
Project Snapshots: 
 
Project A:  Children Susceptible to Developmental Risk Factors in Washington State 
Services: Strategic Planning, Demographic Profiles & Segmentation 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

1420 Third Avenue, Suite 930 
Seattle, Washington  98101 

tel: 206.523.6683  fax: 866.726.5717 

Situation:  
Demographic and trend 
information was needed on 
at-risk children in 
Washington State to help 
determine strategic goals 
and measures of success 
for a philanthropic early 
learning initiative. 
 
Project Scope: 
Analyze the potential need 
of at-risk children using 
census data and GIS, then 
compare this need to the 
location and capacity of 
existing early learning 
centers. 
 
Results: 
Improved client‟s 
understanding of where to 
direct funding and how 
many children to 
strategically target.  A total 
of 58 (35%) accredited 
early childhood 
centers are located in 
census tracts with high 
childhood-risk scores. 
These centers are in close 
proximity to 53,785 youth, 
or 10% of all youth who live 
in census tracts with high 
concentrations of 
childhood-risk factors 
(536,349 children). 
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Project B:  Projected Total Cost of Program Ownership for Foreign Government [X] 
Services: Program Financing & Sustainability Planning, Impact Modeling and Cost Effectiveness, 

Program Design & Implementation 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Example of a summary designed to help grantees present to foreign governments: 

 

  

Situation:  A philanthropic organization  planned to launch an international public access computing program in libraries, but 
needed to be able to answer a grantee‟s question: “How much will this „free‟ computer cost me?”  Specifically: 

 The  funder and its grantees needed to know how much it would cost to implement and sustain the program 
over time.  

 Grantees needed to be well equipped to demonstrate program costs and benefits to financing partners. 

 Without proactive planning, the funder knew it would have challenges exiting its grants, in part because cost 
sharing by government funding partners was inadequate.  

 The lack of a consistent methodology, framework and language to capture all activities, costs and funding 
sources would handicap project management and hamper funder-grantee communication. 
 

Project Scope: Create an activity-based  cost framework , supported by a financial model, to capture the true cost of 
program  ownership;  help grantees finance, manage and sustain the investment in public access computing over time; 
and provide them with a means to communicate costs and benefits to funding partners.   

 
Results: The total cost of ownership framework and model was successfully launched in seven countries over five 
years and continues to be deployed in additional countries. Partners have committed over $150 million to date to 
implement the program. The framework was well received and enabled grantee teams to mobilize additional financing 
from foreign governments, manage the project, and more effectively communicate with the funder. 
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Project C:  Foundation Grant Risk Assessment   
Services:  Organizational Assessment, Operational Planning & Analysis, Program Risk Analysis 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

# Factor Weight Rationale 

1 Grant dollar amount: 50% of 

program’s annual grant 

commitments average a dollar 

amount between: 

One of 

four: 

Increased dollar amount is 

highly correlated with 

increased complexity and 

risk 

 $0 - $1,000,000 1  

 $1,000,000- $5,000,000 2  

 $5,000,000 - $10,000,000 3  

 More than $10,000,000 4  

2 Annual grant payout: estimated 

as a percentage of total foundation 

payout 

 Self-explanatory; triple 

weighted 

 10% or less 3  

 11% to 25% 6  

 26%+ 9  

3 Grant portfolio volatility. 

Estimated potential fluctuation in 

annual payout: 

One of 

three: 

Internal estimate based on 

strategies and payout trends 

 <less than 10%  1  

 <>11%-25% 2  

 >25%+ 3  

4 Diversification: 80% of program 

payout is accounted for by:  

One of 

three: 

Small concentration of 

grants means less 

diversification and increases 

portfolio risk 

 <less than 10 grants  3  

 <>11-25 grants 2  

 >26+ grants 1  

5 Portfolio grant type: 50%+ of the 

program’s grants are: 

Add each:  

 A. Government (1 if 

state/regional; 2 if national) 

1 or 2 Project opportunity cost; 

higher visibility 

 B. Foreign 1 Increases complexity 

(currency, inflation, etc.) 

 C. Start-up (planning grant) 1 Capacity build necessary 

 D. Cost sharing (partner pays 

for more than 25% of total 

cost) 

1 Less certainty regarding 

revenue streams 

 E. Multiple payments to a 

single grant 

1 Increases portfolio 

complexity.  

 

Situation: 
A philanthropic organization 
needed  a methodology to 
assess grant portfolio risk  
and to determine the 
number of staff to hire  to 
manage that risk. 
 
Project Scope: 
Construct a model to 
analyze the risk profile of the 
organization‟s grant portfolio. 
Assign grants risk levels of 
low, medium or high based 
on certain factors. Project 
how many additional staff 
are necessary to manage 
this risk. 
 
Results: 
This analysis enabled the 
client to justify hiring four 
additional employees. In 
addition, it clarified where 
these new employees should 
focus their time, and what 
criteria the organization should 
use to trigger an internal 
review. 
 

The factors that contribute to a grant‟s risk profile. For example, a larger 
grant is often more complicated for a grantee to implement and 
therefore represents a higher risk to the funder than a smaller grant. 


