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About the Foundation

• Missouri Foundation for Health was established 
in 2000 and began grantmaking activities in 
2002.

• Resulted from conversion of BCBSMo, a non-
profit, to RightChoice, a for-profit.

• Missouri law requires assets accumulated prior to 
conversion of a non-profit continue to be used 
for a public purpose.



About the Foundation

• Missouri Foundation for Health is the leading 
non-governmental supporter of health projects in 
Missouri.

• This year, MFH will distribute $60 million to 
support communities and organizations.

• MFH focus is on filling gaps in programs for the 
uninsured and underinsured and meeting the 
needs of the underserved in its service region.



Service Region
84 Counties and St, 

Louis City



About the Foundation

• MFH is like other foundations
–Gives grants
–Selects specific priorities for 

grantmaking
–Monitors effectiveness of programs 

funded



About the Foundation

• MFH is different fromother 
foundations
–Missouri Sunshine Law
–Required to focus on community 

needs
–Actively seeks community input



About the Foundation
• MFH is different fromother 

foundations
–Committed to securing policy 

changes that will benefit the 
residents of Missouri

–Committed to supporting 
communities and organizations 
advocating for a healthier state



Foundation Programs

• Since MFH began accepting grant applications 
in 2002, more than 3,216 applications have 
been received and processed.

• A total of 773 grantees have received a total of 
$165,400,000 in support.

• Foundation support has touched virtually every 
aspect of health and every community in its 
service region.



Tax Status

• MFH is a tax-exempt non-profit under 
Section 501(c)(4) of the IRS code.
– Technically a social welfare organization.

– Rooted in early financial status of MFH.

• Bylaws require MFH act as if it were a 
501(c)(3) private foundation.

• Enforcement is under AG rather than IRS.



Accountability

• Main accountability is to communities 
served through CAC and Attorney 
General.

• Board determined early in development 
that evaluation was a key element of 
activity for an organization of this type.



Accountability

• Three levels of evaluation
– Project Evaluation

• Built into contract document.
• Assesses achievement of objectives.
• Determines lessons learned.
• Conducted by grantee.



Accountability

• Three levels of evaluation (cont’d)
– Program Evaluation

• Determination of effectiveness of a group of 
projects in advancing MFH mission.

• Conducted for each Priority Area or Initiative by 
outside evaluator.

• Identify strategic lessons for MFH and for 
community.



Accountability

• Three levels of evaluation (cont’d)
– Foundation Evaluation

• Achievement of Foundation mission.
– Annual strategic review
– Community forums

• Management of endowment and finances.
– Annual performance review for Investment Advisors and 

Managers.
– Annual audit

• Effectiveness of grantmaking processes.
– Center for Effective Philanthropy grantee survey



Center for Effective Philanthropy

• Boston-based foundation-funded NFP 
organization.

• Mission is to provide management and 
governance tools to define, assess, and 
improve overall foundation performance.

• Produces widely referenced research 
reports on foundation performance 
assessment, foundation governance, and 
foundation-grantee relationships. 



Center for Effective Philanthropy

• Assessment Products
– Performance Assessment Worksheet

– Grantee Perception Report®
– Applicant Perception Report

– Comparative Board Report
– Staff Perception report 

– Operational Benchmarking Report 



Grantee Perception Report

• A management tool that provides foundation 
CEOs, boards, and staff with comparative data 
on grantee perceptions of their foundation's 
performance on a variety of dimensions. 

• Commissioned by nearly 100 foundations.
• Report useful in informing management 

decisions or providing baseline data on the 
foundation's overall performance. 

• Based on a comprehensive survey of grantees 
covering issues such as interactions during the 
grant, the application and reporting processes, 
and perceived foundation impact. 

















What Have We Done?

• Identified 4 areas of concern in the survey results—
clarity of communications, quality of interactions, 
proposal and selection process and non-monetary 
assistance.

• Chartered a cross-functional staff group to work in each 
area.

• Each group charged to:
– Clearly identify the nature of the problem/issue; 
– Explore options for MFH to improve performance in t he 

area; and
– Make specific recommendations to Senior Management for 

policies, procedures and other means for performanc e 
improvement.



What Have We Done?

• Committees worked for several weeks on 
their topic.

• Developed interim and final reports.
• Provided specific recommendations to 

management for process improvement.



What Have We Done?

• Clarity of Communications
– An annual grantmaking policy review procedure

has been implemented.
– A policy on exceptions has been developed 

requiring justification, advance approval and 
recording of all exceptions to general policies.

– Exceptions to a general policy required for a 
program as opposed to an application will be 
developed in advance and incorporated in the 
program guidance to applicants.

– As a part of the RFP procedure , each developer 
will include a contact number and email address for 
grantees to use in directing questions to MFH.



What Have We Done?

• Quality of Interactions
– A procedure assuring a phone/email response time 

of not less than two working days has been 
developed and implemented.

– A protocol has been developed and adopted that 
specifies the process for assuring timely response 
when a specific staff member is out.

– A procedure was adopted under which there is a 
structured annual contact with each grantee 
(excepting Basic Support grantees).

– A procedure was adopted under which each 
grantee is contacted at least twice a year (in 
addition to the structured annual contact.)



What Have We Done?

• Non-Monetary Assistance
– The pre-application conference, the procedures now include 

an invitation in the RFP to submit questions in advance to be 
answered at the pre-application conference and distribution 
and/or posting on the web of a PowerPoint presentation to 
stimulate discussion at the conference.

– An internal reference document describing staff interests and 
areas of expertise will be assembled by Communications and 
made available to all staff to use in the process of assisting 
applicants for MFH funding.

– A standard guidance sheet for applicants concerning the 
purposes, format and content of the interim report is being 
prepared and will be use in all programs.

– A statement defining appropriate assistance to be provided by 
MFH staff to organizations involved in the grant development 
process is under development.



What Have We Done?

• Proposal and Selection Process
– MFH grantmaking guidance and descriptive materials have 

been redesigned for greater clarity and consistency.
– A “Two Business Day” rule has been established under which 

applicants are notified of deficiencies and have two business 
days to remedy those deficiencies.

– A handbook incorporating all of the accepted changes is under 
development.



Advantages of CEP Approach

• Well-tested questions and approach to 
construction of the instrument.

• Confidentiality for respondents.
• Database of hundreds of surveys available 

for comparison purposes.
• Customization of instrument possible.
• Minimal staff time required from 

Foundation



Accountability Trends and MFH 
Responses

• Questioning the business practices of 
foundations.

• Allegations of Board improprieties in 
making self-serving distributions

• Allegations of lack of transparency in 
foundation operations.

• Allegations of excessive travel and 
entertainment expenses.

• Allegations of inadequate distributions 
in support of foundation purposes.

• Used Sarbanes-Oxley as a model and 
complied with all major requirements 
of that legislation.

• Adopted both a strong conflict of 
interest policy and a Code of Conduct 
for Directors and enforced same.

• Compliance with Missouri Open 
Meetings and Open Records statute.

• Adapted Federal per diem, mileage 
and expense reimbursement 
guidelines.

• Meet or exceed 5% requirement 
annually even when it meant using 
funds from endowment rather than 
income.


