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University of Washington Foundation Board of Directors  
January 29, 2016 

The University of Washington Board of Directors met on Friday, Jan. 29, 2016, from 9 a.m. 
to noon in the Intellectual House, University of Washington, Seattle.

UW Foundation Board Directors present: Kim Ackerley Cleworth, Jerry Baldasty, Chris 
Boody, Susan Brotman, Diane Cañate, Kent Carlson, Ana Mari Cauce, Chandan Chauhan, 
Sanjay Chheda, Patrick Crumb, Bob Davis, Ken Denman, Mary Dunnam, Mike Egan, Steve 
Fleischmann, Colleen Fukui-Sketchley, Lex Gamble, Anne Gittinger, Greg Gorder, Lisa 
Graumlich, Marty Greene, Lyn Grinstein, Leslie Hanauer, Mitch Higashi, John Huckabay, 
Paul Jenny, Connie Kravas, Jon Magnusson, Nate Miles, Joanne Montgomery, Chuck Murry, 
Don Nielsen, Stewart Parker, Don Petersen, Laura Peterson, Constance Rice, Patricia 
Rothwell, Paul Rucker, Joe Ryan, Laurie Schuchart, Pete Shimer, Greg Smith, Tom Waldron, 
and Marcia Wythes.

UW	volunteers,	administrators,	deans,	faculty,	students	and	staff	were	also	in	attendance.

I. CALL TO ORDER, WELCOME, ANNOUNCEMENTS 

The winter meeting was called to order by Foundation Board Chair Jodi Green. Ms. Green 
welcomed	the	Foundation	Board	Directors,	UW	leadership	and	Advancement	staff	to	the	
meeting with a special acknowledgement of new UW president, Ana Mari Cauce. Calling 
attention to the Intellectual House, Ms. Green shared how the UW is a public research 
university where our mission and vision have been focused on altruism and the common 
public good. A key element of being a public university is to promote positive social 
change, something the UW is working towards with the completion of Intellectual House. 

Ms.	Green	then	briefly	reviewed	the	agenda	for	the	day,	including	a	special	program	from	
the UW Medicine cardiology department, updates on Campaign progress and a facilitated 
Q&A with President Cauce. 

WINTER MEETING MINUTES
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II. BOARD BUSINESS

In Secretary Korynne Wright’s absence, Ms. Green called for review of the consent agenda. 
The consent agenda was emailed to all Directors the previous week for their review prior 
to today’s meeting. Ms. Green called for a motion to pass the consent agenda, which was 
moved, seconded and voted to approve. 

Ms. Green then called on Deep Dive Co-Chair Mike Egan to report on the Committee’s 
work. Mr. Egan shared the importance of the Deep Dive program as a means to better 
understand the University, and highlighted the recent trip to the Experimental Education 
Unit (EEU) in the College of Education. Attendees viewed a brief video about the work of 
the EEU and Mr. Egan pointed out an invitation to their upcoming auction in the packet 
of meeting materials. Attending Deep Dives is a responsibility for all Directors, and the 
Committee challenges the Board to prioritize participating in at least one Deep Dive this 
year.

Ms. Green then asked Micki Flowers, who is a member of the Gates Volunteer Service 
Award (GVSA) Committee, to share updates on behalf on Co-Chairs Chuck Barbo 
and Brooks Simpson. Ms. Flowers informed the board that the GVSA Committee has 
welcomed several new members: Mary Dunnam, Bob and Micki Flowers, and Nate Miles. 
The Board will soon be receiving a request for nominations for the 15th Gates Volunteer 
Service Award. Nominations will be accepted through March 31, and Ms. Flowers 
encouraged everyone to consider whom this award is named after: the William H. Gates 
family. The extraordinary community service that they have given to the community and 
the UW are the characteristics the committee is looking for in a nominee. At this year’s 
Annual Recognition Gala on Sept. 9, 2016, we will recognize the GVSA winner and show 
our appreciation.

Next, Ms. Green asked Patrick Crumb to give an update on the Communications Advisory 
Council. As a recently renewed Committee, Mr. Crumb reported that they are in the 
process of reforming and have recruited 11 volunteers — all regional industry experts — 
to participate. Mr. Crumb reminded the board that the committee’s charge is to advise 
and	support	the	goals	of	the	UW	brand	marketing	and	communication	efforts	lead	by	
Chief	Marketing	and	Communications	Officer	Mary	Gresch.	At	the	first	council	meeting	
last November, they took a Deep Dive into the brand strategy and previewed their role 
in the coming year. Next, they will work to bring their insight and guidance into the 
communications planning to date for the Campaign Public Launch.

Finally, Ms. Green asked Susan Brotman to the podium to report on the Nominating 
Committee. Ms. Brotman shared that since the 2015 fall meeting, the Nominating 
Committee has on-boarded 12 new directors, held two orientations and laid the ground 
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work for recruitment of new directors. Ms. Brotman recognized two Directors who were 
attending	a	Board	Meeting	for	the	first	time:	Chris	Boody,	Representative	Director	for	UW	
Bothell, and Tom Waldron, Representative Director for the Evans School of Public Policy 
and Governance. For the coming year of volunteer work, the Nominating Committee 
will focus on two areas: diversity and recruitment. Earlier this year a Diversity Task Force 
was established and led by Vice Chair and Nominating Committee member Pete Shimer. 
Ms. Brotman thanked him for his leadership and recognized Directors who participated: 
Howard Behar, Colleen Fukui-Sketchley, Walt Ingram, Nate Miles and Korynne Wright. 
The initial charge for the Task Force included identifying opportunities to increase 
diversity on the Foundation Board, suggesting future candidates for engagement as UW 
volunteers University-wide, and recommending goals for Director of Diversity for the 
foundation throughout the campaign and beyond. In November, the task force presented 
their	findings	and	recommendations	for	recruiting	to	the	Nominating	Committee	as	
well	as	the	Executive	Committee.	Their	final	recommendation	was	to	establish	a	formal	
Board Committee to infuse diversity at all levels of the board. This was approved by the 
Board	Officers	and	strategy	planning	is	currently	underway.	On	the	recruitment	side,	
the Nominating Committee will be looking to recruit new At Large Directors early this 
year	with	the	goal	to	have	the	2016-17	roster	confirmed	by	late	spring.	Ms.	Brotman	
also encouraged Directors to share names of potential volunteers for the UW as well as 
candidates for the Foundation Board.

Ms. Green thanked Directors for their Committee reports and called on Connie Kravas to 
provide an update on the Report of Contributions (ROC) and Consolidated Endowment 
Fund. Ms. Kravas reminded attendees that the ROC is a very conservative way of reporting 
numbers, as it doesn’t include pledges or bequest expectancies; it is simply cash in 
the	door.	In	the	first	six	months	of	fiscal	year	July	1–Dec.31,	2015,	the	University	of	
Washington received more than $306 million from 59,000 donors. To put the number into 
context, Ms. Kravas stated that in the last six months, the University received more gifts 
than	they	did	in	the	entirety	of	the	five-year	first	University	campaign,	which	concluded	
25 years ago. Ms. Kravas stated that this tremendous support shows that donors hold a 
belief in the mission of the organization, respect for the leadership of that organization, 
and know the organization will be around for a while. In addition to President Cauce, we 
have seen a growth of external work that our provosts, deans, chancellors and faculty are 
doing to tell their story to the community and bring people into their labs and classrooms. 
It	is	strong	leadership	that	inspires	confidence	and	helps	make	insiders	out	of	outsiders.	
Ms. Kravas also showed appreciation for the work of the Foundation Board and volunteer 
leaders who are acting as connectors and motivators for others who want to know more 
about the UW.
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III. CAMPAIGN ESSENTIALS: ROAD TO LAUNCH

Ms. Green then called on UW Campaign General Chairs Bob and Micki Flowers to discuss 
Campaign progress. Although the numbers are important in a Campaign, Ms. Flowers 
asked the board to think about the people, the passion and the stories that exist behind 
the numbers. On the Campaign timeline, our progress to-date is just over $2.7 billion, with 
a number of schools increasing their Campaign working goals. The General Chairs are 
meeting	regularly	in	preparation	of	the	public	launch	and	discussing	the	final	goal,	which	
will be announced. Ms. Flowers shared that we now have surpassed every last Campaign 
the UW has conducted, even before the public launch. The Campaign comprehensive 
numbers	reflect	contributions	to	every	part	of	the	institution	for	any	purpose.	They	also	
show both the cash totals for gifts and private grants as well as pledge balances and 
bequests that we expect to receive. Through Jan. 20, 2016, this campaign has added over 
half a billion dollars to the UW’s endowment. This represents more than 20 percent of the 
University’s total endowment.

Mr. Flowers then discussed how important it is to focus on the passion and meaning 
behind the numbers. Each gift represents a donor investing in something that they’re 
deeply involved with or care about, and as volunteers, the Board needs to be comfortable 
telling their stories. Mr. and Ms. Flowers then shared their background, including why the 
UW is important to them.

Next, Ms. Flowers announced that the public phase of the campaign will launch on Oct. 
21, 2016. Ms. Flowers emphasized that as campaign volunteers it is critical that the 
board participate in the launch and the activities around the launch, including W Day and 
Homecoming. The launch will be more than just about a moment in time, and activities 
will	be	infused	throughout	the	whole	first	launch	year.	Key	dates	to	prioritize	are	the	
Annual Recognition Gala on Sept. 9 and the Campaign Public Launch on Oct. 21. 

IV. INSIDER’S INTERVIEW WITH INTERIM PRESIDENT ANA MARI CAUCE 

Ms. Green then asked newly elected President Cauce and Director Patrick Crumb to come 
to the front for a special Q&A session. First, Mr. Crumb introduced President Cauce and 
acknowledged her longtime involvement at the UW, starting as a faculty member in 1986. 
President Cauce began by discussing several key updates, including this year’s round 
of	admissions	and	state	funding.	Mr.	Crumb	then	opened	the	floor	for	questions	from	
attendees, where topics ranged from the unionization of faculty to the low admit rate for 
applying students.

 Ms. Green thanked President Cauce and Mr. Crumb then called for a brief break.
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V. UW MEDICINE: HEART HEALTH FOR ALL

Ms. Green then introduced Dr. Rob MacLellan, the Robert A. Bruce Endowed Chair in 
Cardiovascular Research and head of cardiology at UW Medicine, to highlight the work of 
the UW Medicine cardiology department. Dr. MacLellan’s expertise is around heart failure, 
and his team of cardiovascular experts demonstrated their work by assisting a real patient 
as she considers her life-saving options for heart failure.

As	Dr.	MacLellan	shared,	heart	disease	affects	all	of	us,	whether	we	have	it	ourselves	
or we know of someone who does. The cardiovascular unit is the largest service in the 
UW	hospital,	even	though	Seattle	was	voted	the	most	“fit”	city	in	the	U.S.	Dr.	MacLellan	
further discussed the need for more research to cure heart failure and introduced UW 
medical center patient Sue Paul, who spent the last 15 years of her life battling heart 
failure. Ms. Paul recounted her story to the Foundation Board and how the doctors in the 
cardiovascular unit were able to save her from diagnosis all through potential solutions 
in the future. Dr. MacLellan’s team then recounted their roles and how they were 
able to help Ms. Paul. Throughout the process, they provided world-class care around 
determining	next	steps,	fitting	her	with	prosthetics	and	looking	ahead	to	future	solutions	
for heart failure. Ms. Paul shared that UW Medicine brings together cutting-edge research 
with genuine care for their community of patients. Attendees then had the opportunity to 
ask questions of Ms. Paul and the doctors.

Ms. Green thanked all participants from UW Medicine for sharing their work with the 
Foundation Board.

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS  

Ms. Green thanked the Directors and UW leadership for their attendance and 
participation. Ms. Green also shared that later that afternoon the public memorial and 
celebration of Doug Walker would be held at Benaroya Hall. 

The Spring Joint Meeting of the UW Foundation Board of Directors and UW Alumni 
Association Board of Trustees is on April 22, 2016. 

Meeting adjourned.
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ELECTION SLATE

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON FOUNDATION BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING

April 22, 2016

SLATE OF 2015–17 OFFICERS

The following individual is nominated to serve the remainder of the two-year term, 2015-17:

  Louise Hine, Assistant Secretary 

EX-OFFICIO DIRECTORS

  Louise Hine, Assistant Secretary, UW Foundation Board

  Pat Shanahan, Chair, UW Board of Regents

 





RESOLUTION TO AMEND THE EXECUTIVE  
COMMITTEE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

4-22-16-1

APPOINTING EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

RESOLVED, that the Executive Committee is hereby designated and appointed, and shall 
consist of the following individuals:

  Chuck Barbo, Co-Chair, Gates Volunteer Service Award Committee

  Howard Behar, Immediate Past Chair, UW Foundation Board

  Susan Brotman, Co-Chair, Nominating Committee

  Kent Carlson, Co-Chair, Deep Dive Committee

  Ana Mari Cauce, President, University of Washington

  Christina Chang, Assistant Treasurer, UW Foundation Board

  Patrick Crumb, Chair, Communications Advisory Council  

  Bob Davis, Co-Chair, Nominating Committee

  Mike Egan, Co-Chair, Deep Dive Committee

  Jodi Green, Chair, UW Foundation Board

  Louise Hine, Assistant Secretary, UW Foundation Board

  Walt Ingram, Treasurer, UW Foundation Board

  Connie Kravas, President, UW Foundation Board

  Nate Miles, Representative Director, The Graduate School

  Linda Myhrvold, Chair, The Next Course Planning Committee

  Constance Rice, Regent Representative

  Pete Shimer, Vice Chair, UW Foundation Board

  Brooks Simpson, Co-Chair, Gates Volunteer Service Award Committee

  Bob Underhill, Chair, Estate and Gift Planning Council

  Korynne Wright, Secretary, UW Foundation Board

  Pending, Treasurer, Board of Regents
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RESOLUTION 
4–22-16-2 
 
BE IT RESOLVED, in accordance with Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of the Bylaws, the total number 
of At Large Directors for 2016-17 shall be no fewer than 15 and no more than 25. The 
total membership of the Foundation Board shall not be less than 60. Nominated At Large 
Directors will be included on the Election Slate presented by the Nominating Committee at 
the 2016 Annual Meeting. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, in accordance with Section 5.1 of the Bylaws all units listed 
below	are	eligible	to	elect	or	re-affirm	a	Representative	Director	for	a	term	of	one	year.	
Nominated Representative Directors will be included on the Election Slate presented by the 
Nominating Committee at the 2016 Annual Meeting.

College of Arts & Sciences

College of Built Environments

Burke Museum

Foster School of Business

School of Dentistry

College of Education

College of Engineering

College of the Environment

Evans School of Public Policy and  
Governance

The Graduate School

Henry Art Gallery

Information School

Intercollegiate Athletics

KEXP Radio

School of Law

Libraries

Minority	Affairs	&	Diversity

School of Nursing

School of Pharmacy

School of Public Health

Regional

School of Social Work

Student Life

Undergraduate	Academic	Affairs

UW Bothell

UW Tacoma

UW Medicine

RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING NUMBER OF AT 
LARGE AND REPRESENTATIVE DIRECTORS OF  
THE UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON
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DEEP DIVE COMMITTEE REPORT

Deep Dive Committee 
Kent Carlson & Mike Egan, Co-Chairs 
Report to the Foundation Board  
April 22nd, 2016

Through Deep Dives, volunteers continue to explore groundbreaking, innovative and 
exclusive areas of the University.  Since January, Directors have visited the School of Music, 
Academic	&	Student	Affairs,	UW	Bothell	and	UW	Medicine.	

Below is a retrospective of the experience attendees enjoyed during the recent Deep Dives:

COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES – SCHOOL OF MUSIC, GUEST ARTIST MASTER CLASS

In early February, Directors had the unique opportunity to watch as Guest Artist Glenn 
Dicterow, former concertmaster of the New York Philharmonic, lead a master class with UW 
string students. 

 

“In a word, marvelous experience.  Well, ok — that was two words.” 

It was everything one could ask of a DD. It was a rain-soaked walk past beautiful Suzallo, 
surrounded by laughing, hurrying students, to a graceful old building just off the quad. It was 
a look at the School of Music in action, with no fanfare or prolonged introduction. Nothing 
stopped for me. The kids, faculty, and even the few School of Music supporters present had 
no idea who I was and paid no attention to me — I was invisible. As a result I was completely 
immersed in the joy of the transfer of knowledge that the UW is all about. I touched the 
magic, and it was a glorious gift.

Lyn Grinstein, Foundation Board Director
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UW BOTHELL: CHARTING A COURSE FOR STUDENT SUCCESS THROUGH  
HAND-ON RESEARCH

Directors took a scenic drive to UW Bothell for an insider’s look at the Bothell student 
experience!  This Deep Dive took us on a campus tour with students and UW Bothell 
Chancellor	Wolf	Yeigh	—	where	we	saw	first-hand	the	growth	and	vibrancy	of	this	
unique campus.  The next stop was an improv acting class, where Directors got to put 
their	creativity	in	motion	and	see	what	first-day	students	experience	in	one	of	the	many	
innovative	classes	offered	at	UW	Bothell.	We	wrapped	up	our	day	with	a	visit	to	the	Digital	
Futures Lab & UW Bothell MakerSpace to see how the students are trailblazing in the 
technology	field	and	leaving	their	imprint	all	over	the	region.	

“What an incredible opportunity it was to experience the value of transformative and 
innovative learning environments. Seeing the students create a video game in addition to 
being introduced to a class where we were asked to use principles of acting to express our 
personal mission statements, was absolutely fascinating. One thing that really stood out 
to me is UWB’s ability to create opportunities for students to apply practical application to 
what they are studying. There is so much going on there that needs to be highlighted and 
celebrated!” 

Colleen Fukui-Sketchley, Foundation Board Director

 
 

 

BOARD CHALLENGE – 100% ATTENDANCE 
 
Deep Dives continue to be an important tool to discover and learn about the UW. For 
Directors, these programs are opportunities to arm ourselves with information about 
current UW research and essential Campaign priorities. We challenge each Board Director 
to attend at least one if not more Deep Dives this year! 
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COMMITTEE NEWS: NEW MEMEBERS

It is with great excitement that we announce the addition of two new UW Foundation Board 
Directors to the Deep Dive Committee.  Both Sanjay Chheda and Chandan Chauhan have 
accepted the invitation to join and help continue in the growth of this essential committee.

The	Committee	looks	to	continue	guiding	Board	efforts	in	building	relationships	and	
sharing	firsthand	the	innovative	research	and	leading-edge	student	experience	with	other	
volunteers, supporters and our community.



30

COMMUNICATIONS ADVISORY COUNCIL REPORT

COMMUNICATIONS ADVISORY COUNCIL 
Patrick Crumb, Chair  
Report to the Foundation Board  
April 22nd, 2016 

MESSAGING AND LEVERAGING THE PUBLIC LAUNCH OF THE CAMPAIGN

The committee has been deeply engaged in providing recommendations for maximizing 
the public launch of the UW’s comprehensive fundraising campaign on Oct. 21, 2016, and 
beyond,	specifically	through	advising	on	the	naming	of	the	campaign	and	on	the	creative	
direction of the brand as it pivots toward the donor, alumni and community audience(s). 

Below is a summary of committee meetings since the last report: 

• January 28, 2016 — Engaged with and advised on foundational strategies around 
creative concepts for external expression of the brand during the public phase of the 
campaign; explored potential campaign naming conventions. 

• February 11, 2016 — Reconvened to dive more deeply into campaign naming 
conventions, and advised on considerations the UW should take into account when 
naming the campaign in terms of emotion, aspiration and clarity. 

• March 9, 2016 — Advised on the UW’s planning for opportunities to position 
campaign and campaign priorities throughout the launch year; reviewed and 
consulted on live experience concepts for the public launch event, which will take 
place on Oct. 21, 2016. 
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NOMINATING COMMITTEE REPORT

Nominating Committee 
Susan Brotman & Bob Davis, Co-Chairs 
Report to the Foundation Board  
April 22nd, 2016

NEW DIRECTOR 
JOIN US IN WELCOMING NEW DIRECTOR, PAT SHANAHAN, TO THE BOARD:

Pat Shanahan, a Washington state native, graduated from the University 
of Washington with a Bachelor of Science degree in mechanical 
engineering and a dual Master of Science degree in mechanical 
engineering and management from MIT. Pat is senior vice president for 
Supply Chain and Operations for Boeing and has been a UW Regent since 
2012. He joins the Foundation Board as the 2016-17 Regent Chair.  

2016-17 RECRUITMENT

The	Committee	held	their	first	meeting	in	March	to	discuss	strategy	for	2016-17	Foundation	
Board recruitment.  At this stage of the Campaign, strong Board leadership is crucial and 
the Committee has been working closely with University Advancement to ensure strategic 
representation.  The goal is to recruit those new Directors who will help advance the 
Foundation’s mission of furthering philanthropic support for the University of Washington.  
Potential	volunteers	have	been	identified	and	Committee	members	are	currently	moving	
forward with invitations to join the Board.  

The Nominating Committee is always accepting suggestions for Foundation Board 
membership.  If you have candidates to be considered for a director position, please submit 
his/her name to Bob, Susan or Jan Labyak (labyak@uw.edu).  Each year, the Nominating 
Committee	receives	far	more	worthy	recommendations	than	it	has	openings	to	fill.		Thus,	
we request that you not discuss your recommendation with the person(s) whose name(s) 
you submit for consideration.  



THE NEXT COURSE COMMITTEE REPORT

The Next Course Committee 
Linda Myhrvold—Chair  
Report to the Foundation Board  
April 22, 2016

The Next Course (TNC) dinner series is once again gathering UW friends and supporters in 
some	of	the	most	beautiful	homes	in	our	community.	The	2016	dinner	series	kicks	off	April	
26 and runs through May. Over 550 invitations were mailed in early March and our dinners 
are	filled	to	capacity.

We	are	grateful	to	five	very	gracious	hosts	who	are	showcasing	UW	excellence	with	
presentations from six faculty members:

• Leslie and Nick Hanauer Damn the Dam: Restoring Elwha to its Native Watershed  
Charles Nittrouer, Professor, Earth & Space Studies; Andrea Ogston, Associate 
Professor, School of Oceanography

• Colleen and George Willoughby How Government Finance is Like Italian  
Opera	–	and	Why	We	Should	Care	 
Justin Marlowe, Endowed Professor, Daniel J. Evans School of Public Policy & 
Governance

• Janet and Lloyd Frink A New Middle East? Perils and Promises for the United States  
Resat Kasaba, Professor and Director, Jackson School of International Studies

• Inessa and Eric Anderson Our Robotic Future: Building Smart Robots  
That See in 3-D   
Dieter Fox, Professor, Computer Science & Engineering; Director UW Robotics and 
State Estimation Lab

• Diana and Chris Ackerley 	Leveraging	Biology	for	Innovation	–	From	Curiosity	to	
Cure  Toby Bradshaw, Professor and Chair, Department of Biology

One of the key elements of The Next Course is the investment we make in post-dinner 
engagement.	We	always	ask	the	question	of	attendees	–	‘how	can	we	keep	this	conversation	
going?’ Often this is through lab tours, 1:1 conversations between TNC participants and 
faculty presenters, UW Advancement cultivating personal relationships, and participation in 
presidential level events or receptions. 

As a result, TNC participants are deepening their relationship with the UW and are returning 
to campus and engaging in conversations that lead to philanthropy and investment. As the 
campaign evolves we will pay special attention to TNC programming, assuring it aligns with 
campaign goals and priorities. This is an exciting time for TNC to showcase the very best of 
the UW!



UW ALUMNI ASSOCIATION BOARD OF TRUSTEES
THIRD QUARTER UPDATE, FY16

The University of Washington Alumni Association’s mission is to support the UW and higher 
education in the state of Washington. Many of our initiatives focus on connecting and engaging 
our 55,000 members, 330,000 alumni and the UW community at large. Here is a sampling of 
recent UWAA activities.

Lectures
This quarter, more than 10,000 attendees enjoyed 18 lifelong learning events presented by 
the UWAA in partnership with the Graduate School, Department of History and Department of 
Communications, among others. Highlights included the ever-popular History Lecture Series, 
this year exploring the history of Seattle. UWAA partnered with the UW’s Office of External 
Affairs to host a fifth event associated with the history series, a panel of thought leaders who 
participated in a conversation on the Future of Seattle, moderated by KCTS’s Enrique Cerna and 
broadcast on UWTV and KCTS. UWAA also presented the first five lectures of David Domke’s 
sold-out 12-part series on America in Transformation: 2016 and the Presidency, using a new model 
for ticket sales that raised over $140,000 for student and program support at the Department of 
Communications. 

Community Events
The first UWAA Think & Drink was held on Feb. 10 in conjunction with the Future of Seattle 
lecture, with the goal to raise awareness of and interest in public lectures among UW graduates 
of the last decade. More than 20 young alumni attended the event. 

In March, Husky Socials were held in Spokane, Walla Walla and Yakima. More than 100 alumni 
gathered at the events to share ideas on future activities they’d like to see in their region. 
CoMotion and OMAD partnered with UWAA with additional events in Spokane and Yakima, 
respectively.

The UWAA hosted 12 students in the Bay Area during spring break for the first Student Career 
Trek. Over 125 students applied for this new program and the 12 selected represented diverse 
majors, career interests and experiences. The trek featured company visits, career workshops 
and networking events with local alumni. UWAA also launched Huskies@Work, a new program 
seeking to match current students with alumni in the Puget Sound region for a one-day job 
shadowing opportunity in May.  

Publications
The cover story of the March 2016 issue of Columns magazine tells the story of KEXP, which 
started its life as the UW student radio station KCMU and just recently moved into a brand new 
facility at Seattle Center. Other highlights include feature stories on the Race & Equity initiative; 
the groundbreaking work conducted by the Institute for Learning & Brain Sciences (I-LABS); 
and the tale of the Nguyen family, refugees from war-torn Vietnam who were welcomed to 
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Washington state in 1975 by then Gov. Dan Evans, ’48, ’49. The issue also featured a conversation on 
immigrants between Evans and Gov. Jay Inslee, ’73, two alumni governors from different eras and 
different political parties who both faced issues with immigrants from war-torn homelands.

UW Alumni Tours
Recent rule changes have made Cuba a popular destination. With three trips scheduled in 2016, 
UW Alumni Tours will have sent about 60 travelers to Cuba by the end of the year. In addition, two 
trips are slated for 2017; one land and one cruise. Other popular 2016 destination are Africa and the 
Mississippi River.

Graduation Tour: Excited to announce that we will be offering a three-week trip to Europe to 
graduating students in 2017. We will share the trip with our friends at UCLA. We hope this first 
offering will be a success so that we can offer this trip on an annual basis.

Membership
UWAA completed a successful spring membership drive in the month of March that brought in 
around 300 new UWAA members.

UWAA membership programs and benefits included a sold out movie night at Pacific Science 
Center’s Boeing IMAX Theatre and new benefit partnerships with Strideline Socks and Costco. 
Discounts to the Pac-12 womens’ basketball tournament and select Pac-12 Husky men’s basketball 
games were also offered to members.

MEMBERS March 2015 March 2016

Total UWAA Members 56,198  54,928 

Total Non-President’s Club (dues paying)  44,556  44,410 

Impact
UW Impact advocates sent more than 3,000 messages to their elected officials during the regular 
and special sessions (Jan. – late March). Many of the messages urged legislators to provide backfill 
funding for last year’s tuition rollback, and this funding was indeed provided in the final budget. 
UW Impact advocates also hand-delivered survey results and purple-and-gold donuts to alumni 
legislators during a special visit to Olympia in February.
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2016-17 BOARD EVENTS

Thursday, September 8, 2016 
UW Foundation Board Dinner 
6:30 p.m.  
Location TBD 

Thursday, January 26, 2017 
Foundation Board Dinner 
6:30 p.m. 
Location TBD 

Thursday, April 27, 2017
UW Foundation Board Dinner 
6:30 p.m. 
Location TBD 

Friday, September 9, 2016 
UW Foundation Board Meeting  
8:30	a.m.–noon	 
The HUB Lyceum 
UW Seattle Campus 

Friday, January 27, 2017 
UW Foundation Board Meeting 
8:30	a.m.–noon 
Location TBD 

Friday, April 28, 2017 
UW Foundation Board Meeting  
8:30	a.m.–noon	 
Location TBD 

 
 

BOARD DINNERS BOARD MEETINGS

BOARD ORIENTATION

Thursday, September 8, 2016 
Director Orientation 
3-6 p.m. 
Location TBD
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2016 DEEP DIVE CALENDAR

Thursday, April 28, 2016  
School of Nursing 
9	a.m.	–	11	a.m 
The New Face of Nursing in the 21st Century 
Join us for an exciting School of Nursing Shark Tank Deep Dive! Five stellar members of the  
UW School of Nursing community will pitch their projects at the Deep Dive and YOU will  
determine the winner. 

Tuesday, May 9, 2016 
Intercollegiate Athletics 
9	a.m.	–	11	a.m. 
Get a special peek behind the scenes with Coach Peterson.  Tour Husky Stadium, hear plans for 
the upcoming season and more! 

Tuesday, May 24, 2016 
UW Tacoma  
2	–	4	p.m., optional reception to follow 
Explore the UW Tacoma campus in a fun, compact tour highlighting faculty and student 
mission-oriented programs! 
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UW SIGNATURE EVENTS

The events listed are just a sampling of the fabulous activities that happen daily at the 
UW. We encourage you to participate in key events throughout the year and provide the 
following	as	a	jumping-off	point.

Paws-On Science 
May 7-8, 2016  
Time: various 
Pacific	Science	Center 
A weekend of discovery and fun for Huskies of all ages. UW scientists highlight areas of research 
throughout the Pacific Science Center with interactive activities and demonstrations. The event 
also features the Husky Marching Band, UW Cheer and Harry the Husky. 

UW Commencement 
June 11, 2016 
Husky Stadium 
The University of Washington honors the graduating class of 2016 at the 141st Commencement 
Exercises. 

Annual Recognition Gala 
September 9, 2016 
Evening 
Odegaard and Suzzallo Libraries 
The Annual Recognition Gala is for the UW and UW Foundation Board to personally thank and 
recognize donors and volunteers who have achieved significant milestones in support of the 
mission and future of the University, and by so doing, to inspire other major gift prospects to 
support the UW as well. 

UNITE: For Washington, for the WorldCampaign Public Launch Celebration 
October 21, 2016 
Time: various 
Hec Edmundson Pavilion 
A key weekend for the Campaign will include W Day, Homecoming, a fantastic campaign launch 
event and more. More details coming soon!
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Report of Contributions: March 2016All Areas

School Gifts Private Grants Total Donors Gifts Private Grants Total Donors

ANNUAL PROGRESS BY CONSTITUENCY
Current Month Year to Date 

1

13,930UW Medicine $4,641,525 $13,099,097 $17,740,622 2,877 $39,075,015 $114,543,788 $153,618,802
4,728Academic Student Affairs $1,271,029 $14,615 $1,285,644 860 $11,653,190 $2,373,768 $14,026,958

10,359Arts and Sciences $1,693,845 $651,511 $2,345,356 1,504 $23,046,143 $17,596,040 $40,642,183
18,035Broadcast Services $854,816 $0 $854,816 10,091 $11,888,429 $0 $11,888,429

1,146Built Environments $116,015 $3,000 $119,015 101 $3,899,460 $37,373 $3,936,833
3,241Business School $250,631 $0 $250,631 368 $12,123,201 $118,186 $12,241,387

803Dentistry $152,358 $127,523 $279,882 143 $3,853,660 $331,073 $4,184,733
709Education $11,245 $84,574 $95,819 81 $1,830,053 $5,405,819 $7,235,872

3,522Engineering $1,356,658 $1,053,109 $2,409,767 324 $13,540,874 $8,495,565 $22,036,438
2,114Environment $679,127 $3,387,688 $4,066,815 280 $6,413,970 $24,090,786 $30,504,756

791Evans School Of Pub. Policy & Gov $40,688 $0 $40,688 73 $1,059,771 $7,785,430 $8,845,201
548Information School $38,998 $1,497,192 $1,536,190 60 $788,029 $2,245,524 $3,033,553

13,304Intercollegiate Athletics $2,197,274 $0 $2,197,274 3,002 $21,157,691 $0 $21,157,691
1,456Law $336,566 $12,047 $348,613 82 $2,268,844 $561,575 $2,830,419
2,414Libraries $343,961 $0 $343,961 512 $1,286,439 $112,000 $1,398,439
1,079Nursing $49,542 $34,070 $83,612 90 $2,201,535 $2,528,406 $4,729,941

786Pharmacy $265,903 $720,344 $986,247 117 $2,127,221 $2,629,738 $4,756,959
1,000President's Funds $35,483 $0 $35,483 152 $350,562 $0 $350,562

636Public Health $134,628 $3,012,674 $3,147,302 125 $2,785,108 $32,926,087 $35,711,196
1,008Social Work $80,903 $67,981 $148,884 106 $17,250,019 $2,216,755 $19,466,774

11,851UW Alumni Association $78,188 $0 $78,188 1,909 $647,042 $0 $647,042
496UW Bothell $13,555 $119,990 $133,545 118 $390,682 $3,273,619 $3,664,301
715UW Tacoma $215,140 $0 $215,140 152 $1,398,558 $534,932 $1,933,490
708Other University Support $3,026 $220,146 $223,172 73 $9,212,194 $1,253,954 $10,466,148

MONTHLY HIGHLIGHTS

Donors are defined as those entities who have a credit amount of greater than $0.00. 
The donor total at the bottom of the chart is not a cumulative total of the rows above. The donor total is the number of unique donors who have been 
credited with a gift to the UW during the given time period.

1

$14,861,106 $24,105,561 $38,966,666 $190,247,687 $229,060,418 $419,308,105Total 22,320 82,526

The UW received $38.97M in total private voluntary support ($14.86M in gifts and $24.11M in grants) in the current 
month.
Areas including UW Medicine, Academic Student Affairs, Arts and Sciences, Broadcast Services, Built Environments, 
Dentistry, Education, Environment, Evans School Of Pub. Policy & Governance, Information School, Libraries, Nursing, 
Public Health, Social Work and UW Bothell are ahead of last year’s year-to-date totals.

Page | 2Source: University Advancement, Information Management Report # devrpts_s1604667
07/01/2015 3/31/2016 ( - )
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Report of Contributions: March 2016All Areas

School/Unit Total Donors Total Donors

DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY  BY CONSTITUENCY
Current Month Year to Date

Total Donors Total Donors
Prior Year to Date Prior Year Total

UW Medicine $17,740,622 2,877 $153,618,802 13,930 $145,145,229 13,335 $177,246,538 16,024
Academic and Student Affairs $1,285,644 860 $14,026,958 4,728 $10,461,175 4,089 $12,350,568 6,039
Arts and Sciences $2,345,356 1,504 $40,642,183 10,359 $35,450,070 10,767 $43,826,207 13,525
Broadcast Services $854,816 10,091 $11,888,429 18,035 $9,622,490 15,705 $16,103,572 20,754
College of Built Environments $119,015 101 $3,936,833 1,146 $1,660,715 983 $2,079,180 1,160
Foster School of Business $250,631 368 $12,241,387 3,241 $14,354,104 3,244 $16,795,849 3,738
Dentistry $279,882 143 $4,184,733 803 $3,230,388 877 $3,675,692 1,028
Education $95,819 81 $7,235,872 709 $3,677,715 783 $7,227,455 1,649
Engineering $2,409,767 324 $22,036,438 3,522 $24,370,732 3,693 $29,482,192 4,432
College of the Environment $4,066,815 280 $30,504,756 2,114 $18,657,089 2,442 $26,994,361 3,031
Evans School Of Pub. Policy & Gover $40,688 73 $8,845,201 791 $3,188,188 433 $3,721,734 643
Information School $1,536,190 60 $3,033,553 548 $1,943,558 565 $3,396,362 625
Intercollegiate Athletics $2,197,274 3,002 $21,157,691 13,304 $24,780,325 18,376 $30,730,210 21,593
Law $348,613 82 $2,830,419 1,456 $3,158,589 1,443 $9,065,191 2,186
Libraries $343,961 512 $1,398,439 2,414 $843,886 2,528 $1,119,725 3,150
Nursing $83,612 90 $4,729,941 1,079 $992,908 1,092 $1,461,533 1,235
Pharmacy $986,247 117 $4,756,959 786 $5,120,477 875 $8,261,874 1,000
President's Funds $35,483 152 $350,562 1,000 $807,848 1,004 $1,341,279 1,180
Public Health $3,147,302 125 $35,711,196 636 $24,462,078 667 $27,312,124 768
Social Work $148,884 106 $19,466,774 1,008 $3,126,696 1,101 $3,860,548 1,317
UW Alumni Association $78,188 1,909 $647,042 11,851 $700,880 11,859 $1,054,318 17,250
UW Bothell $133,545 118 $3,664,301 496 $536,275 731 $935,816 1,041
UW Tacoma $215,140 152 $1,933,490 715 $2,045,404 816 $2,604,787 1,882
Other University Support $223,172 73 $10,466,148 708 $10,008,310 1,173 $18,072,565 1,307

The donor total at the bottom of the chart is not a cumulative total of the rows above. The donor total is the number of unique donors who have been 
credited with a gift to the UW during the given time period.

1

$38,966,666 22,320 $419,308,105 82,526 $348,345,127 85,119 $448,719,680 107,376Total 1

Page | 3Source: University Advancement, Information Management Report # devrpts_s1604667
07/01/2015 3/31/2016 ( - )
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Report of Contributions: March 2016All Areas

Fiscal Year
Gifts Private Grants Total Gifts Private Grants Total

Complete Fiscal Year Year to Date

FISCAL YEAR COMPARISON OF TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Donors Donors

YEAR-TO-DATE
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COMPLETE FISCAL YEAR
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Gifts Grants Donors

2015-2016 $190,247,687 $229,060,418 $419,308,105 $190,247,687 $229,060,418 $419,308,10582,526 82,526
2014-2015 $227,023,680 $221,696,000 $448,719,680 $171,471,341 $176,873,787 $348,345,127107,376 85,119
2013-2014 $255,768,878 $226,683,441 $482,452,318 $210,574,853 $186,939,981 $397,514,834108,696 82,800
2012-2013 $191,414,335 $147,237,180 $338,651,515 $131,215,607 $114,808,320 $246,023,926108,465 77,258
2011-2012 $161,989,170 $151,112,612 $313,101,782 $122,867,660 $125,371,476 $248,239,136111,145 80,033
2010-2011 $170,201,978 $164,435,696 $334,637,675 $116,012,269 $129,320,858 $245,333,127113,114 84,726
2009-2010 $135,776,462 $150,852,357 $286,628,819 $105,006,490 $108,377,915 $213,384,405113,746 81,006
2008-2009 $148,364,809 $175,713,667 $324,078,477 $116,100,795 $115,613,536 $231,714,331109,083 80,180
2007-2008 $180,735,444 $124,224,214 $304,959,657 $132,985,022 $99,910,341 $232,895,363121,447 87,433
2006-2007 $176,490,215 $126,399,369 $302,889,584 $124,552,021 $89,059,944 $213,611,965105,353 76,956

Page | 4Source: University Advancement, Information Management Report # devrpts_s1604667
07/01/2015 3/31/2016 ( - )
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Report of Contributions: March 2016All Areas

Theme Current Use Endowment Total

ANNUAL FUNDING THEME PROGRESS
Year to Date

Student Support                                   $15,774,894 $34,099,187 $49,874,081
Faculty Support                                   $174,456,846 $18,550,301 $193,007,147
Program Support for Faculty and Students          $111,601,444 $17,148,682 $128,750,126
Capital                                           $16,440,743 $11,655 $16,452,398
Excellence Funds                                  $27,061,453 $4,162,899 $31,224,353

$345,335,380 $73,972,725 $419,308,105Total

Donor Type Donors Total Donors Total Donors Total
Year to Date Prior Year to Date Prior Fiscal Year

DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY BY DONOR TYPE

Alumni 35,352 $59,028,145 37,511 $48,242,877 46,216 $59,909,434
Corporations 2,015 $57,318,036 2,238 $41,228,722 2,977 $56,119,801
Family Foundations 192 $24,121,998 177 $21,066,535 199 $27,440,280
Foundations 415 $129,806,890 395 $106,686,992 471 $130,490,773
Non-Alumni 43,982 $34,704,774 44,249 $36,844,841 56,846 $53,410,563
Organizations 570 $114,328,262 549 $94,275,160 667 $121,348,828

82,526 $419,308,105 85,119 $348,345,127 107,376 $448,719,680Total

7

5

72

475

327

526

1,236

1,851

4,626

6,624

6,508

22,603

30,565

$131,676,296

$22,752,219

$104,842,955

$97,986,018

$15,004,979

$11,144,928

$10,102,402

$6,303,805

$7,138,654

$4,692,280

$2,622,960

$2,370,634

$1,113,898

7,101 $1,556,076

$10M +

$5M - $9,999,999

$1M - $4,999,999

$100,000 - $999,999

$50,000 - $99,999

$25,000 - $49,999
$10,000 - $24,999

$5,000 - $9,999

$2,000 - $4,999

$1,000 - $1,999

$500 - $999

$250 - $499

$100 - $249

$1 - $99

DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY PYRAMID

Donor Count82,526 Fiscal Year Total: $419,308,105

Page | 5Source: University Advancement, Information Management Report # devrpts_s1604667
07/01/2015 3/31/2016 ( - )
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Report of Contributions: March 2016All Areas

ANNUAL PROGRESS BY GIVING LEVEL
Giving Level Alumni Non Alumni Family Fndns. Corporations Foundations Other Orgs. Total

$10M + $0 $15,623,000 $63,127,065 $52,926,231 $131,676,296
$5M - $9,999,999 $10,080,000 $0 $6,562,858 $6,109,361 $22,752,219
$1M - $4,999,999 $13,473,285 $7,452,422 $7,900,000 $17,144,945 $32,753,408 $26,118,896 $104,842,955
$100,000 - $999,999 $15,167,560 $9,911,671 $6,919,676 $13,158,253 $23,427,045 $29,401,812 $97,986,018
$50,000 - $99,999 $2,882,974 $2,618,329 $1,403,412 $3,366,418 $1,831,013 $2,902,833 $15,004,979
$25,000 - $49,999 $2,189,272 $1,887,129 $680,676 $3,224,289 $1,389,045 $1,774,517 $11,144,928
$10,000 - $24,999 $3,283,102 $2,495,033 $419,465 $2,516,904 $717,663 $670,235 $10,102,402
$5,000 - $9,999 $2,708,205 $1,849,574 $141,929 $1,106,183 $272,581 $225,333 $6,303,805
$2,000 - $4,999 $3,582,080 $2,480,480 $71,007 $689,697 $112,913 $202,477 $7,138,654
$1,000 - $1,999 $2,231,341 $2,046,225 $20,213 $278,589 $48,873 $67,038 $4,692,280
$500 - $999 $1,248,320 $1,216,932 $2,000 $121,121 $10,280 $24,307 $2,622,960
$250 - $499 $682,268 $815,373 $362 $45,130 $4,002 $8,941 $1,556,076
$100 - $249 $970,234 $1,356,806 $400 $35,759 $2,921 $4,514 $2,370,634
$1 - $99 $529,503 $574,799 $7,749 $719 $1,128 $1,113,898

$59,028,145 $34,704,774 $24,121,998 $57,318,036 $129,806,890 $114,328,262 $419,308,105Total

Giving Level Alumni Non Alumni Family Fndns. Corporations Foundations Other Orgs. Total
$10M + 2 1 1 3 7
$5M - $9,999,999 2 1 1 1 5
$1M - $4,999,999 14 15 4 8 16 15 72
$100,000 - $999,999 104 114 32 52 74 99 475
$50,000 - $99,999 83 97 22 53 31 41 327
$25,000 - $49,999 130 178 22 103 43 50 526
$10,000 - $24,999 431 489 31 190 49 46 1,236
$5,000 - $9,999 764 765 25 210 48 39 1,851
$2,000 - $4,999 2,128 2,076 26 286 40 70 4,626
$1,000 - $1,999 2,900 3,341 22 261 42 58 6,624
$500 - $999 2,908 3,305 4 225 18 48 6,508
$250 - $499 2,976 3,909 1 170 14 31 7,101
$100 - $249 8,934 13,340 2 270 21 36 22,603
$1 - $99 13,978 16,350 186 17 34 30,565

35,352 43,982 192 2,015 415 570 82,526Total

Page | 6Source: University Advancement, Information Management Report # devrpts_s1604667
07/01/2015 3/31/2016 ( - )
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Report of Contributions: March 2016All Areas

ALUMNI PARTICIPATION BY CONSTITUENCY (CURRENT FISCAL YEAR)

Area Solicitable Donors Part Rate Donors Part Rate

To UW To Unit
Year to Date Year to Date

UW Medicine                                       21,457 2,716 12.66% 1,694 7.89%
Arts and Sciences                                 169,188 14,477 8.56% 3,725 2.20%
Business School                                   42,947 5,380 12.53% 1,698 3.95%
Built Environments                                9,345 1,100 11.77% 455 4.87%
Dentistry                                         4,910 670 13.65% 338 6.88%
Education                                         19,268 2,233 11.59% 345 1.79%
Engineering                                       36,761 3,528 9.60% 1,652 4.49%
Environment                                       12,912 1,225 9.49% 537 4.16%
Evans School Of Pub. Policy & 3,640 520 14.29% 245 6.73%
Interdisc. Grad. Programs                         2,919 306 10.48%
Interdisc. Undergrad. Programs                    
Interschool Programs                              2,786 335 12.02%
Information School                                6,140 775 12.62% 340 5.54%
Law                                               9,211 1,258 13.66% 682 7.40%
School of Nursing                                 9,537 1,271 13.33% 607 6.36%
Pharmacy                                          4,096 608 14.84% 437 10.67%
Public Health                                     6,099 651 10.67% 218 3.57%
Social Work                                       7,471 701 9.38% 301 4.03%
UW Bothell                                        13,870 712 5.13% 226 1.63%
UW Tacoma                                         15,159 661 4.36% 339 2.24%
Unspecified                                       8,347 913 10.94%

374,548 35,352 9.44%ALL UW TOTAL

Area Solicitable Donors Part Rate Part Rate Donors Part Rate

To UnitTo UW

PFY Final
Year to Date Year to Date

ALUMNI PARTICIPATION BY CONSTITUENCY (PREVIOUS FISCAL YEAR)

Donors Donors
FY Total FY Total

2,015UW Medicine                                       21,045 2,709 12.87% 14.74% 1,696 8.06% 9.57%3,102
4,671Arts and Sciences                                 164,530 14,506 8.82% 10.03% 3,937 2.39% 2.84%16,509
1,986Business School                                   42,011 5,173 12.31% 13.93% 1,635 3.89% 4.73%5,851

464Built Environments                                9,103 1,020 11.21% 12.58% 401 4.41% 5.10%1,145
449Dentistry                                         4,841 774 15.99% 17.79% 391 8.08% 9.27%861
406Education                                         18,861 2,310 12.25% 13.90% 320 1.70% 2.15%2,621

2,010Engineering                                       35,889 3,502 9.76% 11.02% 1,704 4.75% 5.60%3,956
651Environment                                       12,559 1,260 10.03% 11.50% 560 4.46% 5.18%1,444
216Evans School Of Pub. Policy & 3,436 494 14.38% 17.40% 165 4.80% 6.29%598

Interdisc. Grad. Programs                         2,764 279 10.09% 11.90%329
Interdisc. Undergrad. Programs                    
Interschool Programs                              2,698 338 12.53% 14.46%390

351Information School                                5,844 766 13.11% 14.77% 322 5.51% 6.01%863
877Law                                               8,831 1,329 15.05% 17.03% 743 8.41% 9.93%1,504
690School of Nursing                                 9,365 1,247 13.32% 14.91% 625 6.67% 7.37%1,396
507Pharmacy                                          4,020 636 15.82% 17.64% 450 11.19% 12.61%709
227Public Health                                     5,720 644 11.26% 13.23% 193 3.37% 3.97%757
344Social Work                                       7,260 713 9.82% 11.28% 305 4.20% 4.74%819
254UW Bothell                                        12,289 629 5.12% 6.37% 184 1.50% 2.07%783
310UW Tacoma                                         13,666 571 4.18% 5.35% 213 1.56% 2.27%731

Unspecified                                       8,499 911 10.72% 12.02%1,022
362,514 35,048 9.67% 11.01%ALL UW TOTAL 39,895

ALUMNI PARTICIPATION

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

200
6

200
8

201
0

201
2

201
4

201
6

Do
no

rs
 in

 T
ho

us
an

ds

0%

4%

8%

12%

16%

20%

Donors Part Rate

Page | 7Source: University Advancement, Information Management Report # devrpts_s1604667
07/01/2015 3/31/2016 ( - )



Report of Contributions: March 2016All Areas

The University of Washington Alumni Association is the broad-based engagement vehicle for 
University Advancement and the University of Washington. Through its strategically designed 
programs, the UW Alumni Association invites alumni, donors and friends to engage in the life of the 
UW. Research indicates that engaged alumni and friends are more inclined to support the 
University and its students. The UW Alumni Association is proud to develop a solid base of support 
for the University of Washington.

Top 10 Membership by Class Year

Activity Participation - Rolling 3 Year Total 2

Members include paid Annual Members, Lifetime Members, and TPC Level Donors1

Activity is based on a unit affiliated Alumni or Donor being labeled as a positive RSVP, host, speaker, or participant at any tracked UW activity.
2

Source: University of Washington Alumni Association

3-Years consists of any activity since 7/1/2011
3

School Members

UWAA Member Giving by Constituency
Solicitable

Alumni
Member
Donors Members Non Members

Alumni Giving
1

UW Medicine                              21,457 1,969 832 42.25% 8.39%
Arts and Sciences                       169,188 19,261 5,275 27.39% 4.16%
Business School                          42,947 7,327 2,493 34.02% 5.69%
Built Environments                    9,345 1,161 377 32.47% 6.92%
Dentistry                                      4,910 898 352 39.20% 5.68%
Education                                     19,268 2,822 888 31.47% 5.65%
Engineering                                 36,761 4,533 1,346 29.69% 5.08%
Environment                               12,912 1,459 366 25.09% 5.55%
Evans School Of Pub. Policy & 3,640 370 138 37.30% 9.66%
Interdisc. Grad. Programs        2,919 229 73 31.88% 6.25%
Interschool Programs                2,786 501 154 30.74% 5.43%
Information School                    6,140 795 248 31.19% 8.03%
Law                                               9,211 1,084 464 42.80% 8.32%
School of Nursing                       9,537 1,295 453 34.98% 7.69%
Pharmacy                                     4,096 598 250 41.81% 8.69%
Public Health                               6,099 469 164 34.97% 6.96%
Social Work                                 7,471 618 182 29.45% 5.85%
UW Bothell                                  13,870 994 166 16.70% 2.27%
UW Tacoma                                 15,159 919 138 15.02% 1.91%
Unspecified                                 8,347 1,549 461 29.76% 4.03%
Non-Alumni 9,168 5,600 61.08%
Total 374,548 54,998 18,533 33.70%

Class Year Part. Rate
1955 21.73%
1954 20.60%
1953 20.53%
1959 20.25%
1960 19.49%
1956 19.40%
1961 19.25%
1957 19.14%
1950 19.12%
1946 19.11%

Class Year Population
2015 1,785
1971 1,110
1973 1,090
1970 1,065
1974 1,061
1972 1,038
1976 1,033
1975 1,019
1977 971
1969 933

School Participants % Donors3 Part. Donors % Non-Part DonorAlum Non-Par DonorAlum Non-Part.
UW Medicine 5,289 2,619 11.89%3,502 66.21% 22,020
Arts and Sciences 19,442 5,234 3.42%3,271 16.82% 152,878
Built Environments 2,062 544 6.85%825 40.01% 7,940
Business School 8,033 2,448 6.75%2,031 25.28% 36,282
Dentistry 1,935 341 10.38%635 32.82% 3,285
Education 2,047 605 3.42%174 8.50% 17,685
Engineering 3,886 2,491 7.31%1,093 28.13% 34,087
Environment 1,749 842 7.03%685 39.17% 11,982
Evans School Of Pub. Policy & Govern 1,561 248 9.58%688 44.07% 2,588
Graduate School 2,824 32 1.20%2,429 86.01% 2,668
Information School 910 545 9.93%273 30.00% 5,488
Law 2,120 1,009 13.38%807 38.07% 7,539
Libraries 712 697 97.89%
Nursing 1,113 917 10.45%354 31.81% 8,771
Pharmacy 473 746 19.47%277 58.56% 3,832
Public Health 908 297 5.85%272 29.96% 5,074
Social Work 1,087 501 7.28%511 47.01% 6,886
UW Bothell 1,518 649 4.94%369 24.31% 13,150
UW Tacoma 2,142 697 4.76%1,165 54.39% 14,643

Alumni Activity
1 in 3.5 registrants at 2010 UW events were 

UWAA members

1 in 25 UWAA members attended 
a 2010 UW event

1 in 3 2009-2010 Football/Basketball season 
ticket holders were 

UWAA members
1 in 7 UWAA members were 2009-2010 

Football/Basketball season ticket holders

1 in 25 registrants at 2010 UW events were 
UW donors

3 in 4 registrants at 2010 UW events were 
Solicitable Alumni

Page | 8Source: University Advancement, Information Management Report # devrpts_s1604667
07/01/2015 3/31/2016 ( - )
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Report of Contributions: March 2016All Areas

Region Total Donors Total Donors

DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY  BY REGION
Current Month Year to Date

Total Donors Total Donors
Prior Year to Date Prior Year Total

Puget Sound $15,722,949 15,845 $224,358,929 54,352 $189,807,360 56,127 $238,061,366 71,079
Western Washington $3,671,862 1,331 $8,863,413 6,440 $8,692,201 6,951 $14,411,511 8,795
Eastern Washington $95,275 441 $2,417,720 2,236 $2,685,027 2,432 $3,063,993 2,995
Oregon $882,271 434 $8,144,306 1,838 $9,726,205 1,861 $10,588,586 2,286
Northern California $1,214,972 525 $22,531,390 2,625 $16,703,082 2,565 $24,432,518 3,144
Southern California $1,130,013 407 $6,503,084 2,004 $10,071,762 2,067 $11,197,429 2,550
West $186,379 381 $1,919,122 1,667 $2,351,343 1,670 $2,972,207 2,033
Southwest $487,025 416 $14,586,486 1,943 $8,061,774 1,952 $11,072,030 2,385
Midwest $1,328,908 562 $17,828,902 2,103 $14,689,704 2,004 $21,594,849 2,463
Northeast $12,193,474 1,123 $91,299,691 4,089 $60,020,008 4,218 $78,699,132 5,196
Southeast $1,365,172 339 $11,155,290 1,350 $9,314,557 1,412 $11,865,624 1,744
Outside Continental US $274,158 145 $1,211,641 798 $928,030 890 $1,458,798 1,108
China $13,129 4 $34,904 19 $41,473 19 $42,105 23
Japan $3,100 2 $101,909 51 $101,720 58 $103,865 76
Korea $31 2 $40,673 16 $166,135 21 $248,057 26
Taiwan $210 3 $56,693 16 $26,830 14 $26,945 15
International Other $280,002 244 $3,305,627 736 $6,634,313 723 $8,153,193 1,000
Unknown $117,737 129 $4,948,325 572 $8,323,603 383 $10,727,469 902

The donor total at the bottom of the chart is not a cumulative total of the rows above. The donor total is the number of unique donors who have been 
credited with a gift to the UW during the given time period.

1

$38,966,666 22,320 $419,308,105 82,526 $348,345,127 85,119 $448,719,680 107,376Total 1

Page | 9Source: University Advancement, Information Management Report # devrpts_s1604667
07/01/2015 3/31/2016 ( - )
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CEF UPDATE

FO
U

N
D

AT
IO

N
 R

E
P

O
R

T
C

on
so

lid
at

ed
 E

nd
ow

m
en

t F
un

d 
(C

EF
) U

pd
at

e

Ap
ril

 2
01

6
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
In

ve
st

m
en

t M
an

ag
em

en
t C

om
pa

ny



58

2

C
EF

 H
IG

H
LI

G
H

TS


D

es
pi

te
 re

bo
un

di
ng

 s
lig

ht
ly

 in
 4

Q
 2

01
5,

 b
ro

ad
er

 e
qu

ity
 

m
ar

ke
ts

 e
nd

ed
 th

e 
ye

ar
 w

ith
 re

la
tiv

el
y 

w
ea

k 
re

su
lts

.


Th

e 
to

ta
l v

al
ue

 o
f t

he
 C

E
F 

w
as

 $
2.

9 
bi

llio
n 

in
 

D
ec

em
be

r.


C

E
F 

al
lo

ca
tio

n 
re

m
ai

ne
d 

73
%

 C
ap

ita
l A

pp
re

ci
at

io
n 

an
d 

27
%

 C
ap

ita
l P

re
se

rv
at

io
n.


Fo

r t
he

 o
ne

-y
ea

r p
er

io
d 

en
di

ng
 D

ec
em

be
r, 

th
e 

C
E

F 
re

tu
rn

ed
 +

1.
2%

, o
ut

pe
rfo

rm
in

g 
th

e 
w

ei
gh

te
d 

be
nc

hm
ar

k 
by

 +
21

0 
bp

s.
 


C

E
F 

pe
rfo

rm
an

ce
 c

on
tin

ue
s 

to
 e

xc
ee

d 
th

e 
w

ei
gh

te
d 

be
nc

hm
ar

k 
ac

ro
ss

 a
ll 

m
ul

ti-
ye

ar
 p

er
io

ds
.


C

om
pa

re
d 

to
 N

A
C

U
B

O
 p

ee
rs

, a
s 

of
 J

un
e 

30
, 2

01
5 

U
W

  i
s 

fir
st

 q
ua

rti
le

 fo
r t

he
 1

-, 
3-

an
d 

10
-y

ea
r p

er
io

ds
. 


Th

e 
C

E
F 

ha
s 

di
st

rib
ut

ed
 $

56
 m

illi
on

 to
 c

am
pu

s 
un

it 
ho

ld
er

s 
fis

ca
l y

ea
r-

to
-d

at
e;

 $
1.

25
 b

illi
on

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
di

st
rib

ut
ed

 o
ve

r 
th

e 
la

st
 2

0 
ye

ar
s.


A

 h
yp

ot
he

tic
al

 g
ift

 o
f $

10
0,

00
0 

in
ve

st
ed

 2
0 

ye
ar

s 
ag

o 
 

w
ou

ld
 h

av
e 

di
st

rib
ut

ed
 1

.4
x 

its
 o

rig
in

al
 v

al
ue

 a
nd

 s
til

l h
av

e 
a 

m
ar

ke
t v

al
ue

 o
f o

ve
r $

20
0,

00
0 

(n
et

 o
f f

ee
s)

.

A
s 

of
 D

ec
em

be
r 3

1,
 2

01
5



59

3

C
EF

 P
ER

FO
R

M
AN

C
E 

SU
M

M
AR

Y



60

C
EF

 A
C

TI
VI

TY
 A

N
D

 C
AM

PU
S 

SU
PP

O
R

T

FI
SC

AL
 Y

EA
R

S

FY
TD

 
20

16
20

15
20

14

B
eg

in
ni

ng
 B

al
an

ce
$3

,0
76

$2
,8

33
$2

,3
47

G
ift

s
27

52
71

Tr
an

sf
er

s
3

8
7

O
pe

ra
tin

g 
Fu

nd
s 

Pu
rc

ha
se

s
0

12
1

14
6

To
ta

l A
dd

iti
on

s
$3

0
$1

81
$2

24

N
et

 In
ve

st
m

en
tR

et
ur

n
(1

18
)

19
4

37
9

D
is

tri
bu

tio
ns

 to
 U

ni
tH

ol
de

rs
(5

6)
(1

05
)

(9
4)

Ad
va

nc
em

en
t S

up
po

rt 
Fe

es
(1

1)
(2

1)
(1

9)

Ad
m

in
is

tra
tiv

e 
Fe

es
(3

)
(5

)
(5

)

En
di

ng
 B

al
an

ce
$2

,9
18

$3
,0

76
$2

,8
33

($
 =

 M
ill

io
ns

)
R

O
LL

IN
G

YE
AR

S 
AS

 O
F 

D
EC

EM
B

ER
 3

1,
 2

01
5

3
Ye

ar
5

Ye
ar

10 Ye
ar

20 Ye
ar

$2
,2

26
$2

,0
88

$1
,5

38
$4

96

17
9

30
9

71
5

1,
10

3

22
34

80
16

3

27
8

28
1

40
1

48
7

$4
79

$6
23

$1
,1

96
$1

,7
54

58
7

79
2

1,
24

3
2,

19
1

(2
99

)
(4

68
)

(8
49

)
(1

,2
50

)

(6
0)

(9
4)

(1
68

)
(2

11
)

(1
5)

(2
3)

(4
2)

(6
0)

$2
,9

18
$2

,9
18

$2
,9

18
$2

,9
18

C
EF

 D
is

tri
bu

tio
ns

 to
U

ni
t H

ol
de

rs
56

10
5

94

Ad
va

nc
em

en
t S

up
po

rt
fro

m
 C

EF
11

21
19

In
ve

st
ed

 F
un

ds
 D

is
tri

bu
tio

ns
*

0
34

36

To
ta

l C
am

pu
s 

Su
pp

or
t

$6
7

$1
60

$1
48

29
9

46
8

84
9

1,
25

0

60
94

16
8

21
1

10
8

19
4

41
9

89
1

$4
67

$7
56

$1
,4

36
$2

,3
53

CE
F 

AC
TI

VI
TY

CA
M

PU
S 

SU
PP

O
RT

 F
RO

M
 IN

VE
ST

M
EN

TS

*I
nv

es
te

d 
Fu

nd
s 

D
is

tri
bu

tio
ns

 a
re

 m
ad

e 
an

nu
al

ly
 in

 J
un

e.
4





62



63

UW SUSTAINABILITY
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UW Sustainability   
April 22, 2016

At the University of Washington, sustainability is in our nature. The UW’s Climate Action 
Plan calls for the campus to work toward becoming climate-neutral and Executive Order 13 
affirms	the	university’s	deep	commitment	to	sustainability	and	environmental	stewardship.

What we do:  
UW Sustainability works with students, 
staff,	faculty	and	campus	partners	to	
encourage and coordinate sustainability 
efforts	on	campus.	Established	as	
the Environmental Stewardship & 
Sustainability	office	in	August	2008,	UW	
Sustainability supports the Environmental 
Stewardship Committee (ESC) and works 
with departments across campus to 
increase the university’s sustainability. 
The	office	coordinates	University-wide	
initiatives such as the Climate Action Plan 
(CAP) and promotes campus projects that 
encourage resource conservation and 
behavior change.

UW Sustainability oversees two grant 
funds to reduce UW’s environmental 
impact: the Green Seed Fund for research 
projects and the student-run and student-
funded Campus Sustainability Fund. Our 
office	gathers	and	reports	data	for	the	
UW Sustainability Dashboard and compiles campus information for rating groups such as 
the Sustainability, Tracking, Assessment and Rating System (STARS) administered by the 
Association for the Advancement of Sustainability in Higher Education (AASHE).

UW SUSTAINABILITY
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STUDENT EXPERIENCE

Students are the lifeblood of the University of Washington, and UW Sustainability works to 
incorporate students into our programs while providing opportunities to study, observe 
and	implement	sustainability	on	and	off	campus.	Our	office	manages	paid	student	interns	
to work on coordinating outreach and educational programs such as the Green Laboratory 
and	Green	Office	certification	programs,	the	Green	Seed	Fund,	EcoReps,	sustainability	
communication and more. We regularly supervise capstone projects and work with 
faculty to provide a real-world client for classes such as the Program on the Environment’s 
Sustainability Studio.

The	academic	departments	at	the	UW	offer	thousands	of	courses	which	touch	on	
sustainability, allowing students to explore and gain an introduction or a deeper 
understanding on various aspects of sustainability. For students who want to work with a 
like-minded group, we can help connect them with more than 50 environmental student 
groups on campus. 

CAMPUS SUSTAINABILITY FUND (STUDENT-LED)

The CSF (csf.uw.edu) grew out of a vision by UW students to have a substantive engagement 
with	the	University	of	Washington’s	sustainability	efforts.	The	goal	of	the	CSF	is	to	foster	
positive change by providing the UW community an opportunity to develop, create and 
implement their ideas. The CSF is funded by student fees, and a student committee makes 
all funding decisions. The fund has awarded more than $1.3 million in grants, which have 
made projects large and small possible. Examples of CSF projects include the UW Farm 
location at the Center for Urban Horticulture, UW Solar’s installation on Mercer Court, the 
Green Wall and rainwater harvesting system on Gould Hall, campus bicycle repair stations, 
sustainability events on campus and many more. 
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COMMUNICATIONS AND OUTREACH

UW Sustainability’s website at green.uw.edu provides tools, resources, news and 
information on sustainability to the UW 
community. Some highlights include:

Sustainability Dashboard   
The dashboard (green.uw.edu/
dashboard) displays information on 
sustainability metrics and conservation 
targets in order to track the progress 
toward achievement of the goals 
outlined in the UW’s Climate Action Plan. 

Sustainability Map 
The UW Sustainability map (green.
uw.edu/map/sustainability) displays 
locations	of	different	aspects	of	
sustainability around campus. The map 
provides users a way to visually see 
the prevalence of sustainability across 
the University, as well as discovering 
features on campus.

Commuter Calculator 
The interactive Commuter Calculator 
(green.uw.edu/commuter-calculator) 
provides an easy way to see how small 
changes to your commute add up to big 
benefits	in	cost,	carbon	emissions	and	
health.

Century of Sustainability 
This timeline (green.uw.edu/timeline) 
shows the University of Washington’s achievements and milestones in sustainability and 
environmental stewardship dating back more than 100 years.
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INFLUENCING BEHAVIOR

Green	Certification	programs	at	the	UW	educate	students,	faculty	and	staff	about	
sustainable	practices	and	recognize	top	performers	in	spaces	across	campus.	All	certified	
Green	offices	and	labs	receive	a	certificate	as	well	as	a	gift	of	Husky	Grind	coffee	in	
recognition.

The Green Office Certification	program	recognizes	staff,	faculty	and	students	who	make	
their	offices	more	environmentally	sustainable,	and	encourages	them	to	adopt	other	
sustainable practices when possible.  
For more information and to apply, go to green.uw.edu/green-office

The Green Laboratory Certification recognizes labs that operate sustainably and want 
to	reduce	the	environmental	impact	of	their	research.	The	program	also	offers	resources	
for labs, including information on buying sustainably sourced lab materials. For more 
information and to apply, go to green.uw.edu/green-labs

The Green Greek Certification Program recognizes Greek Chapters at UW that practice 
sustainable	operations	and	behaviors	within	their	Chapters.	The	certification	is	based	on	
living practices in action areas such as awareness & education, transportation, events, 
habits, resource conservation throughout the house and more. 

The SEED Green Room Endorsement is an opportunity for SEED (Students Expressing 
Environmental Dedication) and Housing & Food Services to recognize the great stewardship 
that many of the UW’s on-campus residents are practicing as members of the UW 
residential communities. The endorsement is based on individual room practices involving 
topics such as recycling and composting, energy and water conservation, dining practices, 
green purchasing and more.

UW CLIMATE ACTION PLAN (CAP)

In January 2009, under the auspices of the Environmental Stewardship Advisory Committee, 
a Climate Action Planning Oversight Team formed to coordinate the drafting of a Climate 
Action	Plan.	Teams	of	faculty,	students,	administrative	leaders	and	staff	across	all	three	
campuses worked together to develop the UW plan, which was submitted to ACUPCC 
on Sept. 12, 2009. The plan describes preliminary strategies to be explored by the UW, 
including our intent to work toward becoming climate-neutral. The UW Climate Action Plan 
sets	out	broad	strategies	—	i.e.	a	“Plan	to	Plan,”	that	will	guide	us	to	that	goal.

The Climate Action Plan calls for reductions of greenhouse gas emissions to 15 percent 
below 2005 levels by 2020, to 36 percent by 2035 and to reach zero greenhouse gas 
emissions by 2050. 
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The Environmental Stewardship Committee’s CAP Policy Committee, a cross-departmental 
team, reviewed more than 80 strategies using evaluation tools that included a Marginal 
Abatement Cost Curve (MACC). The process was guided by a respected climate scientist and 
enabled	the	committee	to	identify	CAP	strategies	with	the	lowest	cost	(financial	and	political)	
and largest carbon reduction. These strategies were presented to the Environmental 
Stewardship Committee for review and to UW senior leadership for approval.

How can you get involved? 

DONATE TO THE HUSKY GREEN FUND

Individuals, companies, and foundations can donate to The Husky Green Fund (green.
uw.edu/husky-green-fund) which supports projects and initiatives that advance the 
University’s sustainability goals. Giving to the Husky Green Fund means you help:

• Inspire - Create opportunities to accelerate inter-disciplinary collaboration with 
students,	faculty,	and	staff

• Catalyze	-	Start-up	projects	that	are	identified	by	students,	faculty,	and	staff	green	
teams 

• Educate - Develop a Sustainability Lectures fund to provide the UW community a 
speaker forum that will host thought-leaders, authors and experts
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SUPPORT THE GREEN SEED FUND 

The Green Seed Fund (green.uw.edu/gsf) was created in 2013 to engage faculty, students 
and	staff	in	opportunities	that	advance	sustainable	research	while	contributing	to	campus	
sustainability goals. Successful proposals use the campus as a living, learning laboratory 
and	help	the	UW	find	solutions	to	the	most	pressing	environmental	issues.	Green	Seed	
Fund projects have researched value-driven lighting solutions, reuse of medical equipment, 
building user behaviors around energy, better understanding of Green Lab practices, green 
vehicle options for grounds, water irrigation solutions and more.  To support the Green 
Seed	Fund	for	faculty,	staff	and	students	to	research	solutions	to	sustainability	issues,	
contact sustainability@uw.edu.

CONNECT WITH STUDENTS

UW Sustainability hosts several events each year where businesses and organizations can 
connect with UW students to tell their sustainability stories and provide students advice and 
information on careers and other topics.

One of our regularly events is a Sustainability Careers Meet-and-Greet, where we invite 
representatives	from	a	company,	a	nonprofit	and	a	government	agency	to	give	short	
presentations on their career paths and opportunities within their organization, followed by 
breakout sessions with small groups of students for in-depth discussion. To be included in a 
future event, contact sustainability@uw.edu.

ATTEND AN EVENT

Events celebrating sustainability happen nearly every day at the University of Washington. 
Each fall, UW Sustainability organizes the campus-wide SustainableUW Festival, which 
celebrates	sustainability	efforts	at	the	University	of	Washington,	highlighting	contributions	
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and	leadership	efforts	across	campus	as	well	as	providing	opportunities	for	students,	
faculty	and	staff	to	get	involved.	If	you’d	like	to	explore	opportunities	for	sponsorship	or	
event collaboration, contact sustainability@uw.edu.

One of the biggest annual events, UW’s Earth Day celebration, is taking place today on Red 
Square and we invite you to stop by after the UW Foundation meeting is concluded. The 
event is presented by the student UW Earth Club in collaboration with UW Sustainability 
and features dozens of exhibitors, live music, speakers and more. The Husky Green Awards 
ceremony,	honoring	the	top	environmental	students,	staff	and	faculty,	begins	at	1	p.m.
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CAMPAIGN  
ESSENTIALS
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CAMPAIGN MATERIALS 

COMMUNICATING THE CAMPAIGN 
KEY MESSAGES 
	
 
The University of Washington is on the precipice of launching the public phase of an unprecedented campaign to 
transform the lives of students, Washington and the world. 
 
By communicating our campaign vision clearly and consistently, we will influence how people in our community 
think and feel about the University. We will catalyze support, enthusiasm and action as we inspire philanthropy 
and engagement at every level. 
 
Weave your own passion, voice and experience through these key themes, and use this messaging framework as a 
guide in your conversations about aligning possibility with philanthropy at the University of Washington and 
beyond. 
	
ELEVATOR PITCH 
 
The University of Washington is preparing to launch the most ambitious campaign in its history, one that 
will transform Washington and the world in limitless ways. Our goals center on transforming the student 
experience, driving the public good, expanding our impact and empowering innovation. You can help us 
unleash the potential of our students, faculty and programs because together, we move our community, 
region and world forward. Together, we are stronger. 
 
Together, we are boundless. 
	
CAMPAIGN THEMES 
	
The campaign is propelling students, society and the region forward in four key ways: 
	

> Transforming the student experience 
At the UW, our public mission promises to connect access with excellence for all students. Through the 
campaign, we will increase the opportunities that define the Husky Experience, including world-class 
research, study abroad, service learning, community internships and a vibrant student life. You can 
help advance the student experience for generations to come through scholarships, fellowships, 
internships and programs that enrich our future thought leaders, change-makers and innovators. 
	
> Driving the public good 
As a leading university, our mission is to serve Washington and the world, promoting equity and social 
mobility through the education of our students, community partnerships and research. The campaign 
will fuel community initiatives, providing a forum for ideas, ideals and actions that impact the greater, 
global good. We’re dedicated to leading the public dialogue as promoters of positive change, and you 
can help the UW unleash human potential through programs that promote global health, equity and 
diversity.  
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> Expanding our impact — everywhere 
The UW was described by the New York Times as a “research colossus,” and the shoe fits. The UW has 
established a legacy of scholarship and solutions that transform our world. From medicine to climate 
change, literacy to human rights, the UW’s faculty are tackling every major issue facing society today. 
The campaign will embolden our drive to solve tomorrow’s grand challenges through interdisciplinary 
inquiry and scientific advancements. You can help by investing in faculty who advance the UW’s 
leadership in critical areas. 
 
> Empowering possibility through innovation 
Innovation and creativity are in our DNA. As change creators, the UW fuels the region’s and the world’s 
innovation ecosystem by educating, transforming and inspiring creativity and entrepreneurship, and 
embodying the pioneering spirit of the Pacific Northwest. This innovation mindset influences every 
student, scholar and discipline, and the campaign will turn their ideas into impact by supporting 
groundbreaking projects, solutions and startups. You can help us by investing in the people and 
programs that are reimagining the future for our region and our world. 

 
BOUNDLESS PROMISE 
This is our internal North Star as a community — for our brand and our campaign. Use it as a guide to 
emphasize our expression of our authentic values and impact. 
 
Together Undaunted for a World of Good 
 
TONE 
We’re confident and bold in our vision. We’re passionate and compassionate. We’re a boundless, 
undaunted community of achievers. We believe in the transformative power of education. And we’re deeply 
grateful, honored and invigorated by our supporters. 
 
Boundless Together: For Students, for Washington, for the World 
 
RESOURCES 
 
There are countless stories and statistics that we can use to catalyze support, enthusiasm and action. A few 
examples are listed on the next page, with many more stories available at uw.edu/storycentral and 
additional statistics and rankings at uw.edu/pridepoints. 
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SAMPLE STORIES 
  

TRANSFORMING THE STUDENT 
EXPERIENCE 
 
A Global Citizen: Thanks to scholarship support, 
UW resident adviser Louie Vital is forging her 
passion for academics, leadership and study 
abroad — from Spain to the Philippines. 
 
Key stats 
 
More than 8,000 students participate in 
undergraduate research. 
 
72 percent of students remain in Washington as 
productive, engaged contributors to our state’s 
economic and social prosperity. 
	

DRIVING THE PUBLIC GOOD 
 
Advocating for Equal Access: With a passion for equity, 
sophomore Joshua Dawson, Gates Millennium and 
Costco Scholar, is advocating for — and empowering 
— underrepresented pre-med students. 
 
Key stats 
 
One-third of UW undergraduates are the first in their 
families to attend college. The Husky Promise 
guarantees that financial constraints will not be a 
barrier to students seeking a UW education. 
 
UW Medicine provides more than $275 million in 
charitable care to patients every year. 
	

EXPANDING OUR IMPACT — 
EVERYWHERE 
 
Alzheimer’s Disease Research Center: Thanks to a 
generous gift from the Ellison Foundation, Dr. 
Thomas Montine, Alvord Endowed Chair in 
Neuropathology, is seeking new ways to 
revolutionize Alzheimer’s care worldwide. 
 
Key stat 
 
There are more than 285 specialized research 
centers at the UW, including more than 20 
National Institutes of Health Research Cores and 
Centers of Excellence. 
	

EMPOWERING POSSIBILITY THROUGH 
INNOVATION 
 
Curbing Concussions: With a little help from the 
NFL, UW startup VICIS is bringing together the latest 
in engineering and medicine to create a football 
helmet for the modern age. 
 
Key stat 
 
Reuters named the UW the most innovative public 
university in the world. 87 percent of 467 patents 
filed by the UW in 2014 included student 
contributions. 
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BE BOUNDLESS

LAUNCHING THE CAMPAIGN  

OVERVIEW

The University of Washington is preparing to launch the four-year public phase of the most 
ambitious campaign in its history, one that will transform Washington and the world. Our 
goals center on four pillars: transforming the student experience, driving the public good, 
expanding our impact and empowering innovation. 

Throughout the 2016-17 campaign launch year, the University will work to increase the 
base of support for the impactful work that happens here on behalf of our students — for 
Washington, and for the world. 

BE BOUNDLESS CAMPAIGN LAUNCH EVENT  
COMING TOGETHER FOR WASHINGTON, FOR THE WORLD

Our goal for the campaign launch event is to create and stage a powerful, memorable live 
experience to kick of the most ambitious campaign in the history of the UW. This excitement 
will create momentum that lasts throughout the launch year and beyond.  

Serving as the catalyst for communicating the possibilities this campaign will unleash for 
Washington and the world, the UW will invite our community to participate in an engaging 
event that will reveal the future of our University in an experiential, inspiring and impactful 
way. This event will be held in the evening on Friday, Oct. 21, 2016, at the Alaska Airlines 
Arena in Hec Edmonson Pavilion, hosting up to 10,000 community members including our 
donors,	alumni,	civic	leaders,	business	leaders,	faculty,	staff	and	students.	

We will employ a storytelling approach to bring life to our four pillars through powerful 
monologues, videos and impact highlights. The programming will energize and inspire. 
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The launch of the campaign will be as boundless as the UW itself, beginning earlier that day 
with W Day, bringing students, alumni and community members to campus to help build 
excitement for the launch. It will lead up to the evening’s event, followed by events scattered 
throughout the entire weekend and the following year.

MARK YOUR CALENDARS!  
 
September	9,	2016	–	UW	Recognition	Gala

October	21,	2016	–	W	Day

October	21,	2016	–	UNITE	for	Washington,		
for the world 

October	22,	2016	–	UW	Homecoming	Game

October	23,	2016	–	Dawg	Dash

March	2017	–	Dawg	Days	in	the	Desert	

April	7-9,	2017	–	Parent	&	Family	Weekend
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TECH POLICY LAB
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April, 2016 
 
When technology policy works, innovation and society thrive. Yet despite high stakes 
and good intentions, developing successful technology policy remains hit or miss. 
Policymakers at all levels lack the technical, design, and other expertise they need to 
understand the context they are regulating. They may hold a poor mental model of the 
technology at issue, or a narrow understanding based on conversations with the few 
technologists to whom they have access. Technologists, in turn, lack the language and 
perspective to convey the key policy-relevant aspects of their technical work to policy 
makers. Technology policy suffers as a consequence. 
 
In 2013, with a generous founding gift, the University of Washington established the 
Tech Policy Lab to take up the complex and difficult question of how to improve 
technology policy. The Lab is an interdisciplinary collaboration that aims to strengthen 
and inform technology policy through research, education, and thought leadership. Our 
projects are designed to contribute to better technology policy as well as better-informed 
policymakers and technologists. 
 
We bring together experts from the University of Washington’s School of Law, 
Information School, and Department of Computer Science & Engineering as well as 
other units on campus. The Lab’s co-directors are privacy law scholar Assistant 
Professor Ryan Calo (School of Law), Professor Batya Friedman (Information School), 
who pioneered the influential design approach of Value Sensitive Design, and leading 
security expert Short-Dooley Professor Yoshi Kohno (Computer Science & 
Engineering). Together with our associate director, lawyer and technologist Emily 
McReynolds, the co-directors have supervised graduate students in six disciplines and 
counting, including communications, computer science, electrical engineering, 
information science, law, and urban design.  
 
Our UW Faculty Associates  
Howard Chizeck (Electrical Engineering), Bill Covington (Law), David Hendry 
(Information), Franziska Roesner (Computer Science and Engineering), Jan Whittington 
(Urban Planning and Design) 
 
Our Method 
The Tech Policy Lab has developed a method for examining new technologies. The 
method, consists of the following elements: 
 
We work with technologists—in this case, computer science professors and students—
to define the technology we are examining as precisely as possible. 
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We look to the humanities and social sciences—here, information science—to think 
through the impact of the technology on various stakeholders. Mindful that non-
mainstream voices are seldom represented in tech policy discussions, we have 
developed a formal process of refining our analysis with diversity panels, i.e., panels of 
individuals whose experience or expertise lies outside of the tech mainstream. 
 
We engage with law and policy researchers to uncover assumptions jurists and 
policymakers might hold that no longer make sense in light of the new technology. 
 
We offer a set of conditional recommendations that depend upon the particular values 
and goals policymakers, broadly construed, are trying to achieve. 
 
Selected Current Projects 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Augmented Reality Trailblazing technical and policy foundations for augmented 

reality. Outcome: interdisciplinary whitepaper. 
Diverse Voices Panels Develop innovative approaches to incorporate non-

mainstream perspectives into early-stage tech policy. 
Outcome: Diverse Voices Panel method. 

STEM Education Design curriculum to integrate ethics and policy 
considerations into on-going technical courses. Outcome: 
open-source curriculum units for undergrad/professional 
education. 

Internet of Things at 
Home 

Focused technical and policy foundations for Internet of 
Things in the home. Outcome: interdisciplinary whitepaper. 

Municipal Open 
Government 

Examine privacy and security policies for open government 
with an eye toward best practices (piloted in Seattle). 
Outcome: best practices for municipal open government.  

Robotics Engage with policymakers and the press on robotics and 
artificial intelligence governance. Outcome: scholarship, op-
eds, and reports. 

Tech Policy Breakdowns In-depth analysis of why tech policy breaks down via 
extensive case studies.  Outcome: new knowledge about 
evidence for and structure (causes) of tech policy 
breakdowns. 
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PEOPLE

tech policy lab / University of washington

FACULTY DIRECTORS

STAFF

Ryan Calo
M. Ryan Calo is an Assistant Professor 
at the University of Washington School 
of Law and formerly a director at the 
Stanford Law School Center for Internet 
and Society (CIS). Ryan researches 
the intersection of law and emerging 
technology, with an emphasis on 
robotics and the Internet.

Emily McReynolds
Emily McReynolds is the Tech Policy 
Lab Associate Director. In addition 
to managing the Lab, her research 
interests include data security and 
privacy of emerging technologies such 
as cryptocurrencies.

Batya Friedman
Batya Friedman is a Professor in the 
Information School at the University 
of Washington where she co-directs 
the Value Sensitive Design Research 
Lab. Batya’s research develops theory, 
methods, and toolkits for foregrounding 
human values in the design of new 
technologies, most recently with an 
emphasis on systems that will unfold 
over longer timeframes on the order of 
100 years.

Yoshi Kohno
Tadayoshi (Yoshi) Kohno is the  
Short-Dooley Professor of Computer 
Science & Engineering at the University  
of Washington. Yoshi’s research is  
focused on understanding and  
improving the computer security  
and privacy properties of current and 
future technologies.
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tech policy lab / University of washington

FACULTY ASSOCIATES

Howard Jay Chizeck
Howard Jay Chizeck is a Professor of 
Electrical Engineering and Adjunct 
Professor of Bioengineering at the 
University of Washington where he co-
directs the Biorobotics Laboratory. He is 
also a faculty member in the Graduate 
Program in Neuroscience. His research 
interests are in telerobotics and neural 
engineering, including haptic navigation 
and control for robotic surgery and for 
underwater devices, as well as security of 
telerobotic systems and the design and 
security of brain-machine interfaces.

William Covington
William Covington is a Senior Lecturer at 
the University of Washington School of 
Law and directs the Technology Law and 
Public Policy Clinic. The students in Bill’s 
Clinic study the policy making process 
and conduct in-depth examinations 
of areas where public policy and 
technology intersect.

David Hendry
David G. Hendry is associate professor 
at The Information School, University 
of Washington, where he teaches 
courses in human-computer interaction, 
information system design, and 
foundations of information science. 
He investigates tools, practices, and 
systems that create the conditions for 
sustainable, inclusive participation in the 
design of information systems.

Franziska Roesner
Franziska (Franzi) Roesner is an 
Assistant Professor in Computer Science 
& Engineering at the University of 
Washington. Franzi is broadly interested 
in issues related to computer security 
and privacy, particularly designing 
and building systems that address 
security and privacy challenges faced 
by end users of existing and emerging 
technologies.

Jan Whittington
Jan Whittington is an Assistant Professor 
of Urban Design and Planning and the 
director of the Urban Infrastructure Lab 
at the University of Washington. She 
studies the economics of the Internet 
and related physical infrastructures 
as platforms for the exchange of 
information, with effects on public trust, 
public services, private markets, privacy, 
and cybersecurity.
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Samuel Woolley
Samuel Woolley is a Ph.D. Student in 
the Department of Communication. 
His research is focused on the 
subjects of automation, technology, 
and politics. He is project manager 
of CompProp at the Oxford Internet 
Institute and politicalbots.org at UW.

STUDENTS

Sarah Hubbard
Sarah Hubbard is an undergraduate 
student at the Information School 
who is passionate about bridging 
the gap between technologists and 
policy makers. Her research interests 
include how to promote emerging 
technologies and innovation while 
maintaining privacy in an increasingly 
connected world.

Lassana Magassa
Lassana Magassa is a Ph.D. candidate 
at the UW Information School. His 
research explores how different 
modes of social control impact 
people’s perceptions and uses of 
technology. He is also interest in 
understanding the effect of digital 
inequalities on segments of the 
general population.

Mike Katell
Mike Katell is a Ph.D. student at the 
UW Information School. His interests 
include privacy, surveillance, and 
the commercial use of data collected 
about individuals. He has a specific 
interest in the aspects of trust and 
dependence inherent in the use of 
emerging technologies.

Elena Ponte
Elena Ponte is a J.D. candidate at the 
University of Ottawa Faculty of Law 
and works at the University’s Centre 
for Law, Technology and Society. She 
is interested in the intersections of 
robotics and law.

Adam Lerner
Adam Lerner is a Ph.D. student in 
Computer Science & Engineering at 
the University of Washington. He 
works in Tadayoshi Kohno’s Security 
and Privacy Research Lab, studying 
censorship, surveillance and privacy in 
the context of the global Internet and 
emerging technologies.

Anna Kornfeld Simpson
Anna Kornfeld Simpson is a Ph.D. 
student in Computer Science. She is 
interested in building secure systems 
that offer users more control over their 
privacy, and believes an understanding 
of policy is essential for making these 
systems secure and effective.

Daisy Yoo
Daisy Yoo is a Ph.D. student at the 
Information School. Her work spans 
the fields of interaction design, HCI, 
service design and information 
science. In particular, Daisy is 
interested in designing computing 
applications to support open public 
discourses on political topics.

Meg Young
Meg is a Ph.D. student in the 
Information School. Her research 
explores the privacy implications of 
data aggregation, currently focusing 
on third-party data aggregation 
ecosystems. She is also interested in 
tech activist communities who create 
and promote the use of encryption 
tools.

tech policy lab / University of washington
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Bryce C. Newell
Bryce Newell, J.D., Ph.D., is a post-
doctoral researcher at the Tilburg 
Institute for Law, Technology, and 
Society (TILT) at Tilburg Univesity. He 
received his Ph.D. from the University 
of Washington Information School 
and is a former Google Policy Fellow. 
He conducts socio-legal research at 
the intersections of law, surveillance, 
migration, and policing in society, with 
a particular focus on police use of 
surveillance technologies, privacy, and 
access to information.

Tamara Denning
Tamara Denning is an Assistant 
Professor at the School of Computing 
at the University of Utah. Her interests 
are in the human aspects of computer 
security and privacy, ranging from 
understanding how people use and 
reason about current technologies 
to designing security and privacy 
that better matches the human and 
logistical needs of people around the 
technology—user and non-user alike 
recording capabilities.

ALUMNI

tech policy lab / University of washington

Aaron Alva
Aaron Alva received his J.D. and M.S. 
in Information Management candidate 
at UW. Aaron’s interests are at the 
intersection of law, cybersecurity 
and privacy. He is a NSF CyberCorps 
scholarship recipient, and currently a 
Technology Policy Research Fellow at 
the Federal Trade Commission.

Noemi Chanda
Noemi Chanda has a JD from the 
University of Toronto, Faculty of Law, 
and an MA in Economic Policy from 
McMaster University. Her interests 
lie at the intersections of law, health, 
economics and technology. She is 
particularly interested in the privacy 
implications of the Internet of Things in 
the health care context.

Tamara Bonaci
Tamara Bonaci is an Electrical 
Engineering graduate student and a 
member of the BioRobotics Lab. The 
topic of her research is “Privacy and 
Security by Design in BCIs” and its 
goal is identification of privacy threats 
arising from the BCI usage, and the 
development of prevention methods. 
She is also interested in the security of 
telerobotic systems.
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AUGMENTED REALITY: A TECHNOLOGY AND POLICY PRIMER
Tech Policy Lab, University of Washington, September 2015

Disneyland guests encounter a “ghost” in the Haunted Mansion.  
(Image source: www.disney.com)

Navdy HUD combining its turn-by-turn directions and 
telephone functions.  (Image source: https://www.
navdy.com/press)

Across Air app displaying information about the  
New York subway. (Image source: www.acrossair.com)

Using the Word Lens app to translate the word “Craft” 
in real-time. (Image source: http://www.flickr.com/
photos/neven/5269418871/)

Visitors to the Haunted Mansion ride at Disneyland may recall the moment when, passing by a long mirror, 

ghostly figures appeared riding alongside them in the cart. This effect was an early and fun example of 

augmented reality (AR), a set of technologies that overlay information onto everyday experience.

The vision for AR dates back at least 

until the 1960s with the work of Ivan 

Sutherland. In a way, AR represents 

a natural evolution of information 

communication technology. Our 

phones, cars, and other devices are 

increasingly reactive to the world 

around us. But AR also represents 

a serious departure from the way 

people have perceived data for 

most of human history: a Neolithic 

cave painting or book operates like 

a laptop insofar as each presents 

information to the user in a way that 

is external to her and separate from 

her present reality. By contrast, 

AR begins to collapse millennia of 

distinction between display and 

environment. 

Today, a number of companies are investing heavily in AR and beginning to deploy consumer-facing devices 

and applications. These systems have the potential to deliver enormous value, including to populations 

with limited physical or other resources. Applications include hands-free instruction and training, language 

translation, obstacle avoidance, advertising, gaming, museum tours, and much more. 



92

2

AR also presents novel or acute challenges for technologists and policymakers, including privacy, distraction, 

and discrimination. 

This whitepaper—which grows out of research conducted across three units through the University of 

Washington’s interdisciplinary Tech Policy Lab—is aimed at identifying some of the major legal and policy 

issues AR may present as a novel technology, and outlines some conditional recommendations to help 

address those issues. Our key findings include:

1. AR exists in a variety of configurations, but in general, AR is a mobile or embedded technology that

senses, processes, and outputs data in real-time, recognizes and tracks real-world objects, and provides

contextual information by supplementing or replacing human senses.

2. AR systems will raise legal and policy issues in roughly two categories: collection and display. Issues

tend to include privacy, free speech, and intellectual property as well as novel forms of distraction and

discrimination.

3. We recommend that policymakers—broadly defined—engage in diverse stakeholder analysis, threat

modeling, and risk assessment processes. We recommend that they pay particular attention to: a) the

fact that adversaries succeed when systems fail to anticipate behaviors; and that, b) not all stakeholders

experience AR the same way.

4. Architectural/design decisions—such as whether AR systems are open or closed, whether data is

ephemeral or stored, where data is processed, and so on—will each have policy consequences that vary

by stakeholder.

The whitepaper follows a method developed by our Lab for examining new technologies. The method, 

which also provides a roadmap for the whitepaper, consists of the following elements:

We work with technologists—in this case, computer science professors and students—to define the 

technology we are examining as precisely as possible. 

We look to the humanities and social sciences—here, information science—to think through the impact 

of the technology on various stakeholders. Mindful that non-mainstream voices are seldom represented 

in tech policy discussions, we have developed a formal process of refining our analysis with diversity 

panels, i.e., panels of individuals whose experience or expertise lies outside of the tech mainstream.

We engage with law and policy researchers to uncover assumptions jurists and policymakers might hold 

that no longer make sense in light of the new technology.

We offer a set of conditional recommendations that depend upon the particular values and goals 

policymakers, broadly construed, are trying to achieve. 
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CONTRIBUTORS

The following people from the Tech Policy Lab contributed to this whitepaper:

Ryan Calo, JD

Tamara Denning, PhD (computer science)

Batya Friedman, PhD (information science)

Tadayoshi Kohno, PhD (computer science)

Lassana Magassa, PhD candidate (information science)

Emily McReynolds, JD, LLM

Bryce Clayton Newell, JD, PhD (information science)

Franziska Roesner, PhD (computer science)

Jesse Woo, JD

Thank you to the participants in our Diversity Panels, whose insights contributed greatly to this 
whitepaper.

 To learn more about the Lab, visit us at techpolicylab.uw.edu.
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EVANS SCHOOL OF PUBLIC 
POLICY AND GOVERNANCE
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THE EVANS SCHOOL POLICY ANALYSIS &  
RESEARCH (EPAR) MODEL

The UW Evans School of Public Policy & Governance prepares world-ready leaders, decisive 
policymakers and analytical decision-makers to make a profound impact locally and globally. 
Grounded in evidence, with a commitment to the public sector and inspired by a passion to effect 
positive change, our students, faculty, and graduates drive innovation to make the public and 
social sectors vastly more accountable, efficient and productive. Together, with the support of our 
donors, we help government and nonprofits work better for everyone.  

EPAR SUMMARY

What began in 2008 with a $156,000 
commitment from the Bill & Melinda Gates 
Foundation has evolved over the past eight 
years into a multimillion dollar policy research 
program, an unparalleled learning experience 
for	students,	and	new	tools	for	effective	
philanthropy. EPAR’s work is founded on a 
multi-disciplinary framework for student- and 
faculty-led research contributing to more 
informed decision-making and better use of 
critical philanthropic dollars. The program has 
also paved new career paths for Evans School 
students in the nation’s and world’s premier 
policy and philanthropic organizations. 

The	EPAR	Group	is	the	first	UW	partnership	to	
provide ongoing evidence-based, rigorous, applied research to support the international 
development	community	and	to	offer	students	an	incredibly	rich	real-world	experience.	

What are EPAR’s research products?  

• “State	of	the	knowledge”	analyses	on	the	current	strength	of	research	on	a	field	of	
interest — the basis for evidence-based decision making.

• Statistical data analysis and other quantitative and qualitative research using the 
latest statistical, mapping, data visualization, spreadsheet and programming tools.

“EPAR beautifully illustrates the Evans 
School’s nationally recognized model 
of public policy education; that is, the 
combination of theory, practice, and 

engaged service.  With this model, 
students can to apply the principles 

they learn in the classroom to real 
world problems in real time, while 

developing their capacity to master 
state-of-the-art tools and prepare 

for roles as leaders in the public and 
nonprofit	sectors.”			

—Dean Sandra O. Archibald
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• Portfolio analysis and strategy support to analyze and measure collectively — across 
a group of grants — how investments are performing, how they are aligned with 
strategy and desired outcomes and how past investments can inform a foundation’s 
future strategy. 

• Educational outreach and knowledge dissemination to publicly share EPAR’s work 
with other audiences through academic publications, technical reports, blogs and 
shared data.

AN UNPARALLELED STUDENT EXPERIENCE – EVANS SCHOOL EPAR FELLOWS

Mentorship and a dynamic student-faculty partnership is central to the EPAR model.  As 
EPAR Fellows, Evans School master’s degree students with an interest in and passion for 
policy research and analysis have the opportunity to learn and apply more advanced 
analytic tools.  Over the past eight years, EPAR has provided over 200 quarters of full 
funding support for 54 graduate students — these students have worked with student and 
faculty teams to prepare more than 300 technical research reports.  

Master	of	Public	Administration/Affairs	(MPA)	programs	in	the	United	States	typically	include	
an internship, practicum or capstone requirement in their curricula to provide students with 
opportunities to apply their classroom skills in the workplace. 

The Evans School, however, takes it to the next level. In addition to its internship and 
capstone requirements, our students have the unique opportunity to gain advanced policy 
analysis skills and real-world work experience working with the world’s largest charitable 
foundation — while receiving full funding as EPAR Fellows.  The EPAR Fellow selection 
process is very competitive; only seven to 10 applicants are chosen each year.  

EPAR Fellows each bring with them a wide range of technical skills and professional 
experience, including working in-country across the world.  Through participation in EPAR, 
they	benefit	from	cross	training,	team	work,	and	peer	mentoring.		Additional	benefits	for	
EPAR Fellows include:

• Application of classroom knowledge and skills to real-life scenarios: The Evans 
School’s core curriculum includes courses in economics, policy analysis, quantitative 
(statistical and data) analysis, public management and program evaluation, all of 
which are critical in providing high-quality policy research and analysis to foundation 
partners.

• Development of professional, leadership, and cutting-edge technical skills: 
EPAR Fellows gain skills above and beyond the Evans School core curriculum, 
including dataset management, GIS and spatial analysis, data visualization and 
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spreadsheet and pivot table manipulation. EPAR students have presented their work 
to foundation teams, to peers and scholars at the University of Washington, and in 
meetings and academic conferences in the U.S. and internationally. 

• Increasing experience in their field of interest and in international development: 
EPAR Fellows have the chance to work on today’s most pressing issues in international 
development. EPAR’s reports are diverse in their subject matter and include: the 
environmental implications of crops and livestock; a comparative analysis of climate 
change	implications	for	the	five	most	important	cereal	crops	in	Africa;	the	societal	costs	
of alcohol-related agriculture investments in Sub-Saharan Africa; relationships between 
crop diversity and household nutrition; the implications of morbidity for economic 
growth;	gender	and	household	decision-making;	and	how	to	assess	the	effectiveness	of	
foreign aid.

• Building a professional network, 
career planning and transition to 
employment: Nearly half of EPAR 
alumni entered their post-graduate 
careers in the domains of international 
development, focusing on program 
evaluation and program strategy for 
organizations in food, health, and 
the environment. Some of these 
alumni contribute to the international 
development community, working for 
the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 
USAID, Economic Development 
Initiatives, the City of Seattle, PATH, 
USGAO and the Washington State 
House of Representatives.   

IMPACTFUL BENEFITS TO CLIENTS

EPAR’s goal is to produce policy research that can inform potential future investment strategies 
aimed at alleviating some of the world’s most complex and pressing economic, agricultural, 
public health and environmental challenges. 

The EPAR model brings together talented graduate Fellows with diverse technical and 
professional skills, faculty oversight, expert advising from a wide network of scholars and 
practitioners, and the supporting infrastructure of the UW to provide research and analysis that 
meets high standards of academic rigor while still being accessible to a broad, non-technical 
audience. In other words, EPAR provides its audience with state-of-the-art knowledge and skills 
by the nation’s top faculty and students.
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Furthermore, EPAR’s mentorship model, where second-year Fellows train and support new 
first-year	EPAR	Fellows,	helps	to	ensure	continuity	and	quality	for	clients	and	allows	EPAR	to	
take on long-term research requests.

Following eight years of consistent support, 
the Evans School was grateful to receive an 
additional four-year $5 million commitment 
from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation in 
fall 2015 to continue EPAR’s work supporting 
the Agricultural Development, Development 
Policy and Finance and Financial Services for 
the Poor teams. 

Generating New Tools for Philanthropic 
Decision-Making: Analyzing Collective 
Impact

One consequence of the hundreds of 
research reports generated is a new tool 
designed to analyze a foundation’s portfolio 
of investments and to identify synergies, 
redundancies, or gaps across a group of 
investments and network of investors. 

The EPAR portfolio analysis allows 
foundations to analyze collective impact of 
their investment strategies across goals, 
amounts,	recipients,	target	beneficiaries,	
geographies, methods and indicators.  These 
are summarized in a manner that can be 
easily	shared	across	different	foundation	
program teams.  EPAR fellows map and 
evaluate grant strategies, activities, outputs 
and outcomes against accepted theories 
of change, project proposals, and progress 
reports. These analyses provide multiple snapshots of where and how a foundation is 
investing its resources to inform future resource allocations and allows a foundation to 
visualize how its investments are aligned with their strategy and desired outcomes.

With these new tool, EPAR helps to make philanthropy smarter and more 
accountable, helps philanthropy make better decisions, and helps foundations  
have a larger impact. 

“We are thankful and incredibly excited 
about the opportunity this grant affords 
us to engage our students to dive deeper 

into questions that continue to perplex 
the development community, such as 

how to measure agricultural productivity 
and aid effectiveness, and explore new 

issues that continuously emerge, such as 
how to ensure digital financial services 

are inclusive.  The continued support 
of the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 
is a testimony to the passion and work 

ethic of our Evans School and UW 
community over the past eight years, 

the serious body of work EPAR has 
produced, and the commitment of the 
foundation to support evidence-based 
research towards enhanced livelihood 

opportunities and welfare for the poorest 
individuals in Sub-Saharan Africa and 

South Asia.” 

– C. Leigh Anderson

EPAR Principal Investigator, Associate 
Dean for Innovation, and Marc 

Lindenberg Endowed Professor



101

PRAISE FOR EPAR’S IMPACT

“The EPAR model contributes to the training of the next generation of global leaders.”

- Martha Choe, former CAO, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation

“I am constantly impressed with how the team takes vague requests and expansive topics in the 
literature and condenses it into something smart and useful.” 

- Julie Walz, Program Officer, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 

“I kindly ask you to consider…a useful document…by Evans School Policy Analysis & Research 
Group for our inclusion in strategic interventions…as an input for further implementation actions 
at all levels.  It is the best study that clearly indicates the wheat value chain constraints and 
strategies to be followed to address them.” 

- E. Abebe, Senior Technical Expert, Ministry of Agriculture, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia

“The final set of outputs in my view is phenomenal. This is really excellent work, which at least my 
immediate team is very proud of (one person said it would cause an internal revolution!), and I’m 
confident that the wider Ag Development Team will really welcome the effort once I circulate more 
widely.” 

- Tuu-Van Nguyen, Program Officer, Agricultural Development, The Bill & Melinda 
Gates Foundation

“[EPAR’s] work is so thoughtful and professional and responsive to our needs.  You have something 
unique and special in EPAR” 

- Lawrence Kent, Program Officer, Agricultural Development, The Bill & Melinda 
Gates Foundation
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103

 

Jordan Clark 
 
Prior to the Evans School, Jordan Clarke (MPA ’16) served with 
Teach For America in Massachusetts as a high school mathematics 
teacher.  Jordan became interested in international development 
and finance after serving as an economics research assistant and 
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Purpose  

Identify the major trends and critiques of food security measures within the past five years. 
 
Methodology 

Using Scopus, we first pulled 96 academic articles from 2010-2015 that appeared as results from the search 
string “‘food security’ AND measurement.” We also retrieved 21 articles cited in Jones et al.’s (2011) review of 
food security measures. In addition, we retrieved 15 articles from 2010-2016 obtained from grey literature 
sources (e.g., Google, World Bank eLibrary) using the search terms “food security” and “food insecurity.”  
 
We coded all the articles for the food security measures the authors use or mention and specified whether the 
measures: 1) operate at the household or individual level; 2) discuss gender, women or children or other 
populations (e.g., indigenous populations); and 3) examine willingness to take risks. In addition, we 
summarized the conclusions of 23 literature reviews providing deeper looks at food security measurement 
theory and trends.  
 
Theoretical Frameworks of Food Security Measurement 

The FAOs’s food security pillars – access, availability, utilization and stability – are frequently cited in the 
literature as organizing principles for food security measurement (Jones et al., 2011; Carletto et al., 2012; 
Coates, 2013; Ghattas, 2014). 
 
Despite their widespread use, however, many authors note that the “pillars” analogy can hamstring improved 
food security measurement efforts because each one has not been well-defined (Berry, 2015; Coates, 2013; 
Moltedo et al., 2014). Some authors recommend new efforts to develop a comprehensive suite of food security 
indicators that does not adhere strictly to these particular pillars. Coates (2013) proposes one of the more 
specific sets of indicators that encompass five “dimensions” of food security: (1) food sufficiency, (2) nutrition 
adequacy, (3) cultural acceptability, (4) safety, and (5) certainty and stability. 
 
Frequently-Cited Food Security Measures 

Figure 1 summarizes the frequencies of approaches to measuring food security mentioned in the literature we 
identified, with individual approaches noted if referenced by six or more articles. Anthropometry (40), 
Household Food Security Survey Module (HFSSM, 31), Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS, 27), and 
Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS, 25), are among the most frequently cited specific measures, although 
the “other” category was the largest overall (97).  
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Figure 1. Frequency of Food Security Measures Cited 

 
The large quantity of “other” approaches to measuring food security demonstrates the lack of consensus among 
researchers about which measurement is the most effective or relevant. Some measures of food security are 
based on a single indicator, but several are scores or scales derived from a combination of indicators, such as 
the HFIAS and FSC. Of the measures specifically coded, many are derived from Household Consumption and 
Expenditure surveys (HCEs), such as the HFSSM and the Latin American & Caribbean Household Food Security 
Survey (ELCSA).  
 
In addition, some measures and surveys have been developed to estimate food security at a regional level, such 
as the Brazilian Food Insecurity Scale and ELCSA, to reflect differences in the characteristics of the food 
insecure in different contexts. The new region-specific food security surveys reflect a growing recognition 
among researchers that food security is determined by many regional and culturally specific factors, and 
cannot be adequately measured by one universal survey. Region-specific surveys are modified versions of the 
more universally applied HCEs and are based on the same theoretical assumptions, differing primarily in food 
types discussed (Ghattas, 2014).  
 
Ninety-five of the articles reviewed mention measurement at the household level of consumption, while 60 
discuss measurement at the individual level of consumption, and some of these articles mention both. Child-
specific measures of food security were mentioned in 43 articles (usually anthropometry), and 33 mentioned 
gender-specific measures (typically disaggregating men and women, but sometimes asking specific questions by 
gender).  

 
Levels of Measurement 

The following categories are the most commonly discussed measurement levels within the recent food security 
literature. 
 
I. Individual-Level Measurement 

Anthropometry is one of the most popular individual-level approaches to measuring food security and is 
thought to address the FAO’s “utilization” pillar. This broad category includes such measures as wasting, 
stunting, and body mass index (BMI). Anthropometry also incorporates the issue of weight—both underweight 
and overweight—that is not typically captured in household-level surveys (Segall-Correa et al., 2014). However, 
Ghattas (2014) reports that results vary depending on the economic status of a given country, with higher rates 
of double health burdens, such as stunted children also with overweight women, in places with a lower 
economic status. Coates (2013) and Anema (2014) argue that anthropometry can be problematic because it 
may conflate outcomes with causes, as anthropometric measures generally reflect nutritional status which is 
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not only determined by food security status, but also by health, hygiene, and access to clean water and 
services.  
 
Another individual-level approach to measuring food security is through nutritional dietary surveys. However, 
these are complicated, expensive, and labor-intensive, so it can be challenging to get a large enough sample 
size to make statistically significant claims (Moltedo et al., 2014; Jones et al., 2013). 
 
II. Household Consumption and Expenditure Surveys (HCEs) 

Household surveys yield information about household expenditure decisions and take the actual demographic 
structure of the household into account (de Haen, 2011). However, HCEs do not take into account seasonal 
fluctuations in food availability or that food consumed outside of the home (de Haen, 2011). They are also 
costly to implement and tend to be infrequently administered (Jones et al., 2013; de Haen, 2011). 
Additionally, they usually only collect food data for a short reference period and inaccurately assume that 
household food consumption is the same as household food acquisition (de Haen, 2011, Jones et al., 2013).  
 
Other authors critical of HCE-based approaches to food security measurement note that household surveys 
typically do not include information on the broader structural determinants of food security like social, 
economic, and agricultural policies (Ghattas, 2014). Furthermore, all households, even low-income ones, 
produce some amount of food waste that is not accounted for (Moltedo et al., 2014). Experience-based 
measures are also subject to response bias deriving from unique personal and cultural values, individual 
responses that may not reflect the opinions of the household, and recall bias of food consumption periods 
(Jones et al., 2013).  
 
Perhaps most importantly from a measurement perspective, recent research suggests HCE results can vary 
significantly based on survey design, with some authors arguing HCEs should be only be used with great caution 
until more consistent and comparable (“harmonized”) survey data collection can be completed (de Weerdt et 
al., 2015; Carletto et al., 2012). 
 
III. Cross-National Measures 

The FAO prevalence of undernourishment (POU) is one of the most common cross-national measures and is 
published every three years in “The State of Food Insecurity in the World (SOFI)” to inform the global 
community about levels and trends of undernourishment. This measure was also used to track progress on the 
first Millennium Development Goal (de Haen, 2011). Based on the notion of an average individual in a reference 
population, the POU compares usual food consumption, expressed in terms of dietary energy (kilocalories), 
with calorie requirement norms (Naiken, 2002).  
 
The POU is an oft-critiqued yet still-valuable measurement because calories available per capita—derived from 
food balance sheets—is comparable cross-nationally and measures are available every year because it is not 
measured at the individual or household level. However, as a stand-alone measure, it does not capture the 
complexity of all dimensions of food security (Berry, 2015), though it does help evaluate food supply and 
shortages (Jones et al., 2013). In addition, national-level measures do not identify equality issues at the sub-
national level and may not represent the food security status of minority groups, women, children or others (de 
Weerdt et al., 2015). 
 
Discussion 

The most common observations noted across the literature reviews fall into two categories. First, in multiple 
literature reviews, food security measures are criticized for not accurately characterizing food security at a 
particular scale (Barrett, 2010; Coates, 2013; Carletto, 2012). However, such shortcomings may result when a 
food security measure is applied at an inappropriate level of measurement. Cross-national data based on food 
balance sheets cannot be disaggregated to evaluate the food security situation of specific populations, for 
example, whereas data from household surveys may be used to study different populations. The question of 
what measure to use requires tradeoffs between measures that may be comprehensive and contextually 
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relevant yet burdensome to implement versus measures that are simpler to compute and provide more 
comparability yet do not capture all the important elements of food security (Jones et al., 2013). 
 
Secondly, several authors discuss how a suite of indicators that apply at different scales is potentially more 
productive than a single, universal food security measure (Barrett, 2010; Coates, 2013). Coates’ (2013) five 
dimensions of food security (mentioned previously) form a framework that applies at the global/national, 
household, and individual levels. For the food sufficiency dimension of the framework, for example, Coates 
identifies existing food security measures like the POU indicator, Household Hunger Index Score, and Individual 
Hunger Index Score that satisfy the sufficiency dimension at a particular scale (see Table 1).  
 
Table 1. Sample measures as they fit into Coates’ (2013) five dimensions of food security. 

Level of 
Measurement 

Food sufficiency Nutrient adequacy Cultural 
acceptability 

Safety Certainty and 
stability 

National/global POU indicator    Coefficient of 
variation of food 
prices 

Household Household Hunger 
Index Score 

Household Dietary 
Diversity Index Score 

  Coping Strategies 
Index 

Individual Individual Hunger 
Index Score 

Individual Dietary 
Diversity Score 

  Individual Food 
Security Access Scale 

Source: Coates, 2013 
 
By comparison, Coates (2013) does not believe that the food safety dimension can be satisfied with existing 
measures, and suggests developing new ones, along with an overall aggregate measure of all five dimensions to 
meet broad advocacy needs. The author does not dismiss the value of a broad measure to tell a story and 
compel action, but still emphasizes the role of focused measures to operationalize action.   
 
Finally, as de Weerdt, et al. (2014), note and as we observed in the course of this literature review, few 
standards exist for using specific measures, particularly those at the household and individual level like 
Household Consumption and Expenditure surveys (HCEs). The ability to compare results across populations or 
even within regions in one country is limited if every researcher measures food security differently. Although 
ideas for standardizing measurements differ, the need for standardization is observed by multiple authors on 
this topic (de Weerdt, et al., 2014; Coates, 2013; Carletto, 2012). 
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Purpose 

Identify relationships and major trends between food security and poverty in the academic and grey literature 
to understand the current research on these two topics. 
 
Methodology 

For this overview, we first used Scopus and Google Scholar to find relevant articles pertaining to the 
relationship between poverty and food security. For Scopus, we used the search strings (poverty AND “food 
security”) and (poverty AND “food insecurity”) searching in titles only for the years 2005-2015. This search 
yielded 103 search results, all of which we reviewed and coded. In addition to Scopus, we searched in Google 
Scholar for articles with “poverty” and “food (in)security” in the title exclusively (allintitle: "poverty" "food 
security") and (allintitle: "poverty" "food insecurity"). This search yielded a total of 462 results, of which we 
coded the top 50 results of both searches. Forty-eight of the 100 Google Scholar search results were duplicates 
from the Scopus results. We chose these particular search strings because they resulted in the most relevant 
articles that compared the relationship between food security and poverty. We reviewed a total of 175 
academic articles, from which we recorded the citation information and major topics discussed in relationship 
to food security and/or poverty.  
 
We also used Google to conduct a search of the grey literature to determine if there is other ongoing research 
or noticeable trends that are not published in the academic literature. For this search, we used the following 
search strings: (“food security” AND poverty), (“food insecurity” AND poverty), (link between “food security” 
AND poverty), (impact of poverty on “food security”), (impact of “food security” on poverty), and related 
search terms.1 For the (“food security” AND poverty) search, we reviewed the first 100 Google search results. 
We reviewed the first 50 Google search results for all other search strings because many of the search results 
were duplicates of the original search results. From these searches, 75 new search results appeared relevant 
based upon a brief reading and the title and abstract or introduction. Upon further review, 36 search results 
appeared to have especially useful supplementary information in addition to what surfaced in the academic 
literature review. In this overview, we review the topics most frequently mentioned in the academic and grey 
literature on the relationship between food security and poverty. 
 
Definitions 

The definitions of food security and poverty are subjects of debate amongst experts. For food security, the 
World Food Summit of 1996 definition of “when all people at all times have access to sufficient, safe, 
nutritious food to maintain a healthy and active life” (WHO, 2015) is the most frequently cited. In addition, 
food security measurement is usually oriented around FAO’s food security pillars – access, availability, 

                                                      
1 Other search combinations included: (“food security” equals poverty), (“food insecurity” causes poverty), and (“food 
security” AND poverty correlat*) 
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utilization, and stability. For a deeper discussion on food security measurement, refer to EPAR research brief 
319a on Food Security Measurement Issues.  
 
Defining poverty is also complex, and while not the primary subject of this brief, an oft-cited 2003 paper by 
Laderchi, Saith, & Stewart (2003) discusses four approaches to measuring poverty: the monetary approach (a 
shortfall in consumption from some poverty line); the capability approach (the basic capabilities to live a 
“valued” life); social exclusion (a measure of the level of marginalization and deprivation within a society); 
and the participatory approach (views on poverty by the poor themselves). The idea of absolute and relative 
poverty is also pertinent to this discussion, where absolute poverty refers to a failure to meet fixed 
subsistence, health, and basic household needs, and relative poverty adjusts needs relative to the standards of 
living in a society (Wratten, 1995). Laderchi, Saith, & Stewart (2003) find that the monetary approach is the 
most frequently used in descriptions and analysis, while Wratten (1995) notes that the World Bank and many 
governments favor the absolute approach. However, the abstracts in the food security literature we reviewed 
do not often identify the poverty approach they use. The lack of an agreed-upon definition for both poverty 
and food security may partially explain the inconsistent findings in the literature. 
 
Of the 175 articles reviewed, 17 discuss how either poverty and/or food security is measured in the title or 
abstract of the study. Several of these studies discuss “food poverty,” “nutrition-based poverty lines,” or other 
means of measuring poverty by including a minimum intake of diet related inputs (calories, nutrition, etc.) 
(e.g., Ouedraogo et al., 2007; Rhoe et al., 2008; Dixit, 2011). These additional concepts further confound the 
definitions of poverty and food security. 
 
General Trends in the Academic Literature 

Of the 175 academic articles reviewed, just six focus on empirically testing the relationship between food 
security and poverty. Instead, all 175 discuss food security and/or poverty in relationship to another topic 
area, such as climate change, obesity, agricultural productivity or technology, and economic development, 
among other topic areas. Of these articles, sixty-four include the terms “food security” and “poverty” 
somewhat interchangeably, implying that the two are sometimes used synonymously or as indicators for each 
other. For example, Enete et al. (no date) do not distinguish between food insecurity and poverty in their study 
of urban agriculture and urban food insecurity/poverty in Nigeria. Additionally, some authors simply assume a 
correlation between “food security” and “poverty”. Ahmed et al. (2013) explicitly claim as a working 
assumption that “Poverty is the principal cause of food insecurity” without further substantiating the claim. An 
additional twenty-seven articles examine a related topic area, such as broiler farming, aquaculture, and 
ethanol production, and examine the relationship between the chosen topic area and poverty and food security 
as separate correlates.  
 
Among the six articles that do directly empirically investigate the relationship between food security and 
poverty as the main topic of the study, we find a lack of consensus regarding the nature of this relationship. 
Maitra et al. (2015), Chimeddalum et al. (2008), and Short (2002) find a positive correlation between poverty 
and food insecurity. In contrast, Alcaraz et al. (2008) find that “food insecurity does not always reflect 
(income) poverty.” Similarly, Suryanarayana et al. (2007) find that poverty does not always correlate with food 
security due to different measurement baselines, observing that “estimates of poverty are made on the basis 
of measures such as consumer expenditure distributions (at current prices) with reference to a base year 
monetary norm, which is adjusted only for price changes,” yet “estimates for deprivation in physical access to 
food are made in terms of physical measures (which respond to changes not only in prices, but also tastes and 
preferences as well as a host of other variables such as levels of living and infrastructural facilities) with 
reference to a constant base-year physical norm” (103). In line with Suryanarayana et al.’s observation that the 



112

EVANS SCHOOL POLICY ANALYSIS  AND RESEARCH (EPAR)                                                     |  
 

3 

relationship between food security and poverty depends on measurement baselines, Wight et al. (2014) look at 
two different definitions of poverty – the official poverty measure (OPM) and the supplemental poverty 
measure (SPM) - to examine the differences between the two measurements when analyzing the link between 
poverty and food insecurity among children. They find that poverty and household food security are 
statistically significantly associated among children, but the association is stronger using the SPM (all money 
income and other benefits) than the OPM (financial resources compared to a set of thresholds) (Wight et al., 
2014).   
 
General Trends in the Grey Literature 

A review of the grey literature reveals trends both consistent and inconsistent with those discovered in the 
academic literature. The majority of the search results suggest that poverty causes or leads to food insecurity 
(Grace Communications Foundation, 2010; World Food Programme, 2013; Meade, Valdes, & Stacey, 2004). 
Similarly, several authors explain that a reduction in poverty is necessary for improving food security (Nielson, 
2001; Stamoulis & Zezza, 2002). Two results suggest that food insecurity might cause or increase poverty, but 
the logic behind these claims was unclear (SESRTCIC, 2006; Sharma, 2012). Poverty and food security are 
frequently cited as closely related concepts, and several articles state that it will be extremely challenging to 
address poverty and food security as separate issues (Asian Development Bank, 2012; Amaza, et al., 2009; 
Weingartner, et al., 2005; Patnaik, 2005). 
 
Twelve of the 37 grey literature search results – including several more recent papers – argue that the food 
system, rather than food production, should be the focus of food security solutions (Tacoli, Bukhari, & Fisher, 
2013; European Commission Joint Research Centre, 2015; Sati, 2015). Some documents further discuss how 
food insecurity is due to failures in economic and political systems that make it difficult for families to escape 
poverty and achieve food security rather than a lack of overall food production (Martin, 2010; Gonzalez, 2015).  
 
In addition, the grey literature search results suggest that global sentiment has refocused from agricultural 
intensification to sustainable agriculture in recent years. Several authors suggest that this shift away from 
agricultural intensification will promote sustainable food security and reduce poverty levels (Raney, Skoet, & 
Lowder, 2014; Shindelar, 2015). Furthermore, recent studies find that climate change and environmental 
issues, such as land degradation, are drivers of increased food insecurity and poverty (United Nations 
University, 2015; Scherr, Wallace, & Buck, 2010; Jayne, 2012). 
 
Lastly, a few search results connected food security and poverty to other related topics, including biofuel 
production (FAO, 2008), fisheries and aquaculture production (World Fish Center, 2011), and the need to 
empower women in agriculture (Smith, 2015). 
 
Discussion 

Only six academic studies focus on the direct relationship between poverty and food security. These studies 
present different findings on the nature of this relationship, which may be due to differences in the definitions 
and modes of measurement of both poverty and food security. For instance, some measurements of poverty, 
including “food poverty,” by definition include food security components while others do not. The lack of a 
common definition for either poverty or food security among the studies reviewed makes cross-comparisons 
among these studies challenging.  
 
The differences in the studies we identified indicate that the choice of measures can influence the findings and 
therefore the policy implications when considering the relationship between poverty and food security. It 
might be worthwhile to explore the most commonly used definitions of food security and poverty, and to 



113

EVANS SCHOOL POLICY ANALYSIS  AND RESEARCH (EPAR)                                                     |  
 

4 

conduct a study that examines the relationship between different chosen definitions of poverty and food 
security to see how they compare.  
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Purpose 

Summarize relationships and major trends between food security and GDP in academic and grey literature. 
 
Methodology 

This review summarizes the most frequently mentioned topics in the existing literature on food security and 
GDP. We reviewed the first 100 results on Scopus and first 50 results on Google Scholar using the search ("food 
security" AND "Gross Domestic Product" OR "GDP"). We screened the articles for relevance, and recorded the 
major topics discussed related to food security. A supplementary Google search revealed an additional three 
relevant recent reports which were also included in this review.  
 
General Trends in the Literature 

Our search of the academic literature yielded 142 results in Scopus and 50,700 in Google Scholar. However, few 
articles directly link GDP to food security. Many of the search results discussed agricultural growth and climate 
change or other environmental factors as they relate to GDP or food security, and many did not focus on either 
GDP or food security. Forty of the 150 articles reviewed referenced GDP in the abstract as a descriptor of a 
country’s economic standing, but did not mention GDP in the title or the rest of the abstract. Twenty out of 
the 150 articles reviewed simply mentioned food security at the end of the abstract as an important 
consideration of the article’s main topic, along with other topics such as climate change, water management, 
and urbanization. In addition, several articles used GDP as an indicator or proxy measurement for food security 
(Wu et al., 2010; Wu et al., 2011; Luan et al., 2013). None of the articles focused on estimating the direct 
relationship between measures of GDP and food security, just three discussed this relationship. 
 
Three general themes emerged from the Google searches for grey literature. First, discussion of food security 
and “economic growth” broadly with little reference to “Gross Domestic Product” or “GDP” specifically is a 
common theme among reports in the grey literature (FAO, 2012; Economist Intelligence Unit, 2014; Torero, 
2014), indicating that a broader literature search may yield more relevant studies of the relationship between 
food security and economic growth. In addition, many results from the Google search were reports that 
reference a country’s agricultural contribution to GDP broadly, but do not discuss the relationship between 
GDP and food security specifically (USAID, 2015; Economic Research Division, 2010; Badiane, 2011). Lastly, 
several search results examined the relationship between changes in food consumption patterns and GDP, 
particularly increased consumption of animal protein as GDP increases, and the broad implications of these 
changes on food security outcomes (Gerbens-Leenes et al., 2010; Allison, 2011).   
 
Overall, the geographic scope of countries reviewed was expansive, including a diversity of countries from the 
developed to the developing world.  
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Relevant Academic Literature 

While most of the reviewed academic literature revealed little on the direct relationship between GDP and 
food security, three articles stood out as relevant sources that draw a relationship between both GDP and food 
security. 
 
Jha & Mehta (2010) find that hunger has risen as GDP has grown in the Philippines: “‘The Social Weather 
Stations’ (SWS) hunger index clearly indicates sharply deteriorating food security beginning in 2003 (Figure 
14.1). This has occurred despite the country's longest spell of uninterrupted growth in per capita real gross 
domestic product (GDP) since the 1980s” (432). The authors suggest this trend may be driven by rising food 
prices, particularly rice prices, in the poorest parts of the country beginning in 2003.  

 
In contrast to Jha & Mehta’s (2010) findings for the Philippines, Verpoorten et al. (2013) report a correlation 
between GDP growth and reduction of food insecurity in Africa, despite increases in food prices: “We also find 
that it is highly likely that strong GDP growth over the recent years has improved food security in a large 
number of SSA countries, compensating a possible negative impact of food price increases even on net food 
consuming households” (63). Although Verpoorten et al. report a positive correlation between self-reported 
food security and GDP growth, they do not specify the mechanism underlying this relationship.  

 
Finally, Wiebelt et al. (2013) model the impact that climate change will have on agricultural production, 
household incomes, and food security in Yemen. Controlling for household age and sex composition, education 
level, qat consumption, access to water and sanitation, rural or urban location, and agroecological zone, 
Wiebelt et al. find: “Our simulation results suggest that climate change-induced price increases for food will 
raise agricultural GDP while decreasing real household incomes and food security,” indicating that GDP and 
food security may move in opposite directions (77). 
 
These three articles were the only academic articles reviewed that examined the direct relationship between 
food security and GDP. However, the relationship between GDP and food security was not the main topic of any 
of these papers, which focused on the food price crisis, food aid programs, and the impact of climate change, 
respectively.   
 
Relevant Grey Literature  

In addition to our search for academic literature on Scopus and Google Scholar, we conducted a Google search 
and found three recent reports that discuss the relationship between GDP and food security. 
 
The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)’s (2012) “State of Food Insecurity in the World 2012” report 
includes a comprehensive study of the relationship between components of food security, including hunger and 
malnutrition, and economic (GDP per capita) growth and agricultural growth using FAO and World Bank data. 
The report finds that GDP growth is a necessary but insufficient component for improving food security: “High 
growth rates of GDP per capita are a key factor in reducing food insecurity and malnutrition. However, 
economic growth per se does not guarantee success” (p. 4). Quoting Jean Dreze and Amartya Sen, the report 
states that improvements in food security outcomes require public policies that ensure the benefits of 
economic growth are shared equitably and are used for social services, particularly public healthcare and 
education.  

 
The Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) (2014) claim a positive correlation between GDP and food security. They 
state that “Gross domestic product (GDP) per capita (at PPP exchange rates) provides insight into the relative 
wealth of a country and the ability of the average citizen to consume […], countries with higher GDP tend to 
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have higher food security” (p. 18), but do not provide evidence to support this claim. The EIU further examines 
the empirical relationship between GDP and “food loss,” which measures post-harvest and pre-consumer waste 
and captures inefficiencies in the food supply chain, finding a negative relationship between “food loss” and 
income level (measured by GDP per capita, adjusted for purchasing power parity). The EIU further emphasize 
the intersection between “food loss” and food security in a follow-up report, “Global Food Security Index 2014 
Special Report: Food Loss and Its Intersection with Food Security,” in which they again conclude that post-
harvest losses and food waste are negatively correlated with GDP. 
 
In a recent IFPRI blog post, Torero (2014) cites several empirical studies to discuss how food insecurity 
contributes to economic decline: “High rates of malnutrition can lead to a loss in gross domestic product 
(GPD)[sic] of as much as 4 to 5 percent, according to the UN Food and Agriculture Organization.” Torero 
further discusses the potential negative consequences of economic growth on nutrition, particularly obesity 
and other diet-related diseases. In conclusion, Torero argues: “Food security is central to both short- and long-
term economic growth and it needs to be a central part in a larger cross-sectoral strategy at the national, 
regional and global levels.” 

  
Unlike the academic literature, the grey literature, particularly following the FAO report, “State of Food 
Insecurity in the World 2012” frequently discusses direct relationships between food security and economic 
growth, including GDP. But while the grey literature often suggests that food security outcomes and GDP 
growth are associated with one another in some capacity, such claims are only rarely supported by empirical 
evidence.   
 
Discussion 

A review of the academic and grey literature to date revealed only limited empirical research into the 
relationship between food security and GDP. The 2012 FAO report on world food insecurity provides perhaps 
the most comprehensive discussion of links between food security and GDP, ultimately concluding that food 
security is associated with but not determined by economic growth (GDP per capita).  
 
Although economic growth may contribute to enhanced food security as Verpoorten et al. (2013) and the EIU 
(2014a; 2014b) find, additional factors including food price rises (Jha & Mehta, 2010), climate change (Wiebelt 
et al., 2013), inequality (FAO, 2012), lack of social services (FAO, 2012), and over-nutrition (Torero, 2014) 
complicate analyses of possible relationships between economic growth and food security and nutrition 
outcomes in any given country.  
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Purpose 

Identify the relationships and major trends between food security and crop yield in the academic and grey 
literature. 
 
Methodology 

We used Scopus and Google Scholar to identify relevant articles pertaining to the relationship between food 
security and crop yield. We searched title, abstract, or keyword for sources published from 2005-2015 and 
pulled the first 50 results for “food security” and the first 50 for “food insecurity” in Scopus, and the first 25 
results for “food security” and the first 25 results for “food insecurity” from Google Scholar. We chose dual 
food security terms because the literature uses both, and because this approach yielded the most relevant 
results. A total of 150 articles were screened for relevance. A supplementary Google search revealed an 
additional three relevant and recent studies. 
 
After identifying relevant articles, we reviewed each article for discussion of any of the following relationships 
between crop yield and food (in)security:  

(1) crop yield depends on food (in)security;  
(2) food (in)security and crop yield are one and the same; 
(3) food (in)security depends on crop yield; and  
(4) no relationship exists between food (in)security and crop yield.  

 
In addition, we coded for whether the article discussed climate change, crop yield models (historical or 
prediction models) and for the methodology used (e.g., field study results, crop yield models, meta-analysis of 
other empirical studies, or mixed research methods) to link food (in)security and crop yield.  
 
Definitions 

Though the definition of food security is debated among experts, the 1996 World Food Summit definition of 
food security is the most frequently cited: “When all people at all times have access to sufficient, safe, 
nutritious food to maintain a healthy and active life” (WHO, 2015). Food security measurement is often 
oriented around FAO’s food security pillars – access, availability, utilization, and stability. A widely cited study 
by Butt et al. (2005) refers to the “food security implication” of a population at risk of hunger under climate 
change models, using the FAO’s “Risk of Hunger” methodology to show the percentage of the population that is 
malnourished in a country or region. To some researchers, “hunger” is a specific measured element of food 
security, and should not be used interchangeably with food security (National Research Council of the National 
Academies, 2005). For a further review of issues in food security measurement, refer to the EPAR research 
brief #319a, Food Security Measurement Issues.  
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Just as with food security, there are numerous definitions of crop yield. The most common method is the 
quantity of harvested crop divided by area harvested (Reynolds et al., 2015). However as summarized in EPAR 
Technical Report #321, Topics and Challenges in Agricultural Productivity Measurement, there are many 
alternative ways of measuring yield including total factor productivity (Rezek, Campbell, & Rogers, 2011), yield 
by area planted (Fermont & Benson, 2011), production value per area (Aguilar, A., Carranza, E., Goldstein, M., 
et al., 2015) or technical efficiency (Mekonnen et al., 2015). Some studies use “crop production” or 
“productivity” interchangeably (Palazzolli, et al., 2015; de Graffenried, 2006; Najafi & Lee, 2014). Ferroni & 
Zhou (2015) discuss how crop yield itself measures not only the productivity of land, but also the success of 
agricultural research, plant breeding, and the delivery of research goods to farmers. The existence of more 
than one crop yield measure raises questions about comparability across studies. 
 
General Trends in the Literature 

Few articles focus directly on the relationship between food (in)security and crop yield. Climate change is a 
frequent focus of study, with 71 articles mentioning this topic. Crop yield models relate closely to climate 
change issues, and many authors use complex models to review or to forecast crop yields under different 
climate patterns, temperatures, ozone levels, or irrigation types. In total, 65 articles include a crop yield 
prediction model of some kind. Other frequently mentioned topics include soil health, nutrition content of 
crops, biofuels, biodiversity, crop diseases and pests, and water supply.  
 
Of the literature reviewed, three sources argue that crop yield depends on food security (relationship 1), and 
nine sources use food (in)security and crop yield interchangeably, implying that measures of either can be used 
as indicators for the other (relationship 2). Relationship 3, that food (in)security is dependent on crop yield, is 
the most frequently referenced, with 66 articles making this link (Figure 1). No sources supported relationship 
4 (that no relationship exists between food (in)security and crop yield), although this may in part reflect a 
well-established bias in the academic literature against null findings (Rosenthal, 1979). Nine articles offer 
empirical evidence to substantiate the relationship between food (in)security and crop yield, and all of these 
supported relationship 3, that food (in)security is dependent on crop yield. 
 
Figure 1. Food (in)security and crop yield frequencies and corresponding empirical evidence 

 
 
Empirical Evidence from Academic Literature 

We did not find any empirical evidence directly testing the association between food security and crop yield. 
Nine studies, however, offer empirical evidence of the effect of various factors on crop yield, and the authors 
then discuss expected impacts of these changes in crop yield on food security based on an assumed relationship 
between the two (relationship 3). Factors impacting crop yields in the nine studies include climate variability, 
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soil health, and farm management (Long & Ainsworth, 2005; Schreinemacher, 2005; Ye & Van Ranst, 2009; 
Magcale-Macandog et al., 2010; Quinn, Okori, & Gidudu, 2010; Wu et al., 2011; Mainuddin, 2013; Ye et al., 
2013; Fuss et al., 2015). Evidence to support these relationships includes meta-analysis (Long & Ainsworth, 
2005), a partial equilibrium model (Fuss, 2015), crop yield models (Ye, 2009; Quinn, Okori, & Gidudu, 2010; Wu 
et al., 2011; Mainuddin, 2013; Ye, 2013), and mixed methods participatory approaches (Schreinemacher, 2005; 
Magcale-Macandog et al., 2010). 
 
Climate variability is a common theme across this literature and in the empirical evidence, generally in terms 
of how climate change will affect crop yields, which in turn is argued to affect food (in)security. Quinn, Okori, 
& Gidudu (2010) show how satellite weather data used to predict crop yield can be clustered at the household 
level and used as an indicator of food security to inform famine warnings for specific areas and different 
population groups. Mainuddin (2011) argue that despite climate change conditions in the Mekong Delta, 
absolute irrigated and rainfed rice yields will likely be sufficient to ensure food security for the area’s 
increasing population, barring an extreme weather event. Long & Ainsworth’s meta-analysis (2005), however, 
suggests that future crop yield gains under climate change conditions (including due to increasing CO2) are 
often overstated, which has led to inflated predictions of future food security globally, though they do not 
demonstrate the relationship between changes in crop yield and food security. Fuss (2015) uses a partial 
equilibrium model to argue that food security requires overproduction on existing land to meet minimum food 
supply constraints in the context of global climate change.  
 
In one of the most comprehensive empirical analyses of climate change, yield, and food security relationships 
to date, Ye et al. (2013) evaluate crop yield estimates under variable climate conditions in China. They model 
climate and yield change impacts on a “food security index,” an index featuring grain self-sufficiency they 
claim to be relevant for populous Asian countries that are too large to rely on food imports (i.e., China). They 
compute this measure by dividing s, the per capita food supply by g, the expected food self-sufficiency level in 
China (95%) and subtracting d, per capita food demand, then dividing this result by d, to measure the general 
status of food security in China (see equation 1). 

 
                (1) 
 

Using regression analysis that correlates the food security index and crop yield, they find that the yield growth 
rate is a better indicator of food security than crop yield itself, which is significant for countries with growing 
populations like China.  
 
Soil degradation and farm management practices also feature as topics in the evidence, again in terms of how 
they affect crop yields and in turn food security. Ye & Van Ranst (2009) simulate the effects of soil degradation 
on crop yields and long-term food security in China, and they infer that projected yield losses will not sustain 
China’s growing population under the current management level. Magcale-Macandog et al. (2010) evaluate the 
role of agroforestry on household food security in the Philippines using participatory approaches to show that 
agroforestry increased and stabilized some yields and offered secondary food crops during lean months. They 
use this evidence of increased yields to argue that household food security (measured using a combination of 
household survey results, focus group discussions, field experiments, bioeconomic modeling, and investment 
and profitability analysis) increased and that such practices offer a greater level of benefits than monocropped 
systems. Wu et al. (2011) link a GIS-based spatial model to food security when they estimate potential yields 
under specific biophysical, social, and economic scenarios using per-capita GDP and food availability as 
indicators of food security. These two indicators proxy four dimensions of food security (availability, stability, 
accessibility and affordability, which is linked to utilization) and projects food (in)security across developing 
and developed countries under various climate, crop yield, and crop price scenarios. To determine food 
security status, Wu et al., (2011) combine yield with crop sown area data derived from a crop choice decision 
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model to determine total food production, and join that with population growth rates to determine per capita 
food availability (see Appendix A).   
 
Schreinemacher (2005) tests the hypothesis that food (in)security is dependent on crop yield in India. Using a 
model including a mathematical interpretation of human decision-making, spatial layers of soil properties, and 
a crop yield simulation that food security depends on crop yield, the author ultimately concludes that neither 
the width in the yield gap nor its change over time relate to food security over time in India. However, he does 
not refute that crop yield relates to food security, merely suggesting that there are other factors, like access 
to innovations and credit, that are more important.  
 
Discussion 

The studies reviewed provide limited evidence that food security is associated with crop yield. In many studies, 
measures of crop yield are used as indicators of food security, meaning the association between the two is 
assumed rather than tested, and pointing to issues in the measurement of both food security and crop yield. 
Most of the evidence focuses on changes in crop yield, and discusses how these changes might be expected to 
impact food security. For example, Clair & Lynch (2010) review the literature on climate change and soil 
fertility and discuss the effects of climate change on crop yield and nutritional quality, with soil health as their 
primary food security indicator. Lal (2009) also reviews the literature and points to evidence that soil 
degradation is a key indicator for food security through its impacts on crop quality (nutrition) and quantity 
(yield).  
 
Tension exists between researchers who argue for crop production intensification on existing agricultural land 
to increase yields and satisfy global food demand (and by extension, to support food security) versus those who 
warn against the impacts of intensification on long-term soil health and biodiversity (Tscharntke et al., 2012; 
Chen, et al. 2011; Bommarco, Kleijn, & Potts, 2013; Kang, Khan, & Ma, 2009). Tscharntke et al. (2012) contend 
that smallholder farming preserves biodiversity and food security, and that intensification on smallholder plots 
does not necessarily disrupt biodiversity, while commercial intensification does.  
 
The role of innovation and accelerated genetic gains to improve crop yield and global food security is discussed 
by many authors (Tester & Langridge, 2010; Najafi & Lee, 2014; Ferroni & Zhou, 2015) while others, like 
Schreinemacher (2005) argue that addressing other issues, like labor productivity and access to credit, is more 
important. In a blog post drawn from the International Food Security Assessment 2014-2024, Rosen et al. (2014) 
offer further support for the role of agricultural technology when they show that increasing the percentage of 
land growing modern plant varieties in Sub-Saharan African improve food security (see Appendix B). 
 
Moges & Holden (2011) find that the majority of Ethiopian smallholder farmers identify declining soil health 
when they harvest reduced yields but make little conservation effort due to limited resources. Xiaoxuan (2014) 
observes the global commodification of soil that reflects a near-term focus on crop yield at the expense of 
long-term soil replenishment and food security. As far as determining the role of humans in climate change-
related effects on agriculture, Porter (2014) notes that few studies focus on the anthropogenic influence on 
changing climatic trends, but anticipates this changing in the next few years as agricultural modeling studies 
expand to broader scales (2014).  
 
Overall, the biggest challenges facing this analysis relate to how food security and crop yield are measured, 
discussed, and defined. Future, deeper inquiry into these and other sources could track measurement methods 
and trends among researchers.  
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Appendix A: Framework for spatially explicit assessment of potential future risks of food insecurity 
 
 
 

 
Source: Wu et al., 2011, Global-scale assessment of potential future risks of food insecurity 
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Appendix B: Food security is believed to improve as countries devote more crop area to modern varieties  
 

 
Source: Rosen, S., Fuglie, K., Rada, N., & Meade, B. (2014). Productivity Impacts on Food Security in 
Sub-Saharan Africa. 
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