«CoobLiecTBO»
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OueHka coumanbHOro Bo3gencTBuUs.
MexayHapoAaHbIN ONbIT.

TiomeHb, 20—21 nions Cekuua «PasBuBarouian pecypcHas
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dsonouma u ¢I41'IaHTp0I1l4ﬂ: co3pgaHue cpeabl ana pa3sutua B Poccum coumanbHbIX MHHOBaLI,Mﬁ

- OLLEHKA COUMANbHO-9KOHOMMUYECKON 3O PEKTUBHOCTU NPOrPAMM
- HEKOMMEPYECKUE OPTAHU3ALUU, BUSHEC, TOCYAAPCTBO

OcHOBHOU POKYC:

LeneBasa ayautopus:

HanpasneHua KnioueBble NpoayKTbl
O 0630p
MeXKAYHapoaAHOro e [anaxectbl ny6anKaumn punaHTponmyeckoro coobuiectsa (6onee 60) o
onbiTa U BbINYCK * [lopaeprKa nccnesoBaHuii n nybankaumin naptHepos n3 HKO cekTopa SR ———r.
MHPOPMaALMOHHO- * [lepeBoAbl Ny4WNX NPAKTUK Ha PYCCKuUiA a3bik (6onee 30)
aHAINTUYECKNX * Ba3a 3HaHWI Ny4dlumx 3apyberkHbIX NpaKkTuK (bonee 100)
MaTepunasnos

* MeTtoguueckoe UspaHue «loKasartenm gna usmepeHua CounanbHbIX
pe3ynbraToB B chepe AeTcTBa»;
U Paspabotka * PeKomeHZauuu no oueHKe CoLnaibHO-9KOHOMMUYECKo 3pPpeKTuBHOCTHU

% %(,E".’rt.'.(” b |

PEKOMEIIALNH 110 OLEHKE
COMMATLHO-IKOHOMIMECKOIT
DOVEKTHBHOCTH
COUHATILHBIX ITPOTPAMM

MEeTOANYECKNX
NPOAYKTOB U
BHeApeHWe NnepesoBbixX
NPaKTUK

U CospaHue napTHepcTs,

opraHmMsaums naowaaoK

/ y4actue B BeayLmX

MeXKAYHapPOoAHbIX
MHULUMATUBAX

COLMabHbIX NPOrpamm;
MeTtopguueckoe nocobue no npumeHeHuto Teopun U3MeHeHuU nNpu
N/IaHUPOBAHUM NPOrpPamMmm.

dKcnepTHOe conpoBoXKAeHue nporpammbl «Cemba n fetu» PoHaa
TumueHko

Mporpamma «lMocTrpoeHne cuctembl U3SMEPEHUSA U OLLEHKU»

CosgaHue MexoTpacneBoro npogeccnoHanbHoro 06beanHeHns
"OueHka B coepe aetcrTBa« (Onepatop - PoHa, «KynbTypa getcTea»)
NEW! MapTHepcKas oH-naliH naatpopma ANA OLEHKU COLMUANBHBIX
pe3ynbratos. Social Value.ru

YneH mexagyHapogHou cetu Social Value International

YneH mexayHapoaHoM ceTn KoHcynbTaHToB Shared Value International

|I OB OLEHKE. NPOCTO I
I OZENKA.INFO \
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3apybexHble TpeHabI




CoctosHune oueHkn B HKO ( CLUA)

[+]
2016 92 % evaluated their work [n=1,125]

92% onpoweHHbIXx HKO
3asIBMSAIOT, YTO OHU
OLeHMBAIOT CBOO
OesTeNnbHOCTb

2012 90% evaluated their work [n=535]

2010 85% evaluated their work [n=1,043]

75% AOHOPOB 7 5% of funders evaluate their work

OUICHBAIOT CBOI0
paboty

Source: McCray (2014) Is Grantmaking Getting Smarter?

Evaluation is more likely to be a staffed responsibility in funding institutions compared with nonprofits.

so%of funders have evaluation staff

Tonbko 8% HKO

% - -

MMEIOT LUTAaTHbIX of nonprofits have evaluation staff

O e H M KO B Source: Buteau & Coffman (2016) Benchmarking Foundation Evaluation Practices. The Center for Effective Philanthropy and the Center for Evaluation
L'| LL'| Innevation surveyed 127 individuals who were the most senior evaluation or program staff at their foundatiens. Foundations included in the sample

were US-based independent feundations that provided 510 million er more in annual giving or were members of the Center for Evaluation Innovation’s
Evalustion Roundtable. Only foundations that were known to have staff with evaluation-related responsibilities were included in the sample; therefore,
results are not generalizable.

State of Evaluation 2016, Innovation Network 4



Flpou,eHT pacxonoB Ha OUEeHKY OT rogqoBoro orooxeTa

Percent of Annual Budget Spent on Evaluation

10%or more 4% of organizations
5-10% 8% of organizations

2_5% 25% of organizations

Less than .
2% 43% of organizations

Tonbko 8 % HKO
pacxogoBatoT oT 5 %
rogoBoro broagxeta
Ha OLIEHKY

84

of organizations
spend less than
5% on evaluation

84 % HKO
pacxoaoBalT MEHee
5 % rogoBoro
OrooKeTa Ha OUEHKY

State of Evaluation 2016, Innovation Network



dunHaHcHpoBaHME OLIEHKU

Funding for Evaluation

In 2016, 92% of organizations identified atleast one source of funding for evaluation and 68% of organizations
that received funding identified foundations and philanthropy as the top funding source for evaluation.

[n=775]
NHaovBuayanbHble .
[I0HOPbI ocyaapcTBo
68% 65%
N \ ;
48%
Organizations v %
funded by 34
philanthropy L
were more
ikely to
measure
outcomes
Foundation or Individual Corporate Government Dues, Fees,
Philanthropic Donor Charitable Grants or or Other
Contributions Contributions Conbritutions Contracts Direct
Charges
BusHec
doHAabI VHoe

e Tt

PoHAObI — KPYMHENLLUA UCTOYHUK (PUHAHCUPOBAHNS OLIEHKMN

State of Evaluation 2016, Innovation Network 6 |



KTo oTBEYaAET 1 BbINOMHAET OLEHKY?

STAFFING

Who 1s primarnly responsible for conducting evaluation work within an organization varies dramatically. Of
organizations that evaluate,

Only 6% of nonprofit organizations
report having internal evaluation staff, and 2% indicate that evaluation work was led by an external evaluator.

[N=786] MporpaMmMHbIN

4% N £ a0
COTPyAHUK 63% organizations have executives and

29% program staff primarily responsible for evaluation

Only 6% of

organizations have

nMpeKTop g% internal evaluators
%

{ 6" 5% 4%
o «
I i P
Executive Program Administrative Evaluation Fundraising & Board of Financial

Leadership Development Directors

% . L : i : :
Less than1 2 of organizations do not have someone responsible for conducting evaluations
Tonbko 6% HKO nmetor

BblAerieHHOro oueHLuuKa B
wrTarte

State of Evaluation 2016, Innovation Network



YTo oueHumnBaroT ?

CouunanbHbIn 3chcekT!

o @

%
90.6 What difference did we

make?

How well did we do?
How much did we do?

KonuyectBO M KayecTBO
KonuyectBo

State of Evaluation 2016, Innovation Network 3 |



icnonb3oBaHue pe3yJibTaToOB OL€HKA

HKO JoHopbI
NONPROFITS
94% Report to Board of g7% OTtyeTHOCTL CoBeTy
Directors AnpekTopoB
OT4eTHOCTb % Report to funders %
93 45
OoHopy Report to
% Plan/revise program 51% MnaHuposatue,
91 or initiatives n3MeHeHune
nporpamm
lnanuposahue, Plan/revise general o
n3MmeHeHue 86™ strategies 65"
cTpaTterum
Advocacy or 20% AnBokauus
influence
ObmeH onkiTom ¢ 52% Share findings with 49%
Konneramum peers

Source: McCray (2014) Is Grantmaking Getting Smarter?

18 #SOE2016

State of Evaluation 2016, Innovation Network 9 |



HKO JoHopbI
NONPROFIT CHALLENGES FUNDER CHALLENGES
79% Limited staff time BpeMﬂ 91% Program staff's time
% Bo3MOXHOCTb
52% Insufficient financial 71 Pr_ogram staff’s aJlekBaTHOW
D'eHbI'l/I resources Ezirfotgtalr; interpreting/ WHTepnpeTaLmu
9 OaHHbIX
48 Limited staff 50% Program staff's HeBepme B
3HaHuA knowledge, tools, and/or attitude towards evaluation None3HoCTb

resources

25% Having staff who 40% Program staff's lack
HeBelee B did not believe in the of involvement in shaping HeBOBMEYEHHOCTb B

- - the evaluati ducted .
MONe3HOCTb  Importance of evaluation = SRS nnsaiin oueHkw

D IO
L _EB KL _______EU

Source: Buteau & Coffman (2016) Benchmarking Foundation Evaluation Practices

State of Evaluation 2016, Innovation Network 10 '



LIeHHOCTb 1 nonb3a OLUeHKu

BonbwunHcTBo HKO ( 85%) LeHAT oLeHKYy n paccMaTpMBaeT ee Kak
WHCTPYMEHT, NO3BONSAKOLWUNA YBEPEHHO YTBEepPXAaTb, YTO UX NporpamMma
paboTaerT.

Most organizations view evaluation favorably. It is a tool that gives organizations the confidence to
say whether their approach works. However, a little under half feel too pressured to measure their

results. [n=201]
Our organization needs o
evaluation to know that our AGREE §:1-3
approach is working
Data collection interfered with DISAGREE 73%

our relationships with clients

Most data that is collected in
our organization is not used

DISAGREE &9%

There is too much pressure on
our organization to measure DISAGREE §7%
our results

HemMHoro meHbLue nonoBuHbl ( 57%) cHnTaloT, YTO CIULLIKOM MHOIO
aasrneHnsa u TpedboBaHNM MO U3MEPEHUID Pe3yrbTaToB.

State of Evaluation 2016, Innovation Network 11 '



KIMIOYEBBLIE TTIOBAJIbHbLIE TPEHAObI (1)

Ne1. MNMonb3oBartenb ycnyru,
brnaronony4yartens — B LLeHTpe oueHke!

USER-CENTRIC
EVALUATION m

Ne3. OueHka, ocHOBaHHasi Ha Teopun
Teopus nuameHeHnn Ha cante ANP!

| Innovations in Measurement and Evaluation

THEORY-BASED
EVALUATION

Ne2. Obwme cnctembl oueHkn . MAOH !

urement and Evaluation

SHARED /

MEASUREMENT \ 2

& EVALUATION

Y/

e

thinkNPC.org/8innovations | #8innovations INPCthinks

Ne4. YnpasneHue Bo3genCcTBUEM.

IMPACT
MANAGEMENT

1

“Global innovation in measurement and evaluation, NPC, utoHb 2017 12 |
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KIMIOYEBBLIE TTIOBAJIbHbBIE TPEHObI (2)

Ne5. YnpaBneHne MHOXEeCTBOM AaHHbIX

DATA

LINKAGE -?

Ne7. MHTepHeT BeLlen, MoburbHble
NPUSTOXKEHUSA

X3

&
REMOTE ::‘ 2
SENSING . S

. s
Yy -

o
2

Ne6. bornbLine aaHHble

Evaluation

SLI0
BIG

DATA o \’-
Qao

Ne8. Busyanunsaums gaHHbIX

DATA
VISUALISATION

[IINJFORMAT
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NMPUCOEOANHAUTECD!

Bebcauim: http:/lep.org.ru/

E-mail: info@ep.org.ru

Caum Oaudxecma:

Caum no oueHke Socialvalue: http://socialvalue.ru/

Hiw 5 "B eo

14


http://ep-digest.ru/
http://ep-digest.ru/
http://ep-digest.ru/
http://ep-digest.ru/
http://www.cosmarredi.it/image/youtube.png

