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CASE 1:

GATES SMALL HIGH SCHOOLS
About the initiative

1.

Improve graduation rates in US high schools to 80%,
especially for low income, minority students

From large high schools (1,000 students) to small
(300-400 students)

School climate 3R’s: rigor, relevance, relationships
Improve attendance, progression, and achievement
gains

More than US$1 billion from 2003-2007

1,900 schools in more than 40 states

Chicago, New York City, California, Ohio, Texas, and
Washington

Networks of school reform models; some research
based

The problem:

1.
2.
3.

U.S. high school graduation rates about 60% or less
Only 32% ready for college or work

American public schools perceived as broken;
unequal
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CASE 1:
GATES SMALL HIGH SCHOOLS

About the evaluation

1. Study timeframe: 2001-2004

2. External research organizations: AIR & SRl

3. Quantitative and qualitative methods;
statistical comparison groups

Findings
1. Schools supported by the foundation had higher
levels of rigor, relevance, relationships

2. In math, progress no different than other schools

3. Findings were still early; updates in 2012 show some
progress in New York City (70% 4-year graduation
rate)

Major challenges
Teacher turnover
Unsupportive policies
Class scheduling
Inadequate curriculum
Lack of a common vision
Leadership changes
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SCHOOL REFORM, SIMPLE?

As teachers requested it
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As central office designed it
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As maintenance installed it
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(C) THE TEACHER PAPER

As principals ordered it
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CONSUMER REVIEW PLATFORMS
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MAIN POINTS %;51%2]3

I.  Evaluation in U.S. philanthropy l.
grew rapidly in late 1990’s
New philanthropic foundations from
business entrepreneurs
2. New thinking on strategic philanthropy
3. Media attention

II.  The practice of evaluation in 1.

philanthropy has challenges

1. Unclear purpose for evaluation

2. Limited staff capacity

3. Lack of culture of transparency, learning

1. Recommendations ll.

1. Encourage experimentation
2. Build networks
3. Share results; learn from failure
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MEDIA ATTENTION

- News articles about philanthropy
grew in the late 1990’s

1. Very large foundations established
2. Wealthy businessmen, celebrities
3. Media attention can be used positively

~
Number of Articles in All U.S. Newspapers and Wires with Philanthropy

inthe Headline or the Lead Paragraph
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Source: GBN or iginal ressarch using Ne xis.com
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SECTOR STATISTICS

Characteristics: U.S. Foundations

1.
2.
3.

86,192 foundations in US (2013)

USS55 billion in giving: foundations

USS$316 billion in private giving: foundations,
individuals, corporations

Types: independent (most), operating,
corporate, community

Largest: Bill & Melinda Gates with US$34
billion dollars in assets

Issue areas

1.
2.
3.

Education: USS5 billion
Arts and culture: USS3 billion
Health: USS6 billion

Education

1.
2.

U.S. all spending on education: USS$1 trillion
Gates education spending: US$S400 million
(<1%)
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MOTIVATIONS FOR GIVING
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Sector

— Education

— Health

— Development
— Arts & Culture
— Rights
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A STRATEGY FRAMEWORK
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STRATEGY AND INNOVATION CYCLES
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The Three Stages of Foundation Evaluation

@ P

»+  [Define oulcomes and
esianlizh kasslings

+  Extract lssrming fram
past grantmaking

»  Investigate potential
graniees and parinars
»  hssess afiftudes of tamet

for proposed sendces

Learning driven decision making

FOUNDATION STRATEGY LIFECYCLE
— .

Program design ) Program execufion

VK GLOBAL ADVISING
McKinsey Learning for Social Impact White Paper, Foundation Evaluation Cycle, 2010

Improving Implemeantation

Bring graniees ingeter

Provide advice and technical msststance
Identify unmet neads or new opporiunities
Moniior changes in conbacd

Share imormation ba Influencs oihers
Improve Intermsl foundsiion processes

@ Tracking Progress
Anaiyze publicty avalatis
Information
Develop cusiom dats
= Aomintster surveys and collect
faadiack Mrough she visiis,

. vppie gatmds FSG From Insight to Action, 2007

Lookback
Stray
e .
h ay ¢h":"fﬂa
Key topics ( Opportunity map: Theory of i Theory of action,
and | - problem analysis change including solution
concepts . and potential areas leverage and

of opportunity pariner leverage

Execution
plan

— Phasel Phase I

Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, The Strategy Lifecycle: A Guide, 2011

— Phaselll—
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COSTS FOR EVALUATION
AMONG U.S. FOUNDATIONS

I.  Small foundations: 7%
Less than USS50M in grants each year
7% of program budget for evaluation

IIl.  Medium foundations: 2%
USS50M - $200M in grants each year
About 2% of program budget for evaluation

. Large foundations: 2%

More than $200M in grants each year
About 2% of program budget for evaluation
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COSTS FOR EVALUATION
OF SELECT PROJECT TYPES

Project evaluations: 10-15%
1.  Develop logic model, questions

2. Collect and analyze data

3. Reporting, learning events

Donor Engagement: 1-4%
1.  Design and conduct survey

2. Collect and analyze data

3. Reporting, learning events

Scholarship, Donor Advised: 3-7%

1.  Develop questions
2. Collect and analyze data
3. Reporting, learning events
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LYY
VK Global Advising
victorkuo888@gmail.com
Seattle, Washington, USA

Translation:
Ms. Wenjie Tang
wenjie.tang@outlook.com
Phoenix, Arizona, USA
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