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About TPI

The Philanthropic Initiative Inc. is a non-profit consulting firm 

that works with donors to support them in achieving engaged, high

impact philanthropy. TPI provides research, planning, program 

design, and management services to individuals and families as well 

as corporate, private and community foundation funders. Founded 

in 1989, TPI has worked with over 250 donors and philanthropic 

institutions throughout the world.

A fundamental tenet of TPI’s work is that giving, when targeted in

smart and often innovative ways, can leverage constructive, sustainable

change for individuals and their communities. Giving, as we see it, is

serious investing, driven by a donor’s values, passions, imagination,

skills and ever-growing understanding of the issues.

In addition to the consulting practice, TPI works to encourage 

the growth of more effective giving through research, educational 

programming and publications such as this and other monographs in

The Venturesome Donor series.



Overview
Our intent in this publication is to offer some simple, pragmatic approaches 

to evaluation.  The most effective evaluation efforts are tailored to the size, 

scale and complexity of the initiative under review, and conform to the donor’s

philanthropic goals, strategy and learning style. The approach that you decide 

to take to evaluation may be formal or informal, costly or cost-free, analytical 

or intuitive.  In the end, it is all about learning from the giving experience, 

gaining a better understanding of the difference you are making, and improving

the effectiveness of your future philanthropic investments.
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Measuring the results

of charitable activity

“I want to make a difference” This simple statement often sums up the motivating impulse for both sophisticat-

ed and beginning philanthropists.  However, most donors soon learn that it is very difficult to measure the

results of charitable activity.  Donors who come to philanthropy from business careers often expect to measure

nonprofit performance by the rigorous, quantitative measures used in the corporate sector, and are surprised by

the resistance to such metrics in the world of philanthropy and “social investment.”  Indeed, there has long been

debate about whether it even makes sense to import business metrics and expectations to the nonprofit sector.

And yet, the frustration around the issue of evaluation probably keeps some potential donors from becoming

deeply engaged in philanthropy.

ROGER D. WAS A SUCCESSFUL REAL ESTATE EXECUTIVE AND A GOOD CORPORATE CITIZEN. HE WAS

A GENEROUS DONOR TO MANY ORGANIZATIONS IN HIS CITY.  AFTER SELLING HIS BUSINESS, ROGER

DEVOTED MORE OF HIS TIME TO PHILANTHROPY, FOCUSING ON COMMUNITY BRICKS-AND-MORTAR

PROJECTS THAT CLEARLY BENEFITED FROM HIS EXPERTISE AND WEALTH.  OVER TIME, HE FOUND

HIMSELF DRAWN TO FAMILY AND EDUCATION ISSUES AND BEGAN SUPPORTING SEVERAL EARLY

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AT LOCAL SCHOOLS AND HEALTH CENTERS. IT DIDN’T TAKE LONG BEFORE

ROGER BECAME FRUSTRATED. HE COULD NOT DETERMINE WHETHER THESE PROJECTS WERE MAKING

A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE IN THE LIVES OF YOUNG CHILDREN. WHEN HE ASKED FOR DATA ON

PROGRAM OUTCOMES, HE WAS GIVEN ATTENDANCE RATES AND PAGES OF TESTIMONIALS. WHILE HE

WAS MOVED BY THE STORIES OF CHILDREN’S CREATIVITY AND APPETITE FOR LEARNING, HE WANTED

MORE CONCRETE EVIDENCE THAT HIS INVESTMENTS WERE IMPROVING OUTCOMES.  WITHOUT THIS,

HE WONDERED WHETHER HIS MONEY MIGHT JUST AS WELL BE SPENT BY DRIVING INTO THE POOREST

NEIGHBORHOOD IN TOWN AND THROWING THE CASH OUT THE WINDOW.1

Roger’s frustration is typical of many donors who want to learn something from their giving experience.

Measurement technology is obviously the most pragmatic and tangible approach, and in recent years 

more attention has been paid to the evaluation function in the nonprofit sector. The results have been 

positive, including the creation of useful assessment tools and the emergence of professional organizations

devoted specifically to research and evaluation.

1All stories are composites of real donors. 
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Evaluation is about learning from your giving. Mark Twain once said, 
“Supposing is good, finding out is better.” This may seem obvious, but there are
many different reasons for “finding out.” One or more of these rationales may
match your personal learning style and philanthropic strategies.

• Ensure that the recipients of your gift are accountable – 
Did the recipient organization or individual adhere to the agreement? 
Did your money go to its intended purpose?

• Help grantees improve or make mid-course corrections –
What have you and your grantees learned? Are there ways to improve or
adjust the program or organization so it can fulfill its mission more effectively?

• Build the capacity of grantees to self-assess – Can the organiza-
tion create internal systems for collecting and analyzing key information?
What does it need in order to become a continuous learning organization?

• Improve your future grantmaking – What have you learned that
will shape your future giving? Will you continue to fund a particular 
organization or program? Will you change your grantmaking criteria or adjust
your overall philanthropic strategy?

• Test assumptions and hypotheses – How has your approach served
the issue or problem? Were some of your assumptions biased in some way? 
Do you need to develop new hypotheses for how change happens? 

• Increase the level of knowledge in your field of interest – 
Did you learn something that would be useful to other donors and nonprofit
organizations? Are there findings that might influence public policy?

• Make yourself more accountable – Are you exercising good 
stewardardship of your philanthropic funds? Are you investing your money 
to the highest and best use?

• Feel satisfied with your giving – Do you feel your gift made a 
difference? Your personal satisfaction will more than likely influence your
enthusiasm, engagement and commitment to philanthropy. It may be that
some or all of these objectives resonate with you, or that perhaps none of
them precisely capture your reasons for “finding out.” Take the time to 
determine your primary purposes for undertaking an evaluation. Your answer
will influence the shape of the evaluation strategy. 3
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Most donors 

find that the 

learning to be

derived from the

evaluation process

adds value 

and meaning 

to the experience of

philanthropy.

To evaluate or not?

This is the question.
While there are many good reasons for incorporating evaluation 
into your philanthropy, many responsible donors have decided to
omit the evaluation step. Their reasons may be among the following:

• They invest significant time identifying leaders and institutions
in advance of funding them, and therefore, trust them to use the
funds responsibly.

• The nature of their gifts is so concrete that evaluation is 
unnecessary, e.g., supporting a capital campaign for a new building.

• Their gift is small relative to the size of the organization. 

• Their evaluation criteria are entirely subjective and personal, 
e.g., seeing the smile on a child’s face who attends the grantee’s
after-school program.

• They perceive their contribution as a reward to a great 
organization or leader, with the funds to be used flexibly.

• Another funder is conducting an evaluation that serves the 
same purposes.

• They decide that the cost and effort of an evaluation will take
away from the real work of the organization without providing
conclusive results.

While these are all valid reasons, most donors find that the learn-
ing to be derived from some kind of evaluation process adds value
and meaning to the experience of philanthropy. What follows are
several approaches to evaluation. Some are time and budget-inten-
sive and others are relatively simple and pragmatic. 
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Monitoring vs. evaluation
Evaluation can have a wide range of meanings. It may be useful here to make 
the distinction between the terms monitoring and evaluation. Both monitoring
and evaluation are valuable tools in the donor’s quest for quality and continuous
learning. Monitoring attempts to answer the question, “Did the grantee fulfill
the agreement?” Evaluation attempts to answer the question “So what?” or
“What is the impact of the grant?” 

Monitoring determines conformance to plan and objectives and helps to identify
gaps in the managerial and fiscal capacity of the grantee organization, simply by
its ability to provide useful data and documentation. Evaluation determines the
effectiveness of initiatives as measured against criteria and goals.

Monitoring is a relatively straightforward and inexpensive task. Evaluation,
because of its more complex questions, may require a greater commitment of
time and resources, depending upon the nature of the project and the donor’s
learning goals. 

Approaches to evaluation

Evaluation can include both regulation and enhancement approaches. Funders who
use evaluation in a regulatory way bring an “audit” mentality to the process to
ensure that organizations perform to a certain standard and to withdraw support
from organizations that fail to meet these standards. The risk with this approach 
is that it can lead to an atmosphere of distrust or can limit the organization’s
potential for authentic learning, since the grantee may pursue only those initiatives
that guarantee success. On the other hand, the regulation approach is useful for
articulating minimum standards and demanding accountability from the grantee.

A funder who relies on an enhancement approach will use positive reinforcement
to reward good performance. For these funders, evaluation is an integral aspect 
of the partnership with the grantee, and they work closely with their recipient
organizations to overcome barriers to success. The risk with this approach is 
that funders may become so close to their grantees that they lose the broader 
perspective that comes with a more detached, objective stance. 

For most donors, what seems to work best is a balance of regulatory and
enhancement approaches, depending on the organization and its particular situa-
tion. For example, a regulatory approach may be appropriate for evaluating gifts
to well-established organizations, while an enhancement approach may be
favored for start-up organizations or experimental pilot programs. 5
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The main challenge

of an evaluation 

is determining 

what it is 

you want to 

evaluate.

The scope of evaluation 

The challenge of answering the “So what?” question has resulted 
in many new evaluation methodologies. However, the disparity of
goals and strategies used in different fields, and among different
types of organizations, is too broad to conform to any single index
or performance measurement tool. Within the scope of evaluation,
there are several different kinds from which to choose:

• Summative evaluations gather and analyze data that
respond to the “So what” questions. These evaluations are 
typically conducted by an outside evaluation expert at the 
beginning and conclusion of a project.

• Formative or participatory evaluations review 
programs in progress to help grantees identify problems and 
make mid-course corrections. These are characterized by an
interactive process between the grantee and an outside evaluator.
Some formative evaluations are conducted in partnership
between the donor and the recipient organization.

• Cluster evaluations focus on the broad goals of a grant 
initiative. They are typically collaborative and provide an
overview of the progress and impacts of multiple initiatives 
within one organization, or among several organizations working
to achieve similar goals. 

• Meta-evaluations assess the impact of the funder’s entire
philanthropic portfolio. These comprehensive evaluations may
include long-term outcome studies and surveys of grantees that
assess the funder’s performance and support. These are usually 
performed by outside consultants. 
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What do you want 
to measure?

The main challenge of an evaluation is determining what it is you want to 
evaluate. Along the continuum of monitoring and evaluation goals, there are
various levels, dimensions or activities that you can assess, including:

• Activity – Is the project actually taking place? For example, is the community
women’s health clinic in full operation?

• Process – Is the project progressing according to plan? Is the clinic using
the new breast health screening protocols?

• Inputs – What are the available resources and how effectively are they being
managed? Are there sufficient clinicians and volunteers to staff the clinic?

• Strategies – Are the strategies clearly defined? Has the clinic launched
community outreach initiatives as planned?

• Outputs – What is the project producing, in terms of concrete data? 
How many women have been served?

• Outcomes – Has the project delivered the desired outcomes, in terms of
tangible results? Have the new screening methods increased the detection of
early-stage breast cancer while decreasing the incidence of late-stage breast
cancer in this community?

• Impact – What is the project’s impact on the broader challenge in the larg-
er community? Has the clinic publicized its outcomes to practitioners and
community advocates in the field of women’s health and preventive care?

• Effectiveness – Do the outcomes and impact justify the resources allocated
to the project? What is the differential between clinic expenses and the 
documented cost and impact — financial and emotional — of late-stage breast
cancer treatment?

Although all of these elements are inter-related, some of them—activity, process,
inputs and outputs—are more conducive to monitoring, while other elements—
outcome and impact—require a more complex, evaluative approach. 
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Communicate 

your expectations

and be clear 

with the grantee

about your 

objectives and 

criteria for success.

What are the steps 
in the evaluation process? 

The most effective evaluations are tailored to the size, scale and
complexity of the organization under review, as well as to the goals
that the donor has identified as most important. Very few donors
have the appetite or resources for embarking on formal, large-scale,
multi-million dollar longitudinal evaluations. While donors who
are committed to major policy initiatives or replicating successful
programs may find such evaluations worthwhile, most philanthro-
pists are looking for simpler, practical methods for assessing their
contributions. 

Pre-grant considerations – Even before the donation has
been made, there are steps you can take to enhance the learning
possibilities. Communicate your expectations and be clear with the
grantee about your objectives and criteria for success. If these com-
ponents are discussed and set in place at the beginning of the grant
period, the job of monitoring and evaluation will be much easier. 
A letter accompanying the grant should confirm that the donor 
and the recipient organization are in consensus about the methods
for measuring success, the timeline, and the potential use of the
evaluation activities. In some situations, multi-year gifts may be
appropriate for the donor and grantee to work together and apply
the lessons learned from one year to the next.

Post-funding partnership – Once the grant is made, develop
a relationship with the grantee that emphasizes candor and mutual
learning. Take the time to visit with the organization. Model an
attitude of openness and a willingness to learn throughout your
partnership with the grant recipient. As the project progresses, 
be realistic about what is possible and encourage the recipient
organization to be realistic about their goals and the potential for
measuring success.

If the results of the program cannot be measured during the grant
period, work with the organization to identify benchmarks and
milestones in the short term. For example, a gift aimed at diversify-
ing attendance at an art museum may take several years to show
measurable results. However, one indicator of success might be the
museum’s number of outreach events in new communities, i.e.,
school groups in immigrant neighborhoods.
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Progress reports – Organizational progress reports are a common method 
for monitoring gifts. Provided on an annual, semi-annual, or quarterly basis,
progress reports function as a useful self-assessment tool for the recipient 
organization and keep the donor alert to the use of funds and the adherence 
to grant guidelines. A progress report typically covers the following areas in a 
1 to 2 page narrative:

• What has been accomplished to date?

• What challenges have you encountered and how have you addressed them?

• Based on your experience to date, what changes do you expect to make in
the original plan?

• How have funds been spent so far?

Several philanthropic membership organizations have created “Common Report
Forms” that reduce the burden on nonprofit organizations to create customized
progress reports for each of their funders. (See resources section for contact 
information.)

Donors should think carefully about the amount of information that they need.
Generally, progress reports should not be required if there is a good chance that
you will not read them or change your funding as a result of reading them. 
If your gift is small and/or given for general operations rather than earmarked 
for a specific purpose, then a brief conversation or published annual report may
be sufficient. 

Many donors also request a final report that documents the overall results of the
gift and provides a summary account for grant expenditures. These reports can 
be valuable sources of information to share with other potential donors to the
organization and may help inform future grantmaking by the same donor.

9
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Direct engagement, 

as a hands-on 

volunteer or as 

a board member,

provides insights

that go beyond 

the numbers and

polished language of

a progress report.

Site visits – Many donors conduct site visits six months or a 
year after making their gifts to see what progress has been made 
to date and to discuss any challenges the organization is facing.
These visits can be very gratifying emotionally; for example, seeing
young people perform in an after-school program you supported.
Post-grant site visits also are a wonderful way to involve family
members in your giving. 

Some funders make the effort to visit all their grantees annually.
Others make regular or occasional site visits to grantees with whom
they work closely or to check on risky programs. “Surprise visits” 
to grantee organizations are generally not recommended since they
may create an adversarial atmosphere, but may be warranted in
extreme cases; for example, if the organization is not providing
progress reports, or if the reports seem incomplete.

Volunteering – For some people, the best way to get an 
accurate sense of how their charitable gift is being used is to
become involved with the grantee organization as a volunteer.
Direct engagement, as a hands-on volunteer or as a board 
member, provides insights that go beyond the numbers and polished
language of a progress report. If, for example, your gift is allocated
to general operating purposes, the measure of success might be the
organization’s overall health and capacity, as observed on a weekly
or monthly basis. Because direct involvement provides a greater
degree of access to staff, clients, and other stakeholders, you will
have more opportunity to assess your grantee’s leadership, staffing
and infrastructure. You also can bring your expertise to bear on the
organization’s strength and future direction; for example, a donor
with significant CEO experience may enjoy helping organizations
navigate difficult transitions in his capacity as a board member.

Convening grantees – Another useful tool for evaluation is
for the donor to bring organizations together to share knowledge or
to work with an expert to build skills; for example, in fund-raising
or volunteer training. This peer-to-peer “enhancement” approach,
often used with “cluster” evaluations, works best when the different
organizations share similar purposes, conduct complementary 
activities, and are not competing for the donor’s funds.
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Organization self-evaluation – Many donors are focusing on self-
assessment as an important part of institutional capacity-building. Several tools
have been developed in recent years to support organizational self-assessment.
These self-assessments vary in the scope of measurement, data collection, staff
time, outside technical assistance and cost needed. However, they all require 
the commitment of the nonprofit organization to continuous learning and
improvement. (See resources section for a listing of several self-assessment tools.)

Peer review – The peer review process is a cost-effective approach to 
evaluation in which similar organizations visit each other’s sites, review 
methodology, observe program progress, and provide constructive feedback.
Many donors who fund medical research or highly technical projects employ 
this approach, often with a panel of peer advisors. However, even donors in 
fields as diverse as education or the arts can use this approach effectively.

Independent consultants – Expert independent consultants bring 
objectivity, autonomy and credibility to the task of evaluation. The selection 
of an evaluator should be determined by the objectives of the evaluation, the
timeline, available funding, and the potential audiences for the resulting report.
The evaluation field ranges from large organizations with teams trained in vari-
ous quantitative and qualitative methods to consultants based in academia and
the foundation sector. The cost of hiring an independent evaluator varies from 
a few thousand dollars for a modest protocol involving the grantee to the million
dollar range for longitudinal studies involving multiple grantees and sites. 
(See resources section for resources on locating independent evaluators.) 
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The results 

issuing from 

a charitable gift 

may take

many years to 

be realized.

Did my gift
make a difference?

Even with all the approaches and tools available to conduct 
evaluations, it is still difficult to get a reliable answer to the 
question, “Did my gift make a difference?” Donors should under-
stand that there are unique challenges embedded in the process 
of creating sustained social or community change.

Challenge of quantification – Many changes cannot be
measured in quantitative terms, and what can be measured may not
always be the most important piece of information. For example,
philanthropists who contribute to their local library endowment
know that they are supporting the intellectual capital of their 
community, regardless of how many times a single book is checked
out or how many patrons attend the library on a weekly basis.

Long time horizons – The results issuing from a charitable 
gift may take many years to be realized. A donor may invest in early
childhood education, but the results may not be revealed for a
dozen years. Donors need to weigh their need for tangible results
with the costs and benefits of data collection and evaluation over
an extended time horizon.

Measuring causality in the context of other 
factors – The science of change theory is complex. It is not
always possible to attribute causality to a program’s activities in 
the context of outside factors. For example, proving that a literacy
program influences certain outcomes might be done relatively 
easily by isolating the other formal education that the students 
are receiving. Assigning causality in programs that address other
social problems is more problematic. For example, many external
factors influence the perpetration and reporting of crimes, making
it difficult to claim success from the results of a single community
crime-prevention program.
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There are also idiosyncratic features in the typical funding process and in the
relationship between funder and grantee that pose challenges to the evaluation
process. These include the following:

Imbalanced power relationship – Even with the best of intentions, 
the donor-recipient partnership is delicate. It is impossible to ignore the compli-
cated expectations and behaviors that characterize the relationship between the
funder and the grantee. This imbalance can constrain candid, straightforward
conversations about the funding process or about disappointments and 
challenges the grantee may be facing.

Unwillingness on both sides to accept failure – Donors are some-
times unwilling to accept the fact that their funding has been unsuccessful. 
The eagerness to reap the emotional rewards of philanthropy may cause the
donor to avoid or discount evaluations that reveal severe problems. Grantee
organizations likewise have no incentives to support evaluation efforts that
might produce negative results. It is a challenge to create an environment 
where mistakes and failure are perceived as opportunities for learning.

Given these limitations and challenges, funders need to see evaluations not as
definitive answers, but as lessons in philanthropy that will resonate over time, 
as the following story demonstrates:

SERENA M. WAS AN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHER FOR MANY YEARS BEFORE

HER PARENTS PASSED AWAY AND LEFT HER WITH A BEQUEST TO ESTABLISH A

FOUNDATION. SERENA DECIDED TO FUND ENRICHMENT PROGRAMS FOR

DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN WHO WERE STRUGGLING WITH ACADEMICS. SHE

KNEW THAT THESE CHILDREN OFTEN BENEFITED FROM EXPOSURE TO THE ARTS, 

AND SHE BELIEVED IN THE POTENTIAL OF ENRICHMENT PROGRAMS TO DEVELOP

SELF-ESTEEM AND BUILD POSITIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH CARING ADULTS. 

SERENA PROVIDED THREE-YEAR “ENRICHMENT GRANTS” TO EIGHT SCHOOLS

THAT SUBMITTED COMPELLING PROPOSALS.

WHEN SERENA REVIEWED PROGRESS REPORTS AT THE END OF THE FIRST YEAR, 

SHE FOUND THAT SOME SCHOOLS LISTED PROGRAM ACTIVITIES AND ATTENDANCE
13
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The donor 

and grantee work

and learn together

as partners, 

weathering the 

challenges and 

celebrating the

accomplishments.

FIGURES WHILE OTHER SCHOOLS INCLUDED CHILDREN’S ARTWORK AND

LAUDATORY LETTERS FROM PARENTS. THE FIRST SET OF REPORTS

ASSURED SERENA THAT THE GRANTS HAD BEEN EFFICIENTLY SPENT,

BUT THE SECOND SET OF REPORTS WAS MORE EMOTIONALLY SATISFY-

ING. SERENA ACKNOWLEDGED THAT SHE HAD NO BASIS FOR COMPAR-

ING THE PROGRAMS AND DECIDED TO PROVIDE MORE GUIDANCE TO

HER GRANTEES.

IN THE SECOND YEAR, SERENA ASKED THE GRANTEES TO REPORT ON

OBSTACLES TO PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AND TO DEVELOP PLANS

FOR INTEGRATING THEIR PROGRAMS INTO THE DAILY CURRICULUM.

SHE VISITED EACH OF THE SCHOOLS AND IDENTIFIED THE MOST

DYNAMIC, AMBITIOUS PROGRAMS. SERENA THEN HOSTED A CONFER-

ENCE FOR THE GRANTEES, WITH WORKSHOPS LED BY TEACHERS FROM

THE BEST PROGRAMS. THE CONFERENCE WAS A GREAT SUCCESS. THE

TEACHERS WERE ENERGIZED BY WORKING TOGETHER, AND AN EDUCA-

TIONAL CONSULTANT EXTENDED THEIR LEARNING BY CREATING A

HANDBOOK OF “BEST PRACTICES.”

BY THE THIRD YEAR, SERENA FELT MORE CONFIDENT ABOUT HER

GRANTMAKING. THERE WAS EVIDENCE OF IMPROVED ACADEMIC PER-

FORMANCE AND TEST SCORES, AND MOST OF THE GRANTEES HAD SUC-

CEEDED IN BRINGING THE PROGRAMS INTO THE CORE CURRICULUM,

THEREBY REACHING NEW GROUPS OF CHILDREN. WHEN ASKED BY A

FRIEND ABOUT HOW HER FOUNDATION WAS DOING, SERENA COULD

HONESTLY SAY, “I THINK WE ARE REALLY MAKING A DIFFERENCE IN THE

LIVES OF THESE CHILDREN!”2
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Final 
thoughts

As you think about what kinds of monitoring and evaluation strategies make
sense for you, the following principles may offer useful guidance:

• Monitoring and evaluation are all about learning. The donor and grantee work
and learn together as partners, weathering the challenges and celebrating the
accomplishments.

• Monitoring and evaluation should be conducted in the context of a quest for
quality, and to encourage and reward excellence.

• The best monitoring and evaluation strategies are integrated into the funding
process, starting with early discussions with grant recipients about the criteria
and indicators for success, ongoing learning and documentation and post-grant
reflection and renewal.

• Nonprofit organizations typically operate under financial constraints. Be realis-
tic about what a nonprofit can evaluate and support the capacity of your non-
profit partner to be a continuously learning organization.

• Good performance is not measured by financial or quantitative data alone.

PAUL YLVISAKER, A DEAN OF AMERICAN PHILANTHROPY WHO HAS SERVED

ON MANY FOUNDATION BOARDS, LED THE FORD FOUNDATION’S URBAN

POVERTY PROGRAM IN THE 1950’S. EVERY YEAR HE WALKED THE STREETS OF

A NEIGHBORHOOD FUNDED UNDER THE PROGRAM AND ASKED HIMSELF, 

“Have we made anything better?” THIS QUESTION IS AT THE

HEART OF GOOD EVALUATION WORK IN THE WORLD OF PHILANTHROPY. 
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Resources 

Resource Organizations

• American Evaluation Association – A professional
association devoted to improving the use of evaluation practices
and promoting evaluation as a profession.
(AmerEvalAssn@aol.com)

• Center for What Works – A Web-based nonprofit 
providing information about benchmarking, with an interactive
Q&A site for nonprofits, funders and academics. 
(www.whatworks.org)

• Grantmakers for Effective Organizations (GEO) –
An affinity group of the Council on Foundations that sponsors
conferences for funders, practitioners, and academics concerned
with organizational effectiveness and evaluation.

• The Evaluation Exchange – A newsletter published 
by the Harvard Graduate School of Education that provides 
a national forum for policymakers, funders, practitioners and
evaluators. (www.gse.harvard.edu)

Nonprofit self-assessment 
and planning tools

• The Drucker Foundation Self-Assessment Tool – 
The Peter F. Drucker Foundation for Nonprofit Management’s
mission is to lead social sector organizations toward performance
excellence. The Self-Assessment Tool presents five key questions
for nonprofit assessment and provides guidelines for implement-
ing decisions made in the self-assessment process.
(http://www.pfdf.org/leaderbooks/sat/index.html)

• Innovation Network – The Innovation  Network’s mission
is to build the evaluation and learning capacity of nonprofits. A
web-based “workstation” provides interactive online evaluation
and planning tools. (www.innonet.org)
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