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Introduction 
In an uncertain economic environment, community foundations face questions such as: 
 

• When might the foundation’s assets return to pre-recession levels? 
• What level of grantmaking can we expect in the next few years? 
• What happens to our economics if donors behave in different ways?  
• What is the gap in operating revenues we are facing in future years? 
• Will we have enough operating cash or are further budget cuts needed?  

 

The Economic Scenario Planning (ESP) model (“stress test”) helps community 
foundations answer these questions.  
 
The ESP model is designed to help community foundations of any size and shape create five-year forecasts and plan 
for multiple scenarios. Community foundations using the model cite important benefits, often revising goals or 
making operating model changes as a result.  
 
 

The stories that follow demonstrate how using the ESP model helps to:  
• Integrate perspectives to create a common plan.  

Take a foundation-wide view – combine revenue forecasts, grantmaking, and 
development goals. 

• Provide a reality check for future goals.  
Test future strategic goals alongside their economic reality. 

• Structure a process to facilitate board discussions about the future.  
Inform discussions about the implications of future scenarios.  

• Catalyze a new call to action.  
Energize a commitment to actionable goals. 

• Track progress towards goals.  
Provide metrics and a tool to gauge performance and adjust targets as needed. 

 

 
Stories from five different community foundations highlight differences in motivations for 
using the model, the way they see the future, and the decisions they are making. 
However, one benefit is common throughout – having a picture of the future 
grounded in data helps them create or change the dialogue about what defines 
sustainability for their foundation in the months and years to come. 
 

Background 
The Council on Foundations’ Community Foundations Leadership Team (CFLT) commissioned CF Insights and 
FSG Social Impact Advisors to create the ESP model as a forecasting tool in response to the economic uncertainty 
of 2008 and 2009.  
 
Though developed in August 2009 to help community foundations understand the implications of the market 
downturn, the model can be used in any economic environment. The model is a helpful resource in a world where 
the future is always uncertain, regardless of the economic climate. Visit www.cfinsights.org for more information. 
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Lessons from the Field 
Five foundations across the country ranging in assets from $28M to $117M shared stories about using the ESP 
Model. These foundations include:  

 

As you’ll read in individual stories, the foundations had different approaches to forecasting, but many benefits were 
experienced by all.  

 

1. Integrating Perspectives to Create a Common Plan 
The forecasting exercise provides a common long-term view of the entire foundation, a perspective that is broader 
than typical for annual budgeting or planning processes. The economic crisis challenged assumptions for growth, 
investment performance, grantmaking, and operational expansion previously built into budgets and plans. The ESP 
Model provides a means to test the connections between a recalibrated set of goals and strategies. 

 
Users of the ESP Model not only studied past trends in every area of their foundation, but took a foundation-wide 
planning approach, integrating revenue forecasting, grantmaking planning and donor behavior analysis. Debbie 
Gaffney, CFO at the Community Foundation Serving Boulder County, says,  

 
“The ESP Model helped me forecast on a foundation-wide basis rather than just from an 
operations perspective. It helps you understand what happens at the fund level and 
then build it from the ground up.”  
 

Looking 
Forward

Looking 
Back

How do budgeting, investment management, grantmaking and 
development perspectives connect?

Community Foundation for 
Palm Beach & Martin Counties 

(FL)

Assets and Year Founded: 
$113M (1972)
Interviewees:
Leslie Lilly, President & CEO
Gloria Ortega Rex, VP - Finance 
& Admin

San Luis Obispo County 
Community Foundation (CA)

Assets and Year Founded: 
$28M (1998)
Interviewee:
Barry VanderKelen, Executive 
Director

The Community Foundation 
Serving Boulder County (CO)

Assets and Year Founded: 
$30M (1991)
Interviewees:
Debbie Gaffney, CFO
Chris Barge, Director -
Philanthropic Svcs

Coastal Community 
Foundation of South Carolina 

(SC)

Assets and Year Founded: 
$117M (1974)
Interviewee:
Brian Hussain, VP of Finance

The Community Foundation of 
Shreveport-Bossier (LA)

Assets and Year Founded: 
$68M (1961)
Interviewee:
Paige Carlisle, Director of 
Finance
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5-Year 
Goals

Today

What do we need to achieve in the next five years? What 
assumptions are our long-term aspirations built upon?

 
 
 
By combining a traditional “backwards-looking” view with future forecasts, foundations uncover new insights to 
help plan for a sustainable future. Brian Hussain, VP of Finance at the Coastal Community Foundation of South 
Carolina, gained insights about the gap between gifts to and grants from his foundation: 
 

“We touted every year how our contributions were increasing, but we didn’t study how 
grants were up too! We needed to look at this trend between gifts and grants to 
understand the impact on our economics.”  
 
Looking to the future with a more comprehensive view of the foundation was a mark of success in these 
foundations. 

 

2. Providing a Reality Check for Future Goals 
In addition to a more comprehensive view of the dynamics affecting the foundation’s business model, the process 
also quantifies and grounds future goals in data. Often strategy and economics are considered separately; however, 
the ESP Model provides the means to test future strategic goals alongside economic reality. Barry VanderKelen of 
the San Luis Obispo County Community Foundation noted the value of this, saying: 
 

“We wanted to match our mission with our economic reality. It made us think about our 
growth trajectory.”  
 
Taking action, VanderKelen made a list of what the foundation hoped to accomplish in the next five years, then 
worked backwards to figure out the implications of revenue required to meet these goals. 
 
Likewise, the Community Foundation Serving Boulder County is using the model in conjunction with its strategic 
planning efforts. Chris Barge, Director of Philanthropic Services, notes:  

 

“The model grounded us from wishful thinking. We were coming to the end of a 5 year 
strategic plan with a $50M endowment goal. With the market downturn, we slid from 
$40M to $30M. This exercise helped us appreciate how hard it was to reach the $50M 
goal.” 

 

After seeing these economic realities, these foundations are setting more realistic goals with better insight and 
clarity into what will be required to accomplish them. 

 

3. Structuring a Process to Facilitate Board Discussions about the Future 
The ESP Model provides a format and forum to catalyze conversations about future scenarios. For the foundations 
interviewed, the messages and methods of delivery varied, but the outcome was the same: the model helped get 
everyone on the same page about the need to think about the future. Barry VanderKelen describes his experience 
with his board:  
 



 6 

“We had the scenarios on the projector at our board planning meeting and made real-
time adjustments. That way we could see the impact of our actions. We had to assess 
our goals with real-time economic data in front of us.” 
 
In another approach, the Community Foundation for Palm Beach and Martin Counties created distinct scenarios for 
its board, highlighting the implications of assumptions in each forecast for fee revenue, operating expenses, and the 
overall impact on the administrative endowment. 

 
While foundations presented optimistic, pessimistic and more middle-of-the-road “expected” scenarios, the 
“expected” was often the centerpiece of most discussions. With a strong grounding in the quantitative data provided 
by the model, boards were confident that they should work towards a single “expected” scenario, providing 
guidance on the issues to address as the foundation pursues that path. The more optimistic and pessimistic views 
help to highlight the sensitivities of future goals to changes in variables like donor giving patterns or investment 
returns, deepening the foundations’ understanding of how future goals may need to be recalibrated with changing 
circumstances. 

 

4. Catalyzing a New Call to Action 
Scenario outcomes are creating a sense of urgency and call to action around key goals for each foundation. As Leslie 
Lilly of the Community Foundation for Palm Beach and Martin Counties describes, the tool came at an opportune 
time:  

 

“Forecasting gave us an urgency to get started thinking about future sustainability. If we 
had let this simmer for 5 years, we’d wind up somewhere we don’t want to be! We need 
to start thinking about this now.” 
 
At San Luis Obispo County, the board felt increased urgency around fundraising after seeing the required revenue 
necessary to accomplish their strategic goals. Similarly, Boulder County developed a sustainability index to analyze 
what percent of their budget was covered by fees and other revenue sources, highlighting additional advocacy efforts 
requiring more operating support. 

 
And in the case of Palm Beach and Martin Counties, the work of existing staff and board committees was refocused 
as a result of learnings from the ESP model. Leslie Lilly describes this movement toward new action:  

 

“Previously, our various committees had some ideas, but there was never an overall 
discussion where everyone can put their arms around it. This was a watershed moment 
when we brought it all together.”  
 
Overall, the model helped focus the foundations on actionable goals that were supported by a realistic picture of the 
operating context.  

 

5. Tracking Progress Toward Goals 
Not only are foundations re-focused on realistic goals, they are also integrating the ESP Model into their annual 
budgeting and planning cycle. They are committed to measuring their progress towards realistic, quantifiable goals. 
 
The five stories that follow share more detail about each foundation’s experience of using the ESP model; the “word 
cloud” for each is a graphical representation of the benefits each community foundation cited in discussing the 
scenario planning process. The stories are followed by overall best practices and next steps. 
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Why did you use the model? • To complement a strategic planning process  

• To reassess growth goals set 5 years ago 

• How to take a “foundation-wide” approach to 
forecasting, beyond just operations 

• Weakness in operating model: inability to raise direct 
operating revenue through grants 

• Prioritizing fundraising goals – making them more 
realistic and strategic, rather than just choosing a target – 
to develop a more sustainable path to growth 

• Implementing a sustainability index for budget analysis 
that illustrates sources of revenue needed to take on new 
initiatives  

Stories from the Field 
 

The Community Foundation for Palm Beach and Martin Counties 

Moving beyond basic budgeting to new levels of communication and committee cohesiveness 

 

The Community Foundation Serving Boulder County 
Grounding future growth goals in data

Why did you use the model? 
 

What do you now understand 
about your operating model? 

 

What changes were made as 
a result of using the model? 

 

• To enhance budgeting to include strategies beyond 1 
year 

• To communicate the importance of long-term planning to 

the board during leadership transition 

• The quantitative impact across all areas of the foundation 
of “what might be coming down the road” 

• Weakness of operating model: fee dependence 

• Created urgency around sustainability planning – got the 
board’s attention and re-energized committees to put 
together plans of action 

• Re-thinking fees and evaluating new revenue sources, 
including partnerships with private foundations, 
fundraising events  

What do you now understand 
about your operating model? 

What changes were made as a 
result of using the model? 

We went back five years, so we created a continuum that showed 
shortcomings in our model and it illuminated the fact that we could 
not keep doing business this way in this economy. - Leslie Lilly 

 

We have a dependence on fees. Our plan of action is to be 
conservative on expenses and fundraise additional dollars 
so we don’t erode our unrestricted funds. - Leslie Lilly 

 

We are building in better and more transformational ways of 
doing our work. It’s better than clamoring to just get anything. 
We are looking at our unrestricted funds, endowment, 
advocacy and more than just grant making. - Chris Barge 

 

We had always assumed we would grow, and then the world 
was on its head! Now we are in this boom/bust economy and 
we had to know the firm ground we’d be on moving forward. - 
Chris Barge 
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Why did you use the model? 

What do you now understand 
about your operating model? 

• To take a ‘forward-looking’ rather than ‘backward- 
looking’ approach to forecasting to gauge implications of 
future goals on operations 

• Weakness in operating model: the need for endowment 

• The type of growth to pursue – types of assets and funds 

• The ability to ‘stretch’ a little farther than they thought 
for the status-quo, though the foundation would need 
new sources of revenue for new initiatives or goals 

• Committees re-energized to re-assess growth goals and 
future paths for growth based on economic realities 

• Greater board involvement in pursuing fundraising goals 

Why did you use the model? 

What do you now understand 
about your operating model? 

What changes were made as 
a result of using the model? 

• To formalize long-term budgeting and then communicate 
results foundation-wide 

• Insights about past trends, such as the gap between 
giving to and granting from the foundation 

• Implications of optimistic, pessimistic and expected 
market returns on revenues and the accompanying 
expense reductions needed 

• Revised budget to maintain a three year reserve 

• Changed annual budgeting process to incorporate annual 
scenario planning  

San Luis Obispo County Community Foundation 
Matching Foundation goals with economics 

 
 Coastal Community Foundation of South Carolina 

Formalizing the budget-planning process to take a long-term view 
 

 

What changes were made as a 
result of using the model? 

I started with what we wanted to accomplish, then we worked to 
figure out how much it will cost and what it meant in terms of 
the revenue side. How aggressive do we need to be in our 
investments and in our fundraising? - Barry VanderKelen 

It helped us focus on the long term financial benefit for 
different kinds of growth. It helped us understand (1) what 
kind of assets we need and (2) what kind of activities we 
should spend our time on. - Barry VanderKelen 

 

We have a small reserve and once it hits zero, we’d 
have to cut staff. So we built a budget that would give 
us a 3 year reserve when assuming the worst case 
scenario. - Brian Hussain 
 

We are actually going to take five months to go 
through the budget planning process, as we think 
scenario planning is so important. - Brian Hussain 
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Why did you use the model? 

What do you now understand 
about your operating model? 

What changes were made as 
a result of using the model? 

• To provide the board with an analytical view of the next 
five years 

• To test change in fees from 0.9% to 1% 

• 12 quarter rolling average for spending policy and fee 
calculation offers sufficient smoothing to help ride out 
the economic crisis  

• Greater clarity about the diversity of funds managed and 
the variance in work required 

• Not currently raising fees, as some unique things such as 
large new funds helped weather the storm 

• Started conversations about the economic viability of the 
various fund types offered 

 
The Community Foundation of Shreveport-Bossier 

Testing fee changes relative to the big picture 
 

 

 

 

Do we really want to create more pass through funds? 
Realistically, we may not know if our ways in the past are really a 
good idea or not. This opened doors to those conversations. - 
Paige Carlisle  
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Best Practices 
 
In addition to the larger lessons learned, interviews with the foundations completing the ESP Model also illuminated 
several best practices. 

 

• Conducting due diligence on model inputs 
 
 All of these foundations invested time in gathering detailed historical data to make forecasts accurate. This 

exercise also helped to identify trends in the foundation that may have been overlooked in the past. One 
foundation used their investment consultant to help determine appropriate market forecasts, which gained 
credibility with their board. Lastly, these foundations had clear forecasting approaches and didn’t use too 
many change factors to easily isolate what is impacting sustainability.  

 

• Finding the right level of Board presentation & involvement 
 
 Some foundations opted to only present the expected scenario to their boards, while others involved the 

board directly in the forecasting exercise. All of these foundations had a clear approach as how to best 
communicate the forecast results to their board, which led to action around necessary changes. 

 

• Involving all departments and many staff 
 
 Taking a foundation-wide approach to forecasting meant many departments and staff were involved. This 

also created buy-in around changes to be implemented. 

 

• Sharing with and learning from peers 
 
 No one has all of the answers, but your peers can be a sounding board to test new ideas. All of the 

foundations featured in this article participated in some kind of peer learning, which provided credibility in 
their forecasts and interpretations. 

 

• Always keeping the big picture in mind 
 
 As noted at the beginning of this article, all of these foundations decided to use the ESP Model for different 

reasons. But they all had the longer-term big picture at the forefront of their approach. Whether it is 
modeling strategic goals, determining what business to be in, or testing a new revenue mix, all of these 
foundations were matching their mission to economic realities. 
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Downloadable ESP Tool-Kit Components

Pre-Populated Model: ESP model with illustrative data so you can see what the model 
looks like when completed 

Pre-Populated Presentation: ESP presentation with illustrative data so you can see how 
the model translates into findings

User Guide: Detailed step-by-step guide for using the model, thinking about forecasting, 
and approaching the presentation

Blank Model: ESP model template that you can use to create three five-year forecasts for 
your foundation

Blank Presentation: ESP presentation that you can use to present your findings to your 
stakeholders
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While Our Expected Scenario Implies Assets of $44 Million in 2013, 

This Figure Could Range from $38 Million to $46 Million

Alternate Scenarios

Assets

36,976 36,798

3 8,0 56

3 9,940

41,981

44 ,1 60

38 ,12 1

39,843

41,876

44 ,04 9

4 6,361

36 ,13 7 36,066
36,814

37 ,62 7

3 8,481

$3 0,000K

$3 5,000K

$4 0,000K

$4 5,000K

$5 0,000K

200 8 2 009 2010 201 1 2 012 2013

Expe cted Optimistic Pess imistic

Sample Foundation | Expected His toric al Projected

($  in t housands) Dec 31, 2008 Dec 31,  2009 Dec 31, 2010 Dec 31,  2011 Dec  31, 2012 Dec 31, 2013

Small $1,440 $1,434 $1,482 $1,556 $1,637 $1,722

Medium $6,080 $6,028 $6,228 $6,541 $6,880 $7,238
La rge $26,400 $26,232 $27,105 $28,467 $29,940 $31,500

To ta l Donor Adv ised  Funds $33,920 $33,694 $34,815 $36,564 $38,456 $40,460

Scho larship $440 $437 $452 $474 $499 $525

Unrestricted  / F OI / Community Leadership $1,200 $1,196 $1,236 $1,298 $1,365 $1,436

Desi gna te d / Agency $68 $68 $70 $73 $77 $81
Support ing  Organ izat ion $104 $103 $107 $112 $118 $124

Other $44 $44 $45 $47 $50 $53

Opera ting / Administrat ive Endowment $1,000 $1,000 $1,050 $1,103 $1,158 $1,216

Opera ting / Administrat ive Re serve $200 $257 $282 $268 $259 $266

Total Assets $36,976 $36,798 $38,056 $39,940 $41,981 $44,160

Total Gi fts $1,500 $1,073 $1,472 $1,889 $1,984 $2,086

Total Grants $2,000 $2,024 $1,934 $1,801 $1,847 $1,931

Admin istrat ive Fee  Revenue $500 $526 $503 $468 $480 $502

Inve stment Fee  Revenue $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Retained Inte rest f rom Non-Operat ing  Funds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Retained Re turns from Operat ing  / Admin  Endowment $30 $30 $30 $32 $33 $35

Principa l Distribut ion  f rom Operat ing / Admin  Endowment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Retained Re turns from Operat ing  / Admin  Reserve $5 $4 $5 $6 $5 $5

Fee f or Service $25 $26 $28 $31 $34 $38

General Operat ing  Grants $50 $53 $58 $64 $70 $77

Rental  Income $60 $62 $65 $68 $72 $75
Total Revenues $670 $700 $689 $668 $694 $732

Pe rsonnel $415 $427 $440 $453 $467 $481

Occupancy $25 $26 $27 $27 $28 $29

Travel / conferences $30 $31 $32 $33 $34 $35

Market ing , communica tions,  de velopment $65 $67 $69 $71 $73 $75
Community le ade rsh ip $90 $93 $95 $98 $101 $104

Non-Personnel $210 $216 $223 $229 $236 $243

Total Operating Expenses $625 $644 $663 $683 $703 $725

Surplus / Subsidy $45 $57 $26 -$15 -$9 $7

Indi cators

Months o f Cash in  Operati ng Reserve 3.8                       4 .8                       5.1                       4 .7                       4.4                       4.4                       

Fee  Revenue % of Operat ing Expense s 80% 82% 76% 69% 68% 69%

Grants % of Asse ts 5.4% 5.5% 5.1% 4.5% 4.4% 4.4%

Ope ra ting Expense s % of Asse ts 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.6%

Foundation Name | Scenario 1 His toric al Projected

($  in t housands) Dec 31, 2008 Dec 31,  2009 Dec 31, 2010 Dec 31,  2011 Dec  31, 2012 Dec 31, 2013

DAF Ca tegory 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

DAF Ca tegory 2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
DAF Ca tegory 3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

To ta l Donor Adv ised  Funds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Scho larship $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Unrestricted  / F OI / Community Leadership $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Desi gna te d / Agency $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Support ing  Organ izat ion $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Opera ting / Administrat ive Endowment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Opera ting / Administrat ive Re serve $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Assets $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Gi fts $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Admin istrat ive Fee  Revenue $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Inve stment Fee  Revenue $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Retained Inte rest f rom Non-Operat ing  Funds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Retained Re turns from Operat ing  / Admin  Endowment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Principa l Distribut ion  f rom Operat ing / Admin  Endowment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Retained Re turns from Operat ing  / Admin  Reserve $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Other Rev enue 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Other Rev enue 2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Other Rev enue 3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Revenues $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Pe rsonnel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Non-Personne l Expense 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Non-Personne l Expense 2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Non-Personne l Expense 3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Non-Personne l Expense 4 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Non-Personnel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Operating Expenses $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Surplus / Subsidy $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Indi cators

Months o f Cash in  Operati ng Reserve #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Fee  Revenue % of Operat ing Expense s #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Grants % of Asse ts #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Ope ra ting Expense s % of Asse ts #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Next Steps  
 
Visit www.cfinsights.org to download the ESP Model toolkit. This toolkit includes: 
 

 
In addition to these tools, educational opportunities are available to help you use the ESP Model. A recorded 
webinar providing an overview of the toolkit is also available. Peer learning communities are also being held to 
connect you to your peers currently using the model. Contact CF Insights (info@cfinsights.org) for more 
information.  
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what we are 

 

The idea behind CF Insights is simple: What if each community foundation 
could know what all community foundations collectively know?  
 
CF Insights is a unique resource helping community foundations use information to improve 
decision making, performance, and sustainability 
 

about us 
 

Created by community foundations.  
 
We share one goal: improving our 
performance and sustainability—individually 
and collectively.  
 
For community foundations, growing impact in 
the communities we serve begins with strong 
decision making. CF Insights was initiated in 
response to a shared hunger among U.S. 
community foundations for more accurate, 
timely, and complete information to inform our 
actions and drive improved performance.  
 

 

 

Propelled by FSG.  
 
As nonprofit consultants dedicated to social 
impact, FSG combines deep knowledge of the 
community foundation field with world-class 
research, strategy, and evaluation capabilities. 
 
In partnership with the Council on 
Foundations’ Community Foundations 
Leadership Team, FSG has been a driving 
force for CF Insights since its inception.  
 
 

 

contact us 
 

www.cfinsights.org  

• Rebecca Graves, CF Insights Executive Director  

 Rebecca.Graves@fsg-impact.org | 206-624-6745 x302 

• Melissa Scott, CF Insights Program Manager 

Melissa.Scott@fsg-impact.org | 617-502-6102 

• Diana Cook, CF Insights Operations Specialist 

 Diana.Cook@fsg-impact.org  | 617-502-6112 

• Jack Hopkins, CF Insights Senior Advisor 

 Jack.Hopkins@fsg-impact.org  
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“To assist donors in building an enduring source of charitable funds to meet the changing needs and interests of the community.”

DAF: 27%

Agency: 11%

Other:  31%
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Unrestricted: 9%

FOI: 18%

Scholarship: 4%
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Total Asset Size ($M)

31% annual growth rate

$26.1 M

2008 Asset Allocation

$21.8 M
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Annual Growth Rate vs. Peers

(2006-2008)

Community Foundation 1: xx%

XYZ Community Foundation: 31%
Community Foundation 2: xx%
Community Foundation 3: xx%
Community Foundation 4: xx%
Community Foundation 5: xx%

XYZ’s growth rate exceeded 
that of many peers

XYZ’s investment returns decreased significantly 
in 2008, largely due to the economic downturn, but 

have consistently outperformed peers
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a closer look at resources 
 

For the Community Foundation Field 

CF Insights offers specialized resources to serve the community foundation field, including:  

• Information—CF Insights provides access to field-wide financial data and tools for use by 
any community foundation (e.g., Cost-Revenue Study; Economic Scenario Planning (ESP) 
Model, Columbus Survey). 

 
• Ideas—CF Insights research for community foundations is available to the entire field via 

publications, webinars, and conference presentations  
 

 

 

Additional Benefits For Members 

CF Insights members gain comprehensive benefits, featuring:  

• Benchmarking—CF Insights members have full access to 
the primary database on U.S. community foundations; they 
learn about field norms, practices, and trends; and have 
the ability to compare individual performance with peers. 

 

• Advice—CF Insights assists members in applying and 
interpreting performance metrics, helping produce 
customized analyses and dashboards that inform decision 
making.  

 

• Insights—CF Insights members receive relevant, timely, research-based offerings. 
 
• Connections—CF Insights members have ready contact with peers in common interest 

areas, and share knowledge through learning events and opportunities  
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CF Insights Members & Funders 

 
 
 
 

Adirondack Community Trust The Community Foundation of Louisville

Akron Community Foundation Maine Community Foundation 

Alaska Community Foundation Greater Milwaukee Foundation

Arizona Community Foundation The Minneapolis Foundation

Community Foundation for Greater Atlanta Nevada Community Foundation

The Baltimore Community Foundation New Hampshire Charitable Foundation

Barrington Area Community Foundation The Community Foundation for Greater New Haven

Berks County Community Foundation The New York Community Trust

Berkshire Taconic Community Foundation Communities Foundation of Oklahoma

Blackford County Community Foundation Oklahoma City Community Foundation

The Community Foundation of Greater Birmingham Parkersburg Area Community Foundation

Community Foundation of Bloomington and Monroe County The Philadelphia Foundation

Blue Grass Community Foundation The Pittsburgh Foundation

The Boston Foundation The Rhode Island Foundation

California Community Foundation The Community Foundation Serving Richmond & Central Virginia

The Community Foundation for the National Capital Region Rochester Area Community Foundation

Foundation for the Carolinas San Angelo Area Foundation

Central New York Community Foundation San Antonio Area Foundation

The Chicago Community Trust The San Diego Foundation

The Greater Cincinnati Foundation The San Francisco Foundation

The Cleveland Foundation Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County

The Columbus Foundation The Seattle Foundation

The Dallas Foundation The Community Foundation of Shreveport-Bossier

The Erie Community Foundation Silicon Valley Community Foundation

Evanston Community Foundation Community Foundation of Greater South Wood County

Community Foundation of Fayette County Community Foundation for Southeastern Michigan

The Findlay-Hancock County Community Foundation Southwest Initiative Foundation

Fremont Community Foundation The Saint Paul Foundation and Minnesota Community Foundation

Grand Rapids Community Foundation The Greater Tacoma Community Foundation

Gulf Coast Community Foundation Communities Foundation of Texas, Inc.

Hampton Roads Community Foundation Toledo Community Foundation, Inc.

Hartford Foundation for Public Giving Truman Heartland Community Foundation

Hawaii Community Foundation Unity Foundation of LaPorte County

The Community Foundation of the Holland/Zeeland Area Vermont Community Foundation

Horizons Foundation Community Foundation of Wabash County

Greater Houston Community Foundation Community Foundation of Western Massachusetts

Community Foundation of Jackson County Community Foundation of Western Nevada

Johnson County Community Foundation The Community Foundation of Westmoreland County

Kalamazoo Community Foundation The Winston-Salem Foundation

Greater Kansas City Community Foundation Greater Worcester Community Foundation

Kern Community Foundation


