are closely related to higher ratings on sustainability and understanding of grantee organizations.
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Throughout the report, Medicine grantees rate significantly lower on many dimensions than grantees in other focus areas. Grantees within the Medicine focus area rate significantly lower than grantees within other focus areas on several key te s, including c ud g o overall e a sat satisfaction s act o with t tthe e Foundation ou dat o a and d qua quality ty o of interactions. te act o s Medicine ed c e g grantees a tees a also so indicate d cate less ess involved o ed items, relationships with the Foundation that other Hartford grantees. As one grantee comments, “I am concerned that Medicine is receiving less attention from the Foundation than previously.” Similarly to Medicine grantees, Social Work grantees also trend lower than grantees in other focus areas, and provide lower ratings than in 2008. Hartford grantees indicating they are one of 28 Centers of Excellence (COE) in Geriatric Medicine or Psychiatry indicate positive experiences p with Hartford. In p particular,, they y rate the Foundation significantly g y lower than other Hartford g grantees less p not only on their overall satisfaction, but on several key components of strong grantee relationships – responsiveness of Foundation staff, fairness of grantee treatment, and consistency of information provided by different foundation resources. Grantees indicate changes to the structure of the COE program have been negative and difficult for them. In the words of one grantee, the change represents “one of the worst ideas for supporting our field. Very counterproductive.” 1: For a full list of research publications, refer to part C of the Appendix.
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Background



Grantee Perception Report®



 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 independently. The purpose of these surveys is two-fold: to gather data that is useful to individual funders and to form the basis for broadly applicable research reports.1  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. -



Assessing funder performance is challenging and a range of data sources is required. The GPR provides one set of perspectives that can be useful in understanding philanthropic funder performance.



-



It is important p to note that,, on most questions, q , grantee g ratings g cluster toward the high g end of an absolute scale. Grantee perceptions must be interpreted in light of the particular 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, focus and age – are not strong predictors of grantee perceptions, focus, perceptions suggesting that it is possible for all funders to attain high ratings from grantees.



II. Intro oduction



-



•
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1: For a full list of research publications refer to part C of the Appendix.
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Methodology – The Foundation’s Grantee Survey



Grantee Perception Report®



 The Center for Effective Philanthropy (CEP) surveyed the grantees of The John A. Hartford Foundation ((“Hartford”)) during g February y and March 2010. CEP has surveyed y Hartford’s g grantees in the p past. Where possible, ratings from these surveys are also shown in the report. The details of Hartford’s surveys are as follows: Survey Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006



Survey Period



Fiscal Year of Surveyed Grantees



Number of Grantees Surveyed



Number of Responses Received



Survey Response Rate1



February and March 2010 February and March 2008 February and March 2006



2009 2006-2007 2004



93 101 79



76 79 48



82% 78% 61%



 In addition to showing Hartford’s overall ratings, this report also shows Hartford’s ratings segmented by the grantees’ focus areas. The number of respondents in each group is as follows: Focus Areas2



II. Intro oduction



Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



5



Respondents p 33 7 18 10 7



 Selected grantee comments are also 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 the Foundation in order to offer a wide range of perspectives.



1: The median response rate for individual funders over the last six years of surveys is 68 percent. 2: One grantee’s response is not shown in the segmentations because that grantee indicated that he/she does not know his/her focus area. This grantee’s response is included in the Foundation’s overall average rating.
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Methodology – Comparative Data



Grantee Perception Report®



 Hartford’s average and/or median grantee ratings are compared to the average and/or median ratings from grantees in CEP CEP’s s dataset, which contains data collected over the last six years. Please see Appendix B for a list of all funders whose grantees CEP has surveyed.



Full Comparative Set Grantee Responses Philanthropic Funders



36,864 grantees 251 funders



 Hartford is also compared to a smaller cohort of 17 funders, as selected by the Foundation. The 17 funders that comprise this group are:



II. Intrroduction



Cohort Funders
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Colorado Trust Doris Duke Charitable Foundation Kansas Health Foundation Marguerite Casey Foundation Northwest Health Foundation Surdna Foundation, Inc. The Atlantic Philanthropies The Broad Foundation The Colorado Health Foundation



The Duke Endowment The Fan Fox and Leslie R. Samuels Foundation The John A. Hartford Foundation The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation The Wallace Foundation Virginia G. Piper Charitable Trust W. K. Kellogg Foundation Winter Park Health Foundation
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Methodology – Currently Funded Grantees



Grantee Perception Report®



 Proportion of currently funded grantees - The proportion of surveyed grantees who are currently receiving funding from the Foundation is larger than typical. Across all foundations, grantees currently receiving funding rate foundations higher than grantees who are no longer receiving funding.



I. Introduction



- To ensure that the larger than typical proportion of currently funded respondents in Hartford’s survey population did not distort results results, we compared Hartford grantees that are currently receiving funding to other foundations’ grantees that are currently receiving funding. Hartford’s ratings relative to other foundations’ ratings are largely unchanged when viewed in this manner, indicating that comparisons between Hartford and other foundations throughout this report are appropriate.
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Grantmaking Characteristics



 This table is intended to provide context to the Foundation in thinking about its GPR results relative to its grantmaking practices. The information is based on self self-reported reported data from grantees about the size, duration, and types of grants that they received.  Compared to the typical funder, Hartford awards larger and longer grants, which are less frequently for operating support.



II. Intro oduction



Survey Item
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Grant Size Median grant size Grant Length Average grant length Percent of grantees receiving multi multiyear grants Type of Support Percent of grantees receiving operating support P Percent off grantees receiving i i program/project support Percent of grantees receiving other types of support



Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Full Dataset Median



Cohort Funder Median



$878K



$750K



$1.2MM



$60K



$193K



4.3 years



4.3 years



5.1 years



2.1 years



2.7 years



89%



97%



100%



49%



72%



3%



1%



10%



19%



15%



80%



89%



67%



65%



71%



17%



10%



23 %



16%



14%



Note: CEP research indicates that grant size, type, or length alone are not key predictors of impact on grantee’s organizations. For the full range of data on these survey items, refer to part B of the Appendix.
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Grantee Perception Report®



Structural Characteristics of Grantees



 This table is intended to provide context to the Foundation in thinking about its GPR results relative to the demographic makeup of its grantees. The information is based on self self-reported reported data from grantees about the characteristics of their organizations.  Compared to grantees of the typical funder, Hartford grantees tend to be larger, more established organizations.



Survey Item



Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Full Dataset Median



Cohort Funder Median



$8.0MM



$9.0MM



$10.0MM



$1.4MM



$2.0MM



N/A



33%



33%



44 years



24 years



25 years



N/A



34%



N/A



Budget of Funded Organizations Typical organizational budget



Duration of Funded Program and Grantee Organization Programs conducted 6 years or 58% 59% more1 Median length of establishment of 42 years 37 years grantee organizations First-Time Grantees2



II. Intro oduction



Percentage of first-time grants
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26%



N/A



1: Represents data from 87 funders. 2: Represents data from 16 funders. Note: In most cases, the structural characteristics of grantees are not strong predictors of how grantees perceive funders, suggesting that it is possible for funders with even a unique set of grantees to attain high ratings. For additional information on grantee characteristics related to these survey items refer to part B of the Appendix. Hartford 2008, Hartford 2006, and cohort funder data not available for all items due to changes in the survey instrument.
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Grantee Perception Report®



Structural Characteristics of Funders



 This table is intended to provide context to the Foundation in thinking about its GPR results relative to its grantmaking and staffing. staffing This information is based on IRS filings and data supplied by philanthropic funders that have subscribed to the GPR.  The number of grants processed and managed per professional program staff full-time employee at Hartford is smaller than that of the typical funder. Survey Item Program g Staff Load Dollars awarded per professional program staff fulltime employee Applications per professional program p g full-time employee p y



II. Intro oduction



Grants awarded per professional program full-time employee Active grants per professional program p g full-time employee p y
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Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Full Dataset Median



Cohort Funder Median



$5.4MM



$6.0MM



$3.6MM



$6.1MM



2 applications



20 applications



38 applications



28 applications



2 grants



7 grants



30 grants



17 grants



23 grants



24 grants



50 grants



44 grants



Note: Funders of different sizes and focuses choose to structure their organizations differently – so, as with all the information contained in this report, the Foundation should interpret data in this section in light of its distinctive goals and strategy. For additional information on funder characteristics related to these survey items, please refer to part B of the Appendix. Hartford 2006 data not available.
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Reading GPR Charts



Much of the grantee perception data in the GPR is presented in the format below. These graphs show the average of grantee responses for Hartford, over a background that shows percentiles for the average ratings for the full comparative set of 251 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.



Truncated Chart 7.0 Significant positive impact



Cohort Funders



Top of g range



The solid black lines represent the range between the average grantee ratings of th highest the hi h t and d llowestt rated t d ffunders d iin the cohort.



The shapes represent the average grantee ratings from each of Hartford’s Focus Areas.



The green bar represents the average grantee rating for Hartford 2010. The orange bar represents the average grantee rating for Hartford 2008.



6.0



75th percentile 50th percentile til (median)



The gray bar represents the average grantee rating for Hartford 2006.
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Focus Are eas



II. Intro oduction



The blue bar represents the average grantee rating of the median cohort funder. Hartford H tf d 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Focus Areas



25th percentile The long red line represents the average grantee rating of the median of all funders in the comparative set.



5.0



Bottom of range



1= No impact



4.0



Note: Scale starts at 4.0
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Impact on Grantees’ Fields



Grantee Perception Report®



On impact on grantees’ fields, Hartford is rated: • higher than all other funders • higher than all other cohort funders Selected Grantee Comments



Impact on Grantees’ Fields 7.0 Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



Top of range



Hartford 2010 overlaps Hartford 2008.



6.0



75th percentile 50th percentile (median)



1-7 Sca ale



25th percentile



5.0 Focus Areas



III. Imp pact on Grantee e Fields and Lo ocal Communitiies



Significant positive impact



1= N 1 No impact



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort F d Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



 “Almost single-handedly the JAHF has elevated the i t interest t in i and d quality lit off care for f older ld adults d lt in i this thi country. Their impact has been far reaching and profound.”  “The Foundation is regarded as a leader on workforce issues related to aging and geriatrics. It is also recognized i d ffor itits work k on d depression i and d th the elderly ld l as well as work on transitions in care.”  “Has changed the face of social work education by increasing interest in the field of gerontology through raising faculty visibility and the importance of gerontology i the in h profession.” f i  “Working to raise awareness of aging issues - the IOM report is a critical example of how the foundation has had a major impact - the commitment to developing leaders in Geriatric Medicine has been tremendous and is bearing fruit. Ongoing commitments to developing Geriatrics faculty through the CoEs is also making a difference.”  “It is my firm belief that the Foundation has played a pivotal role in helping academic geriatrics survive and expand in the US.”



1st percentile



4.0 Note: Scale starts at 4.0
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Note: This question includes a “don’t know” response option; 3 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents answered “don’t know”, compared to 9 percent at the median funder, 0 percent of Hartford 2008 respondents, 2 percent of Hartford 2006 respondents, and 6 percent of respondents at the median cohort funder. Chart does not show data from one funder whose field impact rating is less than 4.0. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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Understanding of Grantees’ Fields On understanding of grantees’ fields, Hartford is rated: • higher than ninety percent of funders • above the median cohort funder Understanding of Grantees’ Fields 7.0 Cohort Funders



Expert in the field



Focus Areas
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Other overlaps Medicine.



6.0



75th percentile



1-7 Sccale



50th p percentile (median) 25th percentile



5.0



Focus Areas



III. Imp pact on Grantee e Fields and Lo ocal Communitiies



Top of range



1= Limited understanding of field



4.0



B tt Bottom off range



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Note: Scale starts at 4.0



Note: This question includes a “don’t know” response option; 0 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents answered “don’t know”, compared to 7 percent at the median funder, 1 percent of Hartford 2008 respondents, 2 percent of Hartford 2006 respondents, and 3 percent of respondents at the median cohort funder. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010



Grantee Perception Report®



Advancing Knowledge in Fields and Effect on Public Policy On advancement of knowledge in grantees’ fields, Hartford is rated: • higher than all other funders • higher than all other cohort funders



On effect on public policy in grantees’ fields, Hartford is rated: • higher than ninety percent of funders • higher than all other cohort funders



Advancing Knowledge in the Field



Funder’s Effect on Public Policy in Grantees’ Fields



70 7.0 Leads the field to new thinking and practice



Cohort Funders



Focus Areas Integrating and Improving Services overlaps Medicine.



Top of range



15



Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



Top of range Integrating g g and Improving Services overlaps Social Work.



5.0



1-7 Sccale



4.0



70 7.0



6.0



75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile



5.0



1-7 Sccale



4.0



75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008



3.0



Bottom of range 2.0 Not at all



1.0



Focus Areas



III. Imp pact on Grantee e Fields and Lo ocal Communitiies



6.0



Major influence on shaping public policy



Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Oth Other



3.0



2.0



Bottom of range Not at all



1.0



Note: The questions depicted on these charts include a “don’t know” response option. In the left-hand chart, 3 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents answered “don’t know”, compared to 25 percent at the median funder, 1 percent of Hartford 2008 respondents, 2 percent of Hartford 2006 respondents, and 13 percent of respondents at the median cohort funder. In the right-hand chart, 11 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents answered “don’t know”, compared to 41 percent at the median funder, 9 percent of Hartford 2008 respondents, 15 percent of Hartford 2006 respondents, and 26 percent of respondents at the median cohort funder.
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Grantee Assessment of Foundation’s Direction (1)
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Hartford grantees were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with the statement “The Foundation is on the right track to improve the health of aging populations,” where 1 = “Strongly disagree,” 4 = “Neutral,” and 7 = “Strongly agree.” The largest proportion of grantees responded that they “strongly agree,” and grantees provided an average rating of 6.0, a slight decline since 2008. “The Foundation is on the right track to improve the health of aging populations.” 100%



16



7 = Strongly agree



Percent of R Respondents



III. Imp pact on Grantee e Fields and Lo ocal Communitiies



80%



60%



40% 6



20% 5 4 = Neutral 3 2



0%



Hartford 2010 Hartford Average Rating Percent of Respondents that Answered “Don’t know”



1 = Strongly disagree



Hartford 2008



6.0



6.3



4%



1%



Note: No comparative data is available because the question was only asked of Hartford grantees.
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“The Foundation is on the right track to improve the health of aging populations.”



Percent of Grantee Responses



III. Imp pact on Grantee e Fields and Lo ocal Communitiies



Program Area
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Average Rating



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



Extent to which Hartford grantees agree with the statement “The Foundation is on the right track to improve the health of aging populations,” where 1 = “Strongly disagree,” 4 = “Neutral,” and 7 = “Strongly agree.” Medicine



5.6



0%



0%



6%



9%



22%



28%



34%



Social Work



5.1



0%



14%



0%



0%



43%



29%



14%



Nursing



6.2



0%



11%



0%



24%



0%



0%



65%



Integrating and Improving Services



6.7



0%



0%



0%



0%



0%



30%



70%



Other



5.0



0%



14%



0%



0%



43%



29%



14%



Note: Proportions may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
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On impact on grantees’ local communities, Hartford is rated: • lower than ninety percent of funders • below the median cohort funder



Impact on Grantees’ Local Communities 70 7.0
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Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



Top of range



75th percentile



6.0



50th percentile (median) 25th p percentile Other overlaps Nursing.



5.0



Focus Areas



1-7 Sca ale



III. Imp pact on Grantee e Fields and Lo ocal Communitiies



Significant positive impact



4.0



1= No impact



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder M di i Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Bottom of range 3.0



Note: Scale starts at 3.0



Note: This question includes a “don’t know” response option; 16 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents answered “don’t know”, compared to 11 percent at the median funder, 27 percent of Hartford 2008 respondents, 20 percent of Hartford 2006 respondents, and 12 percent of respondents at the median cohort funder. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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On understanding of grantees’ local communities, Hartford is rated: • lower than ninety percent of funders • lower than all other cohort funders Understanding of Grantees’ Local Communities 7.0
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Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



Top of range



75th percentile



6.0



50th percentile (median) 25th percentile Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008



5.0



Focus Areas



1-7 Sca ale



III. Imp pact on Grantee e Fields and Lo ocal Communitiies



Expert in the community



4.0 1= Limited understanding of the community



3.0



Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Social Work overlaps Medicine.



Bottom of range Note: Scale starts at 3.0



Note: This question includes a “don’t know/not applicable” response option; 18 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents answered “don’t know/not applicable”, compared to 13 percent at the median funder, 29 percent of Hartford 2008 respondents, 24 percent of Hartford 2006 respondents, and 15 percent of respondents at the median cohort funder. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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I. II II. III. IV. V V. VI. VII. VIII. IX.
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Executive Summary I t d ti Introduction Impact on Grantee Fields and Local Communities Impact on Grantee Organizations Aspects of the Grantee Experience Grant Processes and Administration Assistance Beyond the Grant Check Grantee Suggestions for the Foundation Review of Findings and Analysis and Discussion
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Impact on Grantee Organizations
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On impact on grantee organizations, Hartford is rated: • above the median funder • above the median cohort funder Selected Grantee Comments



Impact on Grantee Organizations  “Thi “This was a new relationship l ti hi between b t Hartford H tf d and d [[our organization] and was mutually beneficial.”



7.0 Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



Top of range



Significant positive impact



75th percentile 50th percentile (median)



6.0



21



1-7 Scale e 50 5.0



Bottom of range 1= No impact



4.0



Focus Areas F



IV. Imp pact on Grantee e Organizationss



25th percentile



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



 “In our case, the impact is huge–the JAHF is providing the only technical assistance that will be offered to participants of [this project]. Nobody else is doing this work, k and d [[our organization] i ti ] d does nott h have th the ffunds d tto build technical assistance into [this project].”  “By supporting our projects, it has facilitated the ability of hospitalists to improve the care of hospitalized older adults.”  “Not to sound ungrateful for the many years of funding, but changing grant amounts in the middle of a grant…is a real disservice to the grantees – and forcing us to lay off staff.”



Note: Scale starts at 4.0
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On understanding of grantees’ goals and strategy, Hartford is rated: • similarly to the median funder • similarly to the median cohort funder Understanding of the Grantees’ Goals and Strategy 7.0 Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



Thorough understanding



Top of range Other overlaps Integrating and Improving Services.



6.0
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1-7 Sca ale



75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile



5.0



Bottom of range Focus Areas F
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Hartford 2010 overlaps median cohort funder.



1= Limited understanding



4.0



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Note: Scale starts at 4.0



Note: This question includes a “don’t know” response option; 0 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents answered “don’t know”, compared to 7 percent at the median funder, 5 percent of Hartford 2008 respondents, 2 percent of Hartford 2006 respondents, and 5 percent of respondents at the median cohort funder. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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Impact on Sustainability of Funded Work



On the effect of the Foundation’s funding on grantees’ ability to sustain the work funded by the grant in the future, Hartford is rated: • below the median funder • below the median cohort funder Impact of Funding on Grantee Ability to Continue Funded Work 70 7.0 Substantially improved ability



Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



T off range Top
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75th percentile 50th percentile ( di ) (median)



1-7 Sca ale



25th percentile Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008



5.0



1 = Did not improve abilityy



4.0



Bottom of range



Focus Areas
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6.0



Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Oth Other



Note: Scale starts at 4.0



Note: This question includes a “don’t know/not applicable” response option; 7 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents answered “don’t know/not applicable”, compared to 11 percent at the median funder, and 12 percent of respondents at the median cohort funder. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010 = Hartford 2010 rating is significantly lower than Hartford 2008 rating at a 90% confidence level.
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Grant Effect (1)



The proportion of Hartford grantees that used the Foundation’s grant primarily to add new program work is: • larger than that of the average funder Primary Effect of Grant on Grantee’s Organization1 100%



Maintained existing program
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Percent of Respondents



IV. Imp pact on Grantee e Organizationss



80%



Added new program work 60%



Expanded existing program work



40%



20%



Enhanced capacity



0%



Hartford 2010 Note: Hartford 2008 data, Hartford 2006 data, cohort funder data not available due to changes to the survey instrument. 1: This chart includes data from about 75 funders.



Average of all Funders © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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Grant Effect (2) Primary Effect of Grant on Grantee’s Organization 100%



Maintained existing program
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Percen nt of Responde ents



IV. Imp pact on Grantee e Organizationss



80%



Added new program work



60%



40%



Expanded existing program work



20%



Enhanced capacity 0%



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Other
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Satisfaction On overall satisfaction, Hartford is rated: • below the median funder • below the median cohort funder



Selected Grantee Comments



Satisfaction 7.0



Other overlaps Integrating and Improving Services.



Very satisfied



Top of range 75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile



Bottom of range 5.0



1= Very dissatisfied



4.0
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Cohort Funders Note: Scale starts at 4.0



Focus Areas



Focus A Areas



1-7 Scale e



V. Aspe ects of the Gra antee Experiencce



6.0 Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



 “There has recently been a dramatic change in the structure of what was previously a very stable and important support program program. The cause for this change change, a significant loss of foundation revenue was also dramatic but it appeared that the response taken, a total change in the grant support system, was neither carefully measured or designed. The new structure did not appropriately value the consistent contribution and excellence of some sites over many years.”  “I’ve been impressed with the professionalism of the various staff members, their helpfulness, and quality of the communications.”  “Sometimes Sometimes feel as though being ‘micro micro-managed managed’ even though we have consistently exceeded expectations and projected outcomes.”  “Lower satisfaction in large part due to budget cuts and the uncertainty about future funding.” Survey-Wide Analysis Fact: Three dimensions best predict grantee perceptions of satisfaction with their philanthropic funders: 1) Quality of Interactions with Foundation Staff: fairness, responsiveness, approachability; 2) Clarity of Communication of a Foundation’s Goals and Strategy: clear and consistent articulation of objectives; 3) E Expertise ti and dE External t lO Orientation i t ti off the th Foundation: F d ti understanding d t di of fields and communities of funding and ability to advance knowledge and affect public policy. For more on these findings and resulting management implications, please see CEP’s report, Listening to Grantees: What Nonprofits Value in Their Foundation Funders. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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Satisfaction Relative to Last Year (1)



The proportion of Hartford grantees that are less satisfied this year with the Foundation than they were last year is: y • larger than that of the average funder • larger than that of the average cohort funder Change in Satisfaction with the Funder from Last Year 1 100% Less satisfied
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Percent o of Respondentss



V. Aspe ects of the Gra antee Experiencce



80% Hartford Analysis – Variation by Change in Satisfaction Hartford grantees rate the Foundation differently based on whether or not they experienced a change in satisfaction relative to last year.



Similarly



60%



Grantees who report that they are less satisfied than last year satisfied rate lower than other grantees on:  Understanding g of g grantees’ organizations g  Impact on sustainability of the funded program  Overall satisfaction  Quality of interactions with the Foundation  Clarity and consistency of Foundation communications  Helpfulness of the selection process. These grantees rate higher on:  Pressure to modify priorities in order to receive funding.



40%



20% More satisfied



0%



Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Average of all Funders



Average of Cohort Funders



1: Question asked of grantees that were receiving funding from the Foundation last year as well as this year.
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Satisfaction Relative to Last Year (2) 1 Ch Change iin S Satisfaction ti f ti with ith th the F Funder d ffrom L Lastt Year Y



100%



Less satisfied
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80%



Similarly satisfied 60%



40%



More satisfied 20%



0%



M di i Medicine



S i lW Social Work k



N i Nursing



1: Question asked of grantees that were receiving funding from the Foundation last year as well as this year.



IIntegrating t ti and d Improving Services



Oth Other
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Grantee Interactions Summary



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, Hartford is rated: • similarly to the median funder • similarly to the median cohort funder



Interactions Summary



Selected Grantee Comments



7.0 Very positive



Top of range 75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile



Hartford 2010 overlaps Hartford 2008.



30



1-7 Scale e



Bottom of range Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008



5.0 5 0



1= Very negative



4.0



Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



Foc cus Areas



V. Aspe ects of the Gra antee Experiencce



6.0



Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



 “It has been a joy working with the Hartford staff. They are responsive, provide insightful suggestions, and have greatly assisted us.”  “Hartford is unique in my experience for their hands-on involvement with g grantees. The level of interaction is intense, and one can imagine that were the wrong staff involved this would become micro-management at its worst. However, instead the process is one of genuine collaboration to do the best work possible.”  “From myy personal p interactions,, I would sayy that I find them to be very responsive to my requests and questions.”  “The Foundation officers have always been very professional and approachable. I remember first meeting [[our program p g officer]] and being g so impressed.” p  “Superb program staff, a pleasure to work with.”



Note: Scale starts at 4.0



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.
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Interactions Measures (1)



On grantees’ comfort in approaching the Foundation if a problem On responsiveness of Foundation staff to grantees, Hartford is arises, Hartford is rated rated: • similarly i il l to t th the median di ffunder d • similarly i il l to t th the median di ffunder d • similarly to the median cohort funder • similarly to the median cohort funder Responsiveness of Funder Staff



Grantee Comfort Approaching the Funder if a Problem Arises 7.0



7.0



Top of range



Extremely comfortable



Hartford 2010 overlaps Hartford 2008 and median cohort funder.



75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile
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1= Not ot at all a comfortable



4.0



Cohort Funders



Note: Scale starts at 4.0



Focus Areas



Focus Areas



Bottom of range



5.0 5 0



Top of range 75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile



Hartford 2008 overlaps median cohort funder.



6.0



1-7 Scale e



Integrating and Improving Services overlaps Medicine Medicine.



1-7 Scale e



V. Aspe ects of the Gra antee Experiencce



6.0



Extremely responsive



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



5.0 5 0



1= Not ot at all a responsive



4.0



Bottom of range



Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



Note: Scale starts at 4.0
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Interactions Measures (2) On fairness of treatment of grantees, Hartford is rated: • below the median funder • below the median cohort funder



Fairness of Funder Treatment of Grantees 7.0



Top of range



Extremely fairly



75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile



1-7 Scale



Bottom of range Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008



5.0



Foc cus Areas



V. Aspe ects of the Gra antee Experiencce



6.0



1= Not at all fairly Cohort Funders



4.0
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Focus Areas



Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Note: Scale starts at 4.0
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Frequency of Interactions (1)



The proportion of Hartford grantees that report interacting with their program officer once every few months or more frequently q y is: • larger than that of the average funder • similar to that of the average cohort funder Frequency of Grantee Contact with Program Officer During Grant 100%



Yearly or less often
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Percent of R Respondents
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80%



60%



Once every few months 40%



20%



Monthly A few times a month



0%



Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Average of all Funders



Weekly



Average of Cohort Funders
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Frequency of Interactions (2)



Frequency of Grantee Contact with Program Officer During Grant 100% Yearly or less often
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Percent of Respondents



V. Aspe ects of the Gra antee Experiencce



80%



60% Once every few months



40%



M thl Monthly



20% A few times a month Weekly



0%



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Other
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Initiation of Interactions (1)



The proportion of Hartford grantees that report that they most frequently initiate interactions with the Foundation • smaller than that of the average funder • smaller than that of the average cohort funder Initiation of Grantee Contact with Program Officer During Grant 100% Mostt frequently M f tl initiated by program officer
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80%



Initiated with equal frequency by program officer and grantee



60%



40%



Most frequently initiated by grantee



20%



0%



Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Average of all Funders



Average of Cohort Funders
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Initiation of Interactions (2)



Initiation of Grantee Contact with Program Officer During Grant 100% Mostt frequently M f tl initiated by program officer
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80%



60% Initiated with equal frequency by program officer and grantee



40%



20% Most frequently initiated by grantee



0%



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Other
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Proportion of Grantees That Had a Change in Primary Contact



The proportion of Hartford grantees who had a change in their primary contact in the last six months is: • larger than that of the median funder



Proportion of Grantees That Had a Contact Change 50%



Top of range Cohort Funders



Focus Areas
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30%



Focus Areas



Percent of Resspondents
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40%



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



75th percentile 20%



10%



50th percentile (median)



25th percentile 0%



Note: Hartford 2008 data, Hartford 2006 data, cohort funder data not available due to changes to the survey instrument. Chart contains data from 36 funders.



Bottom of range
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Proportion of Grantees That Had a Site Visit The proportion of Hartford grantees receiving a site visit is: • larger than that of ninety percent of funders • larger than that of all other cohort funders Proportion of Grantees That Had a Site Visit 100%



Other overlaps Social Work, Nursing, and Integrating and Improving Services.



Top of range
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Percent of Resspondents



75th percentile



60%



50th percentile (median) 40%



25th percentile



20%



Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



0%



Note: Chart created by aggregating data about site visits that occurred during the selection, reporting and evaluation processes, and during the course of the grant.



Bottom of range



Focus A Areas



V. Aspe ects of the Gra antee Experiencce



80%



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other
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Communication of Goals and Strategy On clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its goals and strategy, Hartford is rated: • similarly to the median funder • similarly to the median cohort funder



Clarity of Funder Communication of Goals and Strategy



Selected Grantee Comments  “Th “There is i minimal i i l communication, i ti mostly tl through th h [meetings]. There are communications regarding budget processes. There is a lot of vague communications at conferences, but rarely full clarity.”



7.0 Extremely clear



Cohort Funders



Top of range



6.0



1-7 Scale



 “Oftentimes it feels as if there is no one person with the ability to provide answers to clear questions about either process or substance.”  “Have Have found the staff always responsive and helpful. Generally collaborative and never adversarial.”



5.0



 “Communications regarding reporting are sometimes inconsistent and confusing. Sometimes you get differing requests and instructions from different staff members which can lead to added work and frustration. frustration.”



1st percentile



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008



4.0



1= N 1 Nott att all clear



3.0



Note: Scale starts at 3.0



Focus Areas



V. Aspe ects of the Gra antee Experiencce



 “Communications are supportive, especially from our program officer.” ffi ”



75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile



Hartford 2010 overlaps median cohort funder.
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Focus Areas



Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Note: Chart does not show data from one funder whose clarity of communication rating is less than 4.0.
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Consistency of Communications



On consistency of the Foundation’s communications resources, both personal and written, Hartford is rated: • similarly to the median funder • similarly to the median cohort funder Consistency of Information Provided by Communications Resources 7.0 Cohort Funders Completely consistent



Top of range



75th percentile til th 50 percentile (median) 25th percentile



1-7 Sccale



Social Work overlaps Medicine.



Bottom of range



5.0



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008



Focus Areas



V. Aspe ects of the Gra antee Experiencce



6.0



40



Focus Areas



1= Not at all consistent



4.0 Note: Scale starts at 4.0



Survey-Wide Analysis Fact: Consistency of Communications, both personal and written, is the best p predictor of g grantee ratings g of a funder’s clarityy of communication of its goals and strategy. Other predictors are 1) Quality of Interactions with 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 on these findings, key resources most valued by grantees, and management implications, please see CEP’s report, Foundation Communications: The Grantee Perspective.



Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Note: This question includes a “used one or no resources” response option; 7 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents indicated they had used one or no resources, compared to 5 percent at the median funder, 5 percent of Hartford 2008 respondents, 2 percent of Hartford 2006 respondents, and 6 percent of respondents at the median cohort funder.
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Communications Resources (1)



Compared to the median philanthropic funder, a larger than typical proportion of Hartford grantees report using g the Foundation’s annual report p and g group p meetings g to learn about the Foundation. The Foundation’s website and funding guidelines are rated below the median on their helpfulness to grantees. Usage and Helpfulness of Communications Resources



Hartford 2010 120%2008 Hartford Hartford 2006 Median Funder Median Cohort Funder



6.8 6.5 6.0



5.8



5.7 5.6



5.8



6



5.6 5.4



5.3 51 5.1



5.2



5.2 5.1 5.1



5.1 4.9



80%



V. Aspe ects of the Gra antee Experiencce



6.6 6.5



5



Percent of All Respondents (Bars) 60%



4



91%



40%



78%



94%



98% 85%



82%



71% 72%



Average Rating of Those That Used Resources (Symbols)



89%



3



70% 68% 62% 61%



58%



57%



59% 53%



50%



20%



Extremely helpful



6.2 6.2 6.3 6.2 6.2



100%



42%



58% 41%



41%



36% 37%



2



31%



Not at all helpful



0%



Website



Published Funding Guidelines Written Communications



41



6.6



7



Annual Report



Individual Communication



Group Meetings



1
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Focus Areas



Communications Resources (2) Usage and Helpfulness of Communications Resources



Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving 140% Services Other



6.9 6.7 6.3



6.2 6.0



7



6.7



Extremely helpful



6.3 6.1 5.9



5.9



5.8



6



120% 5.4 5.2



5.1



5.1



5.1



100%



5



4.7



4.7
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Percentt off All P Respondents (Bars) 80%



Average Rating of 4 Those That Used Resources (S b l ) (Symbols)



60%



83%



40%



83% 71%



67%



91%



90% 78% 80%



89% 90%



86%



71% 57% 45%



20% 29%



39%



52%



2



43%



40%



29%



29%



33% 14%



0%



Website



Published Funding Guidelines



Annual Report



Written Communications
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3



100% 90%



Note: Social Work, Integrating and Improving Services, and Other helpfulness ratings not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received.



Individual Communication



Group Meetings



Not at all helpful



1
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Grantee Perception Report®



Hartford grantees were asked to rate the appropriateness of the Foundation’s level of public communication about aging and health issues, with 1 = “The Foundation should decrease its communication,” 4 = “The Foundation should maintain its current level of communication,” and 7 = “The Foundation should increase its communication.” The largest proportion of grantees responded that the Foundation should maintain its current level of communication; grantees provided an average rating of 4.9. Public Communication on Aging and Health Issues 100%



Percent of Resspondents
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80%



60%



7 = The Foundation should increase its communication



6



5



40%



20%



4 = The Foundation should maintain its current level of communication 1 = The Foundation should decrease its communication 3



0% Hartford Average Rating



43



4.9



Note: No comparative data is available because the question was only asked of Hartford grantees.
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Public Communication on Aging and Health Issues Percent of Grantee Responses



III. Imp pact on Grantee e Fields and Lo ocal Communitiies



Program Area



44



Average Rating



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



Level of appropriateness of Foundation’s communication about aging and health issues, where 1 = “The Foundation should decrease its communication,” 4 = “The Foundation should maintain its current level of communication ” and 7 = “The communication, The Foundation should increase its communication. communication ” Medicine



5.0



0%



0%



0%



44%



28%



16%



13%



Social Work



5.0



0%



0%



0%



57%



0%



29%



14%



Nursing



4.8



0%



0%



0%



61%



6%



22%



11%



Integrating and Improving Services



5.0



0%



0%



10%



20%



30%



40%



0%



Other



4.9



0%



0%



0%



57%



14%



14%



14%
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VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



I. II II. III. IV. V V. VI.
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On helpfulness of the Foundation’s selection process in strengthening funded organizations/programs, Hartford is rated: • above the median funder Selected Grantee Comments • above the median cohort funder



Helpfulness of the Selection Process to Organizations/Programs 7.0 Extremely helpful



Cohort Funders



Top of range



1-7 Scale e



75th percentile 5.0



 “New Center for Excellence advanced fellow/junior faculty proposal and selection process needs significant improvement. The reviewers should not have funding from the foundation.”  “It is…unclear what the Foundation is able to fund other than announced grant proposals – at times it feels like a whim of the program officers.”



50th percentile (median) 25th percentile



4.0



Focus Are eas



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



6.0



1= Not at all helpful



3.0
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Focus Areas



 “The biggest strength of the Foundation is the peerreview process in selection of potential projects for funding. To ensure its continued success, it is pivotal that the Foundation maintains an open and a fair process in reviewing grant applications. Perhaps involvement of experts in aging research who are not geriatricians might be useful.”



Note: Scale starts at 3.0



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Bottom of range
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Funder Involvement and Pressure in Selection Process On the level of involvement in the development of grantees’ proposals, Hartford is rated: • higher hi h th than ninety i t percentt off ffunders d • above the median cohort funder



On the level of pressure grantees feel to modify their priorities to create a proposal that was likely to receive funding, Hartford is rated: • higher than ninety percent of funders • higher than all other cohort funders Level of Pressure to Modify Grantees’ Priorities to Create a Request That Was Lik l tto R Likely Receive i F Funding di



Level of Involvement of Staff in Development of Grant Proposal 7.0 Focus Areas



Focus Areas



6.0
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1-7 Scale



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



5.0 Hartford 2010 overlaps Hartford 2008.



4.0



Cohort Funders



Top of range Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 M di Cohort Median C h t Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



75th percentile 50th



percentile (median) 3.0 3 0



2.0



No involvement



1.0



25th percentile



Bottom of range



Focus Areas



Significant pressure



6.0



5.0



1-7 Scale



Substantial involvement



7.0



Cohort Funders



4.0



Top of range



3.0 3 0



2.0



No pressure



1.0



Other overlaps Nursing.



75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th p percentile Bottom of range
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Time Between Submission and Clear Commitment (1)



The proportion of Hartford grantees that report that seven months or more elapsed between submission of proposal p p and clear commitment of funding g is: • larger than that of the average funder • larger than that of the average cohort funder Time Elapsed Between Proposal Submission and Clear Commitment 100% 7-9 months
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Percent of Re espondents



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



80%



More than 12 months 10-12 months



4 months – 6 months



60%



40%



1 month – 3 months



20%



0%



Less than 1 month



Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Average of all Funders



Average of Cohort Funders



© The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010



Grantee Perception Report®



Time Between Submission and Clear Commitment (2) Time Elapsed Between Proposal Submission and Clear Commitment 100%



More than 12 months 10-12 months
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Percent of Respondents



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



80% 7 months – 9 months



60%



40% 4 months – 6 months



20% 1 month – 3 months Less than 1 month



0%



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Other
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Selection Process Activities (1)



Compared to grantees of the median philanthropic funder, Hartford grantees more frequently report engaging e gag g in p phone o ea and d in-person pe so co conversations e sat o s a and d ssite te visits s ts with t Foundation ou dat o sta staff as pa partt o of tthe e selection process. Selection Process Activities



50



Pe ercent of Respondents That Partic cipated in Selection Process Activity



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



100%



87% 86% 85%



86% 84%



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Funder Median Cohort Funder



87%



82%



80%



78%



76%



76% 73%73%



73%



60%



57% 54% 50% 49%



55%



51%



51% 49% 46%



45%



46%



42%43% 40%



45% 43%



40% 33% 32%



26% 21%



20%



20% 17%



16% 12%



11%



0%



N/A N/A



N/A



Email Communication CorresAbout Expected pondence Results1



N/A N/A



Financial Phone Info Conversations



Letter of In-Person Intent/Letter Conversations of Inquiry



Note: Hartford 2008, Hartford 2006, and cohort funder data not available for all items due to changes to the survey instrument. 1: Represents data from 30 funders. 2: Represents data from 16 funders.



Site Visit



References



N/A



Logic Model2
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Selection Process Activities (2) S l ti Selection Process P Activities A ti iti 100%



100%



100% 100%



Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving S i Services Other
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90% 86%



85%



Focus Areas



Pe ercent of Respon ndents That Participated in Selecttion Process Activity



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



100%



89%



86%



86%



83%



80%



78% 76% 71%



71% 70%



61%



60%



60%



60%



60%



60% 56%



56%



50%



50%



48% 45% 43%



43%



43%



43%



40% 36%



30% 29%



29%



29%



29%



29%



20%



20% 14% 11%



12%



6% 3% 0%



0%



Email Communication Financial Corres- About Expected Info pondence Results1



Phone Letter of In-Person Conversations Intent/Letter Conversations of Inquiry



Site Visit



References



Logic Models
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Helpfulness of Reporting and Evaluation Processes



On helpfulness of the Foundation’s reporting/evaluation process in strengthening funded organizations/programs, Hartford is rated: • higher than ninety percent of funders Selected Grantee Comments • above the median cohort funder  “They have been flexible and adaptive in terms of reporting requirements.”



Helpfulness of Reporting and Evaluation Processes to Organizations/Programs



 “The The foundation foundation’s s grant monitoring requirements (reporting, site visits, requests from staff, etc.) can be burdensome at times. There is a disproportionate amount of time spent on fulfilling the foundation’s requests and reporting requirements and this impacting p gp program g the abilityy to fullyy focus on implementing activities.”



7.0 Extremely helpful



Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



6.0



 “They are flexible and fair in their requests for reporting.”
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1-7 Sca ale



 “Time commitment to evaluation and reporting – although being worked on – has decreased time that could be spent on actually achieving the aims of the project.”



Integrating and Improving Services overlaps Medicine.



5.0



75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile 4.0



Bottom of range



1= Not at all helpful



3.0



Focu us Areas



VI. Gra ant Processes and Administra ation



Top of range



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and d IImproving i Services Other



Note: Scale starts at 3.0



Note: This question was only asked of those grantees that had participated in a reporting or evaluation process by the time they took the survey. For Hartford 2010, 83 percent of grantees indicated that they had participated in a reporting or evaluation process by the time they took the survey, compared to 62 percent at the median funder and 74 percent at the median cohort funder. = Hartford 2010 rating is significantly higher than Hartford 2008 rating at a 90% confidence level. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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Reporting and Evaluation Processes



The proportion of Hartford grantees that reported discussing their completed reports or evaluations with Foundation staff is: • larger than that of ninety percent of funders • larger than that of the median cohort funder Percentage of Grantees That Report Discussing Completed Reports and Evaluations With Staff 100%
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Percent of Evaluations Focus Arreas



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



80%



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



60%



Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



Top of range



Other overlaps Nursing.



75th percentile 50th percentile (median)



40%



25th percentile



20%



Bottom of range 0%



Note: This question was only asked of those grantees that had participated in a reporting or evaluation process by the time they took the survey. For Hartford 2010, 83 percent of grantees indicated that they had participated in a reporting or evaluation process by the time they © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010 took the survey, compared to 62 percent at the median funder and 74 percent at the median cohort funder.
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Reporting and Evaluation Process Activities (1)



Hartford grantees more frequently report receiving site visits, working with external evaluators, and submitting sub tt g outco outcome e data as pa partt o of tthe e reporting epo t g a and de evaluation a uat o p processes ocesses with t Foundation ou dat o sta staff tthan a is s typical.
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Percent of Respondents Th hat Participated in Reporting and Eva aluation Process A Activities



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



Reporting and Evaluation Process Activities



100%



96% 94%



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Funder Median Cohort Funder



94% 94%



89%



80%



94% 94%



96%



89%



77%



61%



61%



72%



71%



69%



71%



70%



64% 63%



60%



58%



56%



52% 47% 43%



43%



42% 39%



40%



37%



30%



30% 26% 20%



20%



18%



7%



0%



Written Report



Email Correspondence



Phone Conversations



Outcome Data



In-Person Conversations



Site Visits



External Evaluator(s)



Note: This question was only asked of those grantees that had participated in a reporting or evaluation process by the time they took the survey. For Hartford 2010, 83 percent of grantees indicated that they had participated in a reporting or evaluation process by the time they took the survey, compared to 62 percent at the median funder and 74 percent at the median cohort funder. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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Reporting and Evaluation Process Activities (2)
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Perce ent of Respondents s That Participated d in Reporting and Evaluation Proces ss Activities



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



100% 100%



100%



100%



100%



100%



100% 96%



89%



89%



87%



Medicine S i lW Social Work k Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Focus Areass



Reporting and Evaluation Process Activities



88%



86%



86% 82% 80%



80%



80%



76%



80% 78%



76%



78%



71%



71% 67%



65%



65% 61%



61%



60%



60%



60%



43% 40%



39%



40%



35%



29%



20%



0%



Written Report



Email Correspondence



Phone Conversations



Outcome Data



In-Person Conversations



Site Visits



External Evaluator(s)



© The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010



Grantee Perception Report®



Helpfulness of Current and Potential Evaluation Activities (1)



Hartford grantees were asked to rate the extent to which different activities either currently contribute to the helpfulness of the Foundation’s evaluation process, or would contribute if adopted in the future, with 1 = “Not at all ” and 7 = “To a great extent.” Helpfulness of Evaluation Activities Switching from 6month reporting to annual reports



Clarity of Increased Formalizing The objectivity of the Additional opportunity Foundation’s participation in the process of to follow up with Foundation’s expectations around selection of reviewing evaluation external evaluation assessment of annual site visit and external evaluation recommendations consultants program results evaluation consultants with JAHF staff



100%



Video conference site visits 7 = To a great extent



80% 6



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



60%



56



5



40% 4



20%



3 2 1 = Not at all



0% Hartford Average Rating Percent of Respondents that Answered “Not applicable”



6.1



5.7



5.5



5.1



5.0



4.9



4.7



11%



11%



9%



9%



11%



11%



9%



Note: No comparative data is available because the question was only asked of Hartford grantees.
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Helpfulness of Current and Potential Evaluation Activities (2) Helpfulness p of Evaluation Activities



Evaluation Activities Evaluation 7 = More effective



Medicine Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Other



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



Helpfulness of various current or potential evaluation activities, with 1 = “Not at all helpful” and 7 = “Extremely helpful”
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Switching from 6-month reporting to annual reports



6.1



6.8



6.2



6.0



5.6



Clarity of Foundation’s expectations around annual site visit and evaluation



5.4



5.5



6.0



6.0



6.3



The objectivity of the Foundation’s assessment of program results



5.4



5.0



5.9



5.4



5.8



Additional Addi i l opportunity i to ffollow ll up with i h externall evaluation consultants



5.0



-



5.4



3.5



5.8



Increased participation in selection of external evaluation consultants



4.7



-



5.5



5.0



5.2



Formalizing the process of reviewing evaluation recommendations with JAHF staff



4.6



4.0



5.5



5.1



5.6



Video conference site visits



3.3



-



5.4



-



-



Note: Social Work, Integrating and Improving Services, and Other helpfulness ratings not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received.
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Dollar Return Summary



This summary measure includes the total grant dollars awarded and the total time necessary to fulfill the administrative requirements over the lifetime of the grant. At the median, the number of dollars awarded per hour of administrative time spent by Hartford grantees is: • greater t than th that th t off the th median di funder f d • greater than that of the median cohort funder



Dollar Return Summary1 $10K



Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



97th percentile Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008
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Focus Areas F



Median Grant Dollars Awarded perr Ad dministrative Ho our Required



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



$8K



$6K



$4K



$2K



Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



75th percentile



50th percentile (median) 25th percentile



$0K



Bottom of range



Note: Social Work data not shown because fewer than five responses to the question were received. 1: Dollar Return on Grantee Administrative Hours is calculated for each grantee and aggregated by philanthropic funder for the Dollar Return Summary. Chart does not show data from eight funders whose Dollar Return on Grantee Administrative Hours exceeds $10K.
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Grant Size and Administrative Time



At the median, the grant size reported by Hartford grantees At the median, the number of hours of administrative time spent by Hartford is: grantees is: • larger l th than th thatt off ninety i t percentt off funders f d • greater than the time spent by grantees of ninety percent of funders • larger than that of the median cohort funder • greater than the time spent by grantees of all other cohort funders



Median Grant



Median Administrative Hours Spent by Grantees on Funder Requirements Over Grant Lifetime2



Size1



$2250K $2.25MM



400 Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



Top of range $2000K $2MM



59



300



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008



$1$1250K $1.25MM 25MM



$1MM $1000K



$750K



$500K



$250K $250K $ $



$0K $0K



Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Median Ho ours



$1500K $1.5MM



Focus Arreas



Median Grantt Size



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



$1750K $1.75MM



75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile Bottom of range



1: Social Work data not shown because fewer than five responses to the question were received. 2: Chart displays total grant proposal creation, evaluation, and monitoring hours spent over the life of the grant; each of these events did not necessarily occur for each individual grantee.



200



Top of range



100



75th percentile



0



50th percentile (median) 25th percentile Bottom of range © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010



Grantee Perception Report®



Administrative Time – Proposal and Selection Process (1)



At the median, the number of hours of administrative time spent by Hartford grantees during the selection process is: p • greater than the time spent by grantees of ninety percent of funders • greater than the time spent by grantees of all other cohort funders Median Administrative Hours Spent by Grantees on Proposal and Selection Process 200 hours or more



100% 100-199 hours



50-99 hours 80%



40-49 hours



Percent of Resspondents



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



30-39 hours 60%



20-29 hours



40%



20%



Less than 10 hours 0%



Hartford 2010 Median Hours



60



10-19 hours



80



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Average of all Funders



100



90



18



Average of Cohort Funders 30
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Median Administrative Hours Spent by Grantees on Proposal and Selection Process 100% 200 hours or more



80%



Perce ent of Responde ents



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



100-199 hours



60% 50-99 hours



40% 40-49 hours



30-39 hours



20% 20-29 hours 10-19 hours



0%



Median Hours 61



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



50



100



100



80



Note: Other data not shown because fewer than five responses to the question were received.
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Administrative Time – Reporting and Evaluation Processes (1)



At the median, the number of hours of administrative time spent by Hartford grantees per year on the reporting/evaluation g process is: • greater than the time spent by grantees of the median funder • greater than the time spent by grantees of the median cohort funder Median Administrative Hours Spent by Grantees on Monitoring, Reporting, and Evaluation Processes (Annualized)1 100 hours or more



100% 50-99 hours 40-49 hours 30-39 hours



20-29 hours



62



Percent of Re espondents



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



80%



10-19 hours 60%



40%



Less than 10 hours 20%



0%



H f d 2010 Hartford Median Hours



13



H f d 2008 Hartford



H f d 2006 Hartford



14



15



Average off allll A Funders 6



Average of Cohort Funders 10



1: “Evaluation” in the survey includes any activity considered by grantees to be part of an evaluation, and does not necessarily correspond to the Foundation’s definition. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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Administrative Time – Reporting and Evaluation Processes (2)



Median Administrative Hours Spent by Grantees on Monitoring Monitoring, Reporting Reporting, and Evaluation Processes (Annualized)1 100% 100 hours or more



Perce ent of Respondents



VI. Gra ant Processes a and Administra ation



80% 20-29 hours 50-99 hours



60%



40-49 hours



40%



30-39 hours 10-19 hours



20% Less than 10 hours



0%



Medicine



Median Hours



10



Social Work



10



Nursing



50



Integrating and Improving Services 10



Other



10



1: “Evaluation” in the survey includes any activity considered by grantees to be part of an evaluation, and does not necessarily correspond to the Foundation’s definition.
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Contents



VII. Assistance B Beyond the Gra ant Check



I. II II. III. IV. V V. VI. VII.



64



Executive Summary I t d ti Introduction Impact on Grantee Fields and Local Communities Impact on Grantee Organizations Aspects of the Grantee Experience Grant Processes and Administration Assistance Beyond the Grant Check a) Non-Monetary Assistance b) Assistance Securing Funding from Other Sources VIII. Grantee Suggestions for the Foundation IX. Review of Findings and Analysis and Discussion



2 4 13 21 27 46 65 65 76 81 85



Appendix A. Additional GPR Results B B. Supplemental Grantmaking and Structural Characteristics C. About the Center for Effective Philanthropy



91 109 120
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Grantee Perception Report®



The non-monetary assistance summary includes the fourteen activities listed below. Provision of assistance patterns fall into the four categories: comprehensive assistance, field-focused assistance, little assistance, and no assistance.



Non Monetary Assistance Non-Monetary Activities Included in Summary



VII. Assistance B Beyond the Gra ant Check



MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE - General management advice - Strategic planning advice - Financial planning/accounting - Development of performance measures
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FIELD-RELATED ASSISTANCE - Encouraged/facilitated collaboration - Insight and advice on your field - Introductions to leaders in field - Provided research or best practices - Provided seminars/forums/ convenings OTHER ASSISTANCE - Board development/ governance assistance - Information technology assistance - Communications/marketing/ publicity assistance - Use of Foundation facilities - Staff/management training



Definitions of Patterns of Assistance



Comprehensive Assistance Grantees receiving at least 7 forms of assistance Field-Focused Assistance Grantees receiving at least 3 forms of field-related assistance but less than 7 forms of assistance ass sta ce o overall ea Little Assistance Grantees receiving at least one form of assistance but not falling into the above categories No Assistance Grantees not receiving nonmonetary support



Hartford Analysis – Variation by Pattern of NonMonetary Assistance Hartford grantees rate the Foundation differently based on the pattern of non-monetary assistance they report receiving receiving. Grantees receiving field or comprehensive assistance rate significantly higher than other grantees on:  Foundation’s impact on and understanding of grantees’ organizations  Impact I t on sustainability t i bilit off funded f d d project j t  Foundation’s impact on public policy  Foundation’s impact on grantees’ communities  Overall satisfaction  Clarity of communication of Foundation’s Foundation s goals and strategies
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Non-Monetary Assistance Summary (2)



The proportion of Hartford grantees that report receiving comprehensive or field-focused assistance is: • larger than that of the median funder • similar to that of the median cohort funder Non-Monetary Assistance Patterns 100%



Comprehensive assistance



Field-focused assistance



80%



66



Percent of Respondentts



VII. Asssistance Beyon nd the Grant Check



Little assistance 60%



40%



No assistance 20%



0%



Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Average of all Funders



Average of Cohort Funders



Survey-Wide Analysis Fact: Providing just two or three types of assistance appears to be ineffective; it is only in the minority of cases when grantees t receive i either ith a comprehensive h i sett off assistance i t activities ti iti or a sett off mainly i l field-focused fi ld f d ttypes off assistance i t that th t they th h have a substantially more positive and productive experience with their foundation funders than grantees receiving no assistance. For more information on these findings, please see CEP’s report, More than Money: Making a Difference with Assistance Beyond the Grant Check. = Hartford 2010 grantees receiving field or comprehensive assistance rate significantly higher than Hartford 2008 grantees receiving the same pattern of assistance with regard to the Foundation’s impact on grantees’ organizations. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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Non-Monetary Assistance Summary (3) Non-Monetary Assistance Patterns



100%



Comprehensive assistance



67



Percent of Respondents



VII. Asssistance Beyon nd the Grant Check



80%



Field-focused assistance



60%



40%



Little assistance



20%



No assistance



0%



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Other
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Who Provided Non-Monetary Assistance (1)



The proportion of Hartford grantees that report that Foundation staff provided all or most of the assistance they received is: • similar to that of the average funder • similar to that of the average cohort funder Who Provided Non-Monetary Assistance 100%



Third p party y provided all/most assistance Foundation staff and third party provided equal amount of assistance
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Percent of Re espondents



VII. Asssistance Beyon nd the Grant Check



80%



60%



40%



Foundation staff provided all/most assistance



20%



0%



Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Average of all Funders



Average of Cohort Funders



© The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010



Grantee Perception Report®



Who Provided Non-Monetary Assistance (2) Who Provided Non-Monetary Assistance 100% Third party provided all/most assistance



69



Percent of Respondents



VII. Asssistance Beyon nd the Grant Check



80%



Foundation staff and third party provided id d equal amount of assistance



60%



40% Foundation staff provided all/most ll/ t assistance



20%



0%



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Other
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Management Assistance Activities & Helpfulness (1)



A larger proportion of Hartford grantees report receiving strategic planning advice than grantees of other philanthropic p p funders. Hartford g grantees find management g assistance activities less helpful p than typical. yp Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 70% Median Funder Median Cohort Funder



Frequency and Helpfulness of Management Assistance Activities 7 6.3



6.2



Scale ends at 60%. 60% 5.6



5.8



5.9



6.0



6.0



5.9



5.9 5.7



5.6



5.5



5.8



5.8



5.9



5.8 5.7



5.8



Extremely helpful



6



5.5



5.2 50%



VII. Asssistance Beyon nd the Grant Check



5



70



40%



Percent of All Respondents (Bars)



4



30% 53%



Average Rating of Those That Received Assistance (Symbols)



3 20% 33%



32%



29%



28%



2



22%



10% 16%



19%



16% 12%



0%



30%



Strategic Planning Advice



11%



General Management Advice



17%



15%



13% 9%



9%



Development of Performance Measures



8%



5%



Financial Planning/ Accounting



7%



1



Not at all helpful
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Management Assistance Activities & Helpfulness (2)



7



Frequency and Helpfulness of Management Assistance Activities 70%



6



Scale ends 60% at 60%.



Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Focus Areas



5.4



5.3 50%



5



Average Rating of 4 Those That Received Assistance (Symbols)



VII. Asssistance Beyon nd the Grant Check



40%



71



Extremely helpful



Percent of All Respondents (Bars) 30%



57%



3 20%



43%



40%



29%



28% 24%



29%



2



24%



10% 14%



14%



14% 11%



0%



0%



Strategic Planning Advice



6%



11%



Not at all helpful



6% 0%



General Management Advice



0%



Development of Performance Measures



Note: Focus area helpfulness ratings not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received.



3%



0%



Financial Planning/ Accounting



1
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Field-Related Assistance Activities & Helpfulness (1)



A larger proportion of Hartford grantees report receiving field-related assistance than is typical. Hartford grantees find field-related assistance activities more helpful g p than typical. yp Frequency and Helpfulness of Field-Related Assistance Activities



7 Extremely



80% 6.5



Scale ends at 70%.



6.2 6.1



70%



6.2



6.2 6.0 6.0



6.1



6.2 6.0



helpful



64 6.4



64 6.4



6.1



6.1



6.0



6.2



6.2



64 6.4



6.2 6.0



6.1



6.2 6.0



6.1



6 5.4



60%



VII. Asssistance Beyon nd the Grant Check



50%



72



5



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Funder Median Cohort Funder



Percent of All Respondents (Bars) 40%



4



64%



Average Rating of Those That Received Assistance (Symbols)



30% 49%



55%



52%



3



51% 43%



41%



20% 31%



32% 28%



24%



10%



39% 39%



35% 26%



25%



25%



2



23%



18%



19%



17% 14%



13%



12% 8%



0%



Encouraged/ Facilitated Collaboration



Insight and Advice on Grantees’ Fields



Seminars/Forums/ Convenings



Introduction to Leaders in Grantees’ Fields



Provided Research or Best Practices



1



Not at allll h helpful l f l
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Field-Related Assistance Activities & Helpfulness (2) Frequency and Helpfulness of Field-Related Field Related Assistance Activities 90%



6.6



6.5



6.7



6.7



7 6.6



6.4 6.3 6.1



6.1 Focus Area as



6.0



80%



Scale ends at 80%.



5.6 70%



Extremely helpful



Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



6



5 60%
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50%



73



4



Percent of All Respondents (Bars) 40% 67%



30%



71%



70%



70%



3



60%



57%



57%



43%



20%



40%



43% 33%



33% 28%



27%



33%



14%



17%



2



30%



29% 22%



21%



10%



14%



14% 3% 0%



0%



Encouraged/ Facilitated Collaboration



Insight and Advice on Grantees’ Fields



Average Rating of Those That Received Assistance (Symbols)



Seminars/Forums/ Convenings



Note: Focus area helpfulness ratings not shown because fewer than five responses to the question were received.



Introduction to Leaders in Grantees’ Fields



Not at allll h helpful l f l



1



Provided Research or Best Practices © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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Other Support Activities & Helpfulness (1)



A larger proportion of Hartford grantees report receiving communications/marketing/publicity assistance tthan a iss typ typical. ca Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Funder Median Cohort Funder



Frequency and Helpfulness of Other Assistance Activities



80%



6.4



Scale ends at 70%.



6.1 6.0



70%



5.6



Extremely helpful



6.3 6.0



5.9



5.8 5.8



7



6.0 6.0



5.9 5.9



5.7



5.6



5.5



6



60%
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5



74



50%



Percent of All Respondents (Bars) 40%



4



30%



20%



60%



42%



Average Rating of Those That Received Assistance (Symbols)



3



45%



2 10%



18% 8%



0%



Communications/ Marketing/Publicity Assistance



Not at all helpful



17% 13%



11% 4%



4%



Use of Foundation Facilities



6%



9% 3% 4%



5% 5%



Board Development/ Governance Assistance



Note: Hartford 2010, Hartford 2008, and Hartford 2006 helpfulness ratings not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received.



1%



3%



6%



8% 3%



Staff/Management Training



5% 5%



3%



6%



Information Technology Assistance



1
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Other Support Activities & Helpfulness (2)



7



Frequency and Helpfulness of Other Assistance Activities



100%



Scale ends 90% at 90%.



Extremely helpful



6.0 6.0



Focus Areas



6



80% 5.1 4.8



70%



Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Oh Other



5



VII. Asssistance Beyon nd the Grant Check



60%



75



Average Rating of 4 Those That Received Assistance (Symbols)



Percent of All Respondents (Bars) 50% 86%



40%



3 30%



60% 50% 43%



20%



2 29%



29%



24%



Not at all helpful



10% 14% 10%



0%



Communications/ Marketing/Publicity Assistance



6% 3% 0%



Use of Foundation Facilities



0%



3% 0% 0% 0%



Board Development/ Governance Assistance



Note: Focus area helpfulness ratings not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received.



0% 0%



6%



0% 0%



Staff/Management Training



0%



0% 0%



Information Technology Assistance



1
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Impact of Assistance Securing Funding from Other Sources The proportion of Hartford grantees who report receiving active assistance from the Foundation in securing funding from other sources is: • larger than that of ninety percent of funders • larger than that of all other cohort funders



On impact of the Foundation’s assistance in securing funding from other sources, Hartford is rated: • above the median funder • similarly to the median cohort funder



Percent of Grantees That Received Assistance Securing g Funding g from Other Sources



Impact of Assistance Securing Funding from Other Sources1



100%



Significant positive impact



Focus A Areas



Pe ercent of Respo ondents



VII. Asssistance Beyon nd the Grant Check



60%



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing g Integrating and Improving Services Other



Focus Areas



Top of range



75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile



5.0



40%



4.0



75th



20%



Cohort Funders



6.0



1-7 Scale



Focus Areas



80%



percentile



Bottom of range



50th percentile (median)



3.0



25th percentile 1= No impact



0%
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7.0



Top of range Cohort Funders



Bottom of range



1. Social Work, Other data not shown because fewer than five responses to the question were received.



2.0



Note: Scale starts at 2.0
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A larger than typical proportion of Hartford grantees report receiving assistance securing funding from other sources from the Foundation. Scale 80% ends at 70%.



Activities Provided by the Funder to Assist in Obtaining Funding From Other Sources



70%



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Funder Median Cohort Funder



66%



60%
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Percent o of Respondentss



VII. Asssistance Beyon nd the Grant Check



60%



57%



50%



47% 44%



40% 36%



36% %



33%



33%



30% 26%



25% 23%



22%



21%



26%



26%



21%



21%



20%



17% 16%



11%



10% 6%



6%



7% 6%



7%



6% 5%



4%



4% 3%



4% 1%



2%



3%



0% Suggested Potential Funders



Introduced Grantees to Funders



Made Phone Calls



Sent Emails on Grantees’ Behalf



Attended Meetings with Grantee



Sent Letter of Support



Funded Development Staff
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Frequency of Assistance Securing Funding from Other Sources (2)



Activities Provided by the Funder to Assist in Obtaining Funding From Other Sources



100%



90%



Percent of Respondentts



VII. Asssistance Beyon nd the Grant Check



80%



78



Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Focus Area as



90%



70%



70%



70% 65% 60%



59%



60% 52%



50%



50%



50% 42%



41%



41%



40% 35% 33%



35% 33%



32%



30%



30% 23%



20%



20%



19% 17%



17%



17%



17%



17%



17% 13% 10%



10%



6% 3% 0%



0%



Suggested Potential Funders



Introduced Grantees to Funders



Made Phone Calls



Sent Emails on Grantees’ Behalf



Attended Meetings with Grantee



0%



Sent Letter of Support



0%



0%



Funded Development Staff



© The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010



Grantee Perception Report®



Impact of Reputation



On impact of the Foundation’s reputation on grantees’ ability to secure funding from other sources, Hartford is rated: • higher than ninety percent of funders • above the median cohort funder Reputation’s Impact in Securing Funding from Other Sources 7.0 Significant positive impact



Cohort Funders



Focus Areas



Top of range



6.0 6 0
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75th percentile 50th percentile (median) 25th percentile



5.0



1-7 Scale e 4.0 Focus Area as



VII. Asssistance Beyon nd the Grant Check



Hartford 2008 overlaps Hartford 2006.



3.0



Hartford 2010 Hartford 2008 Hartford 2006 Median Cohort Funder Medicine Social Work Nursing Integrating and Improving Services Other



Bottom of range 1= No impact



2.0



Note: Scale starts at 2.0
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Grantee Suggestions for the Foundation (1)



Grantees were asked to provide any suggestions for how the Foundation could improve. A larger than typical proportion of Hartford’s suggestions concern grantmaking characteristics and field impact and understanding. Topics of Grantee Suggestions 100%



(10%)



(8%)



(7%)



Other (6%)



Community Impact and Understanding (4%)



(8%) (3%)



(10%)



((8%))



(13%) Evaluation Process (6%)



80%



Field Impact and Understanding (7%)



Percent of Suggestionss



VIII. Grantee Suggesstions for the Fo oundation



(19%) (23%) (9%)



60%



(15%) (7%)



(17%) (15%)



(7%)



Selection Process (12%) Grantmaking Characteristics (12%) Clarity of Communications (13%)



(8%) 20%



(30%)



(8%)



(11%)



(13%)



(7%)



0%



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Note: Proportions may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. There were a total of 30 grantee suggestions for Hartford.



Assistance Securing Funding from Other Sources (4%)



(9%) (10%)



(12%)



(11%)



(11%)



(9%)



(13%)



Hartford 2010 81



(33%)



Grantee Impact and Understanding (11%)



Non-Monetary Assistance (11%)



(10%)



40%



((4%))



(9%)



Quality and Quantity of Interactions (15%)



(14%)



Average of all Funders



Average of Cohort Funder
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Grantee Suggestions for the Foundation (2) % Grantee Suggestions Topic of Grantee Suggestion



VIII. Grantee Suggesstions for the Fo oundation



Grantmaking Characteristics
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Hartford Grantee Suggestions Hartford



30%



Sub-Themes and Comments Flexibility in Use of Funds: “The allocation of Center of Excellence funds to an administrative/coordinating center has taken away support that would have been better used locally for support of promising physician faculty. Switching to a year-by-year funding approach will hurt the ability of the programs to optimally function.” “The funding of CoEs should move back towards its prior system, even if the amounts available are reduced. This would include…more flexibility in the local use of funds [and] making a flexible multi-year commitment that would allow individual CoEs to better negotiate for multi-year matching support.” “I completely disagree with the new funding process for the Centers of Excellence – it decreases the ability of a program to ‘raise all the boats’ by restricting funds to specific individuals. The foundation needs to develop greater fiscal responsibility with respect to the grantees. The foundation needs an expert advisory panel to help set priorities for funding – currently they seem capricious and don’t necessarily meet the needs of the potential grantees or the field.” “Fewer restrictions and justifications on expenditures.” “A return to the previous funding style that allowed more flexibility at the local level.” Other: “The The match has been a significant issue within the setting setting, given the competing financial demands of other programs.” “Obviously, the funding reductions have hit everyone very hard, but this is just reality and we have to deal with it. It has actually been more difficult to deal with the Foundation's cash flow problems, [which] have resulted in my having to wait for new infusions of funds. In my context, this means I have to get my institution to ‘guarantee’ the funds, and this does not make them happy, especially since their funds are also under stress.” “The funding support should be extended from a yearly basis to longer term (e.g., 3 years).” “I know that the Foundation has taken a significant hit with the recession and has decided to make cuts and reduce funding funding. However However, because the tidal wave of aging is happening NOW NOW, I wonder whether it might be prudent to continue or expand funding to meet the urgent needs we have. I understand the desire to protect the corpus for future work, but I can't help but feel as though the potential impact of funding now (as opposed to some time in the distant future) is greater now.”



Field Impact and Understanding



23%



Note: There were a total of 30 grantee suggestions for Hartford.



“I think the Foundation could consult a wider range of people in the field when developing a strategic plan for future funding.” “Stop the current funding strategy of having the CoE's compete with each other for funding. This is weakening the field rather than strengthening it, as we are expending energy fighting for a pie rather than collaborating to increase our impact. This is one of the worst ideas for supporting our field. Very counterproductive.” “We would like to see the John A. Hartford Foundation more involved with other long term care provider best practice initiatives as they are the Geriatric Education leader through universities and hospitals.” “I think that the Foundation needs to identify a vision for where it is headed in supporting geriatric medicine.” “I suggest a large focus on the development of long-term, high impact leaders for the field. I believe many of the most effective leaders will come from really building geriatric medicine as an academic powerhouse and national movement.” “I am concerned that Medicine is receiving less attention from the F Foundation d ti th than previously. i l I appreciate i t adding ddi nursing i and d social i l workk to t the th portfolio, tf li but b t getting tti doctors d t to understand the importance of aging, having them be advocates, will in the long run produce greater results given the current health care system.” “Establish programs to support research in best models of geriatric education at all levels of learning (i.e., medical students, residents and fellows).”
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Grantee Suggestions for the Foundation (3) % Grantee Suggestions T i off Grantee Topic G t Suggestion S ti



H tf d Hartford



S b Th Sub-Themes and d Sample S l off Comments C t



17%



“Involve more non-geriatric based aging research experts in reviewing grant applications. This will significantly reduce any potential for favoritism…. Ensure that the revised CoE Program continues to fairly evaluate scholars’ applications from various CoEs.” “To the extent that there can be objectivity in the assessments of the field centers and transparency in how decisions are made and resources allocated, we’ll all be ahead in the future.” “New Center for Excellence advanced fellow/junior faculty proposal and selection process needs significant improvement. The reviewers should not have funding from the foundation.” “The change in Centers of Excellence results in time consuming reapplications with little change in outcomes. Suggest that Hartford allocate funding to the centers and let centers decide how funds best used to meet Hartford’s mission.” “It would be helpful for our planning if funds were awarded annually.”



10%



“Help with management of ‘unfunded initiatives.’ By virtue of hosting a Center we are expected to participate in many national initiatives that were not anticipated at the time the percent effort was d determined.” i d ” “I urge H Hartford, f d as I d do allll ffoundations, d i to spend d as much h time i with i h grantees as possible, ibl and to continue to seek guidance from grantees as to the Foundation's own strategic decision making.” “Invest in good people and programs and then continue to provide support and oversight but don't hover/micro-manage. Expect that people and programs will do their very best to fulfill the trust the Foundation has placed in them by awarding support (especially after multiple years of funding and consistently good outcomes).”



Evaluation



10%



“Time Time commitment to evaluation and reporting – although being worked on – has decreased time that could be spent on actually achieving the aims of the project.” “Streamline the evaluation process.” “[The COE program should begin] recognizing and rewarding past performance in the funding formula (not done previously)…severely reducing funding for consistently underperforming sites, and…making the review process and criteria more transparent.”



Other



10%



“The meetings associated with AGS and GSA are a little unfocused and perhaps could use a better planning process.” “Invest more wisely. Seek honest opinions from both grantees and non-grantees.” “Diversify portfolio so in economic downturns the programs are not severely reduced.”



VIII. Grantee Suggesstions for the Fo oundation



Selection Process
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Hartford Grantee Suggestions



Grantee Impact and Understanding



Note: There were a total of 30 grantee suggestions for Hartford.



© The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010



Grantee Perception Report®



IX. Revview of Finding gs and Analysiss and Discussio on



Contents



84



I. II II. III. IV. V V. VI. VII. VIII. IX.



Executive Summary I t d ti Introduction Impact on Grantee Fields and Local Communities Impact on Grantee Organizations Aspects of the Grantee Experience Grant Processes and Administration Assistance Beyond the Grant Check Grantee Suggestions for the Foundation Review of Findings and Analysis and Discussion a) Review of Findings b) Analysis and Discussion



2 4 13 21 27 46 65 81 85 85 87



Appendix A. Additional GPR Results B B. Supplemental Grantmaking and Structural Characteristics C. About the Center for Effective Philanthropy



91 109 120



© The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010



Grantee Perception Report®



Review of Findings (1) Chart shows the percentile rank of Hartford 2010 ( ), Hartford 2008 ( ), Hartford 2006 ( ), and the median cohort funder ( ) among all funders in the comparative set.



Indicator



P Percentile til Rank R k on IIndicator di t 0th



25th



50th



75th



100th



Description of Indicator Grantees were asked to rate the funder’s impact on their fields.



Impact on the Field
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Hartford 2010 overlaps Hartford 2008 and 2006.
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I Impact t on the th Community C it



Grantees were asked to rate the funder funder’ss impact on their local communities.



Impact on the Grantee Organization



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



Satisfaction



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



Quality of Interactions Hartford 2010 overlaps Hartford 2008 and median cohort funder.



Clarity of Communication of Goals and Strategy gy



This summary includes grantee ratings of funder fairness, responsiveness, and grantee comfort approaching the funder if a problem arises. Grantees were asked to rate the clarity of the funder’s communication of its goals and strategy.



Hartford 2010 overlaps median cohort funder.



Selection Process



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



Reporting and Evaluation Processes



Grantees were asked to rate the helpfulness of the funder’s reporting and evaluation processes for their organizations. Hartford 2010 overlaps median cohort funder.



Dollar Return on Grantee Administrative Hours Percent Receiving Field or Comprehensive Non-Monetary Assistance A i t Assistance % Receiving Securing Funding from Impact Other Sources



This summary is the calculation of number of dollars received divided by the time required of grantees to fulfill the funder’s administrative requirements. The funder’s percentile rank on the proportion of grantees receiving higher impact field-focused or comprehensive assistance. The funder’s percentile rank on the proportion of grantees receiving assistance securing funding from other sources.



Hartford 2010 overlaps Hartford 2008 and 2006.



Grantees were asked to rate the impact of the funder’s assistance securing funding from other sources. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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Review of Findings (2) Chart shows the percentile rank of Medicine (



), Social Work (



), Nursing ( ), Integrating and Improving Services ( in the comparative set.



Percentile Rank on Indicator



Indicator



0th



25th



50th



75th



100th



), and Other (



) grantees among all funders



Description of Indicator



Integrating and Improving Services overlaps Nursing, Social Work, and Medicine.



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



2010 2008



Impact on the Field



Social Work overlaps Medicine.



Other overlaps Nursing.



Impact on the



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



2010 Community1 2008



Impact on the Grantee Organization



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



2010 2008
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Other overlaps Medicine.
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Satisfaction



2010 2008



Grantees were asked to rate their satisfaction with their funder.



Quality of Interactions



2010 2008



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



Clarity of Communication of Goals and Strategy



2010 2008



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



Selection Process



2010 2008



Grantees were asked to rate the helpfulness of the funder’s selection process for their organizations. Other overlaps Integrating and Improving Services and Nursing.



Reporting and Evaluation Processes2



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



2010 2008 Other overlaps Social Work.



Dollar Return on Grantee Administrative Hours1,3 Percent Receiving Field or Comprehensive Non-Monetary Assistance Assistance % Receiving Securing Funding from Impact1,3 Other Sources



Other overlaps all other focus areas.



2010 2008 Other overlaps Integrating and Improving Services.



2010 2008 Other overlaps Medicine, Nursing, and Integrating and Improving Services.



2010 2008



This summary is the calculation of number of dollars received divided by the time required of grantees to fulfill the funder’s administrative requirements. The funder’s percentile rank on the proportion of grantees receiving higher impact field-focused or comprehensive assistance. The funder’s percentile rank on the proportion of grantees receiving assistance securing funding from other sources.



Other overlaps Nursing, Social Work, and Integrating and Improving Services.



2010 2008



1: Other ratings not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received. 2: Integrating and Improving Services ratings not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received. 3: Social Work ratings not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received.



Grantees were asked to rate the impact of the funder’s assistance securing funding from other sources. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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 Continued High Impact on and Understanding of Grantees’ Fields – Hartford continues to rate higher than all other surveyed funders for its impact on and ability to advance knowledge in grantees’ fields. As one grantee comments, “[The Foundation] has changed the face of social work education by increasing interest in the field of gerontology through raising faculty visibility and the importance of gerontology in the profession.” Hartford also rates above ninety percent of funders for its understanding of grantees’ fields and the Foundation’s effect on public policy in grantees’ fields.



IX. Revview of Finding gs and Analysiss and Discussio on



– Despite these high ratings, ratings 23 percent of grantee suggestions for the Foundation concern Hartford Hartford’ss impact on and understanding of grantees’ fields, compared with 7 percent at the typical foundation, and 9 percent in 2008. Many of these comments concern changes to the Centers of Excellence program; other grantees suggest that the Foundation “could consult a wider range of people in the field when developing a strategic plan” or should become “more involved with other long term care provider best practice initiatives.”
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 Are there additional opportunities to collaborate with a broader set of stakeholders both during strategy development and in the development and documentation of best practices?  Decline in Grantee Satisfaction – Similar to CEP’s findings in 2008, grantee satisfaction with Hartford has continued to decline, and a significantly larger th ttypical than i l proportion ti off grantees t reportt b being i lless satisfied ti fi d with ith the th Foundation F d ti this thi year than th they th were last l t year.** – Seventy percent of grantees report experiencing a grant rescission in 2008. Grantees who indicate experiencing a grant rescission in 2008 rate the Foundation higher than other Hartford grantees on all field-related measures. However, these grantees rate significantly lower on items throughout the report, including on overall satisfaction with the Foundation, the quality of their interactions with the Foundation, and the clarity of the Foundation’s communications of its goals and strategies.** Hartford f is rated above typical for f the clarity off the Foundation’s communication off its response to the current economic climate (6.1 at the median versus 4.8 at the typical funder) and typically for the helpfulness of its response to the current economic climate, but grantees who reported experiencing a rescission rate lower than other grantees on both of these measures, and significantly lower with regard to the clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its response.  How can the Foundation improve the quality of its interactions, particularly with grantees that may be experiencing significant challenges as a result of grant rescissions?  How can Hartford build upon its successful communication of its response to the current economic climate to more clearly communicate the Foundation’s goals and strategies? *Differences are significant at a 90 percent confidence level.
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Analysis and Discussion (2)
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High Organizational Impact but Lower Understanding of Grantees’ Goals and Strategies and Impact on Sustainability –



Hartford grantees rate the Foundation’s impact on their organizations very highly, above 90 percent of surveyed funders. However, on the key predictor of both organizational impact and strong grantee relationships – understanding of grantees’ goals and strategies – Hartford’s ratings have decreased since 2008 and are now typical. In addition, Hartford now rates below 75 percent of funders for the impact of its funding on grantees’ ability to sustain their work in the future – a significant decrease from 2008.



–



Although a number of grantees indicate experiencing a grant rescission, the Foundation still awards substantially larger and longer term grants than is typical longer-term typical, and funds a typical proportion of grantees’ grantees budgets. budgets However However, the proportion of grantees receiving the most helpful type of nonmonetary assistance from the Foundation has decreased both from 2006-2008 and from 2008-2010, while the number of grantees indicating receiving no assistance has continued to increase. CEP’s research, More than Money, shows that intensive patterns of non-monetary assistance comprising multiple types of assistance result in grantees reporting a substantially more positive experience with their funder. Hartford grantees who report receiving these patterns of assistance rate significantly higher than those who do not on several items, including the Foundation’s impact on and understanding d t di off grantees’ t ’ organizations i ti and d its it impact i t on the th sustainability t i bilit off th the ffunded d d programs. 



How does the provision of non-monetary assistance fit into the Foundation’s overall goals and strategies?







Is the less-frequent provision of these helpful patterns of non-monetary assistance the result of a deliberate Foundation decision?



Medicine Focus Area –



Grantees within the Medicine focus area rate significantly lower than grantees within other focus areas on several key items, including overall satisfaction with the Foundation, quality of interactions, and the Foundation’s understanding of grantees’ organizations.* Medicine grantees also indicate less involved relationships with the Foundation. More specifically, Medicine grantees indicate significantly less Foundation involvement in the development of their grant proposals.* As one grantee comments, “I am concerned that Medicine is receiving less attention from the Foundation than previously. I appreciate adding nursing and social work to the portfolio portfolio, but getting doctors to understand the importance of aging aging, having them be advocates advocates, will in the long run produce greater results given the current health care system.”



–



Similarly to Medicine grantees, Social Work grantees also rate lower than other Hartford grantees on many measures, including overall satisfaction, quality of interactions, and clarity of communication of Hartford’s goals and strategy – all areas of decline since 2008. However, due to the population size of Social Work grantees, statistical testing could not be conducted. 



What changes, changes if any any, has the Foundation made to its goals and strategies for the Medicine focus area? How have these changes, if any, been communicated to grantees?







What steps can the Foundation take to address the lower ratings of Medicine focus area grantees, particularly with regard to the quality of interactions with the Foundation?



*Differences are significant at a 90 percent confidence level.
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 Centers of Excellence
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–



Over thirty percent of grantees indicate they are one of the 28 Centers of Excellence (COE) in Geriatric Medicine or Psychiatry. These grantees indicate less positive experiences with Hartford, rating significantly lower than other Hartford grantees on measures including overall satisfaction with the Foundation, understanding of grantees’ organizations and communities, and helpfulness of the selection process. Centers of Excellence grantees also rate significantly lower on several key components of strong grantee relationships – quality of interactions with the y different Foundation resources.* Moreover, thirtyy percent of Foundation and consistencyy of information provided by grantee suggestions for Foundation improvement concern the Centers of Excellence. Grantees frequently suggest moving away from a year-by-year funding model, offering greater flexibility in the allocation and use of funds, and ensuring a standardized and transparent review process for grant and fellowship applications.



–



When asked to rate the effectiveness of the recent restructuring of the Centers of Excellence program, a full third of Centers of Excellence g grantees selected the lowest p possible rating g ((a 1 on a 1 to 7 scale), ) an unusually y low absolute rating. Grantees comment that the annual funding model “results in time consuming reapplications with little change in outcomes” and that “the loss of local flexibility in the use of funds was a major negative consequence to the new system of funding.”  Aside from changes in funding or program structure, what changes may the Centers of Excellence have experienced p in their interactions and communications with the Foundation? Can the Foundation identifyy opportunities to provide more helpful interaction and engagement with Centers of Excellence grantees?  Are there opportunities to reexamine the new program structure, taking into account Centers of Excellence grantees’ suggestions?



*Differences are significant at a 90 percent confidence level.
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Hartford’s survey results were tested for systematic differences in ratings among grantees b based d on th the ffollowing ll i criteria: it i    



Focus area Center of Excellence designees grant rescission 2008 g Length of funding relationship



The following pages describe statistically significant differences between groups. Differences are statistically significant at a 90% certainty level.



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



Some groups represented in the following pages contain small numbers of respondents. In these cases, although differences between groups may exist, it is difficult to detect these differences with statistical confidence.
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Focus Area



Grantees were asked to indicate in which Hartford Foundation focus area their organization operates. Hartford Analysis – Variation by Focus Area Hartford grantees rate the Foundation differently based on their focus area.



Focus Area 100%



Other Social Work 80%
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Percent of Respondents



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



Integrating and Improving Services 60%



Nursing



40%



20%







Total hours fulfilling the Foundation’s administrative requirements.



Nursing grantees rate Hartford significantly higher on:  Foundation’s advancement of knowledge in grantees’ fields  Responsiveness of the Foundation’s staff  Helpfulness of the Foundation in responding to the current economic climate. Integrating and Improving Services grantees rate Hartford significantly higher on:  Overall satisfaction p of the Foundation’s staff  Responsiveness  Clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its goals and strategy. Social Work grantees trend higher on:  Level of Foundation involvement in the selection process.



Medicine



These grantees also trend lower on:  Impact on sustainability of grantees’ funded programs  Clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its goals and strategy 



Clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its response to the current economic climate.



Other grantees trend higher on:  Overall satisfaction  Qualityy of grantees’ g interactions with the Foundation  Clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its goals and strategy  Consistency of the Foundation’s communication resources.



0% Percent of Respondents that Answered “Don’t know”



Medicine grantees rate Hartford significantly lower on:  Understanding of grantees’ organizations  Overall satisfaction  Responsiveness of and fairness of treatment by foundation staff  Helpfulness of the selection process  Level of Foundation involvement in the selection process  Helpfulness of the Foundation in responding to the current economic climate



1%



Note: Comparative data not available because this question was only asked of Hartford grantees.
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Centers of Excellence



Hartford grantees were asked whether their organization was one of the 28 Centers of Excellence in Geriatric Medicine or Psychiatry. Centers of Excellence 100%



Hartford Analysis – Variation of Centers of Excellence Hartford grantees rate the Foundation differently based on whether or not their organizations are designated Centers of Excellence.
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Percent of Resspondents



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



80%



No 60%



40%



20%



Yes



Center of Excellence grantees rate significantly lower than other grantees on:  Impact on and understanding of grantees’ local communities grantees organizations  Understanding of grantees’  Overall satisfaction  Responsiveness of and fairness of treatment by foundation staff  Consistency of the Foundation’s communication resources  Helpfulness of the selection process  Level of Foundation involvement in the selection process  Helpfulness of the Foundation in responding to the current economic climate.



0%



Note: Comparative data not available because this question was only asked of Hartford grantees.
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Hartford grantees were asked how effective the restructuring of the Center of Excellence program will be in building faculty capacity compared with its prior structure, with 1 = “Less effective” and 7 = “More effective.” Effectiveness of New COE Program Structure



Selected Grantee Comments 100%



7 = More effective 6



Percent of Respondents



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



80%



4



60%



3



2



40%



20%



1 = Less effective



 “It appeared that the response taken, a total change in the grant support system, was neither carefully measured or designed. The new structure did not appropriately value the consistent contribution and excellence of some sites over many years…. The 2 most problematic parts of the new structure are: 1. a one year funding cycle; and 2) loss of local control over the funds awarded. Both of these handcuff the directors at each site in being able to maximally leverage funds to help recruit and retain the best candidates. It is for this reason that most, if not all of the institutions that had a choice, opted for the old funding system. The loss of local flexibility in the use of funds was a major negative consequence to the new system of funding funding.”



0% Hartford Average Rating
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5



 “I completely disagree with the new funding process for the Centers of Excellence – it decreases the ability of a program to 'raise all the boats' by restricting funds to specific individuals. The foundation needs to develop greater fiscal responsibility with respect to the grantees – when the foundation promises a given amount of money for a certain number of years, we promise people that they will have employment during that time. You have forced us to break those promises.”



3.0



Note: Comparative data not available because the question was only asked of Hartford grantees. Twenty-four Hartford grantees responded to this question.
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Grant Rescission (1)



Hartford grantees were asked whether one or more of their Hartford grants was subject to a major rescission in 2008. Grantees Reporting Major Rescission in 2008 100%



No
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Percent of Resspondents



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



80%



60%



40%



Yes



20%



Hartford Analysis – Variation by Rescission Hartford grantees rate the Foundation differently based on whether or not they experienced a major grant rescission in 2008 2008. Grantees who did not experience a rescission rate higher than grantees who did on:  Understanding of grantees’ organizations  Overall O erall satisfaction with ith the Fo Foundation ndation  Quality of grantees’ interactions with the Foundation  Clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its goals and strategy  Level of Foundation involvement in the selection process  Clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its response to the current economic climate. Grantees who experienced a rescission trend higher than grantees who did not on: Foundation’s s impact on and understanding of  Foundation grantees’ fields  Extent to which the Foundation has advanced knowledge in grantees’ fields  Extent to which the Foundation has advanced public policy in grantees’ fields.



0%



Note: Comparative data not available because this question was only asked of Hartford grantees.
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Grant Rescission (2) Grantees Reporting Major Rescission in 2008 100%



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



Percent of Responde ents



80%
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No 60%



40%



20%



Yes



0%



Medicine



Social Work



Note: Comparative data not available because this question was only asked of Hartford grantees.



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Other
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Grantee Perception Report®



Grantees were asked how long their organization has had a funding relationship with the Foundation. Length of Funding Relationship 100%



More than 12 years



97



Percent of Respondents



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



80%



60%



8-12 years



40%



4-7 years



Hartford Analysis – Variation by Length of Funding Relationship Hartford grantees rate the Foundation differently based on the length of their funding relationship. G t Grantees who h have h been b ffunded d d ffor more th than 12 years rate t lower l th than other th grantees on:  Responsiveness of the Foundation’s staff  Helpfulness of the selection process. These grantees are more likely to have discussed their evaluations with the Foundation or an evaluator. Grantees who have been funded for 4-7 years rate higher than other grantees on:  Fairness of treatment. These grantees rate lower on:  Foundation’s impact on public policy. Grantees who have been funded for 0-3 years rate higher than other grantees on:  Responsiveness of the Foundation’s staff and fairness of treatment by the Foundation  Clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its goals and strategy.



20%



0-3 years 0%



Note: Comparative data not available because this question was only asked of Hartford grantees.
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Length of Funding Relationship (2) Length of Funding Relationship 100%



More than 12 years 80%



98



Percent off Respondents



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



8-12 years 60%



40%



4-7 years



20%



0-3 years 0%



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Note: Comparative data not available because this question was only asked of Hartford grantees.



Integrating and Improving Services



Other
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Grantee Perception Report®



The following section reflects the results of seven questions focused on grantees reporting the results achieved with this grant. These questions are meant to specifically address three distinct topics: -



Communicating and aligning expectations about desired results The appropriateness of the grant to achieve the expected results Collecting and using results-related information



-



For Hartford, 76 percent of grantees indicated they had communicated with the Foundation about results to be achieved by the grant, compared to 76 percent at the typical funder.



Measure



Hartford 2010



Full Dataset Median



Clarity of grantee understanding of the specific results the Foundation expected to achieve (1=“Not at all clearly” and 7=“Extremely clearly”)



6.3



5.9



Appropriateness of the size of the grant (1=“Strongly disagree”, 4=“Neither agree nor disagree”, and 7=“Strongly agree”) ”)



4.1



5.3



Appropriateness of the length of the grant commitment (1=“Strongly disagree”, 4=“Neither agree nor disagree”, and 7=“Strongly agree”)



4.6



5.5



Appropriateness of the type of grant (e.g., program, operating, etc.) (1=“Strongly disagree”, 4=“Neither agree nor disagree”,, and 7=“Strongly disagree 7 Strongly agree”) agree )



5.7



6.2



91%



92%



6.0



6.1



Clarity of Understanding of Expectations



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



Appropriateness of Grant Characteristics to Achieve the Specific Results the Foundation Expects
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Collecting and Using Results-Oriented Information Proportion of grantees collecting information to measure specific results of the work funded by this grant



Usefulness of the information grantees collect in understanding whether they are achieving the specific results of the work funded by this grant (1=“Not at all useful” and 7=“Extremely useful”)



Note: This table includes data from about 33 funders. Hartford 2008, Hartford 2006, and cohort funder data not available due to changes in the survey instrument.
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Measure



Medicine



Social Work



6.1



6.3



Grantee Perception Report®



Nursing



Integrating and Improving S Services i



Other



6.6



6.5



6.4



Clarity of Understanding of Expectations Clarity of grantee understanding of the specific results the Foundation expected to achieve (1=“Not at all clearly” and 7=“Extremely clearly”)



Appropriateness of Grant Characteristics to Achieve the Specific Results the Foundation Expects Appropriateness of the size of the grant (1=“Strongly disagree”, 4=“Neither agree nor disagree”, and 7=“Strongly agree”)



3.9



3.7



3.8



5.2



4.6



Appropriateness of the length of the grant commitment (1=“Strongly disagree”, 4=“Neither agree nor disagree”, and 7=“Strongly agree”)



3.7



5.0



5.8



5.2



4.4



Appropriateness of the type of grant (e.g., (e g program, program operating, operating etc.) etc ) (1=“Strongly disagree”, 4=“Neither agree nor disagree”, and 7=“Strongly agree”)



5.3



6.2



6.2



6.4



4.9



91%



83%



94%



100%



71%



6.0



5.8



5.9



6.4



6.2



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



Collecting and Using Results-Oriented Information



100



Proportion of grantees collecting information to measure specific results of the work funded by this grant Usefulness of the information grantees collect in understanding whether they are achieving the specific results of the work funded by this grant (1=“Not at all useful” and 7=“Extremely useful”)
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Grantee Alignment and Reporting on Grant Results (3) Measure



Hartford 2010



Grantee Perception Report®



Full Dataset Median



Types of Information Submitted to the Foundation to Measure the Specific Results of the Work Funded by this Grant S



R



S



R



Logic model/theory of change



18%



7%



16%



4%



Formal evaluation plan



63%



43%



32%



21%



Information or description of the progress of the work



90%



63%



83%



67%



W itt information Written i f ti about b t successes or failures f il in i the th workk



87%



53%



77%



58%



Quantitative data indicating usage of services/research



76%



43%



57%



36%



Qualitative data about usage of services/research



65%



32%



49%



26%



Stories of impact the work has had on individual(s), communities, or fields



66%



29%



60%



23%



Quantitative information indicating systematic changes resulting from grantee work



50%



34%



24%



13%



Q lit ti information Qualitative i f ti indicating i di ti systematic t ti changes h resulting lti from f grantee t workk



49%



26%



34%



17%



Cost per participant or recipient



16%



9%



12%



4%



Business plan



22%



18%



N/A



N/A



Dissemination plan



44%



25%



N/A



N/A



Sustainability plan



37%



28%



N/A



N/A



Planning grants: Submission S for f additional funding f



19% %



15% %



N/A /



N/A /



Information submitted to the Foundation (S) or requested by the Foundation (R)



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



Reason for the Collection of Results Information
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Grantee thought information would be useful



57%



63%



Previously collected, but modified for this funder



27%



25%



Required by this funder



12%



6%



Required by another funder



3%



2%



Required for other reasons (e.g., regulatory agency’s requirements)



1%



4%



Only financial support provided



40%



25%



Only non-monetary support provided



15%



8%



Both financial and non-monetary support provided



6%



9%



No support provided



38%



59%



Support Provided for the Collection of Information



Note: This table includes data from about 33 funders, except for Types of Information Submitted/Requested, which includes data about 22 funders. Hartford 2008, Hartford 2006, and regionally-focused funder data not available due to changes in the survey instrument. Comparative data not available for all items because these options were only offered to Hartford 2010 grantees.
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Grantee Alignment and Reporting on Grant Results (4) Measure



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



Types of Information Submitted to the Foundation to Measure the Specific Results of the Work Funded by this Grant Information submitted to the Foundation (S) or requested by the Foundation S R S R S (R)
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Integrating and d Improving Services



Other



R



S



R



S



R



Logic model/theory of change



9%



6%



3%



1%



1%



0%



1%



0%



3%



0%



Formal evaluation plan



12%



10%



24%



13%



21%



16%



3%



3%



4%



0%



Information or description of the progress of the work



13%



13%



35%



21%



25%



22%



7%



3%



7%



3%



Written information about successes or failures in the work



10%



9%



37%



16%



24%



21%



7%



3%



7%



3%



Quantitative data indicating usage of services/research Qualitative data about usage of services/research



13% 10%



9% 6%



26% 25%



10% 12%



24% 16%



21% 12%



6% 7%



1% 3%



6% 4%



1% 0%



Stories of impact the work has had on individual(s), communities, or fields



12%



9%



29%



10%



16%



9%



6%



0%



3%



1%



Quantitative information indicating systematic changes resulting from grantee work



10%



7%



18%



10%



15%



15%



1%



0%



4%



0%



Qualitative information indicating g systematic y changes g resulting g from g grantee work



12%



9%



18%



10%



10%



6%



3%



0%



4%



0%



Cost per participant or recipient



6%



4%



7%



3%



1%



0%



0%



0%



1%



1%



Reason for the Collection of Results Information Grantee thought information would be useful



59%



100%



53%



50%



20%



Previously collected, but modified for this funder



38%



0%



12%



30%



40%



R Required i db by thi this ffunder d



0%



0%



20%



10%



20%



Required by another funder



3%



0%



0%



0%



20%



Required for other reasons (e.g., regulatory agency’s requirements)



0%



0%



0%



10%



0%



Only financial support provided Only non non-monetary monetary support provided



36% 11%



60% 0%



25% 19%



70% 10%



40% 40%



Both financial and non-monetary support provided



4%



0%



19%



0%



0%



No support provided



50%



40%



38%



20%



20%



Support Provided for the Collection of Information
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Current Economic Climate (1)



The following section reflects the results of three questions related to the current economic environment. These questions are meant to address grantee and funder responses to the current economic climate.  73 percentt off Hartford’s H tf d’ grantees t have h considered id d or made d changes h iin response tto th the currentt economic i climate; li t these th grantees t mostt frequently mention narrowing the scope of the work. Hartford 2010



Full Dataset Median



Shift in timeline of the work



25%



20%



Narrowing of scope of the work



55%



14%



Broadening of scope of the work



9%



14%



Adding partners to assist in meeting the work’s goals



31%



30%



Modification of the specific results to be achieved by the work



33%



16%



W have We h nott made d or considered id d making ki any changes h



27%



46%



We considered these changes as a result of internal discussion



56%



91%



We considered these changes as a result of the Foundation’s recommendation



44%



7%



We considered these changes as a result of another funder’s recommendation



0%



1%



Helpfulness of the Foundation in the consideration of these changes (1=“Not at all helpful” and 7=“Extremely helpful”)



5.0



5.1



11%



44%



Clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its response to the current economic climate (1=“Not at all clearly” and 7=“Extremely clearly”)



6.1



4.8



Foundation has not communicated its response to the current economic climate



4%



29%



H l f l Helpfulness off th the F Foundation d ti in i responding di tto th the currentt economic i climate li t (1 (1=“Not “N t att all” ll” and d 7=“To 7 “T a greatt extent”)



4.1



3.8



Measure Changes to Work Funded by this Specific Grant in Response to the Current Economic Climate



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



Who Initially Suggested the Consideration of these Changes
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Foundation was not involved in our consideration of these changes C Communication i ti and d Helpfulness H l f l off Foundation F d ti Strategy St t in i Response R to t the th Current C t Economic E i Climate Cli t



Note: This table includes data from 37 funders. Hartford 2008, Hartford 2006, and cohort funder data not available due to changes to the survey instrument.
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Current Economic Climate (2)



Measure



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Other



Changes to Work Funded by this Specific Grant in Response to the Current Economic Climate Shift in timeline of the work



18%



67%



22%



50%



0%



Narrowing of scope of the work



58%



67%



89%



20%



0%



Broadening of scope of the work



9%



0%



0%



40%



0%



Adding partners to assist in meeting the work’s goals



30%



17%



44%



40%



0%



Modification of the specific results to be achieved by the work



33%



33%



39%



50%



0%



We have not made or considered making any changes



24%



0%



11%



20%



100%



We considered these changes as a result of internal discussion



36%



67%



69%



88%



-



We considered these changes as a result of the Foundation’s recommendation



64%



33%



31%



13%



-



W considered We id d th these changes h as a resultlt off another th funder’s f d ’ recommendation



0%



0%



0%



0%



-



Helpfulness of the Foundation in the consideration of these changes (1=“Not at all helpful” and 7=“Extremely helpful”)



4.4



5.2



5.8



5.4



-



Foundation was not involved in our consideration of these changes



12%



0%



13%



13%



-



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



Who Initially Suggested the Consideration of these Changes
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Communication and Helpfulness of Foundation Strategy in Response to the Current Economic Climate Clarity of the Foundation’s communication of its response to the current economic climate (1=“Not at all clearly” and 7=“Extremely clearly”)



6.1



4.8



6.4



6.1



6.6



Foundation has not communicated its response to the current economic climate



3%



0%



0%



0%



29%



Helpfulness of the Foundation in responding to the current economic climate (1=“Not at all” and 7=“To a great extent”)



3.6



3.8



5.1



4.3



3.7



Note: Other focus area data not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received.
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Racial Diversity (1) Measure



Hartford 2010



Full Dataset Median



Foundation Communication Related to Racial Diversity



Has the Foundation communicated with you about racial diversity related to:



Yes



No, but not relevant



No, but Foundation should



Don’t know



Yes



No, but not relevant



No, but Foundation should



Don’t know



The Foundation itself (staff, board, etc.)



9%



40%



29%



21%



13%



43%



16%



28%



The Foundation’s programmatic work (funding, mission, programs)



32%



27%



27%



15%



34%



26%



17%



23%



Th grantee’s The t ’ organization i ti ((staff, t ff board, b d etc.) t )



16%



32%



27%



25%



22%



39%



14%



25%



The work associated with this grant in particular



32%



25%



21%



21%



29%



35%



12%



24%



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



Impact of Communication Related to Racial Diversity (only asked of grantees who indicated ‘yes’ to the relevant question above) Impact of communication on grantee grantee’s s organization (1=“Negative impact”, 4=“Neither positive nor negative impact”, and 7=“Positive impact”)



5.2



5.0



Impact of communication on grantee’s work (1=“Negative impact”, 4=“Neither positive nor negative impact”, and 7=“Positive impact”)



5.0



5.2



69%



56%



Relevance of Racial Diversity to Funded Work Percent of grantees who indicate that the work funded by this grant addresses topics in which racial diversity is a relevant component



table includes data from 15 funders. Hartford 2008, Hartford 2006, and cohort funder data not available due 105 Note: This to changes to the survey instrument.
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Racial Diversity (2) Measure



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Foundation Communication Related to Racial Diversity Has the Foundation communicated with you about racial diversity related to: The Foundation itself (staff, board, etc.) The Foundation’s programmatic work (funding mission (funding, mission, programs) The grantee’s organization (staff, board, etc.) The work associated with this grant in particular



Yes



No, but not relevant



No, but Foundation should



Don’t know



Yes



No, but not relevant



No, but Foundation should



Don’t know



Yes



No, but not relevant



No, but Foundation should



Don’t know



9%



48%



21%



21%



0%



17%



67%



17%



11%



33%



39%



17%



24%



33%



24%



18%



0%



0%



83%



17%



72%



6%



17%



6%



12%



45%



18%



24%



0%



33%



50%



17%



39%



11%



33%



17%



21%



36%



18%



24%



-



-



-



-



67%



17%



11%



6%



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



Measure
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Integrating and Improving Services



Other



Foundation Communication Related to Racial Diversity Has the Foundation communicated with you about racial diversity related to:



Yes



No, but not No relevant



No,, but Foundation should



Don t Don’t know



Yes



No, but not No relevant



No,, but Foundation should



Don t Don’t know



The Foundation itself (staff, board, etc.)



20%



40%



0%



40%



0%



29%



57%



14%



The Foundation’s programmatic work ((funding, g, mission,, programs) p g )



30%



50%



0%



20%



0%



29%



57%



14%



10%



30%



10%



50%



0%



14%



57%



29%



30%



20%



10%



40%



14%



14%



57%



14%



The grantee’s organization (staff, board, etc.) The work associated with this grant in particular



Note: Social Work data not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received.
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Racial Diversity (3)



Measure



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Other



Impact of Communication Related to Racial Diversity (only asked of grantees who indicated ‘yes’ to the relevant question above) Impact of communication on grantee’s organization (1=“Negative impact”, 4=“Neither positive nor negative impact”, and 7=“Positive impact”) Impact p of communication on grantee’s work (1=“Negative impact”, 4=“Neither positive nor negative impact”, and 7=“Positive impact”)



-



-



4.9



-



-



5.1



-



4.9



-



-



83%



78%



80%



71%



Relevance of Racial Diversity to Funded Work



60%



A. Add ditional GPR Re esults



Percent of grantees who indicate that the work funded by this grant addresses topics in which racial diversity is a relevant component



107



Note: Focus area data not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received.
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Contents



B. Sup pplemental Stru uctural Characte eristics



I. II II. III. IV. V V. VI. VII. VIII. IX.
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Executive Summary I t d ti Introduction Impact on Grantee Fields and Local Communities Impact on Grantee Organizations Aspects of the Grantee Experience Grant Processes and Administration Assistance Beyond the Grant Check Grantee Suggestions for the Foundation Review of Findings and Analysis and Discussion



2 4 13 21 27 46 65 81 85



Appendix A A. Additi Additional l GPR Results R lt B. Supplemental Grantmaking and Structural Characteristics a) Grantmaking/Grantee Characteristics b) Funder Characteristics c) List of Funders in Dataset C. About the Center for Effective Philanthropy



91 109 109 117 118 120
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Grantmaking Characteristics (1) Measure



Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Full Dataset Median



Cohort Funder Median



4.3 years 11% 7% 32% 15% 36%



4.3 years 3% 15% 24% 17% 41%



5.1 years 0% 0% 45% 13% 43%



2.1 years 51% 20% 17% 4% 8%



2.7 years 28% 21% 31% 9% 11%



80% 3% 4% 1% 0% 12% 0% 0%



89% 1% 4% 0% 0% 6% 0% N/A



67% 10% 13% 0% 0% 10% 0% N/A



65% 19% 5% 7% 2% 1% 1% N/A



71% 15% 5% 4% 1% 3% 2% N/A



$878K 0% 0% 0% 5% 8% 8% 13% 22% 45%



$750K 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 5% 22% 25% 48%



$1.2MM 0% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 28% 7% 59%



$60K 11% 15% 15% 17% 10% 13% 7% 6% 7%



$193K 6% 7% 7% 11% 7% 19% 13% 9% 21%



2.5%



2.5%



3.3%



3.6%



L Length th off Grant G t Awarded A d d Average grant length 1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years 5 or more years



B. Sup pplemental Stru uctural Characte eristics



Type of Grant Awarded
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Program/Project Support General Operating Support Technical Assistance Building/Renovation Other Capital Support Scholarship/Fellowship Endowment Support Event/Sponsorship Funding1



Grant Amount Awarded Median grant size Less than $10K $10K - $24K $25K - $49K $50K - $99K $100K - $149K $150K - $299K $300K - $499K $500K - $999K $1MM and above



Median Percent of Budget Funded By Grant (Annualized) Size of grant relative to size of grantee budget



3.1%



S Survey-Wide Wid A Analysis l i F Fact: t By B ititself, lf ttype off grantt awarded d d is i nott an important i t t predictor di t off grantees’ t ’ ratings ti off a philanthropic hil th i funder’s f d ’ impact i t on their organizations. However, ratings of impact on the grantee organization are higher for operating than program support grantees when those operating support grants are larger and longer term than what funders typically provide. For more information on these findings, please see CEP’s report, In Search of Impact: Practices and Perceptions in Foundations’ Provision of Program and Operating Grants to Nonprofits. 1: Comparative and trend data not available for event/sponsorship funding because this option was added to the survey in the fall of 2009. For the 30 funders for which data is available, the average percentage of grantees indicating they received event/sponsorship funding was 2 percent.
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Grantmaking Characteristics (2) Measure



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Other



4.0 years 18% 6% 30% 15% 30%



7.0 years 0% 0% 17% 0% 83%



5.1 years 0% 6% 28% 6% 61%



3.5 years 0% 10% 40% 40% 10%



2.4 years 29% 14% 43% 14% 0%



70% 3% 3% 0% 0% 24% 0% 0%



86% 0% 0% 0% 0% 14% 0% 0%



100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%



80% 0% 20% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%



71% 14% 0% 14% 0% 0% 0% 0%



-



$1.2MM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 0% 20% 73%



$1.6MM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 13% 13% 13% 63%



$400K 0% 0% 14% 14% % 14% 0% 29% 43% 0%



-



2.2%



1.6%



13.9%



Length of Grant Awarded Average grant length 1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years 5 or more years



B. Sup pplemental Stru uctural Characte eristics



Type of Grant Awarded
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Program/Project Support G General lO Operating ti Support S t Technical Assistance Building/Renovation Other Capital Support Scholarship/Fellowship Endowment Support Event/Sponsorship Funding



Grant Amount Awarded Median grant size Less than $10K $10K - $24K $25K - $49K $50K - $99 $50 $99K $100K - $149K $150K - $299K $300K - $499K $500K - $999K $1MM and above



$500K 0% 0% 14% 7% % 14% 10% 14% 24% 31% Median Percent of Budget Funded By Grant (Annualized) Size of grant relative to size of grantee budget



1.8%



Note: Social Work data not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received.
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Grantee Characteristics (1)



Measure



Full Dataset Median



Cohort Funder Median



0%



$1.4MM 8%



$2.0MM 4%



3%



20%



16%



4%



3%



14%



12%



20%



23%



26%



30%



29%



45%



36%



26%



18%



22%



20%



32%



41%



11%



17% 25 years



Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



$8.0MM 2%



$9.0MM



$10.0MM



2%



$100K - $499K



5%



4%



$500K - $999K



7%



$1MM - $4.9MM $5MM - $24.9MM $25MM and above



Operating Budget of Grantee Organization Median budget < $100K



Length of Establishment of Grantee Organizations
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Median length of establishment
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37 years



42 years



44 years



24 years



Less than 5 years



2%



0%



3%



7%



7%



5 - 9 years



5%



6%



10%



14%



13%



10 -19 years



20%



17%



13%



22%



21%



20 - 49 years



32%



29%



28%



36%



35%



50 - 99 years 100 years or more



22% 19%



29% 20%



28% 20%



12% 9%



14% 10%
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Grantee Characteristics (2)



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



$10.0MM 5% 0% 10% 14% 48% 24%



-



$9.0MM 0% 10% 0% 30% 50% 10%



$554.0MM 0% 0% 0% 17% 33% 50%



$1.3MM 0% 20% 20% 40% 20% 0%



29 years 0% 0% 22% 48%



-



51 years 0% 14% 21% 14%



38 years 0% 0% 38% 25%



47 years 17% 17% 0% 17%



50 - 99 years



7%



-



21%



25%



50%



100 years or more



22%



-



29%



13%



0%



Measure



Other



Operating Budget of Grantee Organization Median budget < $100K $100K - $499K $500K - $999K $1MM - $4.9MM $5MM - $24.9MM $25MM and d above b
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Length of Establishment of Grantee Organizations
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Median length of establishment Less than 5 years 5 - 9 years 10 -19 years 20 - 49 years



Note: Social Work data not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received.
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Grantee Characteristics (3) Measure



Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Full Dataset Median



Cohort Funder Median



Length of Time Which Grantees Have Regularly Conducted the Funded Programs1 Less than 1 year



3%



14%



N/A



17%



19%



1 - 5 years 6 - 10 years More than 10 years



37% 32% 27%



29% 26% 32%



N/A N/A N/A



50% 15% 18%



48% 16% 17%



Pattern of Grantees’ Funding Relationship with the Foundation2 First grant received from the Foundation



26%



N/A



N/A



34%



N/A



Consistent funding in the past



62%



N/A



N/A



48%



N/A



Inconsistent funding in the past



12%



N/A



N/A



18%



N/A



1 - 5 years 6 - 10 years



17% 39%



N/A N/A



N/A N/A



57% 26%



N/A N/A



More than 10 years



44%



N/A



N/A



17%



N/A
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Length g of Funding g Relationship p with the Foundation3
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Funding Status and Grantees Previously Declined Funding Percent of grantees currently receiving funding from the Foundation



92%



96%



79%



75%



79%



Percent of grantees previously declined funding by the Foundation



26%



30%



33%



32%



31%



1: Represents data from 87 funders. 2: Represents data from 16 funders. This question includes a “don’t know” response option; 3 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents answered “don’t know”, compared to 3 percent at the median funder. Hartford 2008, Hartford 2006, and cohort funder data not available due to changes to the survey instrument. 3: Represents data from 16 funders. This question includes a “don’t know” response option; 4 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents answered “don’t know”, compared to 7 percent at the median funder. Hartford 2008, Hartford 2006, and © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010 cohort funder data not available due to changes to the survey instrument.
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Grantee Characteristics (4)



Measure



Medicine



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Other



0% 20% 40% 40%



6% 41% 41% 12%



0% 75% 25% 0%



0% 20% 60% 20%



Social Work



Length of Time Which Grantees Have Regularly Conducted the Funded Programs Less than 1 year 1 - 5 years 6 - 10 years More than 10 years



4% 26% 22% 48%
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Pattern of Grantees’ Funding Relationship with the Foundation
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First grant received from the Foundation



6%



0%



61%



22%



43%



Consistent funding in the past



79%



100%



33%



44%



57%



Inconsistent funding in the past



15%



0%



6%



33%



0%



Length of Funding Relationship with the Foundation 1 - 5 years 6 - 10 years



19% 19%



0% 60%



14% 71%



29% 57%



-



More than 10 years



61%



40%



14%



14%



-



Funding Status and Grantees Previously Declined Funding Percent of grantees currently receiving funding from the Foundation



94%



86%



100%



89%



86%



Percent of grantees previously declined funding g by y the Foundation



44%



0%



11%



22%



17%



Note: Other focus area data not shown when fewer than five responses to the question were received.
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Grantee Characteristics (5) Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Full Dataset Median



Cohort Funder C Median



Executive Director



23%



N/A



N/A



49%



N/A



Development Director



1%



N/A



N/A



7%



N/A



Other Senior Management



18%



N/A



N/A



13%



N/A



Project Director



46%



N/A



N/A



14%



N/A



Other Development Staff



0%



N/A



N/A



5%



N/A



Volunteer



0%



N/A



N/A



3%



N/A



12%



N/A



N/A



10%



N/A



58%



62%



52%



62%



62%



42%



38%



48%



38%



38%



Caucasian/White



91%



94%



N/A



80%



81%



African-American/Black



4%



5%



N/A



7%



6%



Hispanic/Latino



1%



2%



N/A



4%



5%



Asian (incl. Indian subcontinent)



3%



0%



N/A



3%



3%



Multi racial Multi-racial



0%



0%



N/A



3%



2%



American Indian/Alaskan Native



0%



0%



N/A



1%



1%



Pacific Islander



0%



0%



N/A



0%



0%



Other



0%



0%



N/A



2%



2%



Measure Job Title of Respondents1



Other 2



Gender of Respondents
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Female Male 3



Race/Ethnicity of Respondents



1: Contains data from 16 funders. Hartford 2008, Hartford 2006, and cohort funder data not available due to changes to the survey instrument. 2: In Spring of 2009 CEP removed the word “optional” from this question but added an “other” response choice and a “prefer not to say” response choice. Previously this question was only infrequently skipped and so we have maintained comparative data in spite of the question change. In response to this question, a total of 5 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents selected “other” or “prefer not to say,” compared to 2 percent at the median funder. 3: In Spring of 2009 CEP removed the word “optional” from this question but added a “prefer not to say” response choice. Previously this question was only infrequently skipped and so we have maintained comparative data in spite of the question change. In response to this question, a total of 5 percent of Hartford 2010 respondents selected “prefer not to say,” 115 compared to 5 percent at the median funder. © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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Grantee Characteristics (6)



Medicine



Social Work



Nursing



Integrating and Improving Services



Executive Director



19%



0%



28%



40%



29%



Development Director



3%



0%



0%



0%



0%



Other Senior Management



16%



33%



11%



30%



14%



Project Director



53%



50%



33%



30%



57%



Other Development Staff



0%



0%



0%



0%



0%



Volunteer



0%



0%



0%



0%



0%



Other



9%



17%



28%



0%



0%



Female



27%



100%



100%



67%



43%



Male



73%



0%



0%



33%



57%



Caucasian/White



93%



80%



88%



100%



86%



African-American/Black



3%



20%



6%



0%



0%



Hispanic/Latino



0%



0%



6%



0%



0%



Asian (incl. Indian subcontinent)



3%



0%



0%



0%



14%



Multi-racial



0%



0%



0%



0%



0%



American Indian/Alaskan Native



0%



0%



0%



0%



0%



Pacific Islander



0%



0%



0%



0%



0%



Other



0%



0%



0%



0%



0%



Measure



Other
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Job Title of Respondents
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Gender of Respondents



Race/Ethnicity of Respondents
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Funder Characteristics



Hartford 2010



Hartford 2008



Hartford 2006



Full Dataset Median



Cohort Funder Median



Total assets



$480.0MM



$683.8MM



$597.7MM



$269.3MM



$644.2MM



Total giving



$26.9MM



$30.0MM



$24.0MM



$15.2MM



$29.5MM



Administrative expense as percent of total assets



0.9%



0.7%



1.2%



1.1%



1.0%



Administrative expense as percent of total giving



16.0%



16.2%



28.9%



21.7%



24.9%



16



16



N/A



13



24



Percent of staff working directly with grantees



88%



100%



N/A



94%



90%



Percent of staff who are program staff



44%



44%



N/A



57%



40%



Measure Financial Information
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Administrative Expenses
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Funder Staffing Total staff (FTEs)



Note: Excludes FTEs devoted to the operation of funder charitable programs. Source: Self-reported data provided by Hartford and other GPR and Operational Benchmarking Report (OBR) subscribers from 2003-2009 survey rounds. Hartford 2006 data not available for all items.
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Funders in Dataset



B. Sup pplemental Stru uctural Characte eristics



The 251 philanthropic funders whose grantees CEP has surveyed are listed below. Those that have received a GPR are denoted by an asterisk (*).



118



Hartford Foundation for Public Giving* The Abell Foundation, Inc. The Colorado Health Foundation* Adolph Coors Foundation Colorado Trust* The Harvest Foundation of the Piedmont* The Ahmanson Foundation The Columbus Foundation and Health Foundation of Greater Cincinnati* Alaska Mental Health Trust Authority* Affiliated Organizations* The Heinz Endowments* Alfred P. Sloan Foundation Community Foundation Silicon Valley* Helen Andrus Benedict Foundation* Alliance for California Traditional Arts * Community Memorial Foundation* Henry H. Kessler Foundation* Alphawood Foundation Community Technology Foundation of California* Hess Foundation, Inc. * Altman Foundation Horace W. Goldsmith Foundation Connecticut Health Foundation,, Inc. * The Ambrose Monell Foundation Conrad N. Hilton Foundation The Horizon Foundation for New Jersey* Amelia Peabody Foundation Daniels Fund Houston Endowment, Inc.* Amon G. Carter Foundation Danville Regional Foundation * HRJ Consulting* Andersen Foundation The David and Lucile Packard Foundation* The Hyams Foundation, Inc. Ann Arbor Area Community Foundation* J. A . & Kathryn Albertson Foundation Dekko Foundation, Inc.* J. Bulow Campbell Foundation The Annenberg Foundation Doris Duke Charitable Foundation* The J. Willard and Alice S. Marriott Foundation The Anschutz Foundation The Duke Endowment* * * Jacob and Valeria Langeloth Foundation* Arcus Foundation Dyson Foundation Arts Council Silicon Valley * E. Rhodes & Leona B. Carpenter Foundation James Graham Brown Foundation, Inc. East Bay Community Foundation* The James Irvine Foundation* The Assisi Foundation of Memphis, Inc.* * The Atlantic Philanthropies Eden Hall Foundation The Jay and Rose Phillips Family Foundation The Educational Foundation of America* Jessie Ball duPont Fund* AVI CHAI Foundation* Baptist Community Ministries El Pomar Foundation Jessie Smith Noyes Foundation* Barr Foundation* Endowment for Health* The Josiah Macy, Jr. Foundation* Beldon Fund* The Energy Foundation* The John A. Hartford Foundation, Inc.* Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation* The Erie Community Foundation* John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation* Blandin Foundation* Eugene and Agnes E. Meyer Foundation* * Blue Cross Blue Shield of Evelyn and Walter Haas, Jr. Fund John P. McGovern Foundation Massachusetts Foundation* The John R. Oishei Foundation* F. M. Kirby Foundation, Inc. The F.B. Heron Foundation* Blue Shield of California Foundation* John S. and James L. Knight Foundation* B t Foundation, Boston F d ti Inc. I * Th Fan The F Fox F and d Leslie L li R R. K l Kalamazoo C Community it F Foundation d ti * Bradley Foundation Samuels Foundation Kansas Health Foundation* Bradley-Turner Foundation Fannie Mae Foundation* Kate B. Reynolds Charitable Trust The Broad Foundation* Kendeda Fund* First 5 Alameda County – Every Child Counts* The Kresge Foundation* The Brown Foundation* The Ford Family Foundation* Bush Foundation* The Ford Foundation* Kronkosky Charitable Foundation* The California Endowment* France-Merrick Foundation The Lenfest Foundation, Inc. * * Friends Provident Foundation Levi Strauss Foundation* California HealthCare Foundation The California Wellness Foundation The Frist Foundation Lloyd A. Fry Foundation* The Cannon Foundation, Inc. The GAR Foundation* Longwood Foundation * Caring for Colorado Foundation * Gates Family Foundation The Louis Calder Foundation Carnegie Corporation of New York* Gaylord and Dorothy Lucile Packard Foundation for Donnelley Foundation* Children’s Health* Carrie Estelle Doheny Foundation The Case Foundation* General Mills Foundation* Lumina Foundation for Education, Inc.* Central Indiana Community Foundation* The George Gund Foundation* Maine Community Foundation* The Champlin Foundations The George S. and Dolores Dore Maine Health Access Foundation* * Charles and Helen Schwab Foundation Eccles Foundation Marguerite Casey Foundation* Geraldine R. Dodge Foundation* Charles and Lynn Schusterman Mary Reynolds Babcock Foundation* Family Foundation* The Gill Foundation* Mathile Family Foundation The McKnight Foundation* Charles Stewart Mott Foundation* The Goizueta Foundation* The Chicago Community Trust* Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation* Medina Foundation* The Christensen Fund* Grable Foundation* MetroWest Community Health Care Foundation* The Clark Foundation Grand Rapids Community Foundation* Claude Worthington The Greater Cincinnati Foundation* Meyer Memorial Trust * * Benedum Foundation Michael Reese Health Trust* Gulf Coast Community Foundation of Venice * The Cleveland Foundation Hall Family Foundation The Minneapolis Foundation* Harold K.L. Castle Foundation* The Clowes Fund* Missouri Foundation for Health* The Collins Foundation The Harry and Jeanette Weinberg Foundation, Inc.*



The Morris and Gwendolyn Cafritz Foundation Ms. Foundation for Women* The Mt. Sinai Health Care Foundation* The Nathan Cummings Foundation* Nellie Mae Education Foundation* The New Hampshire Charitable Foundation* New Profit, Inc.* New York Community Trust* New York State Health Foundation* Nina Mason Pulliam Charitable Trust* Nord Family Foundation* Northwest Area Foundation* Northwest Health Foundation* Omidyar Foundation* One Foundation* Ontario Trillium Foundation* The Overbrook Foundation Partnership for Excellence in Jewish Education (PEJE)* Paul G. Allen Foundations* Paul Hamlyn Foundation* Peninsula Community Foundation* The Pears Foundation* The Peter and Elizabeth C. Tower Foundation* PetSmart Charities* Th P The Pew Charitable Ch it bl T Trusts t Philadelphia Foundation* The Pittsburgh Foundation* Polk Bros. Foundation* Pritzker Foundation PSEG Foundation and Corporate Responsibility Department* Public Welfare Foundation Quantum Foundation The Ralph M. Parsons Foundation Raskob Foundation for Catholic Activities, Inc. * Rasmuson Foundation* The Raymond John Wean Foundation * Resources Legacy Fund* The Rhode Island Foundation* Richard & Rhoda Goldman Fund* Richard King Mellon Foundation Richard M. Fairbanks Foundation* Robert R. McCormick Tribune Foundation The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation* The Robin Hood Foundation* Rockefeller Brothers Fund* Rockefeller Foundation* Rollin M. Gerstacker Foundation



Rose Community Foundation* Russell Family Foundation* Ruth Mott Foundation* S & G Foundation, Inc. S. H. Cowell Foundation* Saint Luke’s Foundation of Cleveland, Ohio* The Saint Paul Foundation Inc.* Santa Barbara Foundation* SC Ministry Foundation* Sea Change Foundation* Shelton Family Foundation The Sherman Fairchild Foundation, Inc. The Shubert Foundation The Skillman Foundation* The Skoll Foundation* Stuart Foundation* Surdna Foundation, Inc.* Susan G. Komen Breast Cancer Foundation* T.L.L. Temple Foundation Thrivent Financial for Lutherans Foundation* United Way of Massachusetts Bay* Vancouver Foundation* The Vermont Community Foundation* Victoria Foundation, Inc. Vi i i G Virginia G. Pi Piper Ch Charitable it bl T Trustt* W. K. Kellogg Foundation* Wachovia Regional Foundation* Waitt Family Foundation The Wallace Foundation* Walter & Elise Haas Fund* Wayne & Gladys Valley Foundation* Weingart Foundation Wellington Management Charitable Fund* Wilburforce Foundation* The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation* The William K. Warren Foundation William Penn Foundation* The William Randolph Hearst Foundations The William Stamps Farish Fund William T. Kemper Foundation Williamsburg Community Health Foundation* Windgate Charitable Foundation, Inc. Winter Park Health Foundation* Woods Fund of Chicago* Yad Hanadiv* Zeist Foundation* Z. Smith Reynolds Foundation, Inc.*
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Mission



C. Abo out the Center ffor Effective Ph hilanthropy



To provide data and create insight so philanthropic funders can better define, assess, and improve their effectiveness and impact.
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Vision 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 impact on nonprofit organizations and the people and communities they serve.
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CEP Funders



CEP is funded through a combination of foundation grants and revenue earned from management tools and seminars. Funders providing support for CEP’s work include:
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Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation
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Joyce & Larry Stupski
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CEP Research



CEP’s research and creation of comparative data sets leads to the development of assessment tools, publications serving the philanthropic funder field, and programming. CEP’s research initiatives focus on several subjects, including: Research Focus



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



Performance Assessment



Indicators of Effectiveness: Understanding and Improving Foundation Performance (2002) Assessing Performance at the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation: A Case Study (2004) Beyond the Rhetoric: Foundation Strategy (2007)
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Funder Strategy



Lessons from the Field: Becoming Strategic: The Evolution of the Flinn Foundation (2009) The Essentials of Foundation Strategy (2009) Lessons from the Field: Striving for Transformative Change at the Stuart Foundation (2009)



Funder Governance



Foundation Governance: The CEO Viewpoint (2004) Beyond Compliance: The Trustee Viewpoint on Effective Foundation Governance (2005) Listening to Grantees: What Nonprofits Value in Their Foundation Funders (2004) Foundation Communications: The Grantee Perspective (2006)



Funder-Grantee Relationships



In Search of Impact: Practices and Perceptions in Foundations’ Provision of Program and Operating Grants to Nonprofits (2006) Luck of the Draw (2007) Working with Grantees: The Keys to Success and Five Program Officers Who Exemplify Them (2010)



Managing Operations



Lessons from the Field: Improving the Experience at the David and Lucile Packard Foundation (2008) g for Excellence at the Wallace Foundation ((2008)) Lessons from the Field: Aiming



Non-Monetary Assistance



More than Money: Making a Difference with Assistance Beyond the Grant (2008)



122 Note: CEP research can be downloaded for free at www.effectivephilanthropy.org.
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CEP provides philanthropic funder leaders with assessment tools – utilizing comparative data – that inform performance assessment: p



123



•



Grantee Perception Report® (GPR): provides CEOs, boards, and staff with comparative data on grantee perceptions of funder performance on a variety of dimensions



•



Applicant Perception Report (APR): a companion to the GPR that provides comparative data from surveys of d li d grantt applicants declined li t



•



Comparative Board Report (CBR): provides data on board structure and trustee perceptions of board effectiveness on a comparative basis



•



Staff Perception Report (SPR): explores philanthropic funder staff members members’ perceptions of funder effectiveness and job satisfaction on a comparative basis



•



Operational Benchmarking Report (OBR): provides comparative data, relative to a selected peer group of funders, on aspects of philanthropic funder operations – including organization staffing, program officer workload, grant p g processing g times, and administrative costs



•



Stakeholder Assessment Report (STAR): delivers insight about a funder’s effectiveness by surveying stakeholders a funder seeks to influence as part of its strategy



•



Multidimensional Assessment Process (MAP): provides an integrated assessment of performance, assimilating i il ti results lt and dd data t ffrom allll off CEP’s CEP’ assessmentt tools t l into i t key k findings, fi di iimplications, li ti and d recommended d d action steps for greater effectiveness



•



Donor Perception Report (DPR): creates insight, on a comparative basis, about donors’ perceptions of the community foundations to and through which they contribute or establish funds



•



Beneficiary Perception Report (BPR): informs the work of funders and grantees by providing comparative feedback from those whose lives funders seek to improve – the ultimate beneficiaries of funders’ philanthropic efforts © The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010
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This report p was p produced for The John A. Hartford Foundation by y the Center for Effective Philanthropy in June, 2010.







Please contact CEP if you have any questions: -



Travis Manzione, Manager



C. Abo out the Center ffor Effective Ph hilanthropy



(617) 492-0800 x218
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[email protected] -



Caredwen Foley, y, Research Analyst y (617) 492-0800 x227 [email protected]



© The Center for Effective Philanthropy  11/30/2010



























[image: 2010 Turner&Burton final final.pdf]
2010 Turner&Burton final final.pdf












[image: BDGA FINAL 2010 Pts List.pdf]
BDGA FINAL 2010 Pts List.pdf












[image: 2010 Turner&Burton final final.pdf]
2010 Turner&Burton final final.pdf












[image: Grantee-Level-WAP-Specific.pdf]
Grantee-Level-WAP-Specific.pdf












[image: Final Exam Fall 2010 Solutions.pdf]
Final Exam Fall 2010 Solutions.pdf












[image: Nestle 2010 - Final Statement.pdf]
Nestle 2010 - Final Statement.pdf












[image: Hartford Audubon Board Minutes]
Hartford Audubon Board Minutes












[image: 2010 FINAL - PRESS RELEASE - 1-24-11.pdf]
2010 FINAL - PRESS RELEASE - 1-24-11.pdf












[image: WAP-Memorandum-008-Quality-Managment-Plan-Draft-Grantee ...]
WAP-Memorandum-008-Quality-Managment-Plan-Draft-Grantee ...












[image: gokova-icmm-final-report-sad-rubicon-2010.pdf]
gokova-icmm-final-report-sad-rubicon-2010.pdf












[image: 2010 DCPS Value Added FINAL Technical Report.pdf]
2010 DCPS Value Added FINAL Technical Report.pdf












[image: ITPOES (2010) Oil Crunch - final report.pdf]
ITPOES (2010) Oil Crunch - final report.pdf












[image: Final Statement - Santander 2-2010.pdf]
Final Statement - Santander 2-2010.pdf












[image: Nataional Plan for Disaster (2010-2015) Final Version.pdf]
Nataional Plan for Disaster (2010-2015) Final Version.pdf












[image: 2010-11 Final BCRP Seton Corridor REPORT REDUCED.pdf ...]
2010-11 Final BCRP Seton Corridor REPORT REDUCED.pdf ...












[image: Watch The Final Storm (2010) Full Movie Online.pdf]
Watch The Final Storm (2010) Full Movie Online.pdf












[image: Practical Organic chemistry3ed chem student Final 2010.pdf  ...]
Practical Organic chemistry3ed chem student Final 2010.pdf ...












[image: 9th PAY REVISION COMMISSION 2010 2 final - Finance Department]
9th PAY REVISION COMMISSION 2010 2 final - Finance Department












[image: Practical Organic chemistry3ed chem student Final 2010 - cutted.pdf ...]
Practical Organic chemistry3ed chem student Final 2010 - cutted.pdf ...












[image: REVISÃƒO FINAL 2010 parte1.pdf]
REVISÃƒO FINAL 2010 parte1.pdf












[image: Final Report of the Student Transportation Taskforce 2009-2010.pdf ...]
Final Report of the Student Transportation Taskforce 2009-2010.pdf ...















Final 2010 Grantee Perception Report_John A. Hartford ...






There was a problem previewing this document. Retrying... Download. Connect more apps... Try one of the apps below to open or edit this item. Final 2010 Grantee Perception Report_John A. Hartford Foundation_Public Version.pdf. Final 2010 Grantee Perception Report_John A. Hartford Foundation_Public Version.pdf. 






 Download PDF 



















 2MB Sizes
 0 Downloads
 209 Views








 Report























Recommend Documents







[image: alt]





2010 Turner&Burton final final.pdf 

... they are green when. Figure 2. Soapberry Whipped Confection. Whoops! There was a problem loading this page. Retrying... 2010 Turner&Burton final final.pdf.














[image: alt]





BDGA FINAL 2010 Pts List.pdf 

Page 1 of 1. Rank. Surname. First. Club. WNY. Open. Elkdale. BDGA. Match. Play. BDGA. Mid. Am. Porter Cup. NF. Crag. Burn. Monroe. USGA. NYSAm. NYS.














[image: alt]





2010 Turner&Burton final final.pdf 

Page 1 of 28. 276. Soapberry: Unique Northwestern Foaming Fruit. Nancy J. Turner and Carla M. Burton. 1. Introduction1. 1.1. Berries as food. Berries are a key food resource for Indigenous Peoples of North. America.2. In Canada there are approximatel














[image: alt]





Grantee-Level-WAP-Specific.pdf 

There was a problem previewing this document. Retrying... Download. Connect more apps... Try one of the apps below to open or edit this item. Grantee-Level-WAP-Specific.pdf. Grantee-Level-WAP-Specific.pdf. Open. Extract. Open with. Sign In. Main menu














[image: alt]





Final Exam Fall 2010 Solutions.pdf 

Sign in. Loadingâ€¦ Whoops! There was a problem loading more pages. Whoops! There was a problem previewing this document. Retrying... Download. Connect ...Missing:














[image: alt]





Nestle 2010 - Final Statement.pdf 

National Contact Point of Brazil. FINAL STATEMENT. NestlÃ© - Complaint PCN No 01/2007. On July 15, 2010, the Brazilian National Contact Point for the OECD Guidelines. for Multinational Enterprises (NCP) received the Complaint No. 01/2007 sent by Mr. 














[image: alt]





Hartford Audubon Board Minutes 

Jun 5, 2014 - policies, and will be calling a meeting soon. Roberta ... At the last meeting, the Board agreed to give Roaring Brook Nat6ure Center $5000.00.














[image: alt]





2010 FINAL - PRESS RELEASE - 1-24-11.pdf 

Page 1 of 4. NEWS RELEASE. FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Mark V. Bozigian. January 24, 2011 (661) 723-6133. City of Lancaster 44933 Fern ...














[image: alt]





WAP-Memorandum-008-Quality-Managment-Plan-Draft-Grantee ... 

WAP-Memorandum-008-Quality-Managment-Plan-Draft-Grantee-KSAs.pdf. WAP-Memorandum-008-Quality-Managment-Plan-Draft-Grantee-KSAs.pdf. Open.














[image: alt]





gokova-icmm-final-report-sad-rubicon-2010.pdf 

There was a problem previewing this document. Retrying... Download. Connect more apps... Try one of the apps below to open or edit this item.














[image: alt]





2010 DCPS Value Added FINAL Technical Report.pdf 

New Leaders for New Schools. 30 West 26th Street. New York, NY 10010. Project Officer: Dianne Houghton. Submitted by: Mathematica Policy Research.














[image: alt]





ITPOES (2010) Oil Crunch - final report.pdf 

Industry Taskforce. on Peak Oil & Energy Security. Page 3 of 60. ITPOES (2010) Oil Crunch - final report.pdf. ITPOES (2010) Oil Crunch - final report.pdf. Open.














[image: alt]





Final Statement - Santander 2-2010.pdf 

Final Statement - Santander 2-2010.pdf. Final Statement - Santander 2-2010.pdf. Open. Extract. Open with. Sign In. Main menu. Displaying Final Statement ...














[image: alt]





Nataional Plan for Disaster (2010-2015) Final Version.pdf 

Dr. Muhammad Abdur Razzaque, MP. Whoops! There was a problem loading this page. Retrying... Nataional Plan for Disaster (2010-2015) Final Version.pdf.














[image: alt]





2010-11 Final BCRP Seton Corridor REPORT REDUCED.pdf ... 

and the upland corridor from the spawning channels to the Fraser River. In addition,. compilation of existing research and studies has been completed, networks ...














[image: alt]





Watch The Final Storm (2010) Full Movie Online.pdf 

Watch The Final Storm (2010) Full Movie Online.pdf. Watch The Final Storm (2010) Full Movie Online.pdf. Open. Extract. Open with. Sign In. Main menu.














[image: alt]





Practical Organic chemistry3ed chem student Final 2010.pdf ... 

Page 1 of 88. 1. Practical Organic chemistry. Organic Reaction and Synthesis. For. Third Year chemistry Department. By. Dr.Baram AHMED Jaff. Ph.D. organic chemistry. 2005. M.Srud Omar. M.Sc. Organic chemistry. 2007. University of Sulaimani. 2009 2010














[image: alt]





9th PAY REVISION COMMISSION 2010 2 final - Finance Department 

Mar 31, 2010 - desirable to continue in the present system or to switch over to ... Should annual increment be an automatic ... Any alternative system to suggest, specify. 17. .... Email. : Tele phone Number. : www.finance.kerala.gov.in /prc9.














[image: alt]





Practical Organic chemistry3ed chem student Final 2010 - cutted.pdf ... 

M.Srud Omar. M.Sc. Organic chemistry. 2007. University of Sulaimani. 2009 2010. Page 1 of 1. Practical Organic chemistry3ed chem student Final 2010 - cutted.














[image: alt]





REVISÃƒO FINAL 2010 parte1.pdf 

pesquisadores James Watson e Francis Crick em um. artigo histÃ³rico, publicado na revista cientÃfica Nature,. em 1953. Esse modelo Ã© reproduzido a seguir. Ã‰ o DNA que garante certa estabilidade Ã  grande. maioria das caracterÃsticas das espÃ©cies














[image: alt]





Final Report of the Student Transportation Taskforce 2009-2010.pdf ... 

Final Report of the Student Transportation Taskforce 2009-2010.pdf. Final Report of the Student Transportation Taskforce 2009-2010.pdf. Open. Extract.


























×
Report Final 2010 Grantee Perception Report_John A. Hartford ...





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Sign In






Email




Password







 Remember Password 
Forgot Password?




Sign In



















Information

	About Us
	Privacy Policy
	Terms and Service
	Copyright
	Contact Us





Follow us

	

 Facebook


	

 Twitter


	

 Google Plus







Newsletter























Copyright © 2024 P.PDFKUL.COM. All rights reserved.
















