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INTRODUCTION

Purpose and goals of report
As Donors Forum launches Engaging for Impact, its new strategic plan, the organization aims to move 
toward supporting and accelerating collective action work involving nonprofits, funders, government 
and others to create sustainable change for the communities of Illinois and the Illinois philanthropic and 
nonprofit sectors. To help begin the process, Donors Forum commissioned a landscape scan of existing 
collective action work. In addition to cataloguing collective action efforts throughout the state, this 
report draws out common themes, lessons and success factors from the initiatives.

This report identifies current (and recent past) results-focused, cross-sector, problem-solving work in 
metropolitan Chicago and throughout Illinois as well as select and illustrative models from other cities. 

We define collective action as efforts that incorporate the following features: cross-sector involvement 
from nonprofits, funders, government and business; a common goal and/or agenda; and a focus on 
problem-solving through coordinated actions toward specific outcomes. For the purposes of this 
project, a collective action initiative need not involve partners from every sector, but it must engage 
members from more than one sector. 

To be clear, this scan is not exhaustive. With continued outreach and research, new initiatives were 
discovered. Given that the universe of such efforts continues to grow, it is recommended that work 
continue to provide information about those initiatives.

 

STRUCTURE OF REPORT

Engaging for Greater Impact begins with a brief review of the field for context, leading to an overview of the Illinois landscape 
based on the initiatives captured in this snapshot. The following sections draw common themes and lessons from those initiatives. 

More information about the initiatives is included in a concise profile on each (found in Appendix A) outlining:

the issues being addressed through collective action/collaboration;
the type of model being deployed;
who is involved;
origins of the initiative (what brought the collaborators together);
where the work is taking place;
length of the initiative (time-limited or open-ended);
operating/governance model (how the work gets done);
goals, metrics and results;
size of the initiative (in dollars or number of people served as appropriate);
challenges encountered; and
elements critical to success.

Introduction  2



SETTING THE STAGE: A LOOK AT THE FIELD

Cross-sector work has proliferated in recent years because 
many problems are just too big and complex for any single 
organization, agency of government, business enterprise, 
institution or leader to solve. The notion of “wicked problems” 
originated with Rittel and Webber’s1 1973 characterization of 
the messy and perplexing dynamics of many social planning 
problems. Instead of fading with time, the term and concept 
have persisted and now are commonly used to describe 
problems in many other arenas, including political and 
environmental. Roberts2 (2000) later suggested collaboration 
as one promising strategy to begin to untangle and address 
“wicked problems.” 

Groups of funders have been collaborating to address 
problems for decades -- seeking ways to share information, 
to leverage and maximize resources and to devise systemic 
solutions. Some collaboratives are organized simply as 
learning networks to share information and learn more about 
a particular issue. Some support a common mission and align 
individual members’ strategies, but conduct all grantmaking 
independently. Still others are more structured, pooling funds 
and hiring staff or consultants to organize the collaborative’s 
work.3 

Funder collaboratives are, indeed, useful vehicles in many 
cases, but lack the scope and scale to address our “most 
wicked” problems. Our most serious social and economic 
problems extend beyond the confines of particular policy 
domains and sectors, and their magnitude requires far greater 
resources than public or private sources can provide. Thus, 
collective action approaches have taken a firmer hold in  
recent years. 

While the potential benefits of joining forces are easy to 
understand, the reality of execution is far from simple. When, 
why, and how to collaborate, especially across sectors, are 
daunting questions. 

Organizations including nonprofit consulting group FSG and 
Living Cities, a philanthropic collaborative of 22 of the world’s 
largest foundations and corporations, are helping to answer 
those questions. Both have authored illuminating publications 
based on extensive analysis of collective action, providing 
important theoretical and practical underpinnings for  
this strategy. 

FSG developed five now widely-cited conditions of collective 
success: a common agenda, shared measurement systems, 

1  Rittel, Horst W. J. and Webber, M.M. (1973). “Dilemmas in a General Theory 
of Planning.” Policy Sciences 4: 155-169.

2  Roberts, N.C. “Wicked Problems and Network Approaches to Resolution.” 
The International Public Management Review, Vol. 1, 1 (2000).

3  Gibson, C. and A. Mackinnon. “Funder Collaboratives: Why and How Funders 
Work Together,” GrantCraft, (2009).

mutually reinforcing activities, continuous communication,  
and backbone support organizations.4 

Nonprofit advisor The Bridgespan Group – in partnership with 
The White House Council for Community Solutions, created 
under President Obama in 2010 – as well as The Aspen 
Institute for Community Solutions have identified common 
principles associated with “needle-moving” collaboratives 
around the country. All of these groups also have profiled 
numerous initiatives that have since captured the imaginations 
of many in this field and inspired a growing number of new 
cross-sector partnerships across the U.S. 

As study and knowledge of collective action have evolved, 
Living Cities5 set forth a new framework for this approach in 
a paper released in September 2013. It seeks to provide a 
more systematic way and shared language for practitioners, 
participants and funders to reflect on whether current or 
planned partnerships are structured to achieve their goals. 
Later in the report we apply this framework to several 
initiatives. 

In What Barriers? Living Cities suggests many “cross-sector 
partnerships” have been called such simply because they 
involve members from one or more sectors, not because 
their activities have a shared strategy or goal. Instead real 
cross-sector partnerships should be viewed as alliances of 
organizations requiring representation from different sectors 
that together have a role in solving a problem or achieving 
a mutual goal. This type of insight is critical to our growing 
understanding of how diverse parties can join together as 
committed partners to meet some of today’s most urgent 
and complex problems.

A New Taxonomy: Living Cities Framework

Developed in 2013, the framework attempts to create 
clearer understanding of whether cross-sector partnerships 
are structured to achieve their intended goals.6 It identifies 
1.) six foundational traits – and corresponding types and 
characteristics – of cross-sector partnerships (Fig. 1), and 2.) 
five factors – and corresponding types and characteristics – 
influencing success of cross-sector partnerships (Fig. 2). The 
framework is applied to two of the initiatives profiled in this 
report as an exercise in demonstrating a useful way to better 
understand how such partnerships operate and what factors 
influence their effectiveness. (See Appendix B.)

4  Kania, John and Mark Kramer. (Winter 2011). “Collective Impact,”  
Stanford Social Innovation Review, Winter 2011. 
http://www.ssireview.org/articles/entry/collective_impact

5  Gold, Alison. (August 2013). What Barriers? Insights from Solving Problems 
through Cross-Sector Partnerships. Living Cities. http://www.livingcities.org/
knowledge/media/?id=147

6 Gold (2013).
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Figure 1. 6 Foundational  Traits of Cross-Sector Partnerships

2. Charge

The work a cross-sector 
partnership has been 
“hired” to do.

Recognizes that existing solutions aren’t sufficient, and 
works to develop a course of action through learning 
and experimentation

Implements an agreed upon program, strategy, or 
advocacy agenda developed within or outside of the 
partnership

Recommends solutions to a problem, but isn’t 
responsibile for implementing solutions

Thinking

Doing

Thinking & Doing

3. Authority

The cross-sector 
partnership’s “right to 
do work”—either the 
powers they’ve been 
granted or assigned to 
themselves.

•  Right to do work is self-actualized
•  Work that is carried out is only constrained by the 

limits the partnership sets upon itself

•  Right to do work granted or delegated by an 
authoritative body

•  Work that can be carried out is limited by the 
authoritative body’s parameters 

Authorized (Real)

Empowered (Apparent)

TRAIT TYPE CHARACTERISTICS

1. Results

The result the cross-
sector partnership sets 
out to achieve.

•  States a specific outcome (or set of outcomes) to be 
achieved 

•  Communicates what success will look like for the 
partnership

•  Specified results serve as a foundation for organizing 
data collection, measuring progress and ensuring 
accountability

•  Intended result is described in general terms
•  Provides a description of what the cross-sector 

partnership is trying to achieve
•  Helpful in communicating the aims of a partnership, 

but not for measuring progress or ensuring 
accountability 

General

Specific
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Figure 1. 6 Foundational Traits of Cross-Sector Partnerships (continued)

Source: Gold, Alison. What Barriers? Insights from Solving Problems through Cross-Sector Partnerships. Living Cities,  
August 2013.

TRAIT TYPE CHARACTERISTICS

5. Level of 
Intervention

The cross-sector 
partnership’s action 
strategy.

•  Aims to intervene and reorient the set of behaviors, 
interactions, projects and programs in an existing 
system (or systems) in order to achieve its goals

•  This work often includes project/program delivery, 
but it is not an end in itself, rather a tool for identifying 
changes that need to occur at the systems level in 
policy, practice, or funding

•  Creates and/or delivers an analysis, activity  
(or activities) to achieve a specific aim

•  The success of the project/program is the end the 
partnership hopes to achieve

Project/Program 
Delivery

Systems Change

An individual who may be responsible for implementing 
changes to behaviors and strategies in their 
organization or community, but lacks the formal 
authority to mandate them

An individual who has the authority or influence in their 
organization or community to require that it change its 
behaviors and strategies

An individual who represents the organization or 
community, but does not have decision-making or 
implementation powers within their organization or 
community

Designee

Doer

Decision-maker

4. Representatives

The stature and power 
of the individuals within 
their own organizations/
communities who are 
serving as representatives 
to the partnership.

A partnership that is formed for a limited period  
of time

Time-Bound

Open
A partnership that is formed without an explicit  
time frame

6. Time Frame

Period of time during 
which the cross-sector 
partnership’s work is 
designed to take place.
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Figure 2. 5 Factors Influencing Success of Cross-Sector Partnerships

FACTOR TYPE CHARACTERISTICS

1. Formation 
Catalyst

The reason or 
opportunity for creating 
the cross-sector 
partnership. When an emergency event or increased awareness  

of a persistent problem galvanizes cross-sector players 
to come together to address the problem

When policies, practices, data, innovations or  
new/redirected funding streams require or catalyze 
cross-sector partnership to occur

When leaders recognize an opportunity, or seek  
to address a problem out of perceived obligation  
or altruistic self-interest

Leadership Interest

Key Opportunity

Crisis

2. Structure

The arrangement 
of and relations 
between stakeholders 
in the cross-sector 
partnership.

Reflects an arrangement of and relations between 
stakeholders that possess fluid procedures, roles and 
commitments

Reflects an arrangement of and relations between 
stakeholders that have established procedures, roles, 
and commitments, which are codified through operating 
documents, MOUs, contracts, etc.

Formal

Informal

Existing public funding streams within stakeholder 
organizations are formally redirected or aligned to 
support the work of the partnership

Private and public grants support the work of the  
cross-sector partnership

Stakeholders (who may or may not participate in 
the cross-sector partnership’s work) fund particular 
components of the work

Stakeholders (within or outside partnership) pay fees for 
the products or services the cross-sector partnership 
provides

Members contribute money to participate in the 
partnership 

The partnership is supported through in-kind 
contributions

The partnership’s work is not financially supportedNone

In-Kind

Dues

Fees

Sponsorship

Grants

Redirected/Aligned

3. Financial 
Resources

How the achievement 
of the cross-sector 
partnership’s goal is 
supported financially.

A Look at the Field   6



Figure 2. 5 Factors Influencing Success of Cross-Sector Partnerships (continued)

Source: Gold, Alison. What Barriers? Insights from Solving Problems through Cross-Sector Partnerships. Living Cities,  
August 2013.

The knowledge base around collective action continues to grow, examples continue to multiply, and an increasing number of 
resources are being made available to organizations, like Donors Forum, that want to help move the needle on pressing issues  
in the communities within their purview. 

FACTOR TYPE CHARACTERISTICS

Opposer

Supporter

Leader

•  Recognized as the expert, authority or chief influencer 
in its area of work and/or geography based on its 
track record, relationships and/or membership 

•  Positioned in such a way that other individuals, 
organizations and partnerships believe they need this 
partnership’s blessing/support to get work done

•  Recognized as a “player” in its area of work and/or 
geography, but does not possess the track record, 
relationships or membership to ensure that its agenda 
will become reality

•  Other individuals, organizations and partnerships will 
work with this partnership because supporters are 
positioned in a way that adds value and legitimacy, 
but does not guarantee results

•  May or may not be recognized in its area of work and/
or geography, and does not possess the track record, 
relationships or membership to ensure that its own 
agenda can become reality 

•  Positions itself to oppose the work of individuals, 
organizations and partnerships with which it does 
not agree. Outside stakeholders often do not work 
with this partnership, or if they do it is to prevent 
opposition to their own agendas 

4. Positioning

How the cross-sector 
partnership positions 
itself in relation to 
other individuals, 
organizations and 
partnerships working 
on the same issues 
and/or in the same 
geography.

Sunset

Institutionalization

Reboot

When the cross-sector partnership continues and  
its role relating to an issue/in a geography becomes  
the norm

When the cross-sector partnership winds down  
or builds upon its existing work, and starts a new  
or expanded agenda

When a cross-sector partnership ends either because  
it achieved its mission, it has reached its time  
boundary, or it has ceased to be relevant5. Lifespan

What happens to 
the cross-sector 
partnership when 
it accomplishes or 
abdicates its goal.
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OVERVIEW OF THE LANDSCAPE

The landscape for this work is fertile and productive. While this report identifies 26 collective action efforts in Illinois,  
the more we explore, the more we learn about new – or undiscovered – initiatives. Individual profiles describing the  
26 initiatives can be found in Appendix A. Here are some general observations about the initiatives profiled.

Age and maturity. The age of initiatives included here 
ranges from less than a year in the case of the East St. 
Louis Collective Impact Initiative to three spanning more 
than a decade, as in the case of The Partnership for New 
Communities. Looking at them another way, they run the 
gamut from start-ups to a few that have sunset and thus have 
a “life-cycle story” to tell about collective action.

Location. Not surprisingly, the greatest number of initiatives 
(15) serve Chicago or metro Chicago, but there’s a growing 
number in communities throughout Illinois, including Decatur 
and Springfield. Some, such as Count Me In and Vital Lands 
Illinois are statewide in scope, and others, including Fresh 
Taste and Great Lakes – Healing Our Waters, involve several 
states. 

Subject. Thematically, 10 of those included here focus on 
education or youth development or a blend of both. Initiatives 
have tackled arts education in Chicago, improving teacher 
preparation and training, and community improvement 
through education. Five are working to strengthen housing 
and community development – some in select neighborhoods 
in Chicago as in the Micro-Market Recovery Program, and 
one – the Regional Home Ownership Preservation Initiative – 
across Metro Chicago. The focus of other efforts ranges from 
workforce development to economic growth to watersheds 
and food sheds to stemming violence. 

Investment. There is a broad range of funding to support 
these initiatives from very modest investment at this point 
for startups to millions as in the case of more mature or 
completed efforts, such as Opportunity Chicago which pooled 
and aligned $27 million in public and private funds. 

ILLINOIS INITIATIVES

INITIATIVE NAME GEOGRAPHIC FOCUS

Chicago Arts Education Collaborative Chicago

Chicago Teacher Partnership Project Chicago, some State impact

Chicagoland Green Collar Jobs Initiative Metro Chicago 

Continuum of Learning Sangamon County (includes 
City of Springfield)

Count Me In State

East St. Louis Collective Impact Initiative East St. Louis

Edible Economy Central Illinois

Educare Chicago, national

Education Coalition of Macon County 
(“EdCo”)

Macon County (includes City 
of Decatur)

Every Child, Every Youth Evanston

Fresh Taste Chicago, metro, IL, portions of 
MN, WI, MI, and IN

Great Lakes - Healing Our Waters 
Coalition

Great Lakes Region (NY, PA, 
OH, IN, MI, IL, WI, MN)

Home Ownership Preservation Initiative Chicago

Ingenuity Chicago

Micro-Market Recovery Program Chicago

Opportunity Chicago Chicago

The Partnership for New Communities Chicago

Plan for Economic Growth and Jobs Metro Chicago

Preservation Compact Chicago

Public Safety Action Committee/Get In 
Chicago Chicago

Regional Home Ownership Preservation 
Initiative

Metro Chicago, especially 
South and West Cook suburbs

Smart Chicago Collaborative Chicago

Success of All Youth Villages of Oak Park and River 
Forest

Thrive Chicago

Vital Lands Illinois State

Watershed Planning Process DeKalb County

Outside of Illinois

Age-friendly New York City New York, NY

Communities that Care Coalition Franklin County, MA

Memphis Fast Forward Memphis, TN

Strive Cincinnati, OH; national
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COMMON THEMES

Despite their differences, the initiatives included in this report contain numerous common threads. This section highlights 
characteristics of collective action work that bubbled to the top again and again in interviews and research.

A successful initiative needs…

•  A compelling vision with a concrete timeline and clear 
strategic objectives 

• A strong sense of urgency 

• A realistic understanding of the problem 

• Leaders to communicate the vision 

Trust building among partners is essential. Partners must 
trust each other before they can act together. In some 
initiatives partners are fortunate to have strong existing 
relationships that provide a solid foundation for embarking 
on a new collaborative effort. In other cases time must be 
dedicated at the outset to allow partners to establish that trust 
and the ties essential to identifying as a collective unit and 
moving forward together.

There is no silver bullet. Problem solving is a process 
of defining, interpreting and hypothesizing, testing or 
experimenting with possible solutions, analyzing and 
reflecting.7 Often the deeper partners move into the work,  
the more apparent the complexity becomes, but the levers 
that need to be pulled for change also become clearer.

Partners learn together over time. Partners understand that 
collaboration is a shared learning experience. A collaborative 
initiative provides a safe space to try, learn, and try again.

A facilitation function is essential. A backbone organization is 
a common example of such a function. Backbone organizations 
are an initiative’s home. They manage and/or facilitate the work 
and become the engine that drives the collective forward. One 
interviewee whose initiative had lost funding for its backbone 
organization reflected that, “When I think about all the people 
that were involved, you did have a commitment, but you  
need the glue. You need the backbone organization as part  
of the glue.”

Similarly, the importance of “having someone who gets up 
every morning thinking about this” was a common refrain 
during interviews. Dedicated staff – who typically sit at the 
backbone organization – play an indispensable role. They 
devote the attention and energy that an initiative needs to 
thrive as well as carry out critical but time-intensive tasks of 
coordination and administration. One interviewee recalled 
preparing to approach a board to propose adding two staff 
positions to their initiative. “I thought: if they say no, we should 
close down shop and save their money.”

7 Gold (2013)

Funding doesn’t drive the work. While funding is important, 
the objectives of cross-sector collective action transcend 
banding together in order to apply for funding. 

In strong partnerships, members step outside of their 
silos to work together toward a common goal. Partners 
may approach the work from their own perspectives, but are 
willing to respect each other’s position and create a common 
understanding in their collective approach to the work. Many 
of those interviewed spoke with excitement about when their 
work achieved a “sense of the ‘we’.” This is when their goals 
and interests moved beyond the interests of their individual 
organizations and became focused on the goals of the 
initiative. 

Collective action is integrative. During interviews people 
often spoke about the “stars aligning.” They used phrases like 
“things just came together,” “windows of opportunity opened,” 
and “there was a confluence of factors.” But we would argue 
that activities and actions with “convergence potential” occur 
regularly. They’re happening all the time; it’s just that normally 
we don’t recognize them as such. The ability to see the 
possibilities, the connections, the potential for leverage, and 
the value of other perspectives sets the stage for collective 

action.

This is hard work. Interviewees made that clear, and the 
literature backs it up. It’s hard work bringing people together 
– more so than people think. “You need to have a quarterback 
and a real infrastructure that keeps partners accountable.” 

Common Themes  9



LESSONS LEARNED

This section builds on the Common Themes section by exploring some of the less common, but no less important, 
learnings that emerged through this research. 

About Partnership and Leadership

Know and understand the culture in which you are 
embarking on the work. This includes the ethos around an 
issue, meaning things such as philanthropic culture, flow 
and structure of public funds, regulations, key players and 
practitioners, and relationship dynamics. It also refers to 
the culture of the community in which the initiative is taking 
place. As one interviewee put it, “There are different cultures 
between the powers that be and the people on the ground.” It 
may not be possible to fully understand these dynamics from 
the start, but be aware of what you know and what you don’t. 

Initiative leaders are more than issue experts. A “type” of 
leader emerged in successful initiatives: one who is passionate 
but humble; able to build trust; good with people; focused 
on long-term relations; understands motivations; is adaptive 
and flexible; and is not beholden to orthodoxy.8 Further, in 
some cases initiatives benefited from having a leader with a 
more diverse background and who was less embedded in the 
culture of the issue at hand. These leaders brought a fresher 
objectivity, less stymied by entrenched knowledge of silos  
and “business as usual.”

Secure a reputable convener and facilitator; a neutral party 
is important. 9 A number of initiatives noted the importance of 
a credible intermediary or convener in bringing individuals and 
organizations together that had not collaborated previously. A 
reputable facilitator can effectively engage, help align partners, 
and bring a level of credibility to the issue. 

Private-sector partners need to recognize that their 
government partners in a collective action effort serve 
many masters, and their actions are held to a higher 
level of scrutiny. This is the nature of public-sector work. 
Despite good intentions, government-agency colleagues 
often must place activities of the initiative on the back 
burner as they respond to incoming demands well beyond 
their control – from the mayor to the media to emergencies 
affecting the constituents and stakeholders they serve. This 
is especially true with highly visible agencies that are subject 
to controversy. This can prove frustrating to funders, private 
businesses, nonprofit partners, and the backbone organization 
in an initiative. However, being sensitive to that reality while 

8 Interview with Alison Gold, Living Cities. September 25, 2013.

9  Chicago Housing Authority, Chicago Department of Family and Support 
Services, and The Partnership for New Communities. (2010). A Partnership for 
Change: How Opportunity Chicago Helped Create New Workforce Pathways 
for Public Housing Residents. http://www.cct.org/sites/cct.org/files/CCT_ 
PartnershipforChange_2010.pdf.

still holding their public-sector colleagues accountable in 
a supportive way can go a long way in establishing and 
maintaining the trust necessary for those agencies to take 
risks or undergo change.

About Alignment, Focus and Remaining on Track

Alignment is essential and must be tended constantly. 
Creating and reinforcing a shared strategic vision are key 
to this work. Programs, practitioners, funding streams, and 
policies that typically operate independently or even at cross-
purposes must be coordinated. This takes hard work and 
trusting relationships, especially after that vision has initially 
been created.10

Agree on the metrics and the methods for collecting and 
analyzing data as early as possible. A group’s strategy 
regarding data and metrics may change over time as an 
initiative evolves and collaborators learn what works and what 
doesn’t. But data should be treated with rigor and careful 
attention from the start.

Leveraging resources, commitments and influence is 
essential to creating impact. A strategic and effective 
collective action effort leverages resources through clear 
and widely communicated vision and goals, and through the 
plausibility of its strategies. This allows it to engage others who 
can see clearly that doing something together makes sense 
and can attract significant, bigger commitments of resources 
and influence than might otherwise be the case.

“[L]everaging also allows for multiple, smaller and even 
tentative commitments. These might come from people 
who never consider doing this on their own, or who are 
even a bit skeptical of the goals, but can see the quality and 
focus of the effort, and are drawn in by the opportunity… 
The lesson here for the initiative is finding a place for them 
and then listening, engaging and informing them. Even 
if they do not end up fully committed to the particular 
enterprise of the moment, they may be more interested  
in doing this kind of focused, strategic civic work down  
the road.” 11

10 Brown and Dewar (2011).

11 Brown and Dewar (2011).
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Turnover among partners and/or staff can be a challenge. 
Younger, less established initiatives may be more vulnerable 
to getting derailed by staff turnover. One interviewee noted 
that, “What I’ve learned is that it’s the people that keep it 
going…If the players change, you just have to make sure you 
have the right mechanisms in place to keep it going. Because 
the handshake method really worked, until one of the hands 
left.” For more established initiatives, the dedicated staff can 
develop an internalized understanding of group dynamics and 
become critical to navigating relationships between partners. 
In one interviewee’s experience, “The staff is not just there to 
further the mission, but to avoid the tensions of the key groups 
doing the work, and they’re very good at that.”

Branching out is tempting, but may be best avoided. Once 
an initiative establishes momentum and credibility and has 
some achievements under its belt, some have wrestled with 
whether and how to apply their collective action potential to 
take on additional issues. One challenge is that partnerships 
form around a specific goal or vision, and it can be difficult 
to identify additional positions around which partners have 
a unified stance or similar priorities. The authors of the 
final assessment of The Partnership for New Communities 
recommend crafting a strategic focus and sticking to it. 

“Effective cross-sector partnerships must have a focus 
within the overall goals of their work. They cannot be 
everywhere, so they should not try to be. Instead, 
success comes from choosing something that seems very 
important, do-able, and for which the group and its likely 
resources and capacity are well positioned. Over time, 
there may be strong pressures to expand or blur the focus 
so that others can find their way in…[but] tampering with 
the focus can be a threat to eventual, real impact.”12

About the Role of Funders

Funders can help determine whether organizations act in 
concert…or not.13 They may unintentionally send conflicting 
collaboration signals. Some interviewees reported that while 
a funder may emphasize and even award funding based on 
planned collaboration, that same funder may not require 
evidence of a joint strategy or campaign for the forthcoming 
work. They might also promote collaboration at the start of 
a grant yet later request evidence of impact based on the 
accomplishments of the individual organization (e.g. How often 
did this single grantee appear in press coverage around an 
issue?) rather than on coordinated efforts.

Risk aversion can limit investment in the problem-solving 
process. Many foundations won’t invest in the process of 
figuring out how to solve a big, audacious problem. Instead, 
they often want to know what the end game is or what the 
solutions are in advance, and they fund the work to achieve 
the goal.14 Some interviewees struggled to align their collective 
action work with funders who lacked the patience, interest, 
or motivation to fund a longer-term, more systemic approach 
to solving a problem. “Some funders just didn’t seem to 
‘get’ the value of taking a coordinated, strategic approach to 
solving problems across sectors,” said one member of an 
early initiative. “Once a specific plan was in place and program 
models were identified, it become much easier to attract the 
funding necessary to implement the plan.” 

Real or perceived competition for funding can arise between 
partners doing the work. Partners engaged in similar issue 
areas frequently receive funding from the same sources. 
How will a collective action initiative impact individual and 
joint financial support? This question should be considered 
earlier rather than later. One of the more established initiatives 
included in this analysis eventually created rules for how and 
when members can seek funding.

A good philanthropic consultant can help funders figure out how 
to maximize collaboration. Whether a single funder or a group, 
several initiatives that were part of this analysis benefited 
greatly from employing a consultant to help create a funding 
structure that facilitates meaningful partnerships between 
organizations and maximum impact on the issue. Like anything 
else, relationships matter, and a consultant who knows the 
terrain and players involved can bring additional value.

Timing can be important. Funders like to support issues that 
are “hot.” That benefited some initiatives included in this 
analysis and was a hindrance to others, as political and other 
dynamics shifted due to forces beyond the initiatives’ control.

12 Brown and Dewar (2011). 
 
13  Kania, John and Mark Kramer. (Winter 2011). “Collective  

Impact,” Stanford Social Innovation Review. http://www.ssireview.org/
articles/entry/collective_impact/

14 Interview with Alison Gold, Living Cities. September 30, 2013.
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 About Outcomes and Impact

A partnership’s benefits can transcend its own goals. 
Unexpected benefits have emerged as a result of these 
initiatives. In one case, the heads of two leading organizations 
formed such a productive and well-established relationship that 
other groups in the community – independent of the initiative 
– began to approach them as a team to request assistance 
in tackling other community problems. In another case, 
individuals in an initiative working group developed greatly 
enhanced leadership skills and now use those skills to do their 
own jobs better, which also strengthens the overall fabric of 
the partnership. “He was a cowboy before, and now he’s a 
pied piper!” 

Another type of benefit may accrue to an institutional 
partner itself. The Community Foundation for the Land of 
Lincoln discovered that its work as one for the leaders in 
the Continuum of Learning, which is working to ensure that 
all Sangamon County residents are ready to learn, work, 
and succeed, helped it develop into a “modern” community 
foundation – using its position to forge partnerships and  
make change. 

Successful initiatives can spawn other efforts. Fruitful 
initiatives may grow to increase the scope or geography of 
their work. Others may generate new initiatives altogether. For 
example, Neighborhood Housing Services of Chicago, the City 
of Chicago, and the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago formed 
the Home Ownership Preservation Initiative (HOPI) in 2002 
to address predatory lending practices. Through its work with 
partner financial institutions and others, HOPI was well poised 
to confront the foreclosure crisis when it exploded several 
years later. Recognizing that the crisis posed a serious threat 
beyond the City of Chicago, The Chicago Community Trust, 
the Federal Reserve Bank and NHS formed the Regional HOPI 
(RHOPI). Other partners include the Chicago Metropolitan 
Agency for Planning, Chicago Metropolis 2020, Housing Action 
Illinois, Metropolitan Mayors Caucus, Metropolitan Planning 
Council, and the Woodstock Institute. Both initiatives still exist, 
though their priorities and activities have shifted somewhat, as 
noted in their profiles. 

Another example is The Partnership for New Communities, a 
cross-sector partnership founded in 2001 by the John D. and 
Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, The Chicago Community 
Trust and the Chicago Housing Authority to provide civic 
leadership and funding support for the City’s plan to transform 
public housing. The Partnership led the creation of workforce 
development initiative Opportunity Chicago, a successful 
five-year collective impact initiative. The experience with 
Opportunity Chicago later contributed significantly to formation 
of the Chicago Workforce Funders Alliance, which collaborates 
with employers and other workforce stakeholders to increase 
employment and earnings for underprepared workers in the 
Chicago region. 

Similarly, the Chicago Arts Education Collaborative, consisting 
primarily of foundation funders, Chicago Public Schools 
and the Chicago Department of Cultural Affairs, spawned 
subsequent efforts to address inadequate and unequal access 
to arts education in CPS. Although the collaborative supported 
arts demonstration projects, creation of CPS’ Office of Arts 
Education, and formation of Illinois Creates, a state advocacy 
agenda, it became clear in 2008 that the effort to expand arts 
education lacked several important ingredients. Those included 
a coordinated effort to build the capacity of arts educators 
and schools as well as reliable benchmarks and accurate 
data on the availability of arts education. The collaborative 
launched the Chicago Arts Learning Initiative in 2009 to 
address the challenge through an 18-month process involving 
some 250 teachers, principals, artists, parents, funders and 
representatives from higher education and cultural institutions. 
CALI resulted in a shared vision to provide all CPS students 
with innovative and engaging arts education both in and out 
of the classroom from the day they start school until they 
graduate. CALI also developed a detailed action plan to achieve 
the vision.15 Ingenuity Incorporated, an independent nonprofit 
engaging a broad array of stakeholders, was formed in 2011 to 
implement the plan.

Learning from failure is as important as learning from 
success. Several interviewees mentioned that reflection led 
to improvement in the work and the outcomes. For example, 
Opportunity Chicago leaders, interviewed in other contexts 
and for that initiative’s evaluation, were willing to share the 
lessons about what failed and what succeeded. Given the high 
stakes and the agencies involved, Opportunity Chicago did 
not shy away from admitting when something wasn’t working 
and showed a strong willingness to change course when 
necessary. 

How do you know when the initiative is “done?” In social 
change work, organizations and cross-sector partnerships 
sometimes persist past the point of being useful. Determining 
whether or when to close up shop will vary from effort to 
effort, depending on the goals and nature of the work. One 
theme to emerge was, as an interviewee put it, “Until there’s 
an infrastructure that’s sustainable …we’re not done.” In 
other cases, a sustainable infrastructure does not apply. For 
example, The Partnership for New Communities – which was 
designed in 2001 as a time-limited entity – ended because 
the conditions that provided the rationale for its establishment 
in 2001 were sufficiently improved, and it made sense to 
conclude its work.16 

Tying the cross-sector partnership to achieving a specific goal 
within a particular timeframe from the start can be useful in 
knowing when it should sunset.

15  Chicago Arts Learning Initiative. “Collaborating for Change: Expanding Arts 
Learning in Chicago,” June 2010.

16 Brown and Dewar (2011).
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APPENDIX A: INITIATIVE PROFILES

The following initiative profiles serve several purposes. First, they provide Donors Forum with a landscape scan of existing 
or recent cross-sector partnerships and projects in Illinois, as well as a handful of notable efforts from elsewhere in the 
U.S. Second, they summarize these multi-faceted efforts in a manner useful as a reference tool or basis for comparison 
of initiatives. Finally, many highlight unique features that might serve as starting points for additional exploration into a 
particularly compelling facet of a given effort. The initiatives vary considerably in scale, subject, structure, and maturity.

The first 26 profiles highlight initiatives in Illinois. Four others describe exemplars from outside of the state.
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INITIATIVE:

Chicago Arts Education Collaborative (CAEC)

Overview 

CAEC consists primarily of funders and representation from Chicago Public Schools working together to address inequities and 
inconsistencies in the availability of arts programs to CPS students. CAEC was instrumental in establishing the Office of Arts 
Education at CPS – on par with other offices dedicated to other core subjects – and essential to securing system-wide action 
of re-introducing quality arts education as a core area of learning within the district. CAEC was the driving force in creating a 
cross-sector initiative to develop and implement action plans to achieving a shared vision of providing every CPS student in 
every grade with programming in every arts discipline. The collaborative launched the Chicago Arts Learning Initiative in 2009. 
The 18-month community-wide effort engaged arts and cultural organizations, schools, the Office of Arts Education and funders 
to create an arts education action plan and eventually a multi-stakeholder structure to implement the plan (see Ingenuity profile 
on p. 27.) With so much already accomplished, the collaborative is not as active as it had been in previous years, but the group 
remains intact to monitor progress and confront new issues, such as the impact of 2013 school closings on arts education. 

Lead Organizations: 
• The Chicago Community Trust 

• Polk Bros. Foundation 

• Lloyd A. Fry Foundation 

• The Boeing company 

• JP Morgan Chase 

• Chicago Public Schools

Other Key Partners: 

Origins: 
A 2001 study by The Chicago Community 
Trust found that many Chicago Public 
Schools offered limited or no arts education 
opportunities. A citywide task force of 
business and civic leaders, arts organizations, 
and funders addressed the issue, leading to 
creation of the collaborative in 2004

Structure:
Structured as a fund at the Trust, with two 
foundation co-chairs.

Shared Metrics: 

Key Funding Sources: 
The Boeing Company, Henriette Lange 
Burk Fund, JP Morgan Chase Foundation, 
The Chicago Community Trust, The 
Field Foundation of Illinois, Freed Family 
Foundation, The Lloyd A. Fry Foundation, Kraft 
Foods, Louis R. Lurie Foundation, McDougal 
Family Foundation, Col. Stanley R. McNeil 
Foundation, The Elizabeth Morse Charitable 
Foundation, Polk Bros. Foundation, The Prince 
Charitable Trusts, The Siragusa Foundation, 
Woods Fund of Chicago

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Strong vision; focused advocacy

•  Used data to understand the issue 

•  Strategic funding that maintained momentum 

•  Concrete goals and activities

•  Consistent leadership 

•  Recognition that fundamental and radical 
change takes time

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Partnering with a large, public institution like 
CPS requires patience; understanding the 
system’s constraints 

•  Balancing expectations of partners from 
different sectors

What Sets It Apart:

•  Enduring results of its work:

•  Illinois Creates, a state advocacy agenda run 
by Arts Alliance Illinois 

•  CPS Office of Arts Education

•  CALI cross-sector planning process and 
creation of Ingenuity to implement action plan

•  Chicago Guide for Teaching and Learning in 
the Arts

Core Issue: 
Inadequate and unequal provision of arts 
education in Chicago Public Schools

Geographic Focus:  
Chicago

Timeline:  
Although the collaborative was created in 
2004, work on this issue  
began in 2001

Contacts:
Peggy Mueller, The Chicago Community Trust 
pmueller@cct.org 
Frank Baiocchi, Polk Bros. Foundation 
fbaiocchi@polkbrosfdn.org
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INITIATIVE:

Chicago Teacher Partnership Program (CTPP)

Overview 

CTPP is a new model for preparing highly qualified teachers, especially for high-needs schools, through stronger elementary-
teacher baccalaureate programs at four partner universities. The CTPP’s overarching goal is to increase the capacity of the 
four universities to build and continuously improve teacher preparation and induction programs that not only are coherent, 
consistent, and aligned but also meet CPS needs and can be rigorously and effectively evaluated. 

Lead Organizations: 
4 universities: 

• University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC)

• Loyola University Chicago

• National-Louis University

• Northeastern Illinois University (NEIU)

Other Key Partners: 
• Chicago Public Schools (CPS)

• 20 high-need CPS K-8 elementary schools

•  Council of Chicago Area Deans of Education 
(CCADE)

• IL State Board of Education

• IL Board of Higher Education

Origins: 
Most universities are engaged in teacher 
preparation program development as part 
of their own continuous improvement 
processes and in response to national, 
state, and local mandates. Local deans of 
education colleges have collaborated for 
many years as the CCADE; in recent years, 
The Chicago Community Trust has provided 
support to strengthen the group’s activities, 
which include the collection, review, and use 
of common data to inform local program 
development. 

Deans of four colleges of education together 
responded to a Teacher Quality Partnership 
RFP from the U.S. Department of Education 
to collectively address strengthening 
recruitment, preparation, placement, and 
retention of high-quality teachers, particularly 
in high-needs communities in the region. The 
Trust provided significant cost-share support 
through a supplemental grant that extended 
the proposed teacher preparation reforms to 
CCADE. 

Structure:
• The College of Education at UIC serves as 
the fiscal agent, lead partner, and principal 
investigator.
• A team was hired with grant funds, 
including a director and her staff, a data 
manager, and two evaluators.

Shared Metrics: 
Many are used but not to full advantage, 
owing to delays in implementation resulting 
from federal funding delays, state- and 
district-level policy changes and resource 
shortages, and individual university issues 
(e.g., administrative changes, restructuring, 
etc.). Some examples are student basic-skills 
data, high-school transcripts, standardized 
test scores, and attrition rates once in the 
program.

Key Funding Sources: 
U.S. Department of Education/American 
Reinvestment and Recovery Act funds;  
The Chicago Community Trust

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Grant funding provided for several dedicated 
staff positions to help build program capacity 
at each institution

• Partner universities learned from each other

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Federal grant was extraordinarily complex

•  The degree of regulation and compliance 
surrounding education in Illinois

•  Unreliable funding; each year has seen cuts to 
grant payments

•  Core institutions are very different from each 
other

•  Weak institutional capacity (leadership, 
staffing, other resources) at the state and 
district levels

What Sets It Apart:

•  An alliance of universities pursued a grant 
together

•  Partners have built a strong new curriculum 
together; shared it with the rest of the state; 
provided professional development for other 
institutions

•  Partners have provided leadership for: 
(1) developing Common Core State 
Standards curriculum and assessments; (2) 
piloting ISBE-mandated teacher candidate 
performance assessment; and more 

•  CTPP has served to remind state and district 
partners of the need to include school of 
education partners at the policy and decision-
making tables that affect their work; this is a 
work in progress

Core Issue: 
Increase capacity of the four universities to 
improve teacher-preparation programs and 
align programs with Chicago Public Schools’ 
needs

Geographic Focus:  
Chicago and Illinois

Timeline:  
Launched in 2009 through a 5-year federal 
grant; some work will continue following the 
grant.

Contacts:
Victoria Chou (retired), University of Illinois-
Chicago, College of Education
vchou@uic.edu
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INITIATIVE:

Chicagoland Green Collar Jobs Initiative (CGCJI)

Overview 

CGCJI’s mission is to develop a skilled workforce that is ready to meet employer demands in the developing green economy 
and to capture new employment opportunities for low-skilled individuals in Chicagoland. CGCJI works to explore and identify 
employment and job training opportunities that prepare disadvantaged workers for emerging green jobs in the energy 
efficiency, renewable energy, waste reduction, urban agriculture, and horticulture industries (among others). CGCJI also serves 
as an information clearinghouse on green jobs for the Chicago region. 

Lead Organizations: 
Chicago Jobs Council (CJC))

Other Key Partners: 
•  Steering Committee members: LEED 

Council, Wilbur Wright College, Blacks in 
Green, Delta Institute, OAI, Sierra Club, 
Chicago Departments of Environment and 
several others

•  Funders: Grand Victoria Foundation, Field 
Foundation

Origins: 
Several people from various organizations in 
Chicago were inspired by Van Jones, former 
Special Advisor to President 

Obama on green jobs, and Green for All, 
a national nonprofit (founded by Jones) 
dedicated to building an inclusive green 
economy strong enough to lift people out of 
poverty. These individuals, from organizations 
that became part of the Steering Committee, 
spearheaded the initiative. Lead partners 
created a strategic plan

Structure:
•  Managed by CJC, which became the 

backbone organization and employed a 
dedicated staff person. 

•  A Steering Committee of some 13 members 
guides the initiative and represents a broad 
coalition of stakeholders

•  Sixty to 70 cross-sector Partner 
Organizations help develop and implement 
advocacy priorities.

•  As an information clearinghouse, staff 
created a Web site, produced a newsletter, 
and organized partner meetings and (five) 
annual conferences.

Shared Metrics: 
Did not play a formal role. Some attention 
was paid to the representativeness of the 
membership. Website analytics also were 
tracked; this was important as a key role 
of the initiative was to be an information 
clearinghouse

Key Funding Sources: 
Grand Victoria Foundation and Field 
Foundation provided initial funding that lasted 
about two years. CJC provided some funding 
out of its general operating budget

Elements Critical to Success:

• Having a dedicated staff person

•  A clear values and vision statement to which 
everyone is committed

•  Bringing together people from different areas 
who don’t normally interact

Challenges/Barriers:

  Local and national dynamics around green 
economy changed

•  Funders’ interest in the issue waned

•  Loss of key staffer limited capacity to move 
initiative forward

•  Finding a focus. Each part of the green 
economy has numerous sub-sectors, 
and each partner had its own issues and 
campaigns, so early on it was difficult to find 
a focus

What Sets It Apart:

•  Connecting green jobs to broader strategy 
and needs for jobs

•  Despite reduced activity of the coalition 
itself, partners who did not previously work 
together established lasting relationships and 
continue to work together on joint projects

•  In addition to inspiration from Green for All, 
the coalition benefited from core thinking and 
writing about the green economy done by the 
Center on Wisconsin Strategies (COWS)

Core Issue: 
“Green collar” jobs as a pathway out of 
poverty

Geographic Focus:  
Chicago region

Timeline:  
Launched in 2007; currently in transition with 
reduced activity.

Contact:
Carrie Thomas, Chicago Jobs Council 
carrie@cjc.net
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INITIATIVE:

Continuum of Learning

Overview 

The Continuum of Learning is a partnership between the Community Foundation for the Land of Lincoln, The Greater 
Springfield Chamber of Commerce, the United Way of Central Illinois, and the University of Illinois at Springfield Center for 
State Policy and Leadership. Its purpose is to ensure that all Sangamon County residents are Ready to Learn, Ready to Work, 
and Ready to Succeed. It works to see that the highest possible numbers of children, adolescents, and young adults and adults 
are progressing successfully through each stage of development and are poised to contribute to the region’s economy. The 
Continuum works in partnership with the 10 public school districts in Sangamon County to complement their efforts.

Lead Organizations: 
Coordinating Partners: 

•  Community Foundation for the Land of 
Lincoln 

•  United Way of Central Illinois

•  Greater Springfield Chamber of Commerce

•  Center for State Policy and Leadership, 
University of Illinois at Springfield

Other Key Partners: 
•  Regional Office of Education

Origins: 

Several factors coalesced to catalyze the 
Continuum of Learning: 

In 2003 the Community Foundation hired 
its first staff person, an executive director, 
who remains there today. The same year, 
the Grand Victoria Foundation invited the 
foundation to apply for its Communityworks 
initiative, a multi-year effort to help 
community foundations build their capacity 
and think beyond traditional work of 
community foundations. In 2006-2007 the 
local United Way conducted a Community 
Needs Assessment, which identified 
education and employment as top priorities. 

The Chamber of Commerce also launched 
Q5, an economic development initiative that 
includes education and workforce excellence 
as priorities. In 2013 the University of Illinois 
at Springfield Center for State Policy and 
Leadership joined the effort as the fourth 
coordinating partner.

Structure:
The structure for the Continuum of Learning 
includes the coordinating partners, a steering 
committee and action teams. The university 
coordinates the effort. 

Shared Metrics: 
Varies by project or program

Key Funding Sources: 
All coordinating partners have contributed 
staff time to lead coordination of the effort. 
The Community Foundation, Chamber and 
United Way have aligned their own funding 
to further programs and projects born of the 
Continuum.

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Strong, lasting relationships between 
core leaders, especially at the community 
foundation and United Way

•  Bringing on the university to use their 
expertise to assist with data and metrics

Challenges/Barriers:

 •  For the community foundation, as the 
original staffing organization, running the 
initiative was like running a separate nonprofit 
organization and was a lot to manage

 •  Dealing with education means dealing with 
huge institutions; it’s complex

 •  How to best use the data being gathered

What Sets It Apart:

•  Unique collaboration, involving a community 
foundation, United Way, a chamber of 
commerce, and a university

•  The initiative has helped the community 
foundation become a “modern” community 
foundation – using its position to forge 
partnerships and make change

Core Issue: 
Increasing educational attainment at every 
level and tying that success to economic 
development.

Geographic Focus:  
Sangamon County (Springfield)

Timeline:  
Launched in 2008; ongoing

Contact:
John Stremsterfer, Community Foundation  
for the Land of Lincoln 
217-789-4431
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INITIATIVE:

Count Me In

Overview 

Count Me In gave $1.2 million in Chicago and throughout Illinois to conduct public education campaigns, community outreach, 
special events and other grassroots activities to boost census participation in select hard-to-count communities. Twenty-six 
grants were made to 60 nonprofit organizations to support work in 25 Chicago Community Areas, 3 other Cook County cities, 
and 9 Illinois cities outside Cook County. Grantees were nonprofit organizations that had established relationships with different 
hard-to-count groups. They worked on a multi-faceted, multi-layered campaign that complemented and leveraged activities 
performed by the U.S. Census Bureau.

Lead Organizations: 
Ten leading Illinois grantmakers formed the 
Illinois Funders Census Initiative to support 
this work; Joyce Foundation was a leader in 
the group.

Other Key Partners: 
A wide range of nonprofit organizations who 
received grants.

Origins: 

The Joyce Foundation supported and was 
closely engaged with the Funders Committee 
for Civic Participation, an early national census 
partner. The Committee made consultation 
available to grantmakers through biweekly 
calls and on demand, providing a critical 
knowledge bank for the Illinois initiative.

Structure:
•  Funds were pooled at The Chicago 

Community Trust.

•  A dedicated project manager oversaw 
many aspects of the project, particularly 
assistance to grantees.

•  Two consultants provided assistance to the 
funders.

•  Nonprofit grantees conducted outreach in 
key communities.

•  Efforts were coordinated with the U.S. 
Census Bureau.

Shared Metrics: 
Census participation rates in key areas 
demonstrated success, but initiative leaders 
felt further quantification of impact could 
have used greater and earlier consideration.

Key Funding Sources: 
$1.25 million from Illinois Funders Census 
Initiative: Boeing, Chicago Community Trust, 
Woods Fund, and the Chicago Bar, Lloyd A. 
Fry, Grand Victoria, Joyce, MacArthur, Polk 
Bros., and Steans Family foundations. LISC/
Chicago supported five New Communities 
Program lead agencies (but did not consider 
itself part of the collaboration).

Elements Critical to Success:

•  A key individual (in this case at Joyce) 
“devoted early, deep, and strategic thinking 
“to the work.

• Dedicated project manager was crucial.

• Grantees received quality training.

•  National Funders Committee provided 
important guidance to state-level effort.

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Affiliation with the federal government 
generated some skepticism in target 
communities.

•  Funders’ relationship with the Census 
“Bureau was fruitful but not easy. 

What Sets It Apart:

The 2010 census partnership program was 
unprecedented in scale and scope and included 
new and untested relationships between the 
Bureau and philanthropy, and between the 
Bureau and nonprofit organizations.

Core Issue: 
To ensure Illinois communities get federally 
distributed dollars based on an accurate 
census county, increase 2010 census 
participation in select hard-to-count 
communities that had low participation  
in the 2000 census. 

Geographic Focus:  
Chicago and Illinois

Timeline:  
Finite; Started in 2009 as a short-term  
effort centered on the 2010 census.

Contact:
Alice Cottingham, The Joyce Foundation 
alicecottingham@gmail.com 
Gretchen Sims, The Joyce Foundation 
gsims@joycefdn.org
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INITIATIVE:

East St. Louis Collective Impact Initiative

Overview 

The initiative, now in its formative stage, aims to improve the quantity, quality, and consistency of services and opportunities 
for children and youth, so that they are ready for college, work and life by age 21. The initiative has engaged nearly 100 
organizations in this goal, with the committed involvement of a 12-member, cross-sector working group. While the members 
agree that the initiative is not about access to funding, the group took advantage of a grant opportunity from a national 
foundation to collaborate on an application, creating a common vision, sense of purpose and shared commitment in the 
process. It is aligning with a broader regional collective impact initiative being spearheaded by the United Way of Greater  
St. Louis.

Lead Organizations: 
(Working Group) 
City of East St. Louis, East St. Louis 
School District 189, Greater East St. Louis 
Community Fund, United Way of Greater 
St. Louis, Lessie Bates Davis Neighborhood 
House, Children’s Home and Aid, JJK 
Foundation, Catholic Urban Programs: Griffin 
Center , Ceres Barge Line, Washington 
University School of Social Work, Southern 
Illinois University-Edwardsville, East Side 
Health District.

Other Key Partners: 
Over 30 other organizations.

Origins: 

The initiative’s roots were planted in 
November 2012 when the District 189 
Superintendent called a meeting of leaders 
across sectors to address education, youth 
development and family economic security.

Structure:
In formation. Strategic leaders – Working 
Group (above); backbone functions performed 
by United Way of Greater St. Louis and 
East St. Louis School District 189 (interim); 
Strategic facilitation by Forum for Youth 
Investment (nonprofit consultant)

Shared Metrics: 
In development. Will include data measuring 
academic attainment; physical health and 
safety; social and emotional health; career 
awareness and vocational development; 
and civic engagement by age groups – Early 
Childhood, Elementary School, Middle 
School, High School, Young Adult

Key Funding Sources: 
Financial contributions from participating 
nonprofits and local investors, including 
foundations.

Elements Critical to Success:

• Development of trust among all partners

• Committed leadership

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Overcoming traditional turf issues

• Resources

What Sets It Apart:

• Connected to larger, bi-state/regional initiative 

• Financial buy-in by participating stakeholders

Core Issue: 
Child/Youth development -- Ensuring that all 
young people have the supports they need to 
be productive, connected, healthy, and safe.

Geographic Focus:  
East St. Louis, IL

Timeline:  
2013 (5-10 years).

Contact:
Sydney Stigge-Kaufman, East St. Louis 
School District 189 
618-646-3086
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INITIATIVE:

Edible Economy

Overview 

The Edible Economy seeks to establish a farmer-owned cooperative and a community-owned “food hub” which helps 
coordinate essential activities of a community-based food system. In partnership with local farmers, schools, businesses, 
and community members in 32 central Illinois counties, the Edible Economy Project is leading development of local food 
production, distribution, and processing facilities. Its goal is to foster a healthier, more self-sufficient community where more 
local money goes back into the local community.

Lead Organizations: 
Steering Group:

•  Economic Development Council of the 
Bloomington-Normal Area

• Heartland Community College

• The Land Connection

Other Key Partners: 
• Artezen • Downtown Bloomington Farmers’ 
Market • Illinois Department of Commerce 
and Economic Opportunity (DCEO) • Illinois 
State University–Campus Dining Services • 
marcfirst • PrairiErth Farm • Town of Normal 
• Plus over 200 stakeholders, including 
farmers, government officials, chefs, 
restaurant executives, local schools and 
universities, and food justice organizations.

Origins: 

In 2011, local food analyst Ken Meter 
conducted an assessment (sponsored 
by Edible Economy, Bloomington-Normal 
Farmers Market, Heartland Community 
College, The Land Connection, Bloomington-
Normal Economic Development Council, 
and Trailside Market) of central Illinois’ food 
system. It found that the region loses $5 
billion annually because more money is spent 
on food and agricultural inputs from outside 

the region than is earned through farming 
and food production within the region. That 
year Edible Economy also engaged Illinois 
Business Consulting at the University of 
Illinois, with funding from DCEO, to develop 
an initial business plan for the project.

Structure:
•  Heartland Community College, a founding 

member of the project as well as of 
the Illinois Green Economy Network, a 
consortium of Illinois community colleges 
working to grow the state’s green economy, 
will hire a director to provide to coordinate 
Edible Economy’s stakeholder effort.

•  Edible Economy is a component fund of 
the Illinois Prairie Community Foundation, a 
501(c)(3) nonprofit corporation, which serves 
as fiscal agent.

•  Edible Economy is a member of the Great 
Lakes Food Hub sponsored by Fresh 
Taste in Chicago (see profile on p. 24). 
Membership in this network provides 
access to the expertise and experiences of 
other food system professionals across a 
multi-state area, and connects the project 
to other markets and resources that will be 
beneficial to central Illinois.

Shared Metrics: 
Shared metrics are not currently a 
foundational part of the project. 

Key Funding Sources: 
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)  
Rural Business Enterprise Grant;  
Illinois Green Economy Network; DCEO.

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Diverse stakeholder group – farmers, 
community members, universities, 
government, nonprofits, and others

•  Support from membership in or affiliated with 
other networks, such as Fresh Taste and the 
Illinois Green Economy Network

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Current food infrastructure (marketing, 
distribution, aggregation) in Central Illinois  
is very fragmented, making it labor-intensive 
and inefficient for all

•  Current supply does not meet current 
demand for regional food

What Sets It Apart:

•  Broad cross section of partners reaching 
across sectors and across rural and urban 
interests

•  Strategic, focused, and coordinated approach 
to major issue threatening the rural economy

Core Issue: 
Create a modern, efficient, local food system 
in central Illinois

Geographic Focus:  
32 counties in central Illinois

Timeline:  
Launched in 2011

Contact:
Illinois Prairie Community Foundation  
info@edibleeconomy.org
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INITIATIVE:

Educare Learning Network

Overview 

Educare is a network of schools that serves at-risk children and families from birth to age 5. Created in Chicago by the Ounce 
of Prevention Fund, Educare is now a growing national network of state-of-the-art, full-day, year-round schools funded mostly by 
existing public dollars. Each Educare School is a program, a place, a partnership, and a platform for broader policy change. 

Lead Organizations: 
• Ounce of Prevention Fund

• Buffett Early Childhood Fund

•  20 Educare Schools  
and their philanthropic, school district, and 
Head Start partners

Other Key Partners: 
• Irving Harris Foundation

• Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation

• W.K. Kellogg Foundation

• George Kaiser Family Foundation

• Pritzker Family Foundation

•  Frank Porter Graham Child Development 
Institute

• Local Evaluation Partners

Origins: 

The Ounce of Prevention Fund developed 
the first Educare School in Chicago in 
2000. Shortly thereafter, the Ounce began 
partnering with the Buffett Early Childhood 
Fund to support expansion of the model 
in communities across the country. 
Today, 20 individual Schools comprise the 
Educare Learning Network, a consortium 
of like-minded educators, researchers and 
community leaders focused on demonstrating 
exemplary practice in early learning while 

leveraging broader program and policy change 
in education at the local, state and national 
levels.

Structure:
Each Educare School is a partnership between 
a local philanthropist, school district, and Head 
Start provider. The Buffett Early Childhood 
Fund and Ounce of Prevention Fund provide 
operational and leadership support to the 
Educare Learning Network.

Shared Metrics: 
Participation in a national evaluation and local 
research efforts are a core component of 
Educare. Data are used to guide classroom 
instruction, family-engagement strategies, 
and continuous-improvement efforts across 
individual Schools and the full Network.

Key Funding Sources: 
Educare Schools are supported by a mix 
of public funding streams and private 
philanthropy. The Network’s communities 
of learning and collective efforts to drive 
change in early education are supported by 
several national philanthropies. Funders have 
also provided $1 million challenge grants to 
local Educare partnerships for their capital 
campaigns.

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Reaching children and families as early  
as possible, preferably from birth

•  Commitment to ongoing learning,  
innovation and data driven practice 

•  Engaging families as advocates for their 
children’s success in education over the  
long term

•  Creating a true operating partnership  
and shared governance, not simply a  
funding partnership

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Workforce and leadership development  
is needed in a very fragmented field

•  Early childhood education is deeply 
underinvested from various perspectives. 
Programs must blend and braid multiple 
funding streams to support high quality 
services

•  Need to build seamless connections  
between early education and the K-12  
system

What Sets It Apart:

•  A well-coordinated network of sites, each  
of which has both national and local structure 
and partnerships

•  National implementation study demonstrating 
positive outcomes

• Randomized control trial under way

•  Network of Schools focused on systemic 
change in practice and policy

Core Issue: 
Far too many students, particularly from low-
income families, start kindergarten already 
behind. Experience shows they are unlikely 
to ever catch up. The Educare Learning 
Network provide research-based early 
education to prevent the achievement gap 
from taking root and to lay the foundation for 
school success and lifelong achievement.

Geographic Focus:  
20 birth-to-five schools in 12 states and the 
District of Columbia

Timeline:  
Launched in Chicago in 2000; growing and 
ongoing

Contact:
Diana Rauner, Ounce of Prevention Fund 
DRauner@ounceofprevention.org
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INITIATIVE:

Education Coalition of Macon County (EdCo)

Overview 

EdCo was commissioned by The Community Foundation of Macon County and charged with large-scale community 
improvement through education. EdCo exists to form a nexus where community groups can interface over issues related 
to education in the community. Those groups include early childhood, community resource, municipal, institutional (publicly 
funded schools), professional alliances and after school providers. They span the whole lifecycle from birth through old age  
as well as all socioeconomic strata. 

Lead Organizations: 
The Community Foundation of Macon County 
(CFMC)

Other Key Partners: 
Education leaders, practitioners, University  
of Illinois at Chicago

Origins: 

In 2005 a group of educators and community 
leaders began meeting in Decatur to 
formulate an organized response to the issues 
behind low student performance in public 
schools.

In 2007 the CFMC took action to improve the 
Decatur area community through education 
in partnership with the Grand Victoria 
Foundation’s Communityworks initiative. The 
initial proposal to establish the Education 
Coalition was presented by 22 community 
members, who referenced the need for 
changes in education that would improve 
the performance of Macon County school 
children.

Structure:
•  Dedicated staff of 5 full-time positions  

at the CFMC. Back-office support through 
the CFMC includes accounting, payroll,  
and funding

•  Steering Committee of cross-sector leaders, 
from education and elsewhere

• Coordinating Committee of practitioners

•  Collaboratives – small groups of 
practitioners representing each stage along 
the development continuum

•  The initiative hosts regular/quarterly 
community meetings, bringing in speakers 
around specific areas of inquiry

Shared Metrics: 
Heavy emphasis on data at all development 
levels. EdCo tracks a standard set of 
benchmarks and publishes them in an annual 
report. It also publishes regular op-eds 
focused around metrics and begins each 
facilitated meeting with a presentation of 
relevant data for the group to reflect on. 
EdCo offers performance metrics upon 
request to principals and teachers to facilitate 
tracking of impact of various initiatives within 
their schools.

Key Funding Sources: 
Funding came from several local supporters 
and was matched by a gift from the Grand 
Victoria Foundation. Other monies have been 
raised annually. Back-office support is from 
the CFMC.

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Stakeholders must understand what the 
work truly is – not a product or program, but 
changing complex systems

•  Initiative leaders must understand that 
practitioners usually don’t have the power to 
change the systems within which they work

•  Team of dedicated staff members

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Convincing funders that supporting a 
backbone organization is critical to success 
and long-term impact

•  The nature of the work is slow

•  Funding can drive competition rather than 
collaboration 

What Sets It Apart:

•  Community education about education – an 
effort that seeks to educate the community 
(e.g. through billboards, op-eds) about all 
aspects of development from birth to post-
secondary and re-careering

Core Issue: 
To mobilize the community to improve 
Macon County through education.

Geographic Focus:  
Macon County (central Illinois – includes 
Decatur)

Timeline:  
Launched in 2007; ongoing

Contact:
Jean Hinton, EdCo 
jhinton@edco4kids.org
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INITIATIVE:

Every Child Ready for Kindergarten, Every Youth Ready for Work

Overview 

The Evanston Community Foundation launched Every Child, Every Youth in response to consistent community input that the 
achievement gap was the most urgent challenge facing the community. Its impact plan, which initially grew out of involvement 
with the Grand Victoria Foundation’s Communityworks initiative, taps into Evanston’s considerable intellectual resources, 
building a stronger early childhood education system by networking existing resources. 

Lead Organizations: 
Evanston Community Foundation (ECF)

Other Key Partners: 
• Infant Welfare Society of Evanston

•  Evanston/Skokie School District 65 Family 
Center 

• Northern Illinois University

• Evanston Public Library

• Northwestern University 

•  Community-based organizations, Youth Job 
Center, Childcare Network of Evanston, 
McGaw YMCA, Family Focus, and others

Origins: 

ECF launched Every Child Ready for 
Kindergarten, Every Youth Ready for Work in 
2007 as a result of its work with the Grand 
Victoria Foundation’s Communityworks 
initiative, a multi-year effort to help 
community foundations build their capacity 
and think beyond traditional work of 
community foundations. ECF participated 
for 8 years and was challenged to embrace 
an expanded community leadership role 
as convener, partner, planner, and strategic 
fundraiser, in addition to the traditional role of 
grantmaker.

Structure:
In collaboration with its partners, ECF has 
led a variety of initiatives under Every Child, 
Every Youth, including building a network 
of early-childhood providers, funding high-
quality home-visiting programs for families 
with children 0-3 and expanded home visiting 
for families with 3-5 year olds, expanding 
access to quality preschool for children 
3-5, researching barriers to early childhood 
education, and funding a summer partnership 
between the public library and local Youth Job 
Center, ABC Boosters. It also is participating 
in a U.S. Department of Education-funded 
study of Child Parent Centers led by the 
University of Minnesota. Most recently, ECF 
is working in partnership with Northwestern 
University’s Institute for Policy Research 
program and Ascend at the Aspen Institute 
to establish a pilot two-generation program 
in Evanston. ECF’s annual responsive grants 
increasingly align with its Every Child, Every 
Youth plan.

Shared Metrics: 
Data is being gathered and analyzed with 
assistance from Northern Illinois University. 
The two-generation initiative is a research 
initiative with Professor Lindsay-Chase 
Lansdale.

Key Funding Sources: 
The Grand Victoria Foundation helped ECF 
significantly increase its endowment through 
a major matching grant, which has spurred 
improved fundraising efforts ongoing. 
Numerous local donors helped build the over 
$6 million endowment, and Every Child has 
also attracted support from family foundations 
for specific initiatives such as ABC Boosters 
and the study on barriers to early childhood 
attendance.

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Developing a range of collaborations among 
organizations to tackle facets of a challenging 
issue

•  The Foundation has transformed to reach 
new levels of effective leadership in fulfilling 
its mission through GVF’s Communityworks 
initiative

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Staff changes at partner organizations

•  Changes in state funding for partner 
organizations

What Sets It Apart:

•  In this period when governments are 
rethinking and retrenching, ECF’s growth 
– largely attributable to Grand Victoria’s 
assistance in developing Every Child, Every 
Youth – has presented a major counter-trend 
that enhances the sustainability of local 
organizations and protects Evanston’s safety 
net

•  ECF is being asked to lead and participate 
in important efforts related to early child 
development

Core Issue: 
Close Evanston’s achievement gap

Geographic Focus:  
Evanston

Timeline:  
Launched in 2007; ongoing.

Contact:
Sara Schastok, Evanston Community 
Foundation 
schastok@evanstonforever.org
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INITIATIVE:

Fresh Taste 

Overview 

Fresh Taste is dedicated to re-localizing the food system in the Chicago food shed and ensuring equitable access to nutritious 
food for all Chicago residents. Its mission is to stimulate deeper conversations and increased investments of time and money, 
leading ultimately to changes in the manner by which food is produced, distributed and consumed in the Chicago region. These 
investments may be public, private and nonprofit, as food system interventions require all three. Fresh Taste is conceived as 
a catalytic process rather than an implementing body. Its goal is to bring about system-level change. Fresh Taste engages in 
four types of activities: it seeks out promising opportunities for collaboration on significant food system issues; it convenes 
dialogues to spark new collaborative work; it supports research to serve local food system initiatives; and it develops initiative 
support strategies that include grantmaking, private investment, and public policy tools. 

Lead Organizations: 
• Gaylord and Dorothy Donnelley Foundation

• J.R. Albert Foundation

• Leo S. Guthman Family Fund

• Liberty Prairie Foundation

• Stuart Family Foundation 

• The Chicago Community Trust

• Lumpkin Family Foundation

• Walter S. Mander Foundation

• Kinship Foundation

Other Key Partners: 
•  City of Chicago Department of Housing and 

Economic Development

•  Sustainable Local Food Investment Group 
(SLoFIG)

•  U.S. Department of Agriculture

•  Sustainable Agriculture and Food System 
Funders

•  Food system entrepreneurs

•  Nonprofit food system networks

Origins: 

A group of funders came together in 2002 
as a result of a conference on food systems 
sponsored by the W.K. Kellogg Foundation. 
In 2006, after several years of conversation, 
they commissioned Red Tomato to produce a 
food-system assessment for Illinois, Feeding 
Ourselves: Strategies for a New Illinois Food 
System. They decided to hire staff to advance 
food-system work in the region and became a 
staffed initiative in 2008.

Structure:
•  Fresh Taste is a staffed collaborative 

jointly paid for and operated by Fresh 
Taste member funders (listed above 
under Lead Organizations) and past 
support from funders including the W.K. 
Kellogg Foundation, Kraft Foods, and 
Prince Charitable Trusts. Staff members 
include a director, program specialist, and 
administrative assistant.

•  Fresh Taste is governed by a Steering 
Committee, co-chaired by representatives of 
two partner organizations. 

•  It is fiscally sponsored by New Venture Fund

Shared Metrics: 
In 2010, Fresh Taste established long-term, 
intermediate, and short term goals against 
which the collaborative measures progress.

Key Funding Sources: 
Fresh Taste is supported by member funders 
(listed above under Lead Organizations).

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Focus on catalytic/incubation role rather than 
implementation (not in competition with food 
nonprofits)

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Differing priorities among foundations can 
at times be difficult to align around systemic 
initiatives

What Sets It Apart:

•  Focuses on the underpinnings and 
infrastructure of food systems that make 
other work possible: investment, technical 
assistance, planning, collaborative initiatives

Core Issue: 
Changing the manner in which food is 
produced, distributed, and consumed in 
Illinois.

Geographic Focus:  
Roughly a 250-mile radius around the city of 
Chicago, including portions of five states

Timeline:  
Launched in 2002; conceived as a 3-year 
effort but continues as an active initiative

Contact:
Karen Lehman, Fresh Taste 
karen@freshtaste.org
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INITIATIVE:

Healing Our Waters - Great Lakes Coalition 

Overview 

The Healing Our Waters-Great Lakes Coalition consists of more than 120 environmental, conservation, and outdoor recreation 
organizations, zoos, aquariums and museums. Its mission is to secure a sustainable Great Lakes restoration plan and the 
funding needed to implement it. The coalition has built strong partnerships with citizens, local, state and federal governments, 
industry, and businesses to make Great Lakes restoration a national priority. It is a powerful advocate for Great Lakes 
restoration with public officials on Capitol Hill. 

Lead Organizations: 
Two organizations serve as permanent co-
chairs:

•  National Wildlife Federation’s Great Lakes 
Regional Center

•  National Parks Conservation Association

Other Key Partners: 
•  More than 120 member organizations, 

primarily nonprofit 

•  Business and industry – Chambers of 
Commerce, business associations, etc.

Origins: 

In 2004 Peter Wege and the Wege Foundation 
became concerned about the Great Lakes 
and interested in investing significantly in 
the issue. Wege invited CEOs of national 
organizations, scientists, policymakers, state 
and local groups and others to a meeting to 
discuss developing a strategy for Great Lakes 
protection. Lack of coordination was identified 
at the meeting as the biggest barrier to 
getting things done, so Wege decided to fund 
that work. The basic structure was decided 
and an initial commitment of $5 million over 5 
years made.

Structure:
•  Co-chaired by the National Wildlife 

Federation and National Parks Conservation 
Association

•  Staffed by the fiscal agents of the Coalition; 
has an active presence in Washington DC 
and in the 8 Great Lakes states. 

•  A Governance Board of 14 members meets 
quarterly; a Technical Advisory Committee of 
researchers helps formulate a science-based 
restoration plan; a Policy Strategy Group 
helps develop policy work and goals 

•  Coalition hosts annual Great Lakes 
Conference at which important business 
takes place, and an annual Great Lakes Day 
on Capitol Hill 

•  By-laws have been developed, and a 
framework/charter lays out the Coalition’s 
purpose, structure, and operations.

•  Some re-grants are made (distributed by 
co-chairs) to members to achieve particular 
campaign goals

Key Funding Sources: 
Today the Coalition receives funding from 
the Erb Family Foundation, Great Lakes 
Fisheries Trust, The Joyce Foundation, Kresge 
Foundation, Peter Wege and the Wege 
Foundation.

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Significant funding at the start

•  Everything leads back to the coalition’s 
strategy

•  Good political strategy

•  The purpose of the coalition was to get 
federal money into the Great Lakes; that’s 
very motivating for partners from all sectors

•  Strong partnerships with business, esp. 
Chambers of Commerce

Challenges/Barriers:

•  How to use the structure and influence 
that has been developed to influence more 
Great Lakes issues, because on other issues 
Coalition members are likely going to be 
divided

What Sets It Apart:

•  The ubiquity of the Coalition’s strategy across 
nearly all sectors

•  The political influence the coalition has 
developed on both sides of the aisle

Core Issue: 
Restore the health of the Great Lakes

Geographic Focus:  
Great Lakes region (Illinois, Indiana, 
Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, Wisconsin)

Timeline:  
Founded in 2005; ongoing

Contact:
Andy Buchsbaum, National Wildlife 
Federation  
buchsbaum@nwf.org
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INITIATIVE:

Home Ownership Preservation Initiative (HOPI) 

Overview 

Formed in 2002 several years before the foreclosure crisis spread across the country, HOPI has worked to preserve home 
ownership whenever possible and keep families in their homes through counseling, loss mitigation and loan workouts, and 
informing national policy related to foreclosure intervention. When foreclosure is unavoidable, the partners seek to preserve 
the vacant properties as neighborhood assets. HOPI developed a number of innovative activities and services, including cross-
training for counseling and servicing staff; workshops with lender partners to prevent borrowers from going into default; the 
City’s 311 counseling telephone hotline; intensive one-on-one counseling for borrowers in serious delinquency; and a faith-
based outreach initiative to combat mortgage fraud. The initiative has also studied the mortgage and servicing industry and its 
impact on neighborhoods, and the behavior of delinquent borrowers, as a basis for developing best practices and serving as a 
laboratory for training and replication. Since its inception in 2002, the HOPI partnership has saved over 6,585 Chicagoans from 
foreclosure, counseled more than 27,125 homeowners at risk of foreclosure, and reclaimed 980 vacant or at-risk properties. 
HOPI has been a national model promoted through the NeighborWorks America Network and the National Center for 
Foreclosure Solutions. 

Lead Organizations: 
•  Neighborhood Housing Services of  

Chicago (NHS)

•  City of Chicago

•  Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago

Other Key Partners: 
Lending, investment and mortgage-servicing 
institutions, including JP Morgan Chase, Citi 
and Citi Foundation, BMO Harris Bank, HSBC 
- North America, Countrywide, GMAC, Ocwen 
Financial, Fannie Mae, and more. Foundations 
such as the John D. & Catherine T. MacArthur 
Foundation, Pierce Family Foundation, Polk 
Bros. Foundation, The Chicago Community 
Trust

Origins: 

In 2002, Neighborhood Housing Services and 
the City of Chicago noticed an alarming uptick 
in foreclosures compared to a decade earlier, 
concentrated heavily in the city’s low-income 

and minority neighborhoods. NHS, the City, 
and the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago 
convened a leadership group to form HOPI 
to launch an aggressive campaign to combat 
foreclosures and reclaim foreclosed homes  
as neighborhood assets. 

Structure:
Leadership Group comprised of NHS, the City, 
Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago, and key 
financial partners. Day-to-day management 
from key NHS, City, and lending institution 
staff. NHS provides backbone function as well 
as key service delivery, including pre-purchase 
education for prospective homebuyers, 
foreclosure intervention counseling, 
affordable lending products, including to 
refinance borrowers out of predatory loans, 
rehabilitation of foreclosed housing stock, 
data collection, research and advocacy 
regarding best practices within financial 
institutions, and policy change.

Shared Metrics: 
# of households counseled, # of foreclosures 
prevented, # of vacant buildings reclaimed

Key Funding Sources: 
Lending institutions, foundations, the City  
of Chicago

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Prompt action in bringing together partners 
who could address the problem

•  Clear roles and responsibilities for HOPI 
partners

•  Coordinated approach to addressing the 
issue: direct intervention with individuals and 
work with industry to change lending and 
foreclosure practices 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Scale of the problem

•  Amount of staff investment required to hold 
the partnership together

What Sets It Apart:

•  Early detection of foreclosure problems in 
low-to-moderate income communities, putting 
Chicago ahead of most other municipalities in 
responding to the foreclosure crisis when it 
hit nationally, five years after HOPI’s formation

•  Led to a similar regional initiative in the 
Chicagoland area

•  National model that has been replicated by 
organizations with similar goals

•  Best practices recognized by policy makers 
and adopted by mortgage lenders and 
servicers

Core Issue: 
Foreclosure

Geographic Focus:  
Chicago

Timeline:  
2003 to present

Contact:
Becca Goldstein, Neighborhood Housing 
Services of Chicago 
bgoldstein@nhschicago.org 
773-329-4010
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INITIATIVE:

Ingenuity, Incorporated

Overview 

Acting on a 2001 study showing uneven and inadequate arts education opportunities in Chicago Public Schools (CPS) and 
a 2008 study suggesting a lack of coordination in the arts education sector, the Chicago Arts Education Collaborative (see 
profile on page 14) explored how to build sustainable access to arts instruction for all students. The group achieved some 
important systems changes and programmatic accomplishments, creating an important base of arts education knowledge and 
infrastructure in Chicago. By 2008, however, it was clear that efforts to expand arts education still lacked reliable benchmarks 
and accurate data on the availability of arts education; a coordinated effort to build the capacity of community arts partners 
and schools; and an organized local advocacy effort. In 2009 CAEC launched the Chicago Arts Learning Initiative (CALI)—a 
community-wide effort bringing together large and small arts and cultural organizations, Chicago schools, the district’s Office of 
Arts Education, and funders. The goal was to leverage and coordinate good work already being done in Chicago communities 
and schools to dramatically increase access to quality arts learning for all CPS students. Some 200 stakeholders – school 
principals, teachers, artists, funders, heads of museums and arts organizations, university officials, and parents – worked over 
18 months to study opportunities and gaps in the delivery of arts education to CPS students, and to develop common goals 
and a plan to meet those goals. Ingenuity was formed in 2011 to carry out the vision for utilizing the arts to improve public 
education for each child, in each school, throughout the city of Chicago.

Lead Organizations: 
CALI: Had four co-chairs from the Lloyd A. Fry 
Foundation, Ravinia Festival, CPS Office of 
Arts Education, and a CPS school

Ingenuity: Board members are from the Polk 
Bros. Foundation, JP Morgan Chase, Ravinia 
Festival, Chicago Children’s Choir and The 
Chicago Community Trust 

Other Key Partners: 
CALI: 200 participants across sectors (as 
noted in overview)

Ingenuity: has maintained the same 
stakeholder group 

Origins: 

ICALI and Ingenuity sprang from the CAEC 

Structure:
CALI: Four co-chairs, a 27-member Advisory 
Committee and workgroups addressing 
School Capacity, Arts Partners, Mapping 
(Data), and Common Agenda. Six consultants 
facilitated the process. Ingenuity: Structured 
as an independent nonprofit with a five-
member board and seven-member staff 
engaging a broad array of stakeholders.

Shared Metrics: 
Presence of Certified Arts Instructors on staff 
at each school; minutes of arts instruction 
per week; presence of community arts 
partnerships at each school; kind of arts being 
taught in both elementary and high schools

Key Funding Sources: 
The Boeing Company, The Chicago 
Community Trust, Crown Family 
Philanthropies, Lloyd A. Fry Foundation, 
Milne Family Foundation, JP Morgan Chase, 
Elizabeth Morse Charitable Trust, Polk Bros. 
Foundation

Elements Critical to Success:

•  CALI set the stage and tone for 
implementation

•  Arts community, funders, CPS, schools in 
each workgroup

•  Funders brought people to the table; vision 
and momentum kept them there

•  Funder role far beyond financial support: 
major investment of staff time

•  Created conditions for success (strong 
leadership, common vision, organizational 
infrastructure and a plan)

•  Takes advantage of opportunities wherever 
they may be 

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Developing a common agenda and 
philosophical goals with a broad group 

•  While funders believe in the importance of 
arts education for all students, they rarely 
fund in a way that addresses the policy and 
infrastructure challenges to delivering arts in 
public education in a coherent way

•  Sustained funding for arts education policy 
and advocacy initiatives

•  Leadership transitions in CPS

What Sets It Apart:

Collaborative power of an external entity and 
the district working together led to huge policy 
advancements:

•  Three-year district-wide arts education plan

•  Arts elevated to a core subject

•  Public report card on arts education

•  Data – provide a regular analysis of what  
the district has in place

•  Expanded high-school graduation 
requirements to include arts

•  Launched Creative Schools Initiative

Core Issue: 
Arts education in Chicago Public Schools

Geographic Focus:  
Chicago

Timeline:  
CALI: 2009 
Ingenuity: 2011 (not time limited)

Contact:
Sydney Sidwell, Ingenuity 
ss@ingenuity-inc.org
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INITIATIVE:

Micro-Market Recovery Program (MMRP)

Overview 

Some local real estate markets in Chicago have been particularly ravaged by widespread housing foreclosure, experiencing a 
ripple effect of foreclosures that feed on each other. In addition to families being displaced and communities being burdened 
with vacant buildings, the city incurs extraordinary costs and lost revenues from taxes and utilities. Learning from the lessons 
taught by the Neighborhood Stabilization Program, the City and other partners created MMRP in 2011. The initiative works 
to reinvigorate the private market in targeted areas consisting of just 16-34 blocks – recognizing that: 1.) Geographically 
concentrated development of individual properties has greater impact on the private market than one-off investments; and 2.) 
Strategic coordinated foreclosure prevention, community building and vacant building development have greater impact on the 
private market that any one single response. The partnership aligns the objectives and resources of not-for-profit intermediaries, 
community organizations, nonprofit and for-profit capital sources, and the City. They work toward three goals: 1.) getting vacant 
buildings back into the hands of responsible homeowners and rental-property investors by providing financing to approved 
developers and end-users; 2.) stabilizing neighborhood property values; and 3.) keeping people in their homes through home 
ownership and credit counseling, and foreclosure-prevention assistance. 

Lead Organizations: 
Steering Committee: City of Chicago (Mayor’s 
Office and Department of Housing and 
Economic Development), Neighborhood 
Housing Services of Chicago (NHS), 
Community Investment Corporation (CIC), 
Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC), 
The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur 
Foundation 

Other Key Partners: 
The City provides grants through LISC to 
one organization in each of the targeted 
communities to develop and implement 
strategies to put buildings back into 
productive use and decrease the overall 
number of vacant buildings. 

Origins: 

Neighborhood Stabilization Program and other 
community development work 

Structure:
A dedicated consultant at LISC is responsible 
for the coordination of resources, logistics 
and administration – providing the “backbone 
function” of MMRP. Regular meetings 
with community partners – community 
organizations, anchor institutions and others 
-- and the Steering Committee also helps 
foster collaboration. Program partners 
also receive technical support from Mercy 
Portfolio Services, CIC, NHS and multiple City 
departments.

Shared Metrics: 
# of vacant properties identified, # of vacant 
properties in foreclosure, # of properties 
acquired/redeveloped/in redevelopment 
through MMRP, # of units acquired/
redeveloped through MMRP, public 
investment, private investment, private 
investment leveraged

Key Funding Sources: 
MacArthur Foundation, City of Chicago

Elements Critical to Success:

• Targeted approach

• Centralized data sharing

•  Ongoing communication with community 
partners

• Effective alignment of resources and services

 

Challenges/Barriers:

• Magnitude and complexity of the problem 

•  Getting control of vacant, abandoned or 
foreclosed property can be a cumbersome 
process 

 

What Sets It Apart:

•  Builds on the unique networks and 
relationships in each targeted area to create 
the foundation for common goals 

Core Issue: 
Foreclosure and Neighborhood Revitalization

Geographic Focus:  
13 Chicago communities

Timeline:  
Launched in 2011

Contact:
Anthony Simpkins, Chicago Department of 
Housing and Economic Development 
312-744-9777
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INITIATIVE:

Opportunity Chicago

Overview 

Opportunity Chicago was a pioneering effort to help 5,000 public housing residents prepare for and find quality employment 
over five years (Jan. 2006-Dec. 2010), improving the workforce development system along the way for other low-skilled, low-
income jobseekers to come. Founded through the collaborative efforts of The Partnership for New Communities, Chicago 
Housing Authority and Chicago Department of Family and Support Services, Opportunity Chicago was launched in response to 
the Plan for Transformation, a nationally unprecedented overhaul of Chicago’s public housing. Despite the economic recession, 
Opportunity Chicago exceeded its goal.

Lead Organizations: 
•  The Partnership for New Communities

•  Chicago Housing Authority

•  Chicago Jobs Council

Other Key Partners: 
•  Strategic Advisers Group: 15-member 

advisory group of private, philanthropic, and 
public (local, state, and national) partners

•  Nonprofit service providers (workforce 
development)

•  Initiative evaluators – Center for Urban 
Economic Development at University of IL-
Chicago and Abt Associates

Origins: 
This initiative was launched in conjunction with 
Chicago’s Plan for Transformation of public 
housing. In 2009 the CHA instituted a work 
requirement for (most) adult residents to be 
eligible to live in new mixed-income commu-
nities constructed as part of the Plan. Thus, 
Opportunity Chicago focused attention on pub-
lic housing residents’ ability to find and sustain 
quality employment. Opportunity Chicago 
co-founders identified workforce development 
as both a critical area and one where it could 
help achieve the greatest impact.

Structure:
•  Facilitated and administered by the  

Chicago Jobs Council (backbone)

•  The Partnership and CHA were lead 
funders and strategists for the initiative. The 
Partnership also helped staff the initiative 
and granted and administered nearly $5 
million in Opportunity Chicago programs. 

•  Initiative partners convened a Strategic 
Advisers Group to develop workforce 
development strategies for public housing 
residents.

Shared Metrics: 
Data gathering, reporting and analysis 
were a fundamental part of Opportunity 
Chicago, although how to collect, use and 
report the data were ongoing issues. Key 
metrics that included number of individuals 
placed in employment; wages; wage 
progression; number of quarters employed; 
credentials attained; grade-level gains in 
numeracy and literacy; and percent of adult 
resident population consistently employed, 
sporadically employed and unemployed. 

Key Funding Sources: 
The original plan was to identify and/or raise 
$23 million. These funds would be pooled 
and aligned with public and more restrictive 
funds. Opportunity Chicago ultimately raised 
and expended more than $27 million from a 
combination of public and private sources, 
most of which was spent on program costs.

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Blended public and private resources in a  
new way that maximized flexibility

•  Measured outcomes through formal 
evaluation

•  Created a well-facilitated and managed effort

•  Created a platform for experimentation and 
adaptation

•  Consistent focus on institutionalizing change

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Data collection, analysis and reporting was  
a learning process

•  Leaders need at the start to better understand 
the unique employment challenges of public-
housing residents

What Sets It Apart:

•  Exclusive focus on public-housing residents

•  Empowered public agencies with greater 
flexibility to change rules and use resources in 
unique ways, which maximized innovation

• Exceeded ambitious goals

Core Issue: 
Workforce development for public-housing 
residents

Geographic Focus:  
Chicago

Timeline:  
Created as 5-year initiative: 2006-2010, with 
some activity extending through 2011.

Contact:
Chicago Jobs Council 
312-252-0460
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INITIATIVE:

The Partnership for New Communities

Overview 

Established in 2001 as a time-limited entity, The Partnership for New Communities was a group of business, civic and 
foundation leaders working together to support Chicago’s Plan for Transformation—the largest and most ambitious 
reconstruction of public housing in the country’s history. The Partnership promoted strategic collaboration among government 
agencies, business, workforce and community development experts and providers, developers, and other key actors to 
strengthen implementation of the Plan. The Partnership played a unique role in the Plan: working to maximize and sustain the 
community benefit to be derived from this enormous public and private investment.

Lead Organizations: 
• The Chicago Community Trust (CCT)

•  The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur 
Foundation

• Chicago Housing Authority (CHA)

Other Key Partners: 
•  15-member Advisory Committee of leaders 

from the public, private and philanthropic 
sectors

• City of Chicago

• Nonprofit service providers

Origins: 
The City of Chicago and CHA, in collabora-
tion with HUD, in 2000 launched the Plan for 
Transformation to replace severely distressed 
public housing with new mixed-income devel-
opments, involving more than 25,000 units of 
public housing. The Partnership was co-found-
ed by the MacArthur Foundation and CCT as 
a group of cross-sector leaders who together 
could mobilize Chicago’s private, civic, and 
philanthropic sectors to bring their time, talent, 
networks, and financial resources to bear on 
the Plan.

Structure:
•  Structured as a donor advised fund of CCT, 

which also provided back-office support.

•  Operated with a 15-member Advisory 
Committee and full-time staff that ranged 
from two to four people. 

•  Both raised and invested funds, focusing 
its work in two areas deemed the most 
critical and where greatest impact could 
be achieved: workforce development for 
public-housing residents and economic 
revitalization of neighborhoods most 
affected by the Plan.

•  Co-founded and served as the lead funder 
and strategist of Opportunity Chicago, 
a collaborative workforce development 
initiative that helped more than 5,000 public-
housing residents find quality employment 
over 5 years.

Shared Metrics: 
Data collection and analysis was a 
fundamental part of The Partnership’s 
keystone effort, workforce development 
initiative Opportunity Chicago. 

Key Funding Sources: 
With a fundraising goal of $15 million, The 
Partnership ultimately raised over $19 million 
from a range of foundations and corporations, 
the State of Illinois and two national funder 
collaboratives.

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Time-limited nature created a sense of 
urgency

•  Performance of back-office functions by CCT 
enabled to staff to focus on its core mission

•  A hybrid funding model that included both 
pooled and restricted funds, and both funders 
and those who contributed non-monetary 
resources

•  Sustained leadership and quality 
implementation

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Because it was time-limited, there was a 
question of how to sustain progress that  
was made

•  Generating national funding interest

What Sets It Apart:

•  Created to play a unique role supporting  
the goals of a massive public-private effort

•  Designed from the start as a time-limited 
entity, and concluded as intended when it had 
accomplished its goals

•  Demonstrates the powerful role a cross-
sector partnership can play in addressing  
a significant community problem

Core Issue: 
Public-housing transformation

Geographic Focus:  
Chicago

Timeline:  
Finite effort launched in 2001;  
concluded in 2012.

Contact:
Maria Hibbs 
maria.hibbs@gmail.com
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INITIATIVE:

Plan for Economic Growth and Jobs 

Overview 

The Plan for Economic Growth and Jobs is a coordinated effort to assess Chicago’s economy and help it expand at a faster rate 
in order to be globally competitive. It provides a set of goals, a framework for research and analysis, and strategies for which 
actionable initiatives are being developed. A team of recognized economic development practitioners and experts collaborated 
with a diverse steering committee and gained insight from nearly 200 multi-sector participants. They developed 10 strategies 
for the City and region:  •Become a leading advanced manufacturing hub  •Increase attractiveness as a center for business 
services and headquarters  • Become more competitive as a leading transportation and logistics hub   •Make Chicago a 
premier destination for tourism and entertainment   •Make Chicago a nationally leading exporter   •Create demand-driven and 
targeted workforce development   •Foster innovation in mature and emerging sectors and support entrepreneurship   •Invest 
to create next-generation infrastructure   •Develop and deploy neighborhood assets to align with regional economic growth   
•Create an environment in which businesses can flourish   The Plan is now in its implementation phase.  Its ultimate success 
will be determined by the effectiveness of specific initiatives that target these strategies. 

Lead Organizations: 
• World Business Chicago (WBC)

• City of Chicago

Other Key Partners: 
Steering Committee: WBC co-chairs (Ernst & 
Young, Grosvenor Capital, JPMorgan Chase), 
Metropolitan Planning Council,  Metropolis 
Strategies, Executives’ Club of Chicago, 
Civic Committee of the Commercial Club of 
Chicago, The Chicago Community Trust,  The 
Chicago Council on Global Affairs, Chicago 
Federation of Labor, United Neighborhood 
Organization, Chicago Convention and Tourism 
Bureau, Chicagoland Chamber of Commerce, 
the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur 
Foundation, Industrial Council of Nearwest 
Chicago, Chicagoland Entrepreneurial Center, 
Chicago Urban League   
Implementation partner: Civic Consulting 
Alliance (CCA

Origins: 
Despite numerous economic strengths, the 
Chicago region has lost momentum and 
faces unprecedented challenges confronting 
new global economic realities. Over the past 
decade, the gross regional product (GRP) 
has grown at just half the average U.S. gross 
domestic product, employment has declined, 
and productivity improvement has slowed.  In 
that context, Chicago Mayor Rahm Emanuel, 
WBC and other civic and business partners 
launched a concerted effort to develop strat-
egies for economic growth and job creation 
befitting a global city. 

Structure:
The Steering Committee oversaw the Plan’s 
creation and now directs its implementation.  
A project management team consisting of 
the Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy 
Program, McKinsey & Company, Metropolis 
Strategies and RW Ventures developed the 
Plan.  WBC provided “backbone” support 

during the plan-development stage and 
continues in that role during implementation, 
using pro bono fellows supplied by corporate 
partners through CCA.

Shared Metrics: 
Growth in GRP, employment, productivity,  
income, wages 

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Rigorous analytics

•  Explicit goals with a clear analytic framework 
and specific strategies

•  Alignment of priorities across the city and 
region

•  Clear accountability at WBC

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Decentralization of decision-making: 1,723 
units of government

•  Fragmented economic development activities 

•  Influence of global factors 

•  Illinois’ fiscal situation

•  Lagging public education

•  High-tax-burden perception 

•  Identifying leadership, funding of initiatives 
coming out of the Plan

What Sets It Apart:

•  The Plan’s development process has built 
new institutional networks, collaborations, 
and partnerships, which in turn improves the 
capacity for governance of economic growth

•  While the City commissioned the Plan, it was 
founded on the principle that the economy is 
indeed regional

Core Issue: 
Regional economic growth

Geographic Focus:  
14-county metropolitan Chicago

Timeline:  
Launched in 2011

Contact:
www.worldbusinesschicago.com
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INITIATIVE:

Preservation Compact 

Overview 

The Preservation Compact brings together the region’s public, private, and nonprofit leaders to preserve affordable multifamily 
rental housing in Cook County. Led by Community Investment Corporation (CIC), with support from the John D. and Catherine 
T. MacArthur Foundation, The Preservation Compact is implementing strategies to address ongoing losses in the region’s 
affordable rental housing stock, including reducing operating costs, producing more timely market data and information, and 
improving coordination among agencies responsible for affordable-housing programs. 

Lead Organizations: 
•  Community Investment Corporation

•  John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur 
Foundation

Other Key Partners: 
•  Chicago Community Loan Fund

•  Chicago Rehab Network

•  Chicago Department of Housing and 
Economic Development 

•  CNT Energy

•  Cook County

•  Illinois Housing Development Authority

•  Institute for Housing Studies at DePaul 
University

•  Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC)/
Chicago

•  Metropolitan Planning Council

•  Sargent Shriver National Center on Poverty 
Law

•  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development

Origins: 

The Preservation Compact was created 
in 2007 in response to a dramatic loss of 
affordable rental housing in Cook County. 
According to the Institute for Housing Studies 
at DePaul University, the number of Cook 

County residents needing affordable rental 
housing increased 9% since 2005 and 44,000 
additional units of affordable housing will be 
needed by 2020. The Compact is part of the 
MacArthur Foundation-funded Window of 
Opportunity: Preserving Affordable Rental 
Housing national initiative, launched in 2003. 

Structure:
•  In 2011, The Compact was integrated into 

Community Investment Corporation’s 
(CIC) existing program of work in support 
of affordable rental preservation. CIC is 
Chicagoland’s leading multifamily rehab 
lender. 

•  The Compact is governed by a 35-person 
cross-sector Leadership Committee.

•  Under the leadership of CIC, the Compact 
assembled five policy working groups to 
strengthen preservation policies related to 
energy retrofits, property taxes, government 
processes, housing data, and 2- to 4-unit 
properties, which comprise one-third of 
Cook County’s rental housing stock.

•  Key components of the Compact model 
shared across systems include: coordination 
between local government officials, 
nonprofits, and tenant organizations; solid 
market research focused on rental housing in 
the affordable stock; and lowered operating 
costs, including energy costs and taxes.

Shared Metrics: 
Because the number of units preserved 
so often occurs in the private market, the 
Compact has been tracking general market 
data and census data to track market trends 
and identify policy and program needs.

Key Funding Sources: 
 Funded through a multi-year grant from the 
MacArthur Foundation

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Unlikely partnerships: Bringing together the 
public and nonprofit sectors, which often 
focus on government-assisted housing, with 
players from the private unsubsidized market, 
has led to stronger strategies based on 
common concerns and shared solutions 

•  Strong government buy-in: From jointly 
assisted properties to energy policy, federal, 
state, county, and city partners have been key 
to improving processes, developing policy, 
and implementing the Compact’s strategies

•  Grounding strategies in analysis: The Institute 
for Housing Studies’ data and analysis have 
spurred new policy and program directions.

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Building programs and developing policies 
take time

•  Maintaining momentum of partners in 
the collaboration can be difficult during 
implementation periods 

What Sets It Apart:

The first effort in the Chicago region to 
make preservation of affordable rental 
housing its mission and the strongest voice 
for unsubsidized affordable housing, which 
accounts for the majority of affordable rental 
units in Cook County

Core Issue: 
To reverse the downward trend in Cook 
County’s affordable rental housing supply by 
2020

Geographic Focus:  
Cook County, IL

Timeline:  
Formed in 2007

Contact:
Stacie Young, CIC 
stacie.young@cicchicago.com 
312-870-9955
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INITIATIVE:

Public Safety Action Committee/Get In Chicago (PSAC)

Overview 

The headlines had become all too familiar: Chicago teen killed in gunfire. Violence in Chicago – and its tragic consequences for 
children, families and communities – has brought public and private partners together to strengthen communities hardest hit 
by poverty and violence. PSAC, launched by Allstate CEO Tom Wilson, Loop Capital Founder, Chairman and CEO Jim Reynolds, 
and Mayor Rahm Emanuel in March 2013, is convening government, business, community groups, faith-based organizations, 
educational institutions, and foundations to align and leverage existing initiatives to make Chicago safer. It is also building a $50 
million fund and investing in programs targeted toward at-risk youth and communities most affected by youth violence.  PSAC 
is focusing on three major initiatives: 1.) Prevention and intervention programs; 2.) Community Capacity Building, including 
strategies to build and strengthen local neighborhood coalitions and support for resident public safety efforts; and 3.) Creating 
an Innovation Fund to develop and test new programs. It is working under the banner, Get In Chicago.

Lead Organizations: 
• Allstate Corporation

• Loop Capital, Isaiah International, LLC

• Grosvenor Capital Management

•  Chicago Department of Family & Support 
Services

• The Boeing Company

• Exelon Corporation

• Drinker Biddle & Reath, LLP

Other Key Partners: 
Aon Corporation, Bank of America, Baxter 
International, BMO Harris Bank, N.A., 
Boston Consulting Group, Chapin Hall, The 
Chicago Community Trust, CVS, Caremark, 
Guggenheim Partners, John D. and Catherine 
T. MacArthur Foundation, Mesirow Financial, 
McDonald’s Corporation, Motorola Solutions, 
Inc., Northern Trust Company, One Chicago 
Fund, Satter Investments, United Airlines, 
University of Chicago Crime Lab, The City of 
Chicago, Cook County, The State of Illinois

Origins: 
Persistently high incidence of violence in 
Chicago relative to its peer cities 

Structure:
An independent organization housed at 
The Chicago Community Trust. The lead 
organizations (above) constitute the board. It 
recently hired an executive director.

Shared Metrics: 
In development 

Key Funding Sources: 
Numerous Chicago corporations and financial 
institutions

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Effective investment of resources

•  Cooperation and collaboration among public 
and private institutions and communities

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Deeply rooted socio-economic challenges

What Sets It Apart:

•  First concerted effort focused on youth 
violence and public safety

•  PSAC is a privately funded, independent 
organization that ties funding to rigorous 
evaluation and outcome analysis.

Core Issue: 
Reducing youth violence

Geographic Focus:  
Chicago

Timeline:  
A five-year initiative launched in 2013

Contact:
Toni Irving, PSAC 
tirving@getinchicago.org
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INITIATIVE:

Regional Home Ownership Preservation Initiative (RHOPI) 

Overview 

Starting in the second half of 2007, the foreclosure crisis spread quickly throughout Chicagoland. The Chicago Community Trust, 
Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago and Neighborhood Housing Services of Chicago launched RHOPI to develop an action plan 
to address foreclosures, with a focus on building capacity in suburban communities to respond to the crisis. More than 100 
experts and practitioners convened in three task forces to set strategies around 1.) homebuyer and home owner counseling 
and legal aid; 2.) refinancing and financial products; 3.) foreclosed vacant properties; and 4.) research and communication. 
RHOPI has adopted an integrated approach to building capacity, galvanizing support and expanding resources to effect a 
collective, measurable impact on foreclosures in metropolitan Chicago. Three clusters of municipalities in South and West and 
Northwest Cook county have formed collaboratives to share resources and develop interjurisdictional solutions to problems 
that span city and village boundaries. Their collective work has helped them attract federal and private dollars. 

Lead Organizations: 
• The Chicago Community Trust

• Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago

•  Neighborhood Housing Services of Chicago 
(NHS)

• Woodstock Institute

Other Key Partners: 
Housing Action Illinois • Metropolitan Mayors 
Caucus • Metropolitan Planning Council 
(MPC) • Chicago Metropolitan Agency for 
Planning (CMAP) • Latino Policy Forum • 
Business and Professional People for the 
Public Interest • the Preservation Compact

Origins: 
Outgrowth of the Homeownership Preserva-
tion Initiative in Chicago, which had been in 
place for several years when the foreclosure 
crisis spread across the greater Chicago 
region. 

Structure:
RHOPI is led by a team of lead partners 
that Woodstock convenes quarterly to track 
progress on their goals. Through an annual 
planning process, RHOPI selects strategies to 
work on throughout the year. In 2013, RHOPI 
partners are working on making single-family 
rental work for communities, advocacy and 
outreach to residents in foreclosure, assisting 
the implementation of the Cook County 
Land Bank, municipal strategies to address 
vacant homes, and planning an annual forum. 
Woodstock Institute convenes the initiative, 
tracks work plan progress, and handles 
RHOPI communications. 

Shared Metrics: 
Foreclosure filings, foreclosure auctions, 
active trial and permanent Home Affordable 
Modification Program (HAMP) modifications, 
multi-family residential building foreclosure 
filings, average regional home prices, regional 
home sales  

Key Funding Sources: 
Foundations; federal funding for 
interjurisdictional collaboratives

Elements Critical to Success:

•  The challenge required a sense of urgency

•  Flexibility to adapt to emerging challenges, 
such as condominium and apartment building 
foreclosures

•  Focusing on projects that capitalize on the 
strengths of multiple lead partners

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Coordination among numerous jurisdictions 
with their own identities; political and 
budgetary challenges

What Sets It Apart:

•  Creation of professionally staffed housing 
collaboratives in south, west, and northwest 
Cook County have demonstrated the benefits 
of municipalities working together to solve big 
problems

•  Dollars committed to RHOPI-spurred regional 
collaboratives in South and West Cook 
County: $12 million

•  Annual forum addresses salient issues.   
2013: Innovative Collaborations to Revitalize 
Communities 

•  Focus on addressing region-wide, cross-
jurisdictional challenges and opportunities

Core Issue: 
Foreclosure Crisis

Geographic Focus:  
Regional, with a focus on South and West 
Cook County suburbs

Timeline:  
2008 to present

Contact:
Katie Buitrago, Woodstock Institute 
kbuitrago@woodstockinst.org
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INITIATIVE:

Smart Chicago Collaborative 

Overview 

The Smart Chicago Collaborative is devoted to improving lives in Chicago through technology. Founded in 2010 by the City 
of Chicago, The Chicago Community Trust, and the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, Smart Chicago focuses 
on access to the internet, skills for those using the internet, and data and applications that can make lives better for all who 
use the internet. Smart Chicago spearheads information technology-based neighborhood development projects by investing 
in infrastructure, programs and applications that will make the resources of high-speed Internet more accessible, useful and 
beneficial to low-income people and neighborhoods. It helps the City administer federal funding from Broadband Technology 
Opportunities Program/American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (BTOP/ARRA). 

Lead Organizations: 
Founding partners:

•  The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur 
Foundation

•  City of Chicago

•  The Chicago Community Trust

Other Key Partners:
•  Otho S. A. Sprague Memorial Institute

•  Cook County

Origins: 
Smart Chicago grew from conversations in the 
early to mid-2000s around closing the digital 
divide. As the Internet became an essential 
tool for citizenship, commerce, education, as 
well as a central place for people to gather, 
it became clear that uneven access to the 
Internet was a problem to be solved. These 
conversations culminated in a 2007 report,  
The City that NetWorks, that included a 
recommendation to launch a new nonprofit, 
housed at The Chicago Community Trust, and 
led by a cross-sector team. This ultimately 

became Smart Chicago. As a funding  
collaborative, it helps bring together municipal, 
philanthropic, and corporate investments in 
civic innovation.

Structure:
•  Smart Chicago is a staffed collaborative 

structured as a donor-advised fund and 
housed at The Chicago Community Trust. 

•  First Executive Director hired in 2011;  
now has a team of three.

•  Governed by an Advisory Committee made 
up of leaders from the founding partners.

Shared Metrics: 

Key Funding Sources: 
Primary funding comes from the MacArthur 
Foundation; additional funding comes 
from the City via the federal government’s 
Broadband Technology Opportunities Program/
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(BTOP/ARRA); The Chicago Community Trust 
provides real dollars as well as organizational 
infrastructure.

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Access, so that all Chicagoans have 
meaningful access to the Internet

•  Skills, so that everyone can use the Internet 
to make their lives better

•  Data, so that there are tools for residents  
to use the internet in ways that improve  
their lives

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Uneven access to the Internet

•  Lack of comprehensive digital skills training 
programs spread across the city

•  Lack of a mature civic innovation sector of  
the technology industry to address the needs 
of residents

What Sets It Apart:

•  A comprehensive approach to addressing 
issues of what we used to call the digital 
divide

•  A unique approach to stimulating civic 
innovation among government, technology, 
and community actors

Core Issue: 
Improve lives in Chicago through technology

Geographic Focus:  
Chicago

Timeline:  
Launched in 2010

Contact:
Daniel X. O’Neil, Smart Chicago Collaborative 
doneil@cct.org 
773-960-6045
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INITIATIVE:

Success of All Youth

Overview 

The Oak Park River Forest Community Foundation created Success of All Youth as part of its work with the Grand Victoria 
Foundation’s Communityworks initiative. Success of All Youth aims to build a “cradle to high school” framework for education 
in Oak Park River Forest. In 2013 it launched a formal partnership with the Strive Network, which will help the Foundation 
develop Success of All Youth – create a strategic plan, develop benchmarks, build out the network (data, early childhood, middle 
school, post-secondary networks), determine accountability, and establish subcommittees.

Lead Organizations: 
Oak Park River Forest Community Foundation 
(OPRF-CF)

Other Key Partners:
• Strive Network (national-level)

• Local school districts

• Parochial schools (significant in Oak Park)

• Local nonprofits

• Villages of Oak Park and River Forest

•  Park districts from Oak Park and River 
Forest

• Mental Health Board

• Universities

• Faith-based organization

Origins: 
Grew out of the Grand Victoria Foundation’s 
Communityworks initiative. OPRF-CF’s 
executive director grasped the concept 
of collective action and the potential for a 
community foundation to serve a greater  
new leadership role.

Structure:
•  OPRF-CF serves as backbone organization

•  As the anchor entity, it recognizes a need to 
seek new funding and hire additional staff 
for this initiative

•  Success of All Youth will use the Strive 
Network’s framework to guide this initiative 
as it develops

Shared Metrics: 
Benchmarks are being developed as the work 
gets off the ground.

Key Funding Sources: 
The Grand Victoria Foundation provided a  
$2 million matching fund for this work,  
which the OPRF-CF successfully matched. 
Additional and continuing funding is still being 
figured out.

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Strong community of nonprofit organizations 
in Oak Park River Forest and good 
relationships with them

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  How to engage community members

•  Oak Park River Forest has a healthy nonprofit 
network, but it still is very siloed.

What Sets It Apart:

•  Established formal partnership with Strive 
Network to help apply collective impact 
model to its work

Core Issue: 
“Cradle-to- high-school” framework for 
education 

Geographic Focus:  
Oak Park and River Forest

Timeline:  
Launched in 2010; in early stages as of 2013 
but a 10-year plan is envisioned.

Contact:
Alejandra Ibanez, Oak Park River Forest 
Community Foundation 
708-848-1560 
programofficer@oprfcf.org
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INITIATIVE:

Thrive Chicago

Overview 

Chicago’s school system, government agencies, nonprofit and faith-based institutions all serve young people but with 
different missions, without clear outcomes, and often without consideration to linking the broad array of available services. 
Representatives from all sectors have been seeking a roadmap for creating a unified vision for education and the city’s youth. 
Thrive Chicago launched in 2013 aiming to make Chicago a city where all succeed in education, career and life. Its mission 
is to prepare all Chicagoans for vibrant futures by aligning efforts and outcomes from cradle to career. Representatives from 
about 175 organizations across sectors have collaborated to build a cradle-to-career impact framework for Chicago – including a 
shared vision and mission, accountability structure, and key outcomes to guide their collective work. Outcomes and indicators 
will mark progress in achieving four milestones along the cradle-to-career continuum: 
• Enter kindergarten prepared to succeed  • Advance in school and succeed in learning  • Graduate from high school – college 
and career ready  • Enter self-sustaining careers

Lead Organizations: 
Office of Mayor Rahm Emanuel* 
*The Office of the Mayor’s Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Education is serving as the backbone 
entity for the incubation period of Thrive 
Chicago, with support from Civic Consulting 
Alliance.

This effort to date has included about 175 
organizations representing community-based 
organizations, colleges and universities, city 
agencies, and civic, business, faith-based and 
philanthropic partners.

Other Key Partners:
175 organizations representing community-
based organizations, colleges and universities, 
business, philanthropy, and city agencies

Origins: 
Thrive is adapting the Strive Together Frame-
work (see Strive Profile on page 43) for 
collective impact, which has been operating in 
Cincinnati and northern Kentucky since 2006 
and is noted for pioneering a collective impact 
approach to problem solving. Thrive Chicago 
began in 2013 with conversations convened by 
the Mayor’s Deputy Chief of Staff for Educa-
tion and involving 30 key leaders representing 
community-based organizations, colleges and 
universities, business, philanthropy, and city 
agencies. 

Structure:
Thrive Chicago is organized into Change 
Networks – groups of practitioners, experts, 
and others working together to use data to 
identify what works and collectively develop 
action plans and align efforts to improve 
outcomes across the continuum from cradle 
to career. The first Change Networks are 
aligned around the following outcomes:

• Enter Kindergarten Ready for Success

•  Engaged in Enrichment and Academic 
Activities

• High School Graduation

• Employment at Living Wages

Championing and guiding the work of Thrive 
Chicago and driving strategy are key cross-
sector leaders across the city. Collective 
impact initiatives require a backbone entity 
with dedicated staff who have a very specific 
set of skills – around convening stakeholders, 
mobilizing resources, and analyzing data. The 
Office of the Mayor’s Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Education is serving as the backbone entity 
for the incubation period of Thrive Chicago, 
with support from Civic Consulting Alliance.

Shared Metrics: 
Thrive Chicago engaged 40 data experts and 
practitioners over 13 meetings to determine 
what key milestones, outcomes, and 
indicators should drive this work. The data 
framework includes milestones, outcomes, 
contributing indicators, innovative metrics, 

and cross-cutting contextual indicators. 
Outcomes include: entering kindergarten 
ready, based on KIDS assessment; proficient 
in 3rd grade reading and math; engagement 
in academic and enrichment activities; 
high-school graduation; college completion; 
earning credentials of economic value; 
earning a living wage, among others

Key Funding Sources: 
• The Chicago Community Trust

• McCormick Foundation

• The Boeing Company

•  Aspen Institute Forum for Community 
Solutions – Opportunity Youth Incentive Fund 

•  In-kind support from the City of Chicago and 
Civic Consulting Alliance

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Galvanizing the community at large to support 
a cradle-to-career agenda 

•  Identifying the right outcomes and indicators 
to track success

•  Creating sound data collection methods and 
processes

• Continued momentum 

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Thrive Chicago will only be as successful as 
the engagement and energy of all partners 

What Sets It Apart:

Thrive Chicago will sustain and grow by 
becoming the new way of doing business 
across all organizations and institutions affiliated 
with the collective impact effort. As institutions 
and organizations use data more effectively, 
they will be better able to work together to 
address gaps in services and will better support 
young people along the continuum from cradle 
to college and career.

Core Issue: 
Improving educational outcomes through a 
cradle to career strategy

Geographic Focus:  
Chicago

Timeline:  
Launched in 2013

Contact:
thrivechicago@cityofchicago.org 
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INITIATIVE:

Vital Lands Illinois 

Overview 

Vital Lands Illinois involves nonprofit and government agency staff from across the state who are working on a shared vision to 
protect irreplaceable Illinois lands. Grand Victoria Foundation led identification of the key issue in the field – lack of coordination 
– and provides backbone resources for the network. Grand Victoria manages a small team, which manages the network itself. 
The network operates under a shared leadership model.

Lead Organizations: 
Grand Victoria Foundation

Other Key Partners: 
• 250-260 cross-sector network members 

• Institute for Conservation Leadership

Origins: 
After 10 years of supporting a variety of land 
conservation efforts, in 2008 Grand Victoria 
Foundation decided to address conservation 
groups’ frustration at the lack of coordination 
in this arena by bringing together nonprofit 
conservation leaders to begin changing the 
picture. 

Structure:
•  No governance structure; it’s a shared 

leadership model.

•  More than 250 members, some more active 
than others. There are also networks within 
the network.

•  Working Group comprised of network 
members provides leadership within the 
network

•  Grand Victoria dedicated an internal staff 
person for first few years who managed a 
team that includes Institute for Conservation 
Leadership and CoVision The Institute 
for Conservation Leadership provides 
facilitation along with leadership and 
network development; CoVision does online 
engagement; a communications person 
supported the network’s ability to frame its 
messages, which was a weakness during 
the early years. 

•  Grand Victoria manages the team, not the 
network itself. Grand Victoria does not direct 
the initiative; it supports their ability to direct 
it themselves.

Shared Metrics: 
Because the goal of this initiative is to unify 
strategies and efforts in a fragmented field, 
it uses a set of 5 qualitative trajectories that 
indicate to what extent the network is solid 
and high-functioning and how those things 
are changing the way conservation is being 
accomplished. For example, are they taking 
initiative or waiting for direction, or are they 
working together or striking out on their own? 

Key Funding Sources: 
Grand Victoria Foundation funds third parties 
to support the network, and its executive 
director also devotes time to be closely 
involved in it. The Foundation makes grants to 
some member organizations for conservation 
projects that align with the network’s 
strategy, but the initiative is about much more 
than the projects funded by these grants. 

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Allowing time on the front end for partners to 
gel as a group, before asking them what they 
wanted to accomplish together as a group 

•  Grand Victoria able to become a real partner, 
not just a funder, because it allows the 
network to set the direction

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Members learning how to function in the 
shared leadership model (although the model 
has been a marked success)

What Sets It Apart:

•  A shared leadership structure

•  Solid new leadership has emerged in the 
conservation field as a result of the network

•  Grand Victoria Foundation serves as a 
backbone organization for this network

Core Issue: 
Protecting natural landscapes across Illinois 
through acquisition and preservation

Geographic Focus:  
State of Illinois

Timeline:  
Launched in 2008; indefinite.

Contact:
Nancy Fishman, Grand Victoria Foundation 
312-609-0200
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INITIATIVE:

Watershed Planning Process 

Overview 

The DeKalb County Community Foundation (DCCF) took the lead in launching a county-wide watershed planning initiative. After 
undertaking a new approach to land use planning and leadership as part of the Grand Victoria Foundation’s Communityworks 
initiative, stormwater management was identified as a specific concern. DCCF seized a window of opportunity to team up with 
DeKalb County and other partners for a watershed-based planning effort. Partners see the project as a pilot that, if successful, 
could be replicated in the county’s remaining watersheds. 

Lead Organizations: 
DeKalb County Community Foundation 
(DCCF)

Other Key Partners: 
• DeKalb County agencies

• Municipalities

• Kane County

• Land owners

• Private business  

• Two consulting firms

• Technical consultants 

• Agricultural community

• Northern Illinois University

• Sycamore High School

Origins: 
Through its involvement with 
Communityworks, DCCF wanted to enhance 
the land-use planning process in the county. 
It spent a year assembling and training a Land 
Use Committee, whose members suggested 
a watershed-based strategy rather than 
piecemeal grants for various municipal water 
projects. At the same time, the County had 
identified watershed planning as the next step 
in its Stormwater Management Plan but had 
run out of funding, so an opportunity emerged 
for DCCF to help the County proceed.

 Structure:

•  DCCF formed a Land-Use Committee of 
a broad base of stakeholders – a fairly 
objective, independent group that could 
advise DCCF on priorities for future projects 

•  A Watershed Planning Steering Committee 
was created in conjunction with an 
Illinois EPA grant; it reports to DCCF and 
the County Stormwater Management 
Committee and is coordinated by the 
County

•  A consulting firm, Hey and Associates, 
conducts the planning process, including 
assessments, modeling and watershed 
project recommendations

•  A local high school helps collect data, 
coordinated by a university environmental 
sciences program

Shared Metrics: 
Watershed data is being collected using 
EPA protocols; high-school students are 
using GIS (mapping software) to provide 
key data/information to the County. As a 
pilot, this project will be evaluated as to its 
effectiveness to be repeated throughout the 
remaining watersheds in the county. 

Key Funding Sources: 
Grand Victoria provided early funding to 
support capacity building of DCCF, which led 
to DCCF’s leadership role in the watershed 
planning process. The Illinois EPA awarded 
funding for the watershed planning work 
(DeKalb County was fiscal agent). DCCF put 
up money (about 50/50), and DCCF and other 
partners provided in-kind resources (e.g., 
staffing).

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Key stakeholders have come to believe in the 
DCCF as a partner and leader

•  Monthly meetings of the Steering Committee 
and regular meetings of subcommittees

•  Producing a prioritized list of fundable projects 
tied to goal of overall replicability.

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Initial resistance from some about what 
DCCF was doing entering the field of 
watershed planning

•  Partners’ concerns that the process will 
result in more regulations that infringe on 
landowners’ rights

•  Half of the watershed is in Kane County, but 
Kane County is not financially invested in the 
issue.

•   Very time-intensive project

What Sets It Apart:

•  DCCF’s strategy to use this as a pilot capable 
of being replicated in the balance of the 
county’s watersheds. 

•  A community foundation taking the lead in a 
land-use/watershed planning effort

•  DCCF put up money for watershed planning 
to leverage EPA money for the same

Core Issue: 
Watershed-based planning for DeKalb County 

Geographic Focus:  
DeKalb County, IL and area watersheds

Timeline:  
Launched in 2009; ongoing

Contact:
Dan Templin, DeKalb County Community 
Foundation  
dan@dekalbcountyfoundation.org
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INITIATIVE:

Age-Friendly New York City (AFNYC)

Overview 

AFNYC is a collaborative effort to respond to and benefit from the city’s rapidly aging population. The initiative seeks to make 
New York City a better place to grow old by promoting an “age-in-everything” lens across all aspects of city life. The initiative 
asks the city’s public agencies, businesses, cultural, educational and religious institutions, community groups, and individuals to 
consider how changes to policy and practice can create a city more inclusive of older adults and more sensitive to their needs. 
Age-friendly NYC has become a model of this work. 

Lead Organizations: 
• New York Academy of Medicine (nonprofit)

• The New York City Council

• The Office of the Mayor

Other Key Partners: 
• City departments

• Community-based organizations

• Local businesses

•  Leaders from many sectors who participate 
in the Commission

Origins: 
AFNYC is part of the World Health 
Organization’s Global Network of Age-friendly 
Cities, which launched in 2006 in recognition 
of the converging trends of urbanization and 
population aging. The New York Academy of 
Medicine initiated joining the network, which 
provides a framework for aging and a model 
for engaging older adults in identifying areas 
of needs and desires as they age in their 
communities. 

Structure:
•   The New York Academy of Medicine staffs 

and serves as lead strategist and backbone 
for the initiative. City staff members spend 

time on initiative programs but not in a 
dedicated way. 

•   The Age-friendly Commission, seated in 
2010, is composed of public and private 
sector leaders from a wide range of 
industries, organizations and institutions. 
It is charged with providing innovative 
leadership to engage all sectors throughout 
NYC to make changes that will encourage 
healthy and active aging for every New 
Yorker. 

•   Efforts kicked off with a comprehensive 
assessment of the assets and challenges 
older New Yorkers face. The assessment 
included guided conversations with more 
than 1,500 older adults across the city in six 
languages. Findings from this assessment 
continue to anchor and guide the initiative.

•   Around 10 initiatives have been launched – 
e.g. Age-friendly Local Business and Aging 
Improvement Districts.

•   All City departments did self-assessments 
to consider how they can improve the 
way they integrate and serve older adults 
through their work. Out of this review 
came 59 initiatives to improve the quality 
of life of older adults; each initiative is being 
advanced and progress regularly reported.  

Shared Metrics: 
Shared metrics are not a foundational part of 
the initiative. 

Key Funding Sources: 
A mix of discretionary and philanthropic 
funding; NYAM’s own resources

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Transparency and clear, regular reporting of 
goals and progress

•  Extensive research grounds the initiative and 
helped leaders build trust and gain credibility

•  New York Academy of Medicine serves as a 
competent, neutral convener

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Navigating political terrain between City 
Council and Mayor’s Office

•  Figuring out how to best utilize the 
Commission

•  How best to effect policy

•  How best to sustain programs and progress

What Sets It Apart:

•  New York has become a model for this work. 
The initiative’s leadership have presented to 
and advised cities around the world launching 
similar initiatives, and its success has helped 
elevate the issue in general

•  The International Federation on Aging 
recognized NYC as having the Best Existing 
Age Friendly Initiative

Core Issue: 
Planning for NYC’s rapidly aging population 

Geographic Focus:  
New York City

Timeline:  
Launched in 2007.

Contact:
Dorian Block, New York Academy of Medicine 
dblock@nyam.org

SELECT INITIATIVES OUTSIDE OF ILLINOIS
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INITIATIVE:

Communities that Care Coalition (CTCC)

Overview 

CTCC is a collective impact initiative to reduce substance use and improve the ability of youth to reach their full potential in 
rural Franklin County, Mass. It is a collaboration between dozens of agencies, institutions and individuals working together 
toward a common goal. Each individual organization and community sector involved implements programs, policies, and 
practices from the collectively agreed upon community action plan. Launched in 2002, by 2010 teen alcohol, tobacco and 
marijuana use had been cut by nearly one-third.

Lead Organizations: 
Co-hosted by:

•  Partnership for Youth (a program of the 
Franklin Regional Council of Governments)

• Community Action Youth Programs

Other Key Partners: 
•  Over 140 members (local governments, 

businesses, schools/school districts, law 
enforcement, et al.)

Origins: 
In the early 2000s, community leaders 
became concerned about the county’s higher-
than-average teen substance abuse rates. 
A series of funding opportunities catalyzed 
action; corporate and government actors 
jointly offered two social service organizations 
more than $100K/year for up to 10 years to 
address substance abuse. The organizations 
decided to collaborate and convened a group 
of community leaders. The group participated 
in a series of trainings from Communities that 
Care, a program of the U.S. Substance Abuse 
and Mental Health Services Administration 
that uses a coalition-based prevention 
operating system. This formally launched the 
CTCC collective action effort and gave the 
initiative its name.

Structure:
•  Jointly administered by two organizations 

that serve as co-backbone organizations: 
Community Action and the Partnership for 
Youth, a program of the Franklin Regional 
Council of Governments

•  A Coordinating Council of 15 cross-sector 
leaders functions as decision-making body

•  Three workgroups and the Regional School 
Health Task Force guide day-to-day work

•  The initiative’s strategy is outlined in a 
regularly updated Community Action Plan

Shared Metrics: 
To gather data, CTCC works with rural 
school districts to conduct a series of annual 
surveys that examine student behaviors 
and asses risk and protective factors. CTCC 
also gathers publicly available quantitative 
data, including arrest records, court data, 
and hospital records of substance-related 
injuries. Aggregated data is publicly available 
on CTCC’s website and used by partners to 
measure progress towards shared outcomes 
and to continuously improve strategies. 

Key Funding Sources: 
An initial funding commitment from 
numerous corporate and government 
actors of $100K/year for 10 years stimulated 
action. CTCC also mobilized over $5 million 
in additional funding over its first decade, 
including from the federal substance abuse 
and mental health services administration 
(SAMHSA).

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Used data to learn that no real progress was 
being made, then changed strategies

•  Stays current with prevention research and 
selects strategies that have been proven 
effective in reducing risky youth behaviors

•  Specifies measurable goals and objectives

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Rural context presents funding challenges, 
such as lack of large foundations, distance 
from state policymaking and limited other 
funding opportunities

What Sets It Apart:

•  Dual backbone structure provides a safety net 
for the coalition when funding fluctuates at 
one organization or the other

Core Issue: 
Reduce teen substance abuse 

Geographic Focus:  
Franklin County, Massachusetts

Timeline:  
Formed in 2002

Contact:
Kat Allen, Partnership for Youth 
teens@frcog.org
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INITIATIVE:

Memphis Fast Forward (MFF)

Overview 

Launched by a coalition of business and government leaders, MFF is a multi-layered collective impact initiative designed to 
increase economic prosperity and quality of life in Greater Memphis, Tenn. Larger in scale and scope than many other collective 
impact initiatives, MFF has five separate issue-specific initiatives, each with its own name, backbone organization, Web site, 
staff of 2-3 people, and public-private leadership team.

Lead Organizations: 
•  Memphis Tomorrow: the nonprofit that 

serves as the overarching backbone 
organization

•  Five organizations oversee the five issue-
specific sub-initiatives:
•  Memphis Shelby Crime Commission
•  EDGE (Economic Development Growth 

Engine)
•  PeopleFirst Partnership
•  Healthy Memphis Common Table
•  City of Memphis and Shelby County

Other Key Partners: 
An 18-member cross-sector group comprises 
the initiative’s Steering Committee, 
representing state and local government, 
healthcare, real estate, finance, and a private 
foundation.

Origins: 
In 2005 the Mayors of Memphis and Shelby 
County approached Memphis Tomorrow, an 
existing association of CEOs of Memphis’ 
largest businesses, to discuss their concern 
that the region lacked a strategic agenda 
to address a myriad of serious challenges, 
including workforce quality, economic 
competitiveness, crime, and education. 
Together, the mayors and business leaders 
decided to use what ultimately became a 

collective impact approach to solve the city’s 
critical challenges. Memphis Tomorrow began 
bringing a range of cross-sector community 
partners to the table and building the 
infrastructure of what became MFF.

Structure:
•  Memphis Tomorrow serves as the backbone 

for MFF. MFF provides an organizing 
structure and support for five separate 
issue-specific collective impact initiatives: 
Operation Safe Community (crime), 
PeopleFirst (education), Growth Alliance 
(the economy), Healthy Shelby (health 
and wellness), and Government Fiscal 
Strength (the government). Each issue-
specific initiative has a distinct backbone 
organization, strategic plan, scorecard, 
program chair, and leadership team.

•  MFF is overseen by a 20-person steering 
committee of key elected and business 
leaders, which monitors data, makes 
decisions, endorses and advocates the 
initiative’s work, and provides some funding 
for initiative partners.

Shared Metrics: 
Each initiative of Memphis Fast Forward has 
separate goals and metrics that are tracked, 
monitored, and shared with the community 
through public reports. Progress towards each 
initiative’s goals is captured in an individual 
dashboard, and the data is then aggregated 
into a publicly available “macro-dashboard” 
that tracks the overall progress of MFF.

Key Funding Sources: 
MFF has been financially supported by many 
businesses, organizations, foundations and 
government entities.

Elements Critical to Success:

•  High-level leadership across sectors

•  Activities within and among initiatives 
reinforce each other, important in this wide-
ranging effort

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Figuring out how to coordinate and bring 
together the leaders of the various initiatives

What Sets It Apart:

•  A multi-level, cascading structure that 
decentralizes management but ensures 
connections between parts

•  High levels of involvement from multiple 
mayors and mayors’ offices

•  Has achieved impressive results across  
all initiatives

Core Issue: 
Accelerate economic growth and improve the 
quality of life of the Memphis region.

Geographic Focus:  
Greater Memphis, TN

Timeline:  
Formed in 2005; initially conceived as a five-
year initiative

Contact:
Blair Taylor, Memphis Fast Forward 
btaylor@memphistomorrow.org
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INITIATIVE:

Strive

Overview 

Strive has become one of the best-known collective impact initiatives in the country for its success in improving educational 
outcomes in dozens of key areas across three large public-school districts in Greater Cincinnati. Strive includes more than 
300 participating organizations with aligned goals and strategies, bringing together leaders who all have invested heavily in 
educational improvement but who had rarely worked collaboratively. Strive’s successful model spawned the Strive Framework, 
which is being applied in communities across the U.S. 

Lead Organizations: 
Strive, a nonprofit subsidiary of 
KnowledgeWorks (a social enterprise focused 
on creating sustainable improvement in 
student readiness for college and careers)

Other Key Partners: 
•  More than 300 leaders of local organizations 

participate, including the heads of influential 
private and corporate foundations, city 
government officials, school district 
representatives, the presidents of eight 
universities and community colleges, and 
the executive directors of hundreds of 
education-related nonprofit and advocacy 
groups.

Origins: 
•  A core group of community leaders decided 

to abandon their individual agendas in 
favor of a collective approach to improving 
student achievement. 

•  Strive’s founders represented the region’s 
three primary school districts and three 
largest teacher training centers

Structure:
•  Strive is an independent nonprofit with its 

own staff and annual budget that supports 
action networks with technology, training of 
facilitators, communications

•  Participating organizations are grouped into 
15 different Student Success Networks by 
type of activity

•  Nationally, the Strive Cradle to Career 
Network connects communities who are 
building cradle to career civic infrastructure 
using the Strive Framework.

Shared Metrics: 
Strive focused the entire educational 
community on a single set of goals, measured 
in the same way. Each type of activity 
requires a different set of measures, but all 
organizations engaged in the same type of 
activity report on the same measures.

Key Funding Sources: 
Greater Cincinnati Foundation

Elements Critical to Success:

•  Strong leadership balanced with authentic 
partner engagement.

•  Shared accountability and shared 
responsibility 

•  Engaged in strategic planning with education 
stakeholders from throughout the community.

•  Established credibility through transparent 
communications

 

Challenges/Barriers:

•  Had struggled to raise money due to funders’ 
reluctance to pay for infrastructure and 
preference for short-term solutions

What Sets It Apart:

•  Looking at results across multiple 
organizations enables the participants to spot 
patterns, find solutions, and implement them 
rapidly

•  Many funders have aligned to support Strive’s 
central goals

Core Issue: 
Improving educational outcomes in the 
Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky region focusing 
on “cradle to career”

Geographic Focus:  
Started in Cincinnati, Ohio and Northern 
Kentucky; now a national network in 
communities in more than 30 states.

Timeline:  
Strive launched in Cincinnati, Ohio and 
Northern Kentucky in 2006; the Strive  
Cradle to Career Network launched in 2011. 
Open-ended.

Contact:
513-929-4777
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APPLYING THE LIVING CITIES FRAMEWORK

The Partnership for New Communities

 

Established in 2001 as a time-limited entity, The Partnership for New Communities was a group of business, civic and 
foundation leaders working together to support Chicago’s Plan for Transformation—the most ambitious reconstruction of public 
housing in the country’s history. The Partnership played a unique role in the Plan: working to maximize and sustain community 
benefit to be derived from this enormous public and private investment.

Foundational Traits of Cross-Sectional Partnerships

RESULTS
General
Specific

The Partnership for New Communities intended for a general 
result because it communicated the aims of the partnership—
to support the successful implementation of The Plan for 
Transformation—but not for measuring progress or ensuring 
accountability.

CHARGE
Thinking
Doing
Thinking & Doing

The Partnership had a thinking-and-doing charge because 
it sought to develop a course of action through learning and 
experimentation. Further, once it decided its course of action 
would focus on workforce and local economic development, it 
used its grants to figure out which approaches would lead to 
their intended results.

AUTHORITY
Authorized (Real)
Empowered (Apparent)

The Partnership’s authority was empowered because its 
“right to do work” was self-actualized. It was not granted or 
delegated its authority by the Mayor or the CHA. Instead it was 
the empowered actions of the MacArthur Foundation and The 
Chicago Community Trust who, of their own volition, recruited 
members and raised money for the work.

REPRESENTATIVES
Designee
Doer
Decision-maker

Representatives were a mix of doers and decision-makers. 
The Partnership was overseen by a 15-member Advisory 
Committee of business, civic, faith, university and foundation 
leaders, who were all decision-makers. The Partnership also 
advanced its work with doers – including Partnership staff and 
key staff from the Chicago Housing Authority.

LEVEL OF INTERVENTION
Project/Program Delivery
Systems Change

The Partnership had both project/program delivery and 
systems change levels of intervention to its work. The 
substantive work was focused on project/program delivery —  
it raised funds and invested them in initiatives – but it also had 
a systems change level. 

TIME FRAME 
Time-bound
Open

The Partnership was established as a time-bound effort 
(though the length of time was unknown, and tied to the Plan 
for Transformation’s trajectory).
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APPLYING THE LIVING CITIES FRAMEWORK

The Partnership for New Communities

 

Factors Influencing Success of Cross-Sectional Partnerships

FORMATION CATALYST
Leadership Interest 
Key Opportunity 
Crisis

The Partnership’s formation catalyst was a mix of a key 
opportunity and leadership interest. The key opportunity was 
the CHA’s Plan for Transformation, a massive redevelopment of 
Chicago’s public housing. The leadership interest of Jonathan 
Fanton, then-president of the MacArthur Foundation, who 
worked with CHA leadership, then-Mayor Richard Daley, and 
The Chicago Community Trust, brought The Partnership into 
being.

STRUCTURE
Formal
Informal

While The Partnership was formally structured as a donor-
advised fund housed at The Chicago Community Trust with 
a 15-member Advisory Committee and oversight from the 
Trust’s Board, it actually operated using an informal structure 
because its stakeholders relied on fluid procedures, roles and 
commitments to achieve their intended results.

FINANCIAL RESOURCES
None
In-kind
Dues
Fees
Sponsorship
Grants
Redirected
Aligned

The Partnership’s financial resources were a mix of grants 
from private and public entities, and redirected funding 
streams where stakeholder organizations formally redirected 
or aligned their financial resources to support the work of The 
Partnership.

POSITIONING
Opposer
Supporter
Leader

The Partnership evolved from a supporter partnership 
to become a leader. By virtue of how The Partnership 
worked—it focused on results, it worked with the system, it 
communicated openly, it raised and granted a lot of money, 
and it stayed involved with the work for over a decade in a very 
productive way—its positioning evolved to become a leader.

LIFESPAN
Sunset
Institutionalization
Reboot

The Partnership is an example of a cross-sector partnership 
with a lifespan trait of sunset. In announcing its sunset, The 
Partnership communicated that it had achieved its mission 
of supporting the Chicago Housing Authority in successfully 
implementing the Plan for Transformation. 
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Vital Lands Illinois involves nonprofit and government agency staff from across the state who are working on a shared vision to 
protect irreplaceable Illinois lands.

Foundational Traits of Cross-Sectional Partnerships

RESULTS
General
Specific

Vital Lands intended for a general result because it describes 
the aims of the partnership—to improve alignment among 
actors seeking to acquire and preserve irreplaceable 
landscapes in Illinois—in general terms, not with a specific 
outcome. 

CHARGE
Thinking
Doing
Thinking & Doing

Vital Lands has a thinking-and-doing charge because 
it is developing a course of action through learning and 
experimentation. The course of action is being supported  
by funding from the Grand Victoria Foundation, which  
manages the initiative.

AUTHORITY
Authorized (Real)
Empowered (Apparent)

Vital Lands’ authority is empowered because its “right to do 
work” is self-actualized. It was not granted or delegated its 
authority by any other body. Instead it was the empowered 
actions of the Grand Victoria Foundation which provided 
funding and initial leadership and structure to launch the 
network. 

REPRESENTATIVES
Designee
Doer
Decision-maker

Representatives are primarily a mix of designees and doers. 
The network is large and may include some decision-makers, 
as well. Vital Lands also has a team of doers, funded by the 
Grand Victoria Foundation, that supports certain functions of 
the network.

LEVEL OF INTERVENTION
Project/Program Delivery
Systems Change

Vital Lands primarily has a systems change level of 
intervention because it aims to reorient a set of behaviors, 
interactions, projects and programs in the existing system 
of land conversation efforts. However, a project/program 
delivery level also is embedded in its work, as grants are 
made from the Grand Victoria Foundation to support projects 
and programs that support the systems-level change. 

TIME FRAME 
Time-bound
Open

Vital Lands was established as an open effort without an 
explicit time-frame.
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Factors Influencing Success of Cross-Sectional Partnerships

FORMATION CATALYST
Leadership Interest  
Key Opportunity 
Crisis

Vital Lands’ formation catalyst was leadership interest. The 
Grand Victoria Foundation specifically sought to learn what 
could be done to improve land conservation efforts in the 
state. When lack of coordination was revealed as the primary 
barrier, it saw the opportunity to support a new type of 
network that would align disparate and uncoordinated efforts. 

STRUCTURE
Formal
Informal

Vital Lands operates under an informal structure. It is 
designed as a shared leadership model, under which 
relationships between stakeholders possess fluid procedures, 
roles and commitments.

FINANCIAL RESOURCES
None
In-kind
Dues
Fees
Sponsorship
Grants
Redirected/
Aligned

Vital Lands’ financial resources are a mix of in-kind and 
grants. The Grand Victoria Foundation makes grants to support 
some projects/programs to be carried out by members, and 
finances network meetings and conferences, but the initiative 
is about much more than those grants and projects. Grand 
Victoria also provides what can be characterized as in-kind 
support by funding a small team to manage to the network.

POSITIONING
Opposer
Supporter
Leader
Decision-maker

The Vital Lands Network has grown into a leader. As the 
network, its membership and its influence and impact grow, 
Vital Lands has increasingly become an expert, authority and 
chief influencer in the area of land conservation. 

LIFESPAN
Sunset
Institutionalization
Reboot

Vital Lands’ lifespan factor is best described as 
institutionalization. The partnership not only continues but 
continues to evolve, and its role related to land conservation in 
Illinois is becoming increasingly established.
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METHODOLOGY 

The methodology for preparing this report developed in several stages.

1.  Beginning with a set of a dozen initiatives suggested by the staff of Donors Forum, the report’s authors identified 
additional cross-sector partnerships and collective action efforts to profile and analyze for this report. We concentrated on 
Chicago- and Illinois-based initiatives but also sought examples from elsewhere in the U.S. noteworthy for their success 
or unique characteristics.

2.  In addition to conducting Web-based research on all initiatives, the report authors also interviewed leaders of 14 of the 
initiatives to learn more in-depth detail and insights about the collective action aspects of the work. In four cases the 
authors relied on personal experience or knowledge of an initiative, previous interviews conducted outside of research 
for this report, and/or existing reports, assessments, or evaluations of initiatives in which one or both authors were 
personally involved.

3.  The authors also compiled and reviewed literature on collective impact, collective action, cross-sector partnerships and 
similar work in order to be able to ground the report in the latest thinking and practice from the field.

4.  We then distilled information from the interviews and other research to create a first draft of the report with its various 
elements: setting the stage, common themes, initiative 
profiles, and lessons learned. From all of this we also 
developed a set of recommendations for steps Donors 
Forum might take to advance collective action work in 
Illinois.

NAME TITLE, ORGANIZATION

Andy Buchsbaum

Director, National Wildlife Federation’s Great 
Lakes Regional Center

Co-Chair, Great Lakes-Healing Our Waters 
Coalition

Victoria Chou Dean, College of Education (retired) 
University of Illinois-Chicago

Nancy Fishman Executive Director 
Grand Victoria Foundation

Alison Gold Assistant Director of Knowledge and Impact 
Living Cities

Becca Goldstein
Director of Innovation, Evaluation, and Public 
Policy 
Neighborhood Housing Services

Jean Hinton Executive Director 
Education Coalition of Macon County

Alejandra Ibanez Program Officer 
Oak Park-River Forest Community Foundation

Peggy Mueller Senior Program Officer, Education 
The Chicago Community Trust

Sydney Sidwell Associate Director 
Ingenuity Incorporated

Sydney Stigge-Kaufman Grant Writer 
East St. Louis School District

John Stremsterfer President and CEO 
Community Foundation for the Land of Lincoln

Louise F. (Wegi) Stewart President 
The Community Foundation of Macon County

Dan Templin Executive Director  
DeKalb County Community Foundation

Carrie Thomas Associate Director 
Chicago Jobs Council

Anita Zurbrugg Program Director 
DeKalb County Community Foundation

Interviews
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