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Grantee Perception

Background 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. The purpose
of these surveys is two-fold: to gather data that is broadly useful — forming the basis of research reports such
as Listening to Grantees: What Nonprofits Value in Their Foundation Funders (2004), Foundation
Communications: The Grantee Perspective (2006), and In Search of Impact: Practices and Perceptions in
Foundations’ Provision of Program and Operating Grants to Nonprofits (2006) — and to provide individual
philanthropic funders with Grantee Perception Reports.

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

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

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

- Grantee perceptions must be interpreted in light of the unique strategy of the funder.

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

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

MethOdOIOQy (1 ) Report®

+ The Center for Effective Philanthropy (CEP) has surveyed almost 60,000 grantees of 231 philanthropic
funders since spring 2003. Please see the Appendix for a list of all funders whose grantees CEP has

surveyed.

+ This customized Grantee Perception Report® (GPR) contains data collected over the last three years,
and includes almost 20,000 grantee responses of about 114 philanthropic funders.!

- CEP surveyed 77 fiscal year 2007 grantees of the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation-Medical
Research Program (“DDCF-MRP”) during September and October 2008. CEP received 64
completed responses, a 83 percent response rate. The survey used for the MRP Program is
customized from CEP’s grantee standard survey.

- The average and/or median rating for these respondents is shown throughout this report.
- Grantees submitted responses via mail and the Web.
¢+ DDCF-MRP provided grantee contact information.

+ Selected grantee comments are shown throughout this report. This selection of comments highlights
major themes and reflects trends in the data. These selected comments over-represent negative
comments about DDCF-MRP in order to offer funder leadership a wide range of perspectives.

+ Throughout this report, whenever possible, the average rating for DDCF-MRP responses is compared to
other sources of comparative data gathered by CEP. Comparisons have been made between data from
very similar or identical questions from a survey of DDCF grantees from other programs. Where
guestions were not identical, the differences are noted. The comparisons that are presented in this

report are:

- The ranges of average ratings of grantee responses for the 114 individual foundations whose
grantees CEP has surveyed from 2006 through 2008.

- The average response for DDCF grantees outside the Foundation’s Medical Research Program.
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Grantee Perception

MethOdOIOQy (2) Report®

+ Throughout this report, DDCF average ratings are shown segmented by affiliation based on the type of
award received.!

- Distinguished Clinical Science Award (n=8)>2
- Clinical Scientists Development Award (n=47)?

- Clinical Research Fellowship Program (n=8) 2

- Note: One respondent did not indicate his/her affiliation. The ratings of this respondent are not part
of the awardee breakdown but are included the Foundation’s overall average.
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1: Awardees indicate their affiliation by responding to the question: “Describe the award from the Foundation about which you are responding.”
2: Awardee affiliation data is not shown in the report when fewer than five awardees responded. | © The Center for Effective Philanthropy | 3/18/2009
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Grantee Perception

Key Findings Report®

The Doris Duke Charitable Foundation Medical Research Program (“DDCF-MRP”) is rated highly by
awardees on many measures of this Grantee Perception Report, including their overall satisfaction with their
experience with the Foundation. Awardees perceive the Foundation’s effect on their field very positively,
particularly its impact on physician-scientists and the extent to which awardees believe the Foundation’s
reputation enhances their career advancement or training program. The Foundation’s impact on awardees’
recognition within their institution and field, however, is rated somewhat lower in comparison to these other
field-related measures, but still quite positively overall.

In terms of its impact on the their work, 96 percent of awardees report that they expect to sustain
their work beyond the award period and most say that the Foundation’s award significantly improved their
ability to obtain additional support. Awardees also report an overall shift in the focus of their research after
receiving the award toward translational clinical research. Yet, while there was an overall positive move
toward translational clinical research, the majority of individual respondents do not indicate a shift in their
work.

MRP awardees rate their interactions with the Foundation very positively, including the accessibility
of MRP staff and the helpfulness of MRP staff in answering questions and resolving problems.

DDCF’'s MRP proposal and creation process is more time consuming than that of the median funder
and that of other DDCF programs. It receives somewhat less positive ratings for its transparency, with
awardees frequently asking for greater feedback from reviewers.

Awardees also shared their views on the greatest unmet need in clinical research that could be
addressed by a private foundation. Most responses center on grantmaking practices with 35 percent of
comments specifically requesting that private foundations provide more funding for junior researchers.
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Grantee Perception

Impact on Physician-Scientists Report®

+ DDCF-MRP awardees rate the Foundation’s impact on the support of physician-scientists a 6.7 ona 1to 7
scale where 1=No impact and 7=Significant positive impact.

“Overall, how would you rate the Foundation's impact on the support of physician-scientists?”

Note: Scale
ends at 75%
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Grantee Perception.].ﬂ /

Foundation Reputation Report

+ DDCF-MRP awardees rate the extent to which they believe the Foundation’s reputation enhances their
career advancement or training program a 6.6 on a 1 to 7 scale where 1=Does not enhance advancement
and 7=Significantly enhances advancement.

“To what extent do you believe the Foundation’s reputation “To what extent do you believe the Foundation’s reputation
enhances —Your career advancement?” enhances —Your training program?”
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Distinguished Clinical Science Awardees Clinical Research Fellowship
80% 1 and 80% 1 | Program Awardees
Clinical Scientist Development Awardees
70% - 68% 70%
2 a2
T 60% S 60%
© ]
5 5
Q. 50% - Q. 50% -
4 0
[vd x
T 40% %S 40% 1
o I 5
[T O 30% O 30% 1
L @
Q) 0, 0,
= 20% A 20%
= 13%
= |
o 10% 10% -
Q
e,
E 0% T T T O% T T T T T
= 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
< Does not Significantly Does not Significantly
= enhance enhances enhance enhances
5 advancement advancement program program
© — -
Q Awardee Affiliation Average Rating |
= Overall DDCF-MRP 6.6
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Grantee Perception jﬁ{;&‘

Recognition within the Institution and Field Report” 4/

+ DDCF-MRP awardees rate the Foundation’s impact on their recognition within their institution a 5.9 ona 1 to
7 scale where 1=No impact and 7=Significant positive impact. Awardees rate the Foundation’s impact on
their recognition within their field a 5.3.

“How has receipt of the award from the Foundation impacted  “How has receipt of the award from the Foundation impacted

your recognition within your institution?” your recognition within your field?”
50% - 48% 50% -
Note: Scale Note: Scale
ends at 50% ends at 50%
40% 40% A
a %)
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© % 30% -
S c
S S
) 3
04 14
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1= 1=
8 8
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o o
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No impact Significant No impact Significant
positive impact positive impact
Awardee Affiliation Average Rating on Average Rating on
Recognition in Institution Recognition in Field
Overall DDCF-MRP 5.9 5.3
Distinguished Clinical Science Awardees 5.9 5.8
Clinical Scientist Development Awardees 5.8 5.3
Clinical Research Fellowship Program Awardees 6.6 5.0

Note: Number of respondents = Institution-63, Field-63. | © The Center for Effective Philanthropy | 3/18/2009
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Grantee Perception M

Plans to Sustain Work Report” j/

+ 96% of DDCF-MRP awardees say that they plan to sustain work funded by this award beyond the award
period. DDCF-MRP awardees rate how much the Foundation’s award improves their ability to obtain
additional support for this work a 6.5 on a 1 to 7 scale where 1=Limited improvement and 7=Significant

improvement.
“Do you plan to sustain the work funded by this “How much will the Foundation’s award improve your ability to obtain
award beyond the award period?” additional support for this work?”
Note: Scale
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Grantee Perception /

Basic versus Clinical Research (1) Report

+ Before the award, Distinguished Clinical Science and Clinical Science Development Awardees rate the
extent to which their research focused on basic research vs. translational clinical research a 4.9 on a the on
a 1to 7 scale where 1=All basic research, 4=An even mix, and 7=All clinical translational research.
Awardees rate the extent to which their research will focus on basic vs. translational clinical research a 5.5.

Extent to which research focused (will focus) on basic science research and/or
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ote: >Scale
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Note: Number of respondents = Before-56, Future-56. Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
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Basic versus Clinical Research (2) Report® )

+ DDCF-MRP awardees rate the impact of the Foundation’s award on any shift in their focus from basic
science to translational clinical research a 4.9 on a 1 to 7 scale where 1=No impact and 7=Significant
positive impact. 34% of MRP awardees report no shift in their research focus, however.

“What impact did the Foundation’s award have on any shift in your focus from basic science research

Note: Scale to translational clinical research?”
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Grantee Perception /|
Report®

Satisfaction

+ DDCF-MRP awardees rate their overall satisfaction with their experience with the Foundation a 6.5 on a 1 to
7 scale where 1=Very dissatisfied and 7=Extremely satisfied.

“Overall, how satisfied are you with your experience with the Foundation?”
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Grantee Perception M

Accessibility vepor A

+ DDCF-MRP awardees rate the accessibility of MRP staff to awardees a 6.5 on a 1 to 7 scale where 1=Very
difficult to access and 7=Very accessible.

“How accessible do you believe MRP staff is to awardees?”

Note: Scale
ends at 75%
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Answering Questions and Solving Problems

Grantee Perceptionf”“”‘
Report® ¢

+ DDCF-MRP awardees rate the helpfulness of MRP staff in answering questions and resolving problems a

6.2 on a 1 to 7 scale where 1=Not at all helpful and 7=Extremely helpful.

“How helpful do you believe MRP staff is to awardees in answering questions and resolving problems?”

Note: Scale
ends at 75%

70% A

Awardee Average
. Affiliation MRP
60% 1 Rating
Overall DDCF-MRP 6.2
Distinguished Clinical Science 6.0
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0% T T

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at Extremely
all helpful

helpful

Note: Number of respondents = MRP-59. Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
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Grantee Perception

Comments Report®

Selected Comments on the quality of MRP’s operations, processes, interactions and communications:

General Satisfaction with MRP:
+“QOutstanding in all respects.”
+“Outstanding, even exemplary. All foundations should emulate this model.”

Interactions with MRP staff:
+“Communications with MRP staff have always been prompt, efficient, and helpful.”
+“The program officers of the Foundation...are top quality persons dedicated to the awardees' success.”

+“When needed (only 3-4 times in my case), the staff has consistently been efficient and prompt in responding to
requests.”

+“Responsive to my inquiries and needs as a junior investigator/awardee. Interactions [are] helpful.”

+“Very good, but it was sometimes difficult to correspond with [my] program officer given high turnover.”

MRP Processes:
+“Sometimes the reporting mechanisms and questions are a bit redundant and belabored.”

+“They are also flexible with grant management, which is a big plus, as medical research runs best with an
appreciation that original budgets may require changes over time.”

+“MRP's operation are clear and simple, processes fast.”
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Grantee Perception /

Communication of Goals and Strategy Report®

+ DDCF-MRP awardees rate the Foundation’s clarity of communications of its goals and strategy a6.2 ona 1
to 7 scale where 1=Not at all clearly and 7=Extremely clearly.

“How clearly has the Medical Research Program (MRP) communicated its goals and strategy to you?”
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Note: Scale
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&J Development Awardees
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Note: Number of respondents = 64. Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. | © The Center for Effective Philanthropy | 3/18/2009
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Communications Resources Report ,//

The largest proportion of DDCF-MRP awardees report using the Foundation’s website and RFP program
announcement to learn about the Foundation. They rate the individual communications with MRP staff

as the most helpful communication resource.

Usage and Helpfulness of Communications Resources Extremely
i helpful
100% -
80% -
Percent of All Av?rage
Respondents Rating of
(Bars) Those That
60% - Used
Resources
(Symbols)
40%
20% -
Not at
0% A = — L1 all helpful
Website RFP/Program Email Indwujual_ SC|eqt|f|c
Announcement Notifications Cor?]mumcgtl(;p Meetings
with MRP Sta
Written Communications Personal Communications
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Grantee Perceptionf”“”‘

Award Selection Report®

+ DDCF-MRP awardees rate the transparency of the peer-review selection process a 5.1 ona 1 to 7 scale
where 1=Not at all transparent and 7=Completely transparent.

Note: Scale “How transparent was the peer-review selection Selected Comments on the Peer-Review
ends at 50% process for your award?” Selection Process:
50% -~ . .
+“| think the process was fair and the
reviews/decision were timely.”
Awardee Average +“l did not receive the comments from the reviewers.
Affiliation Ratin i ~ati
- However,in case of & negative resul, i mportan
Distinguished Clinical s7% =h g ! P
Science Awardees 5.5 to receive the comments from the reviewers to
Clinical Scientist 5.0 modify the grant for other applications.”
i Development Awardees ) o h | h htful
S 3% { [ Clinical Research Fellowship ) Comments on t" e grant proposal were thoughtfu
- = Program Awardees ' and encouraging.
B O : .
= I +“|t would have been nice to have peer-review
> I critiques so that | could understand what portions of
E 5 my proposal needed to be strengthened.”
I B +“It was fair and reasonable, but quite onerous,
o g involving 3 steps, including a cross-country flight for
g o an in-person interview.”
% +“The selection process is slightly opaque.”
3
2
o
=
&
O] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

= Not at all Completely

> transparent transparent

25
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Proposal Creation and Award Process — Administrative Time (1§ revor 4

At the median, the number of hours of administrative time spent by DDCF-MRP awardees on proposal creation and the

award process is:
* greater than the time spent by the median DDCF grantee
* greater than the time spent by grantees of the median funder

Median Administrative Hours Spent by Grantees on Proposal and Award Process
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()]
(&)
o 1-9
[a
I=
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< DDCF-MRP DDCF Other Average of all
; Programs Funders

Median Hours 80 50 20
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Proposal Creation and Award Process — Administrative Time (3] Feor” 4

Median Administrative Hours Spent by Grantees on Proposal and Award Process
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<
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(@]
o 19
= 30-39
S 0% - va— . . — .
(D_ Distinguished Clinical Scientist Clinical Research
= Clinical Science Development Fellowship
> Award Award Program
Median Hours 63 80 45
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Reporting and Evaluation

+ 56% of DDCF-MRP awardees have participated in the reporting/evaluation process. DDCF-MRP awardees
who have participated in the reporting process rate the clarity of the Foundation’s reporting requirements a
5.7 on a 1to 7 scale where 1=Not at all clear and 7=Extremely clear.

“Have you participated in a
reporting/evaluation process?”

100% -

| don’t know
(8%)

80% -

60% -

40% A

Percent of Respondents

Yes (56%)

20% -

0% -

DDCF-MRP

Awardee o

Affiliation o6
Overall DDCF-MRP 56%
D|§t|nQU|shed Clinical 889%
Science Awardees
Clinical Scientist

0,

Development Awardees 49%
Clinical Research Fellowship 7506

Program Awardees

Note: Number of respondents = 64.

Grantee Perception jﬁ{;&‘

Report® /jﬁﬁ

“Prior to starting the reporting process, how clear were the Foundation’s
reporting requirements?”

Note: Scale
ends at 50%

50% -

40% -

Percent of Respondents

10% A

0%

30% -

20% -

Program Awardees

Awardee Average

Affiliation Rating |
Overall DDCF-MRP 5.7
Distinguished Clinical 52
Science Awardees '
Clinical Scientist 56
Development Awardees '
Clinical Research Fellowship 6.5

1
Not at all
clear

Note: Number of respondents = 35.

37%

31%

Extremely
clear
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Reporting and Evaluation — Administrative Time Report®

At the median, the number of hours of administrative time spent by DDCF-MRP awardees on Foundation-required

progress reporting per reporting period is:
* similar to the time spent by the median DDCF grantee
* greater than the time spent by grantees of the median funder

Median Administrative Hours Spent on Foundation-required Progress Reporting Per Reporting Period

50-99 hours

40-49 hours
30-39 hours

80% -

20-29 hours

60% -

40% A

Fewer than 10
hours

Percent of Respondents

20% -

O% T T 1
DDCF-MRP DDCF Other Average of all

Programs Funders
Median Hours 10 10 7
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Grantee Perception

Reporting and Evaluation — Administrative Time (2) Report®

Median Administrative Hours Spent on Foundation-required Progress Reporting Per Reporting Period

100% -
20-29 hours
80%

12]

c

L 60w -
[ c
S o
b x
= (0]
0 xx
£ o
= - 4
£ = 40%
b )
g g Fewer than 10
© a hours
(7]
3
8 20% -
(&]
o
o
c
®
O 0% —— . . -
= Distinguished Clinical Scientist Clinical Research
> Clinical Science Development Fellowship

Award Award Program
Median Hours 9 8 19
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Suggestions for Improvement Reports

Awardees were asked to provide suggestions for ways DDCF could improve. CEP characterized
the 35 suggestions provided by DDCF-MRP awardees into common themes.

Topics of Awardee Suggestions

100% -
*“Presentations at meetings are too frequent; [it is] not realistic to expect major advances in a project yearly.”
« “| think some greater effort could be made to identify important health services/epi/policy research and connect that with
% basic science research.”
O *“| would suggest select themes be emphasized for conferences and perhaps small educational workshops on translational
research to Tacilitate new discovery for current and previous awardees.
%J ht litat d f t and dees.”
N 80% - * “The midpoint review was really complicated on our end since the year/pay schedule/review cycle didn't match evenly. My
o L/O\ Evaluation accounting office just couldn't figure it out and took a lot of back and forth to be sure we were reporting the correct numbers.”
8 (I? « “More streamlined annual report structure.”
8 Z » “More meetings with awardees.”
N
4 « “More regular interactions with program officer.”
(72}
8 g Interactions » “More communication between program directors about best practices would help to improve programs.”
c A7 60% - * “Communication with awardees twice yearly about their progress/needs. Assignment of a national mentor to awardees
6 ) with expected regular contact.
o g
b o] g’ « “For junior faculty funding should be for a longer time and higher amount.”
= (0))] « “| think that the extension of the grant to 5 years could really make a significant impact when the goal of the project is a
o d
it y— Increase grant phase 1 clinical trial (from the preclinical phase to the initiation of the trla%."
GC) S Iength F1'IVI cl)[)ly suggestions would be to figure out a way to increase the length of the award period. More funding will also be
c elptul.
S
) 8 40% A » “The duration of the Clinical Scientist Development Award is a little too short at 3 years. A slightly longer grant such as
8 B 4 or 5 years would be very helpful to facilitate transition to the next level of grant funding.”
5_ o « “A simpler (not 3-step) application process would be helpful. (This may already have been implemented.)”
e « “l do_not think that the Foundation has an idea how difficult the administration of this grant is from a financial standpoint. The
—_ provision of mechanisms to inject a measure of flexibility (e.g. to request additional funds) for students for whom partial
5 Selection support is available could permit substantial leveraging Tor additional students.”
"; *“My one suggestion would be to provide critiques of the applications.”
g 20% *“| would suggest the application process consider the board certification of the applicants in the future competition.”
» * “The fact that we can not use DDCF funds to perform experiments using animal models limits the scope of the research that we
% are able to do. It would be helpful if we were able to use all of the tools at our disposal.”
(@) Limitations on *“Limiting research to exclude animal models may not be fruitful in the long run.”
(?) Funding Uses (-j“To be honest, there are so many restrictions put on by this Foundation, it becomes somewhat difficult for innovative work to be
one
5 « “Less tight budgetary requirements that dictate how the funds can be used.”
0%

w
N
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Clinical Research Needs Report®

Awardees were asked to provide what they believe to be the greatest unmet need in clinical
research that could be addressed by a private foundation. CEP characterized the 43 answers
provided by DDCF awardees into common themes.

Topics of Awardee Answers

100% - . )

« “Reproductive health topics.”

* “High risk innovative clinical research.”

* “We need to focus the best minds with the most rigorous creative scientific aﬁ)roaches on clinical problems....Despite
2] the national discussion of clinical / translational gap, organizations like the HHMI continue to lavish all support on the
8 most basic scientists....Something to raise awareness.
() ; ; ; « “Foster increased access to patient samples; improve sharing of clinical data. These steps may improve participation
Z Sharing of information _ _ by scientists with basic e_xpe_rtl_%g in (_:Imigar_l)s_tu_digsg”_ o _g_ Ml __ _p_ _ _y_ _p_ _ _p_ _ _p_ ___

0 4 . . . . . .
% 80% Translational « “Recognition of unique challenges in translational research in the promotion process.”
T — research _ - = Translational research. The current focus of the Foundation seems very appropriate.” _ _ __ _ _ _ _________
) @ . « “Taking on projects aimed at diseases of the developing world.”
0 Y International research g on projec , , ping , o o
Dq:) = « “l would choose international translational research, and | am happy to see DDCF increasingly interested in this area.”
[ 1

< . « “Support for high risk basic research with potential high impact on clinical care.”
) & Scope of funding upe o T P gn Impacton ¢ \
= g 60% - « “Perhaps helping physician-scientists earn Masters Degrees in clinical research.
O N B
- é « “Bridge funding used to support successful established faculty between grants.”
% "'5 « “Ongoing support for DDCF fellows as they progress through their career.”
= = : « “Offering exploratory grants with a quick review process that would allow for follow-up higher risk ideas....This would
GC) % Funding (I_ength: type, be espec(T]aIIy important for translational research as the methodologies in this field move fast.”
e o 0 Slze) « “Additional research funding.”
q>_) & 40% 4 « “Funding of senior investigators with a great track record beyond DCSA (or at least chance at renewal every 5 years).”
(@)
(S R, e . wm wm w— w—————————————————————————————————————— e e e
o « “Funding for junior and mid-career investigators.”
§ « “| think funding the transition years during which a physician scientist is moving from a mentored position to running an
. independent lab are critical.”
2 « “Funding difficulties for junior clinical physician-scientists.”
8 o « “Training the next generation of scientists. Some sort of bridge funding for mid-level scientists is very much needed at
o) 20% - Funding for iuni the moment and is a place the Foundation could be helpful with.”
7] Clakellrie] Lo JATATIENS *“To sup{)ort your|1_? innovative physician-scientist investigators in their early career stage, when it is extremely difficult
Iob) researchers for them to get NIH funding with limited preliminary data, DDCF is one of thé leading private foundations who
(@) emphasizes this.”
? » “There continues to be a significant lack of resources for young/junior researchers engaged in clinical translational
0p} research.”
><- « “Support for early and mid-level career physician-scientists.”
- 0% » “Support for junior faculty prior to the first RO1 or prior to first renewal, a very vulnerable period.”

w
w
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Grantee Perception

Analysis and Discussion (1) Report

Impact on Awardees’ Work

+ Awardees were asked before and after the award to what extent their research focused on basic research
versus translational clinical research, from 1 to 7 where 1=All basic research, 4=An even mix, and 7=All
translational clinical research. Before the award, 41 percent of awardees rated themselves at a 6 or 7 on that
scale. After the award 53 percent rated a 6 or 7. On average, awardees rated 0.6 points higher on their
research focus, toward translational clinical research, after receiving the award.

+ However, while there was a positive shift toward translational clinical research overall, 34 of the 61
respondents to the questions report no shift on the scale and two moved back toward basic research. Only 8
awardees moved more than a point toward translational clinical research.

+ One quarter of MRP awardees report that before the grant their research was already all translational clinical
research.

+ On the question of what impact the Foundation’s award had on any shift from basic to translational clinical
research, 28 percent of awardees who report a shift in their work rate a 7, significant impact. 63 percent rate
the Foundation above the midpoint on the scale.

- How core to the DDCF-MRP strategy is seeing a shift in the focus of its awardees toward translational
clinical research after receiving a DDCF award?

* Is the Foundation satisfied with the extent of the shift that awardees are reporting?

* If not, how can the selection process be adjusted to target applicants that will make the shift from
basic to translational research to a greater extent?

Impact on Awardees’ Fields

+ While DDCF-MRP awardees rate the Foundation’s impact on the support of physician-scientists and the
extent to which the Foundation’s reputation enhances their career or training program very positively, they
rate the impact that the award has made on their recognition in the field somewhat lower.

- What level of impact does the Foundation hope to be making on awardees recognition in the field? What
steps could the Foundation take to increase the level of recognition associated with the award?
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Analysis and Discussion (2) Report

Interactions: MRP

+ MRP awardees rate the accessibility and helpfulness of MRP staff very highly, close to the top of the scale. They
comment that staff is “responsive,” “friendly,” “professional,” and “effective.” In suggestions for improvement, some
awardees ask for more frequent interaction with the Foundation.

Proposal/Creation Process

+ MRP awardees rate the transparency of the peer-review selection process a 5.1 on a 1-7 scale (1=Not at all
transparent and 7=Completely transparent). Awardees comment that they would appreciate feedback about their
proposal and/or a chance to see the comments from reviewers.

+ At the median, DDCF-MRP awardees spend 80 hours on the proposal creation and award process compared to
50 hours spend by DDCF grantees in other programs and 20 hours at the median funder. Grantees comment that

the process is “difficult” and could be “simpler.”
- Can the Foundation provide reviewer comments or feedback of some kind on awardees’ proposals?
- How can the Foundation simplify and streamline the proposal/creation process without sacrificing what is
most important to the Foundation?
* Why is the MRP proposal and creation process more time consuming than that of other DDCF
programs?
» Do repeat awardees have a shorter/simpler proposal process? If not, can they?
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Grantee Perception

Position of Respondents Report®

Position of Survey Respondents

RO instructor
80% -

) 0

c Assistant

% Professor

c 60% -
S
2 .
o
S o
o § 40% -
©
i) o Associate
2 Professor
S
< 20%
> 0
£
';‘é Full Professor
=
€
©
O 0% . . — . . .
< DDCF-MRP Distinguished Clinical Scientist Clinical Research

Clinical Science Development Fellowship
Award Award Program

wW
(o]

Note: Number of respondents = 64 | © The Center for Effective Philanthropy | 3/18/2009




- Grantee Perception / //
Award Period Report j/

“In what period did you receive your active award?”

100% -~

Awardee % 2004 % 2005
Affiliation or earlier or later
(81%) Distinguished Clinical Science
80% - Awardees 38% 62%
Clinical Scientist Development 204 98%
Awardees
Clinical Research Fellowship 100% 0%
Program Awardees

60% -

Awardees that report receiving funding in 2004 or
earlier rate the Foundation higher on the clarity of
communications of its goals and strategy (6.6
average compared to 6.1.1

40%

Percent of Respondents

(19%)

20%

0% - .
2004 or earlier 2005 or later

A. Grantmaking/Awardee Characteristics

39 Note: Number of respondents = 64.

1. Differences noted are statistically significant at a 90% confidence level. | © The Center for Effective Philanthropy | 3/18/2009



Grantee Perception

Race/Ethnicity of Respondents (1) Report

Race/Ethnicity of Survey Respondents
Other
Pacific Islander

100% -
S American Indian/
Asian (incl. Indian subcont.) Alaska Native
Hispanic/Latino Multi-racial
African-American/Black
80% -

i

c

()
M S 60% -
S I
o
o o
S
© = Caucasian/White
= G 40% -
©
5 a
1=
()
Z
S 20% -
c
S
@®
£
c
©
O 0% . . .
< DDCF-MRP DDCF Other Average of all

Programs Funders

40
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Gender of Respondents (1) Report”

Gender of Survey Respondents

100% -
80% -
12)
[
(3]
w 2 60% -
O 2
7 [
5 04
S ©
o § 40% -
©
D a
©
S
< 20% 4
c
£ Female
£
c
©
O 0% . . .
< DDCF-MRP DDCF Other Average of all

Programs Funders

1N
=

Note: Number of respondents = 63. | © The Center for Effective Philanthropy | 3/18/2009
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Grantee Perception

About the Center for Effective Philanthropy (CEP) Report®

Mission

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

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 Fundel’s Report®

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:

The David and Lucile Packard
Foundation

Bill & Melinda Gates

Foundation b|Ue @ Of Colifornic Charles Stewart Mort Foundarion

EdﬂaMCCOHHEII the I]i:l['.!.-l-“i-]i"\'illlt" f 'IL.;I'.ElC;l:..' mn § MOO

Clar FOUNDATION

\ L

]_. U M l N A ] Robert Wood Johnson Foundation

Founpation ror Epvcation e margueritecasey foundation

Rockefeller STUART FOUNDATION THE WILLIAM
Brothers Fund SURDNA AND FLORA HEWLETT
Prilanthropy for an intsrdepandant Ward IHYESTING IH CHILDREN & YOUTH FDUNDAT'ON FOUNDA'I'ION
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Grantee Perception

CEP Research Report®

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:

e Overall Performance Assessment

Funder Strategy

Funder Governance

Funder-Grantee Relationships

Managing Operations
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Grantee Perception

CEP Assessment Tools Report®

CEP provides philanthropic funder leaders with assessment tools — utilizing comparative data — that inform
performance assessment:

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 declined grant applicants

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’ 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 processing 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 results and data from all of CEP’s assessment tools into key findings,
implications, and recommended action steps for greater effectiveness
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Contact Information Report®

¢ This report was produced for Doris Duke Charitable Foundation by the Center for
Effective Philanthropy in January, 20009.

+ Please contact CEP if you have any questions:
- Kevin Bolduc, Vice President, Assessment Tools
617-492-0800 ext. 202
kevinb@effectivephilanthropy.org

- Kate Valente, Research Analyst
617-492-0800 ext. 240
katev@effectivephilanthropy.org
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