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Introduction

Introduction

Over the past few years, the term “venture philanthropy” has become widely used in the
nonprofit, philanthropic, and financial sectors. In the broadest sense, venture philanthropy
is a relatively new, largely unproven, and yet potentially powerful movement in grantmak-
ing that seeks to adapt strategic investment techniques to the culture and needs of the
nonprofit sector and to serve as a complement to more-established philanthropic models.

Venture philanthropy efforts often share the following important characteristics:

• They provide not only financial resources but also management assistance and other
tools that for-profit executives have come to rely upon. 

• They feature active, involved partnerships between the grantmaker and the grantee
rather than just a funding relationship.

• Their grants cover a long time period, usually more than three years. 

• They focus on helping to build the organizational capacity of nonprofits, not on the
development of new programs.

• They help nonprofits establish and track outcomes and use this information as a basis
for assessing the progress of their investments.  

Despite these common elements, the term “venture philanthropy” will never acquire the
sanctioned specificity of a label like “organic produce.” Different organizations will always
use the term in different ways. And, for a range of philosophical reasons, several groups
have decided not to use the term “venture philanthropy” to describe their approach even
when others probably would.

Therefore, in this report we will use the term “venture philanthropy” more sparingly 
than we did in our previous landscaping surveys. When describing the experiences of 
various organizations, we will use the term when these organizations use it themselves. 
But in most instances, we favor an even more expansive term, “high-engagement grant-
making,” which comfortably embraces the full range of philanthropic innovations profiled
in this report. 

Our goal for this report has nothing to do with choosing or narrowing definitions. Our goal
is to advance the burgeoning field of high-engagement grantmaking in all its many forms.
We hope to do that by identifying useful experiences, helping nonprofit leaders understand
how they can approach and succeed in high-engagement partnerships, and sharing knowl-
edge with the broader philanthropic community through the voices of those who are lead-
ing the way. 

To help achieve these goals, the report is broken down into five main sections:

1. Perspective: “Venture Philanthropy: Three Yards and a Cloud of Dust.” This essay
describes the current landscape of the field and offers observations on opportunities
and new challenges facing practitioners and recipients.

2. Essays on High-Engagement Grantmaking. We are fortunate to feature the insights
of leaders who have seen high-engagement grantmaking from different vantage
points, including those of grantmaker, nonprofit partner, and corporate supporter. 

3. High-Engagement Grantmaker Survey Results and Profiles. This section features
an overview of the results of a survey of high-engagement grantmakers across the
country, as well as profiles of the organizations surveyed.
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4. International High-Engagement Grantmaker Profiles. As the number of 
international funds has grown, we have grouped these funds separately to allow 
for better perspective on the challenges of applying high-engagement practices 
around the world.

5. Brief Profiles of Organizations Related to High-Engagement Grantmaking. We
have included a selection of organizations that, though not practicing high-engage-
ment grantmaking, have experience and lessons that may prove useful to practitioners
in the field.

Taken together, the various elements of this report illustrate that the field of high-engage-
ment grantmaking has continued to grow and mature over the past year. We have seen
the birth of ambitious new funds, an expansion of the capacity of existing funds, and a
growing number of funds that are beginning to see signs of progress in their social invest-
ments. The average size of fund staffs has grown more than 20 percent since last year, and
the number of states hosting a high-engagement fund has risen from 16 to 18.

These signs that high-engagement grantmaking is gaining momentum are even more 
welcome and relevant in our post-September 11 world. With government budgets for
social services at risk of shrinking in the face of enormous new homeland security needs,
there has never been a more important time for grantmakers to work in close partnership
with their community-based grantees to help them be as effective and resourceful as possi-
ble. To borrow from management guru Peter Drucker, now is the time to do what it takes
to support nonprofit organizations in their quest to do the right things, not just to do
things right. We hope that the field of high-engagement grantmaking can play an increas-
ingly significant role in filling this important societal need.

Venture Philanthropy Partners and Community Wealth Ventures would like to extend our
heartfelt thanks to the staff members of the organizations that are profiled in this report
for contributing their time and invaluable insights. Their reflections on high-engagement
grantmaking have made this report possible.
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Three Yards and a Cloud Of Dust
The Venture Philanthropy Landscape—2002

The castle-like towers of the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Building sparkle blue and silver over 
the Steel City’s downtown skyline. The towers are home not only to some of the region’s
most influential corporations but also to innovative charitable foundations working to
improve the lives of Pittsburgh’s low-income children and families. 

In a recent visit to the building to meet with several leading foundation executives, it 
was clear that the nation’s economic downturn is having a profound effect upon the
region’s grantmaking. Seated at a large conference table on the 7th floor of the building,
one foundation leader explained, “Our endowment has lost more than $300 million 
over the last year, which means we’ll have to make smaller and fewer grants next year.
Unfortunately, we’ll put $15 million less out into the community. That means the … 
organizations we fund must have the capacity to succeed. Our decisions have to be 
more strategic.”

“The nonprofit sector must prove its value to the community,” echoed the vice-president 
of another established foundation. “They have to show some urgency … about outcomes
and efficiencies. It’s just not possible for us to continue funding [all of our grantees] at the
high level we’ve been funding them.” 

It’s not simply the economy that has led some tenants to rethink the way they go about
their business. In the aftermath of September 11, security has been enhanced throughout
the building and parking garage. The building’s size and stature also make it vulnerable.

The same can be said of philanthropy at this extraordinary moment in American history.
Our philanthropic and nonprofit institutions have grown dramatically both in number and
size, fueled throughout the 1990s by a sizzling economy, overheated stock market, and 
the government’s continued retreat from the business of social service delivery. But today,
following the attacks of September 11 and the end of the dot-com boom years, they find
themselves as exposed as the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Building. Not only has the stock mar-
ket’s severe slide significantly diminished many endowments, but also evidence is mounting
that grants by themselves cannot build the capacity of nonprofit organizations to meet our
communities’ great and growing needs. As the nonprofit sector has matured and evolved,
its needs have shifted from seed funding and catalytic capital to financing that will help
take proven ideas to broader markets and to larger scale. The kind of help that established
nonprofits need to be successful today is different than the types of support they needed
when getting started. 

The concerns voiced in Pittsburgh are representative of the issues facing institutions 
everywhere. Implicit in them is a challenge to the nonprofit sector and the grantmaking
community to focus on outcomes and leverage resources to ensure a higher degree of
impact for communities in need. This is the challenge that venture philanthropy—and its
more encompassing cousin, high-engagement grantmaking—have set out to address.

As it moves toward the middle of its first decade, like a football team moving toward 
mid-field, high-engagement grantmaking might best be characterized the way legendary
football coach Woody Hayes once described his championship Ohio State team’s advance:
“three yards and a cloud of dust.” The gains are steady but they are not glamorous; high-
engagement grantmakers are learning lessons, making grants, working with investment
partners—grinding out victories in their inexorable march up field. The achievements are

* * *
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best measured as a series of first downs, but no points have yet been put up on the 
board. Nearly 25 percent of the organizations surveyed in this year’s report have yet to
make their first grant. Only after they make these grants, after they engage as deeply with
their partner organizations as they intend, and after those organizations have a chance 
to implement their new plans will we know something about the difference the high-
engagement approach can make. Touchdowns are still a few plays away.

The vantage point created through the compilation of now three of these annual reports
makes clear that more highly evolved and adapted forms of high-engagement grantmaking
are emerging today. The surveys reveal that some organizations have ceased operation,
new organizations continue to enter the field, and somewhere in the middle are a handful
that have stuck with it. They have remained committed to the basic principles of high
engagement, and they stubbornly continue doing what entrepreneurs do best: changing
and adapting and learning by trial and error until they find what works. Those that have
developed some traction have added staff and purposefully increased their own capacity 
as a first step toward being able to help build the capacity of others.

And there is an increasingly solid field upon which to play. It can be seen in the confer-
ences, papers, web sites, and new grantmaking practices in communities across the 
country. It can be seen in MBA classes at Stanford, Brandeis, Northwestern, Harvard, and
other campuses, where strategic management of nonprofits is a staple and increasingly
popular part of the curriculum. It is evident in the growing corps of for-profit and nonprofit
management-assistance providers operating locally and across the country.

The national and international conversation about venture philanthropy and high-engage-
ment grantmaking continues to expand, an indication that its formative stage is not yet
complete. Its rich promise shines in places like Alexandria, Virginia’s public housing neigh-
borhoods, just minutes from the charm and privilege of Old Town’s cobblestone streets and
townhouses and a stone’s throw across the Potomac River from Washington, DC.

In 1984 the mothers living at Cameron Valley, a now-closed public housing neighborhood
in Alexandria, discovered that every one of their children had failed kindergarten and was
being denied entrance into first grade. Picture the parents attempting to make sense of
this, standing in each other’s doorways, voices lowered, shaking their heads, with shoulders
sagging as if spring unexpectedly failed to lift winter’s weight. Now, with failing report
cards in hand, it was as though their hope for their children had spilled onto the ground.

With the U.S. Department of Education and numerous children’s advocates and coalitions
entrenched just across the Potomac, you would think someone would have seized on this,
raised hell, come to the rescue. You would think a proud president or senator might have
said “not in my backyard.” Think again. The story of the mothers and children of Cameron
Valley wasn’t even a whisper in the cacophony of global, national, and local needs that
dominate the region’s discourse. If change were to come, it would have to come from the
place it was least expected: from within their own community.

Among the moms there was shock and anger, but also a determination to act. Enter
Barbara Mason, one of three teachers they interviewed in the hope of creating a preschool
program for their children. Mason, a woman of above average talent and below average
ability to look the other way, had seen the ad the mothers had placed in the local paper
offering “A Chance to Make a Difference in the Life of a Child.” A mother of four children
who had faced their own learning challenges, Mason refused to accept that geography

* * *
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was fate and that fate could be decreed by the age of five. This Erin Brockovich of pre-
school poverty worked hand-in-hand with the moms to fight stereotypes and long odds 
to create a new set of opportunities for these kids. 

In Barbara Mason, the moms found someone who shared their belief that they could 
put their children on an equal footing with middle-class kids who attended nursery schools.
They founded the Alexandria Community Network Preschool to provide free classes to their
three- and four-year-old children. She said she could teach by rewarding children for doing
well rather than punishing them for poor behavior. There was skepticism, but Mason and
the moms persevered. In the first year only six children showed up. All six were later identi-
fied by the school district as gifted and talented. 

Mason is still providing free classes today, but now to 125 students at five locations. The
services Mason devised are simply too comprehensive to allow a child to fail. They include
speech and language therapy, psychological assessment, physical and occupational therapy,
and support to families through counseling services, parent education, a family literacy 
program, and job training. The preschool also employs 25 parents in the classroom every
year, providing them income and an opportunity to learn child-rearing skills. Fourteen
mothers whose children attended one of the preschools are working there. Four have
become credentialed teachers, seven have earned a child development associate’s degree,
and five are working toward their bachelor’s degree. Each class serves about 16 kids, and
the waiting list for the program includes more than 80 children.

While recently pitching a group of venture philanthropy investors, Mason admitted to
being “tenacious,” confessing that some people use the phrase as a euphemism when
describing her, just as her teachers tell parents that their children are very “enthusiastic” 
in the classroom. Around the table sat retired AOL executives, software entrepreneurs, 
and venture capitalists worth hundreds of millions of dollars. She was nervous, uncomfort-
able—even as she described the passion that had driven her these past 17 years—scanning
the room for a friendly face, leaning into any smile, picking up her pace when she detected
a subtle nod. 

The goal of the investors was not to provide more seed money for attractive new ideas,
but to back what was working and get it to scale. After Mason’s presentation, they
approved an initial investment for the first stage of a planning process that will enable 
her to expand her program to serve up to 1,200 children in the community. The total 
commitment is likely to amount to several million dollars—and countless hours of strategic
help—over several years. 

This is the stuff high-engagement grantmaking was made for. Programs that are proven.
Outcomes that are measurable. A need not only for funding but also for strategic manage-
ment advice about how to grow to scale. A recognition that money is an important tool
for building capacity but that it’s not the only tool. 

The greatest mistake we can make as a society is to give up on a child too soon. When
Alexandria, Virginia’s, school system made that mistake, Barbara Mason and a community
of caring moms caught and reversed it. But only for a handful of children. The high-
engagement approach, not conceived or even imagined 17 years ago when Mason got
started, is today emerging as a powerful tool for ensuring that an idea that works can
grow to reach all those who could benefit from it.
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A few years ago, the concepts of venture philanthropy and high-engagement grantmaking
were overinflated with airy promises to transform philanthropy as we know it. Today, we
can see that their progress toward that promise is real but not yet revolutionary. It’s impor-
tant to view this progress in perspective. The Foundation Center notes that there are more
than 50,200 foundations in the United States, which together made $27.6 billion in grants
to nonprofits in 2000. By comparison, this report profiles 42 high-engagement grantmak-
ers and estimates that in 2001 they invested just over $50 million, not even 0.2% of total
foundation grantmaking. A tiny amount. But important nonetheless.

Important because if successful, a few small high-engagement grantmakers can influence
the other philanthropic activities of a fund’s investors. They can model a way of partnering
with grant recipients that may be worthy of emulation by large donors and foundations
alike. In this way tens of millions of dollars can be leveraged to influence tens of billions,
and philanthropy’s vulnerability can be transformed into strength.



Essays on High-Engagement Grantmaking

As high-engagement grantmaking continues to evolve and take its
place in what Jed Emerson and Paul Shoemaker call the “philan-
thropic ecosystem,” we are seeing an increasing number of valuable
lessons and experiences emerge from the field. To that end, we are
pleased to present the following essays from leaders and practition-
ers who have played a major role in developing different models of
high-engagement grantmaking.

We are grateful to each of these exceptionally busy individuals for
taking the time to advance this dialogue with their insights.

These essays follow:

• “The Eugene and Agnes E. Meyer Foundation: Sixty 
Years of Engaged Philanthropy in the Greater Washington
Region,” by Julie L. Rogers, president of the Eugene and Agnes 
E. Meyer Foundation

• “Venture Philanthropy: A Report From the Front Lines,” by
Eric Schwarz, co-founder and president of Citizen Schools, Inc.

• “Evolving Venture Philanthropy: SVP’s Lessons and 
Self-Reflection,” by Paul Shoemaker, executive director of 
Social Venture Partners

• “Funders, Thinkers, and Doers: Successful Investing in
Nonprofit Effectiveness,” by Hildy J. Simmons, managing
director and head of the Global Foundations Group at J.P.
Morgan Chase

• “A Lasting Partnership for Change,” by Jeffrey Swartz, presi-
dent and chief executive officer of The Timberland Company

• “REDF: Reflections on Five Years of Venture Philanthropy
Implementation,” by Melinda Tuan, managing director of The
Roberts Enterprise Development Fund
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Julie L. Rogers

The Eugene and Agnes E. Meyer Foundation:
Sixty Years of Engaged Philanthropy in the Greater Washington Region

by Julie L. Rogers

What does it take to “get engaged”? This question is driving philanthropic organizations
of all stripes to rethink their assumptions, reorient their missions, and recast their relation-
ships with the organizations and the initiatives they support. At the Eugene and Agnes E.
Meyer Foundation, it is a question we have asked ourselves and others throughout our
60-year history.

The Essential Elements of Engagement

In Meyer’s view, getting engaged with our nonprofit partners and the larger community
in which they operate requires us to do the following: 

• Understand “nonprofitness” and the unique roles that nonprofits play in our 
society. In the July 2001 issue of The Nonprofit Quarterly, thinkers such as Paul Light
of The Brookings Institution and Jon Pratt of the Minnesota Council of Nonprofits
remind us that we are only beginning to build the theoretical base for understanding
what drives nonprofit effectiveness. 

• Adopt a holistic view of the organizations we support. The key is to understand
that effective programs and organizational capacity are inseparable—you can’t have
one without the other.

• Stick with it. Engagement, by its very definition, means being involved with an 
organization over time and through different life cycles, including the messy ones. It
means rejecting the “hero today, zero tomorrow” mentality when things go less than
smoothly and helping an organization over the rough spots so it is “built to last.”

• Invest in the nonprofit “ecosystem.” Nonprofits seldom work alone, and they
flourish when supported by strong colleague organizations, nonprofit associations,
and rich sources of management and technical assistance. The challenge for philan-
thropic organizations is to do whatever we can to strengthen critical parts of the 
nonprofit ecology—both national and regional—based on the belief that isolation kills
even the best-capitalized organization.

• Look at yourself. Engagement means looking both outward and inward. All of us 
in the philanthropic community need to become as engaged in improving our own
effectiveness as we are in improving the effectiveness of others. More specifically, 
we need to take a hard look at our own operations and seek honest feedback about
our work from our community and our nonprofit partners.

The Meyer Foundation sees engaged philanthropy as including a broad spectrum of 
activities—from management-assistance grants and cash-flow loans to technology circuit
riders and nurturing productive and respectful relationships with our nonprofit community
partners, among other efforts.

The Meyer Foundation believes that the term “engaged philanthropy” refers not just to 
a funder’s relationships with its grantees but also to its engagement with the larger com-
munity. In doing our work, we pay heed to the power of place, the need for a regional
perspective, and the web of connections that is required to develop and sustain nonprofit
leaders and organizations over time. We keep in mind the fact that engagement is a
marathon, not a sprint.
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The Meyer Mission: How We Engage

One of the Washington area’s oldest and largest private grantmaking foundations, the
Meyer Foundation awarded over $7 million last year to Washington-area nonprofits. The
Meyer mission is to work to “develop Greater Washington as a community by supporting
capable, community-based nonprofit organizations that foster the well-being of all people
in the region.” We accomplish our work by: 

• Identifying visionary and talented nonprofit leaders;

• Making early and strategic investments in nonprofit organizations;

• Strengthening the organizational capacity of nonprofits in the region;

• Promoting a strong and influential nonprofit sector;

• Building partnerships to foster the sector’s work; and

• Serving as a resource to other donors who want to make effective charitable investments in
the region.

Meyer’s strategies could just as easily be embraced—and often are—by venture funders
and others who view engagement as the cornerstone of successful philanthropy today.
The challenge now is to “widen the circle” so that engagement strategies define how
philanthropy is done for years to come. 

Taking Engagement to a New Level

Now more than ever, Meyer understands that engaged philanthropy requires strong 
partnerships with other funders. The Fannie Mae Foundation, for example, has been a
valued partner in a number of collaborative ventures over the past decade to increase the
effectiveness of our individual grantmaking efforts. Currently, Fannie Mae and Meyer are
working on a multiyear project to build the capacity of nonprofits to develop sustainable
revenue streams, and we collaborate closely on other peer learning projects.

The Meyer Foundation also has forged relationships with colleagues newer to the field.
We work with the webMethods Foundation by sharing our perspectives on potentially
investment-worthy organizations and by involving our program officers in mentoring
webMethods employees who are reviewing first-time applications for funding.

Meyer is pleased to be working closely with Venture Philanthropy Partners (VPP). In 
addition to my service on the VPP board, Meyer’s program staff is forming strong working
relationships with VPP program partners. We are sharing what we have learned over
many years of working with nonprofit leaders in the Greater Washington area—leaders in
whom VPP has taken an interest. And we welcome the relationship of mutual respect,
trust, and learning that has developed between our organizations, which will ultimately
benefit the community at large.

Meyer’s partnerships with VPP and others give life to the idea that engaged philanthropy
is about more than developing stronger organizations; it is also about developing a
stronger nonprofit sector and a stronger community and civil society. In the end, engaged
philanthropy will work only if philanthropic organizations engage with one another.
Whatever our particular approach, we need to share knowledge about individual organi-
zations, about our community, about the nonprofit ecology, and about what works and
what doesn’t in our shared effort to build organizations that last.
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Venture Philanthropy: A Report From the Front Lines
by Eric Schwarz

Having experienced the tremendous benefit to Citizen Schools of “venture” and 
“effective” philanthropy, I sometimes wonder why I keep hearing about Council on
Foundations workshops with titles like: “Venture Philanthropy: The Raging Debate.” 
Why is venture philanthropy so controversial?

What I’ve concluded is that most people agree with the substance of venture philanthro-
py—grantmaking that is long-term, large, linked to performance, and combined 
with strategic noncash assistance—but that many people object to the symbolism of 
venture philanthropy.

I can understand why. As a field, venture philanthropy has allowed itself to be associated
with the idea that the private sector is essentially better than the nonprofit sector—better
at delivering value to its customers—and this idea is both flawed and highly offensive 
to many of the people venture philanthropists seek to help and whose help they seek to
enlist. However, the more important point is that beyond the symbolism, the substance 
of venture philanthropy is strong. Venture philanthropy takes the dreams of nonprofit
leaders seriously and helps organizations develop the organizational capacity and skills 
to reach those dreams, or at least make steady progress toward them. From the nonprofit
leader’s perspective, I can’t imagine wanting to grow in scale, scope, quality, or all of the
above and preferring “traditional” philanthropy over venture philanthropy.

The experience of Citizen Schools is illustrative. We’re seven years old, and we run a 
network of after-school and summer educational programs based on an apprenticeship
model of rigorous hands-on learning. We believe out-of-school time represents the 
greatest untapped opportunity for improving the education of children and strengthen-
ing communities, and therefore we want to help catalyze a much better and bigger 
after-school sector. For almost two years, we’ve worked with New Profit Inc. (NPI) and
The Edna McConnell Clark Foundation (EMCF) to plan our work and work our plan. 
The work has been intense—even tense at times—and it’s allowed us to draw a few 
clear conclusions:

1. Venture philanthropy has worked for us—big time. The clarity of our vision, tightness
of our action plan, and power of our evaluation metrics are demonstrably greater
than two years ago—and greater than they would have been without NPI and EMCF.
In 18 months, we’ve more than doubled in size while improving quality and starting
to replicate nationally. We’re serving twice as many children and serving them better.
Most important, we’re building the capacity to continue to grow, improve, and cre-
atively impact the field. Our venture partners trained us to use tools like the Balanced
Scorecard (BSC) and introduced us to—and in several cases paid for—experts in the
fields of evaluation, board development, technology, and business planning. They also 
provided me with an executive coach. In general, they motivated us to tighten up 
our strategic plan several turns more than we otherwise would have. They provided 
$3.75 million toward a $25 million, four-year growth plan—less than 20 percent of
the total but vitally important to our momentum and ultimate success.

2. Many of the basic ideas of venture philanthropy—fewer, bigger grants; multiyear
funding; support for the organization’s core rather than new programs; and a tough-
minded concentration on results—are in the ascendancy across the philanthropic 
sector, and venture philanthropy champions have accelerated this positive trend. 
The Boston Foundation, the nation’s oldest community foundation, is moving strongly
in this direction as are other new and old foundations, individuals, and even a few
corporate foundations. (Ironically, corporate foundations have been the slowest to
adopt the venture philanthropy model.)
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3. The venture philanthropists we’ve worked with and talked with are thinking carefully
about how to leverage public funding and plan for their eventual exit. This is impor-
tant because a criticism I’ve heard from “traditional” philanthropists is that venture
philanthropists are naïve or oblivious to the role of government and are likely to grow
and then abandon their pet nonprofits. Time will tell. But my strong impression is 
that NPI and EMCF will bring great resources and creativity to our efforts to stimulate
public investment of a type that will help sustain Citizen Schools and other organiza-
tions in the future.

4. The nonfinancial assistance of our venture philanthropy partners has been extremely
significant and helpful, despite limitations due to the fact that they have been scaling
up themselves and have therefore been stretched thin. The three most helpful things
we’ve been provided are: 

• The original help from NPI and EMCF leaders and from consultants at Monitor
Consulting (an NPI partner) in tightening our “Theory of Change” (at the individ-
ual child and field level) and our evaluation system.

• Executives from Monitor and NPI available for CEO coaching and facilitation of
leadership team and board meetings and retreats.

• Tools such as the Balanced Scorecard and hands-on consulting help to 
maximize our use of them. Our venture philanthropists introduced us to the BSC
and a simple quarterly action-planning tool that have become important parts of
planning and working at Citizen Schools.

5. It’s too early to say if venture philanthropy is succeeding in one of its central goals—
referring more private donors and decreasing the time spent by senior management
on fundraising. When we began our work with NPI and EMCF, I had this idea—
probably quixotic—that fundraising would decline from 60 percent of my time to 
40 percent or even less. It hasn’t, though we are raising more money than ever
before, due in large part to our stronger business plan.

Venture philanthropy has been great for Citizen Schools, and I feel strongly that its basic
precepts would help almost any nonprofit organization that is seeking to grow and
become more effective.

So why is venture philanthropy so controversial? Partly because it’s challenging the status
quo to do better, but also because it is too often cloaked in a blanket of for-profit superi-
ority that lacks historical perspective and discounts what is most challenging and wonder-
ful about the nonprofit sector—the sector’s focus on changing outcomes for the hardest-
to-reach children and adults.

For much of the heady 1990s, the rhetoric at some conferences and workshops seemed
to imply that simply unleashing the metrics, methods, and talent pool of the private sec-
tor would end our problems of poverty and poor schools. Yes, the private sector has a lot 
to teach the nonprofit sector. But the private sector has a lot to learn as well about deliv-
ering better outcomes for customers. Think about it. At Citizen Schools we’re trying to
change the performance of our customers—children—in vital skill areas: helping make
them better writers, better critical thinkers, and more likely to attend college. When is
the last time anyone asked Reebok or Nike if its shoes actually make anyone jump higher
or run faster?

Venture philanthropy has the potential to accelerate positive social change by helping to
grow more effective social change organizations. Increasing numbers of philanthropists
agree with the substance of venture philanthropy. Now, let’s shift the focus from symbol-
ism to substance and leave the “raging debate” behind.
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Evolving Venture Philanthropy: 
SVP’s Lessons and Self-Reflection
by Paul Shoemaker

In her book Leadership and the New Science, Meg Wheatley highlights one of chemistry’s
paradoxical truths: change and disorder can be the source of new order and progress.
Change and iteration create new and better structures, and when a system 
lets go of its present form, it can re-emerge in a form better suited to its present environ-
ment. If any sector of the philanthropic funding community should be open to such a
theory of science, learning, and self-examination, surely it is venture philanthropists. With
that spirit in mind, I offer up our Letterman-like top 10 list of lessons learned and pitfalls
exposed during the first four years of Social Venture Partners (www.svpseattle.org).

1. “Fit” Is Key. The concept of “fit” means: does the funder really understand the
investee’s mission? Does the nonprofit truly understand, need, and embrace this kind
of relationship? Will both parties do what it takes to make this work? Without a
good fit between the two organizations, don’t even start. We have also found that
two point people—one from the investee and one from the funder (from SVP’s side
we call this person a “lead partner”)—are critical points of connection in the model,
the fulcrums on which the model balances.

2. Getting Engaged, Getting Married. Jed Emerson, formerly of The Roberts
Enterprise Development Fund, coined this metaphor. The first year is about building
trust, learning about each other, and accomplishing projects together. This process
helps to show that each party can deliver, and it’s about the nonprofit being able to
talk about “broken parts” with the funder. In the initial stages, the funder’s responsi-
bility is to make itself transparent and to meet the investee’s needs. We must explain
the venture philanthropy model: how it works, how the funder intends to add value,
and how communication will occur. All of this takes time to evolve naturally.

3. Sticking to Your Knitting. A venture philanthropy funder brings business skills and
capacity-building expertise, not knowledge about social program delivery or mission 
definition. It is the merging (not excessive overlapping) of those two sets of skills and
experience that can lead to powerful collaborations. Clarity about which party plays
what role is essential to building a solid relationship.

4. Push Back. An undeniable power imbalance between funder and nonprofit does
exist, and it must be acknowledged. If this type of relationship is to succeed, the 
nonprofit must have a feedback loop to the funder and must be able to talk about
ineffective assistance. We had one executive director who recently said, “We are not
getting what we need from your lead partner,” and we made a change.

5. Moments of Honesty. Moments of deep honesty show that the relationship is
advancing. A year ago, one of our executive directors came to us and said, “You
know, the budget numbers I gave you in my proposal were pretty shaky. My account-
ing system is broken.” Because we believe in the organization’s social mission and it
has clear outcomes, we felt this was a moment of opportunity to invest more deeply
in that organization’s infrastructure. Often these moments of stark honesty (or lack
thereof) signal that a relationship is ready to flourish (or not).

6. Letting the Money Move. Often, the investee will come to us and explain that 
its needs or funding sources have evolved. Its leaders will ask to move our grant
money around for a different need (albeit one consistent with the original intent of
the grant). We have almost always said yes. Repeatedly, nonprofits have told us this
“flexibility” of funding and the ability to focus it on operational needs have been key
benefits of the venture philanthropy approach.
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7. Get Serious and Strategic. If this is the “business” we are in, we must be strategic
about how we do the work. Pairing up the right volunteer, staff member, or consult-
ant to work with an investee is only an initial step. Are there cross-cutting needs 
that can be more effectively addressed by working with multiple investees as a group
versus one at a time? How is the funder archiving its best practices and knowledge
base so that it builds institutional skills and constantly improves? Does the funder
have a culture of self-examination that will enable it to expose flaws and constantly
improve its assistance to the nonprofits?

8. Banks and Venture Capitalists. A key to adding value is knowing your core compe-
tencies. Venture philanthropy is not the right approach for every funder or for every
nonprofit. In the private sector, banks (analogous to foundations) have existed for
centuries. Over the past 10 years, venture capitalists (analogous to venture philanthro-
pists) sprang up in response to an unmet need. Venture capitalists focus on emerging
organizations (analogous to entrepreneurial nonprofits) that need not only money but
also valuable expertise and support in building their organization’s infrastructure.
Banks don’t focus on capacity-building as directly or intensely as venture capitalists
do. When start-ups mature, they often transition from needing venture capital money
to seeking more institutional sources of working capital like banks. Foundations and
venture philanthropists need to coexist and work with each other just as banks and
venture capitalists do.

9. Measuring Means and Ends. Like all funders, we know the measures for nonprofit
outcomes are not as black and white as earnings per share. But that doesn’t mean
we should abandon measurement. SVP has chosen to measure two areas: the means
and the ends. Infrastructure, capacity, and organization-building—these are the means
through which a nonprofit executes its mission. The ends are the ultimate behavioral,
academic, and social outcomes being achieved by the nonprofit’s clients. The combi-
nation of these outcomes paints a more complete picture of a nonprofit’s success.

10. Self-Examination. Not only are the nonprofit’s outcomes under the microscope, but
the funder’s should be as well. The venture philanthropy funder must constantly look
inward and hold itself accountable to its investees and to the community. That means
an ongoing self-analysis and search for how to get better.

You don’t have to be a rocket scientist to understand how powerful the forces of 
chemistry are in nature. This article has tried to expose similar opportunities for creative,
positive adaptation and evolution in the emerging field of venture philanthropy. Venture
philanthropy is not the right approach for every funder or nonprofit, but if all elements
come together, it can lead to a powerful opportunity to improve the quality of life in the
communities in which we live.

Note: A similar piece appeared earlier this year in Responsive Philanthropy, the quarterly
publication of the National Committee for Responsive Philanthropy (www.ncrp.org) and is
reprinted in this form with NCRP’s permission.
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Funders, Thinkers, and Doers: 
Successful Investing in Nonprofit Effectiveness
by Hildy J. Simmons

As most donors know, giving away money well is hard work. Whether conceiving and
developing a philanthropic program or managing one that is inherited from a family
member, wise donors endeavor to use charitable resources in a manner that has a 
positive impact on their fields of interest. Much has been written in recent years about
new approaches to philanthropy, often pitting the notion of new “venture” philanthropy
against a seemingly somewhat muddled, old-style approach. The terms of the discussion
are evolving: “high-engagement” is replacing “venture” and topics such as capacity-
building and measurements have taken on new importance. The rhetoric and debate 
can be helpful in advancing the field, but I would posit that there is no one “true path”
to conceiving, developing, managing, or operating a successful philanthropic program.

Consider that this world is divided into funders, thinkers, and doers. These categories 
are not necessarily mutually exclusive, but it’s a good idea to understand one’s primary
place in this mix and to act accordingly and responsibly. In exploring these roles a bit 
further, I hope to make the case for providing operating support, often considered to be
the least interesting type of grantmaking. I do this because much of the nonprofit sector
is severely undercapitalized, and until donors fundamentally address this issue substantive-
ly, rather than semantically, the desire to achieve “high impact,” accomplish “going to
scale,” be innovative, and/or set new directions will continue without resolution.

Frankly, no matter how much you have to give, it’s never enough. You simply can’t do
everything. Philanthropy is an investment in human capital, but similar to investing finan-
cial capital, the wise funder is strategic, has clear objectives, is comfortable with some
amount of risk, and looks to leverage resources in a way to maximize return over the
short and long term. Funders may have ideas about resource allocation—areas of sub-
stantial interest or concern—but they are also looking for “investment” opportunities. For
example, they may seek to support new ways to address long-standing social problems,
or they may believe it is important that certain nonprofit institutions—libraries, museums,
universities, youth agencies, settlement houses—are able to continue to provide services
into the future. They also may be interested in changing public opinion or behavior.
Doing this work well requires a mission, an organizational framework, clear guidelines,
and an operating structure understandable and accessible both to donors and recipients.

Before initiating a new program, the wise funder conducts market research. With hun-
dreds of thousands of nonprofits in the United States alone, it’s likely that one or more
organizations exist with similar objectives. It is also highly likely that other donors exist
with similar interests. There are lessons to learn and experiences to share through such 
an effort. Who else is doing this work, whom are they serving, how are they supported or
funded, what is the geographic reach, and do they have the capacity to do more are all
questions to ask before initiating something new. Sometimes this analysis leads to the
identification of what one of our clients refers to as the “uncrowded beach”—a program,
service, or policy gap that is not being addressed and an opportunity to do so. More
often, this analysis identifies a variety of organizations engaged in the work but often 
limited by any number of factors: geography, operational capacity, physical infrastructure,
and inflexible or inadequate funding streams, to cite but a few.

Whatever the outcome of the research, the thinker comes into play since simply having
the resources to pay for something is insufficient to get the job done. The thinker 
role might involve an assessment of how best to support or enhance existing work in a
manner consistent with the donor’s objectives and resources, or it may require conceiving
a new approach to a problem. Sometimes it involves having the wisdom and wherewithal



20 Venture Philanthropy 2002

Essays

to connect the dots between ongoing efforts that, but for the research and insight identi-
fied by the donor’s interest, might have continued to operate in ignorance of or inde-
pendent from each other. The insight resulting from the research might facilitate new
ways of leveraging existing resources. In such a case, the connections may be as impor-
tant as the funding. Donors clearly have more than money to give, and when and where
possible they should be urged to do so. The wise donor, however, should first and fore-
most be a listener. Understanding and being responsive to the real organizational needs is
essential if the funding process is to have true value.

While ideas and shared experiences are often enormously helpful and illuminating, the
execution of a good idea is not the same thing as having had it. I have always maintained
in all the grantmaking we have been involved with that we support people, not pro-
grams. At the end of the day, the best ideas and concepts are simply ideas unless they
also have good leadership and capable people to turn the idea into reality. Here’s where
we come to the doers. Whether managing the execution of their own ideas and respons-
es to various social issues or serving as the current stewards for a concept, organization,
or vision developed by someone else, it is the human capital applied to the work that
merits the philanthropic investment. Leadership counts for a considerable amount, but
beyond leadership, as any successful businessperson knows, an organization’s human
capital is its most important resource. The ability to attract and retain quality personnel is
critical. While mission and charismatic leadership may attract people, reasonable compen-
sation and decent working conditions make it possible to continue to do the work over
the long haul. It’s clear from the number of existing organizations that there are lots of
doers. They may not all be effective, but those that are should be recognized, respected,
and supported.

And so I return to the issue of operating support. Equity investments in corporations 
are not restricted to particular aspects of a company’s business. A successful equity
investor assesses the capabilities of the management, the company’s position within 
its market, the environment in which it operates, and its strategy for accomplishing its
objectives before making an investment. Once the investment is made, however, manage-
ment decides how to allocate the capital. Donors need to remember this when making
funding determinations. A funder may well want an organization to create a new pro-
gram, take on a new initiative, or expand geographically, and the organization may be
willing to do so in the hopes of securing support. Restricting funding without adequately
providing for the ongoing costs of this additional work and without acknowledging the
overall impact it has on the organization ignores the reality of what a program really costs
in financial and human terms. 

It should come as no surprise that organizations fail to acknowledge fully these costs for
fear of increasing budgets and alienating donors. Regrettably, donors often don’t ask
about these costs since funding programs seems so much more engaging than making
sure the organization can pay its rent, upgrade its computers, or provide reasonable
wages and benefits to staff. The professional grantmaking field exacerbates this problem.
Foundation staff often find it more interesting to be part of creating something new than
simply to recommend those same old boring grants year after year. Program staff who are
perceived as creative or engaged in innovative grantmaking are recognized by their peers
in many ways. I’ve yet to see an award for the funder providing the most sustained oper-
ating support. Yet, ask organizations what they most need, and operating support will
top the list. 

If we hope to ensure the long-term viability of our nonprofit beneficiaries, we need to
speak openly of their ongoing financial needs, not in the context of one-, two-, or three-
year grants, but over many years. Chasing dollars through new programs when the old
ones aren’t adequately funded makes no sense for an organization. Core infrastructure
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support—allowing for the planning, thinking, ongoing maintenance, and staff develop-
ment necessary to operate an efficient, effective organization—is simply essential.
Limited, restricted financial commitments combined with the failure to recognize the true
costs associated with the work to be done inevitably leads to less than successful enter-
prises and funder frustration.

The challenge, whether one is primarily funder, thinker, or doer, is to engage in an honest 
conversation. Many approaches and strategies can improve outcomes and practices, but 
we ought not ignore the fundamental reality of the need for sustained, flexible capital.
Here’s to all who acknowledge and act on this. It may not be the most glamorous form of
funding, but glamour, like beauty, is only skin deep.
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A Lasting Partnership for Change
by Jeffrey Swartz

My grandfather stood for purpose. He called purpose a boot. My dad stands for pur-
pose—in his case, the brand he wrapped the boot in. For me, purpose is boot, brand,
and belief, in a for-profit context. At Timberland, we define purpose around the belief
that doing well and doing good are not separate activities but consistent and linked activ-
ities—in fact, inextricably linked.

I discovered that this sense of purpose could have profound effects on our business and 
on the community at the same time.

I was sitting at my desk in 1989 and I got one of those letters (you know the kind) 
that reads like this: “Dear Enlightened CEO, You’ve got, I need, let’s talk.” This letter 
said, “There are 50 of us in the city of Boston and we’re out to change the world.
Unfortunately, we don’t have any boots—but you do. Please send 50 pairs so we can 
save the world. Love, City Year.”

I sat at my desk feeling reasonably enlightened. Even then, I knew I should be a good guy
and send the boots, so I did. And then I waited for the thank-you note that never came.
Finally, I got a phone call from an intense justice entrepreneur named Alan Khazei, the 
co-founder of City Year. He wanted to come up and thank me in person, or so I thought.

He did thank me, but he also taught me something. Alan taught me to understand that
my job isn’t just to make boots and run a successful company. He showed me how a
business could have a tremendous impact on the world of social justice while also man-
aging for the bottom line by partnering our for-profit enterprise with his not-for-profit
enterprise. He showed me all this in a half day of service.

Led by corps members from City Year, a small team from Timberland worked side by side
with teenagers recovering from drug addiction. I experienced the power of service, and 
I’ll never be the same. Timberland sponsored a City Year team that year and became the
foundation national leadership sponsor and the official uniform providers for the now
1,000 City Year corps members who dedicate themselves to transforming the lives of the
children and the communities with whom they work. Our job is to make boots and shoes
and clothes and to incorporate justice into our business model. City Year’s job is to unite
diverse young people ages 17-24 for a challenging year of full-time service, leadership
development, and civic engagement. Together, we’re quite a team.

Yes, Timberland has a business mission to make superior boots, shoes, clothing, and
accessories—but we can do so much more. By embracing justice as part of our business
model, which in many ways is spiritually “funded” by our City Year partnership, we 
can and do create additional value for our consumers, shareholders, employees, and 
the community. 

The Timberland-City Year relationship has evolved from boots, literally, toward branding—
our relationship has become a strategic partnership and has become more “cooperation”
than “transaction.” Today I serve as the chair of the board of City Year, which now oper-
ates in 13 sites across America. Our relationship with City Year has evolved to a place
where it really is a relationship, where we know them and they know us. A common
interest expressed in concrete annual operating goals drives us now. What was a philan-
thropic transaction (“I’ve got boots and you don’t”) has become a powerful, mutually
beneficial partnership (“What can we do for each other?”).
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That is not to say that everything is always rosy. Like in any relationship, there are ups and
downs, but we push each other to be better. City Year has made Timberland a better
community by teaching us the value of service, and we’ve made them better by helping
them run like a for-profit business. 

Our partnership has motivated tangible programs at Timberland that allow our employees
to experience service. The Path of Service, which offers every employee 40 hours a year
of paid time to perform service in his or her community, is one such program. Since the
program began in 1992, Timberland employees have volunteered nearly 200,000 hours in
their communities. This year, we offered a Service Sabbatical to employees wanting to do
intensive service. The practiced philosophy of service has contributed enormously to a
more satisfying workplace. It has also contributed greatly to our staff’s ability to solve
problems creatively. Employee service experiences generate discussion in the workplace
that produces new thinking and unique ideas—all of which benefit our business and
work environment.

Last year, City Year New Hampshire’s 24-member corps took up residence in our corpo-
rate headquarters. Members of the first rural City Year, they are a daily reminder of the
service ethic and the value of teamwork. They are a visual and daily reminder that we
must do well, and we must do good—every day. 

City Year’s team-building influence on Timberland is not just a by-product of the relation-
ship—it is an intended and encouraged goal. In fact, City Year staff and corps members
lead “vision” and diversity seminars with our senior management staff and employees.
They participate in sales meetings, shareholders meetings, and social events. Some corps
alumni have even become employees.

As they say at City Year, “Community service is a powerful meeting place for diverse 
people and institutions to come together to find common ground.” This is just as true 
for the diverse individuals and personalities within a company as it is in the communities
surrounding us. By working side by side in service and internalizing the notion of volun-
teerism, the Timberland team grows stronger. So not only is Timberland furthering 
positive change and community betterment, we’re making an investment in our 
infrastructure.

To say that our relationship with City Year was easily established and easily maintained
doesn’t do history justice. Our two organizations work hard to work well together. 
We’ve learned from experience that there are some basic principles that need to be
observed when entering into a high-engagement relationship.

1. The right partner is crucial—and the wrong partner is disastrous.
Many nonprofits demonstrate all the right ingredients for success: a compelling 
mission, great leadership, strong board, and talented staff. Clearly these need to be in
place for a venture to be successful. But the real key to our venture with City Year has
been the match in culture and values. Unlike a foundation that may only invest dol-
lars and management expertise, our company also spends thousands of hours in serv-
ice together with the City Year staff. Getting along has been critical and has fostered
an open environment for the exchange of ideas, best practices, failures,and successes.

2. Collaborate from the beginning.
In the old school of philanthropy a real tension could exist between a charity and a
funder that often turned into a power struggle. As a result, social return was well
below capacity. In the age of venture philanthropy, we turn this challenge upside
down. At Timberland, we believe our venture with City Year has been successful
largely because we sat together, from the beginning, to plan strategically a mutually
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beneficial relationship. As a result, we sidestepped much of this tension early on by
crafting an understanding together. Our collaborative input has successfully linked our
strategies.

3. Leverage different strengths: Listen, learn, and teach.
Recognizing each other’s strengths and limitations is key to any successful relation-
ship. Rarely does one organization know all of the solutions. Nonprofits may be
expert at strengthening the social fabric, but businesses bring expertise in strategy,
marketing, and accountable execution. But they can exist in a mutually beneficial
state when they carefully leverage each other. We’ve seen this in our venture with
City Year, and our own commitment to diversifying our organization. Through our
work with City Year, a fiercely inclusive organization, City Year has helped us adopt
and develop better diversity programs and policies and moved us closer to realizing
our goal of becoming a truly diverse organization.

4. Define, measure, and recognize successes. 
We gather annually with City Year to review the state of the relationship and then
touch base regularly throughout the year. We evaluate places where we missed the
mark and talk candidly about areas of improvement. This has proved successful
because we’ve selected indicators and performance measures to monitor our efforts
and help us recognize and celebrate our success. Doing so means that we are con-
stantly focused on maximizing our returns on our social and financial investments.
Measuring progress establishes accountability for both the public and the private part-
ner, and it reveals where we are missing opportunities to maximize the social return
on investment and the financial return on investment. In all cases, don’t just recog-
nize the need for midcourse corrections; also recognize the successes on the table. 

As City Year expands in 2002 and beyond, Timberland will continue to support its work
in creative and powerful ways. More than ever, we are challenged by the great needs of
our communities all over the world, but we are limited only by how deeply we believe in
ourselves as individuals to pull on our boots and make a difference.
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REDF: Reflections on Five Years of 
Venture Philanthropy Implementation
by Melinda Tuan

Background on REDF

The Roberts Enterprise Development Fund (REDF) was launched in January 1997 as the 
successor fund to the Homeless Economic Development Fund (HEDF), which existed from
1990-1996. REDF was designed to implement the successful investment and manage-
ment strategies HEDF had developed to support nonprofit-run social-purpose enterprises.
With seven years of “research and development” and five years of implementing what 
is now called venture philanthropy, REDF has experimented with many approaches to
engaged grantmaking, made many mistakes, and learned a lot of lessons while helping 
a portfolio of nonprofits grow and succeed along the way. At REDF, we are committed to
sharing the lessons we have learned and have written extensively on both venture philan-
thropy and social-purpose enterprise. All of REDF’s publications are available for free and
can be found at www.redf.org.

Five Guiding Principles

During the past five years, five guiding principles have emerged as REDF best practices
and now inform our approach to philanthropy and building productive partnerships with
our portfolio nonprofit organizations. These five principles are:

1. Clarity. When we launched REDF in 1997, we thought we were clear about our new,
more hands-on approach to working with nonprofit organizations. We invited ten
nonprofit organizations to join us in a five-year initiative focused on expanding their
social-purpose enterprises. We sent each executive director a two-page letter describ-
ing the new REDF expectations and hosted a luncheon with them to discuss how our
philanthropic relationship would be different than a typical foundation/grantee rela-
tionship. However, in late 1998, we discovered that our portfolio members were dis-
satisfied with the funding relationship and had little clarity about REDF’s expectations.
We found that we needed to articulate better what the engaged grantmaking rela-
tionship was about. We reassessed what we expected to accomplish through our phi-
lanthropy, interviewed all of our portfolio members to gain their perspectives on REDF,
developed criteria by which we and the organizations would be assessed for the
remainder of the initiative, and documented all of this for clarity. 

As a result, we are now using a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), which REDF
staff and the nonprofit organization’s management and board of directors sign at the
beginning of each year. The MOU details not only REDF’s expectations for agency and
enterprise performance and the relationship, but it also defines what the nonprofit
can expect from REDF. The MOU spells out the time frame for the investment, types
of investments, process for decisions about the grants, frequency and types of com-
munication, and many other aspects of the complex relationship we have with each
portfolio member. While some organizations comment on the significant length of
the MOU, all of the organizations have expressed appreciation for the clarity of its
contents and the fact that everything is documented.

2. Communication. When we began REDF, our principal form of communication with
our portfolio members was oral and perhaps through a few short letters. Most 
conversations about the REDF-agency relationship took place between REDF’s execu-
tive director and the executive directors of the nonprofit organizations. Over time, 
we realized that we needed more extensive written communication (for clarity and to
document decisions), and we needed additional ways to communicate with individu-
als at different levels within the nonprofit organization. 
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Our written communication has evolved to include an annual MOU, a semiannual
assessment (both REDF and the nonprofit assess each other across several criteria laid
out in the MOU), and frequent e-mail. REDF holds monthly venture committee meet-
ings with each portfolio member, in which the nonprofit executive director, CFO, and
business managers meet with REDF’s managing director and business analyst(s) to dis-
cuss how the agency and social-purpose enterprise(s) are doing. In addition to these
venture committee meetings, REDF’s business analysts meet regularly with the busi-
ness managers to work on business-related projects, and REDF’s managing director
meets quarterly with the nonprofit’s executive director and periodically with the
agency’s board of directors. While having these multiple layers of communication is
complex and raises other issues, we have found this increased communication to be
essential in building more productive working relationships.

3. Customization. REDF has always provided an array of supports to our portfolio 
nonprofits to help their enterprises grow and succeed. These include hands-on 
assistance from REDF staff and consultants in the areas of business operations and
planning, staff recruiting, networking, technology, and social-outcomes assessment, 
to name a few. When we began our work in 1997, we had the unwritten and 
unspoken desire and expectation that every group would use everything we had 
to offer. When groups did not take up our proffered support (or felt coerced into
using assistance they felt they didn’t need), it created tension and resentment in 
our working relationship.

We now assess each organization’s ability to benefit from each type of support 
REDF provides and customize our approach and expectations accordingly. We 
recognize that we need to adapt what we provide to each organization’s needs. 
For example, a more established, sophisticated organization might benefit more 
from REDF’s business networks to promote their enterprises and recruit a top-level
executive, whereas a newer, start-up organization may need help with business 
planning and systems setup. 

4. Collaboration. Our approach to venture philanthropy is about building strong, 
positive relationships with our portfolio members to help them better meet their 
missions. In building these relationships, collaboration is crucial. Over time, we 
have moved from pressuring the nonprofit organizations to aggressively grow their
enterprises to developing appropriate financial and social outcome goals together. 
We emphasize partnership in problem-solving. A key element to this approach has
been to create an environment where problems can be openly discussed and resolved
in a positive manner. Successful collaboration between REDF and the nonprofit is not
easy because of the power dynamic present when REDF has the money the organiza-
tion needs to succeed. We have worked hard to minimize this dynamic by seeing our-
selves as facilitators, rather than authorities, as helpmates rather than monitors. We
continually critique and improve organization and individual attitudes and interaction
styles, consistently asking for feedback and developing trust with the organizations
over time through our actions.

5. Consistency. With clarity, communication, customization, and collaboration as cor-
nerstones of our philanthropic practice, REDF’s consistency across all these areas is
essential and no small challenge to implement. In our earlier years, we were not con-
sistent in the messages we sent to the nonprofits. Different REDF staff would commu-
nicate conflicting expectations and, as mentioned earlier, there was little clarity about
the terms of the engaged grantmaking relationship. Over time, we worked hard to
ensure that our communication with the portfolio members is consistent from one
REDF staff member to another. We hold weekly “portfolio review” meetings with all
REDF staff who interact with the portfolio members to discuss the status of organiza-
tion/enterprise(s), the message that has been communicated and needs to be com-
municated with the organization, and the appropriate person to convey that mes-
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sage. In doing this work year after year with the same organizations, we have had
the opportunity to demonstrate greater consistency across the areas of clarity, com-
munication, customization, and collaboration.

In early 2002, as we complete REDF’s first five years, we will be conducting and publish-
ing an independent, retrospective assessment of our philanthropic practices. By continual-
ly asking for feedback from our portfolio members and improving our practices, we hope
to further the success of our nonprofit partners and social-purpose enterprises. In so
doing, we hope to improve the lives of the many homeless and low-income individuals
they employ. And by sharing our lessons learned, we hope to continue to contribute posi-
tively to the field of venture philanthropy.
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High-Engagement Grantmaker Survey Results and Profiles
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Survey Overview and Results Summary 

Community Wealth Ventures surveyed a broad range of funds, foundations, and donors
involved in high-engagement grantmaking. The goals of this effort were: 

• To provide a comprehensive listing of organizations that are involved in venture phi-
lanthropy and related forms of high-engagement grantmaking in the United States;

• To provide a detailed profile of each fund to show the different approaches and tech-
niques being used;

• To create uniform and consistent data points for tracking and examining emerging
trends in high-engagement grantmaking.

CWV contacted all organizations cited in last year’s report, Venture Philanthropy 2001:
The Changing Landscape, to ask them to update their listings for this report. In addition,
CWV conducted extensive surveys of the philanthropic literature and mainstream media
and interviewed a number of leaders in the field. We sent to all participating organiza-
tions a request for recommendations of other funds to include.

Of the 37 organizations we profiled in last year’s report, 29 are included with full profiles
again in this year’s report. Two organizations have been switched to the international 
section (A Glimmer of Hope and Social Venture Partners Calgary), and two appear in the
section of organizations related to venture philanthropy (Entrepreneurs Philanthropic
Venture Fund and Flatiron Foundation). Two of the remaining four organizations have
ceased operations (Global Partnerships and The Ovation Fund), and the remaining two
chose not to complete the survey this year (but their contact information is included).
Thirteen organizations are new to this year’s report, bringing the total number of organi-
zations profiled to 42. A handful of additional organizations that practice high-engage-
ment grantmaking were approached but chose not to be included. The survey results are
presented both in summary data and in individual profiles.

All funds were surveyed using a modified version of the questionnaire developed last year
(Appendix B). While this report profiles a wide range of funds and grantmaking philoso-
phies, to be included each fund had to express an expectation of high-level engagement
with its grant recipients and a focus on building capacity in those organizations.
Additionally, organizations were required to have social return on investment as a primary
objective, rather than financial return.

We have tried to create a broad enough questionnaire framework to allow a wide range
of funds to represent their differing philosophies and approaches accurately, yet some of
the funds profiled are structured such that certain questions were not applicable. Finally,
we have attempted to be as comprehensive as possible, but as high-engagement grant-
making is a rapidly expanding and changing field, certain funds may have escaped our
research efforts, and new funds may be launched by the time this report is released.

31

Survey Overview



32 Venture Philanthropy 2002

Survey Analysis

Survey Analysis

The following data is an analysis of organizations doing high-engagement grantmaking in
the United States.

Age of Organizations and Fund Structure

Many of the organizations surveyed are very young. Approximately two-thirds (63 
percent) of the funds listed here were incorporated after January 1, 1999

1
, and, more

important, only four of the organizations began their grantmaking activities (at least in
their current high-engagement form) before 1998. Nine of the organizations have yet 
to make a grant.

Eighteen organizations categorize themselves as donor-advised funds (16 of which are
Social Venture Partners [SVP] models), 13 are public charities, five are private foundations,
and six fall into various other categories.

Geographic Distribution

While venture philanthropy began with pockets of activity on the East and West Coasts,
the 42 funds that responded to this year’s survey are based in 18 states, primarily due to
the spread of the SVP model. California is home to the most high-engagement grantmak-
ers, with 11, followed by New York with six and Texas with four. The organizations also
appear to value community connection in their activity, with the vast majority reporting a
local focus to their grants.

1 The Rensselaerville Institute was founded in 1973; Robin Hood Foundation was founded in 1988; Tiger

Foundation was founded in 1989; The Blue Ridge Foundation was founded in 1993 but did not make its 

first high-engagement grant until 1999; and The James Irvine Foundation was founded in 1937 but did 

not make its first high-engagement grant until 2000.



Mission Focus

Most organizations have a specific mission focus for their grantmaking activities. Eighteen
of the organizations (42 percent) focus on improving youth-serving or education-based
organizations, while seven focus on organizations working with poor and transitional-
workforce populations. Five organizations report having multiple foci for their grantmak-
ing activities. These organizations address two or three causes—often having a specific
fund targeted at each cause. Four organizations have not yet determined an area of
focus, and five organizations, all donor-advised, do not plan to have a particular focus 
for their grants. 

Capitalization

The amount of money within high-engagement grantmaking organizations is still very
small when compared to the full amount of foundation grantmaking in the United 
States. Based on the responses we received, we estimate that the total capitalization of
the 42 funds is just over $400 million dollars (excluding the large and established Edna
McConnell Clark Foundation, which is in the process of shifting the focus of its $600 
million-plus foundation primarily to high-engagement grantmaking). We estimate that
these organizations made grants of just over $50 million last year, compared with $27.6
billion in grants in the foundation world as a whole.

1

Thirteen of the 42 organizations in this year’s report have not yet been capitalized, 
chose to keep the information confidential, or are part of a larger grantmaking founda-
tion. Of the 29 organizations that reported data, half (15) had less than $1 million in
funds. Thirteen of these were SVPs. Like last year, only four of the 42 funds had more
than $15 million in capitalization.

It is important to note that high-engagement grantmaking, by its very nature, is 
about giving more than money. As seen in the next section, many organizations 
report that the aggregate value of the support they offer is greater than their financial
contributions alone.
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Value of Nonmonetary Support

One of the widely accepted characteristics of high-engagement grantmaking is its high
level of assistance to nonprofit partners beyond financial support. When asked to esti-
mate the value of the nonmonetary support provided to grant recipients, 15 of the
organizations indicated that it was more valuable than the monetary grants, and nine
indicated that it was equal to the amount of the monetary grants.

Strategic Management Assistance

The 42 organizations varied in terms of how they provided (or anticipated providing) 
nonmonetary support. Strategic management assistance is provided to grantees primarily
through staff, investors, and/or outside consultants. Twenty-two of the 42 organizations
report that their own staff members provide (or will provide) assistance for grantees, 21
said their investors provide (or will provide) assistance, and 21 said they use (or will use)
outside consultants or advisors to provide assistance to grantees. These numbers suggest,
of course, that many organizations believe in using more than one source for nonmone-
tary support. The SVP organizations, in particular, like to tap the expertise of investors,
and large funds tend to tap staff and consultant expertise.

The number of staff members employed by funds has grown somewhat since last year,
rising from 2.8 to 3.4. Twenty-two organizations (more than half) still have two or fewer
staff members. However, 11 of these are SVP organizations that anticipate having
investors provide the majority of the strategic assistance to grant recipients. Additionally,
many high-engagement grantmaking organizations are very young and indicate they plan
to hire more staff as they begin providing full services. Seven organizations employ more
than five full-time staff members.

Taking a seat on the board of directors of nonprofit partners does not appear to be a crit-
ical element for many of the profiled organizations. Only seven organizations indicated
that they would take seats on the board of directors of grant recipients and another four
said they would consider doing so depending upon the circumstances.
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Identification of Grant Recipients

Roughly one-third (13) of respondents indicated that they do not accept unsolicited pro-
posals for funding but rather seek out qualified organizations themselves. This number is
almost double last year’s tally of seven. A similar number of organizations (15) indicated
that they used a hybrid process for identifying grant recipients, combining the traditional
process of accepting applications with the newer approach of actively seeking out quali-
fied nonprofits. Seven organizations do not seek out organizations but rely solely upon
broad requests for proposals. Three organizations indicated that they have created an
incubator for nurturing promising ideas and developing them into organizations.

In almost all cases, interested nonprofit organizations submit to a thorough application
and due-diligence process before a selection is made; most often an internal committee
makes the choice based on specific selection criteria. When selecting grant recipients
from a pool of candidates, the most frequently mentioned organizational characteristic
sought in grantees was strong leadership (mentioned by 24 organizations). Other traits
mentioned often were: fit with the fund (16), an understanding of and commitment to
the venture philanthropy approach (13), track record of social impact (12), scalability (8),
and capacity to utilize high-engagement assistance (7).

Grant Size and Duration

Because of the greater number of SVP organizations in this year’s survey, the size of the
grants is skewed toward smaller investments. Fourteen respondents indicated that their
largest grant was in the range of $25,000 to $75,000. 

The variance in the range of grant sizes was large within most organizations, presumably
owing to the high frequency of planning grants in addition to longer and larger invest-
ments. Seven of the organizations indicated that they would focus their grantmaking
activities in the range of $1 million and above per recipient.

Perhaps the greatest change from last year is in the anticipated length of grant relation-
ships. This year, 67 percent of the organizations said that their grants tend to cover four
to seven years, compared with only 22 percent last year. Most organizations begin their
grant relationships with smaller, one-year planning grants that, in most cases, lead to a
longer-term funding relationship based on collaboratively developed benchmarks estab-
lished during the planning year.
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Sustainability

Of the 32 organizations that indicated that financial sustainability of grant recipients was
a goal, 16 had not yet developed a plan for how this would be achieved. Because most
high-engagement grantmakers are young and make long-term grants, very few have
reached the point in their grantmaking where they have exited a relationship. Of those
organizations that have considered methods for sustainability, 10 mentioned that they
would work with grant recipients to generate revenue, and nine mentioned working to
improve the development function or bringing in new funders. Other methods of sustain-
ability mentioned were government adoption, endowment creation, and mergers. Two
organizations indicated that they would not exit as a funder as long as the grantee con-
tinued to meet the fund’s criteria.

Outcomes

Like last year, there is still very little agreement among survey respondents on common
metrics for success. Seventeen of the 42 organizations have not yet developed or did not
share how they would measure success for their grantees. Of the 25 that did, almost all
indicated that they would work with a potential grant recipient to develop specific bench-
marks for success. Three organizations indicated that they had developed social return on
investment (SROI) or balanced scorecard tools to measure each investment. Many indicat-
ed the need to gather significant quantities of data, four mentioned hiring independent
evaluators, and two suggested that a quality business plan would be a measure for suc-
cess. The outcome measurement process appears to be a highly collaborative interaction
between funder and nonprofit partner. Outcome definitions appear to be specific to indi-
vidual partnerships; it is rare to have metrics that are shared across the entire portfolio.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The mission is to facilitate partnership between the entrepreneurial and not-for-profit 
communities in Central Texas.

Date of fund incorporation 1999

Date of first grant 2000

Fund legal structure Other

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Philanthropy requires personal interaction.

2) If asked, young entrepreneurs will engage in the community.

3) Employees enjoy volunteer activities.

Biggest impediments to success Young companies always have a funding round, a product launch, or layoffs underway,
and thus the employees have little time.

Feedback from grant recipients On the positive side, investees report, “We’re delighted to be able to reach a donor
segment that we’ve been unable to reach prior to AEF.”

Actions to establish good relationships AEF initiated a monthly coffee meeting to discuss community topics that affect Austin.
with the local philanthropic community Included are the United Way, Social Venture Partners Austin, the Austin Community 

Foundation, and others.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Elaine Wetmore, CEO

Full-time-equivalent staff Two

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants The foundation funds are donor-advised by the member companies, so the subject
focus for each grant varies with each donor.

Geographical focus Primarily Austin, TX, but not exclusively

Process for identifying grant recipients Donor companies choose area of interest to them, and the foundation invites nonprof-
its to apply for that funding.

Criteria used to assess investment choices They need to be 501(c)(3) organizations, and the foundation prefers that they have
received funding from the Austin Community Foundation or United Way.

Anticipated length of relationship 2-5 years

Exit phase planning process Most donor companies will establish an endowment with their funds.

Grant size range To be determined

Organizations that have been funded Capital Area Food Bank, SafePlace, Girlstart, Lance Armstrong Foundation, American
YouthWorks, Boy Scouts, Austin Children’s Shelter. Each has been or will be funded for
up to two years.

Austin Entrepreneurs Foundation

P.O. Box 684826
Austin, TX  78768
www.takestock.org

Main contact: Elaine Wetmore
E-mail: elaine@takestock.org
Phone: (512) 494-7295

Secondary contact: Paula Fracasso
E-mail: paula@takestock.org
Phone: (512) 494-7365
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Relationship with grant recipients Austin Entrepreneurs Foundation is just beginning to introduce this model in Austin;
however, the foundation primarily provides a liaison role among donor company execu-
tives, employees, and nonprofits. In other words, the foundation performs a 
virtual community-relations function.

Value of the nonmonetary support and EQUAL TO the size of the monetary grant
management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant recipient Not available
per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $1,000,000 $2,000,000 $4,000,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $300,000 $400,000 $500,000
Annual operating budget: $275,000 $315,000 $345,000
Total amount granted: $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
Number of grants made: 3 10 10

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$0 $100,000 $1,000,000

Investor involvement with recipients Investors will be involved directly in nonprofit organizations and the programs 
they fund.

Services provided to investors The foundation provides a range of investment policy, grants policy, and service delivery
liaison functions for the donors.

Does the fund accept private equity? Yes

Amount of private equity 100%

Impact of economic downturn None. Austin Entrepreneurs’ model is based on private equity donations, so 
while there have been fewer companies funded and some companies have gone 
bankrupt, there are still many early-stage companies for the fund to pursue for 
donations of stock. Austin Entrepreneurs has experienced fewer liquidity events (initial
public offerings and mergers and acquisitions), which means that it has had less cash
to distribute on behalf of companies.

Other lessons Venture philanthropy is just beginning in Austin. One challenge will be collaborating
with the growing number of people who want to participate in venture philanthropy.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Blue Ridge Foundation New York initially tested its venture philanthropy concept in late
1999 and began to manage a venture philanthropy fund (VPF) in 2001. Blue Ridge’s
VPF supports social change strategies that operate in high-poverty communities and
connect people to the opportunities, resources, and tools they need to fulfill their
potential. The fund’s approach includes three interrelated elements:

1) Seeding start-up nonprofits with a mix of financial and capacity-building resources.
VPF works with early-stage nonprofits—often when they exist in concept only—and
provides funding, back-office assistance (including space in VPF’s offices during start-
up), and a network of support providers to help new organizations execute their
visions. VPF’s goal is to help develop high-quality institutions that address unmet
needs and are sustainable over the long term.

2) Actively building connections among grantees to foster more comprehensive
approaches to social change. VPF expects grantees to work together and strives to
integrate the programs of the organizations VPF supports. By building a portfolio 
of complementary groups and promoting partnerships among them, VPF hopes 
to develop ways for independent organizations with distinct competencies to bring
multifaceted approaches to bear on tough social problems.

3) Concentrating support in specific communities so that grantees can collectively
impact the neighborhoods where they work. VPF directs many efforts toward a limit-
ed number of target neighborhoods, allowing grantees to collaborate on the ground
and extend their influence beyond the people they individually serve. Together, coor-
dinating agencies can engage residents and foster activities that make community
renewal a central aspect of local experience.

Date of fund incorporation 1993

Date of first grant 1999

Fund legal structure Private Foundation

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Place-based strategies reinforce institutional capacity-building strategies.
Strengthening nonprofit organizations that serve the same neighborhood can 
have a multiplier effect that is not possible when funding unrelated programs in 
far-flung areas.

2) Neighborhood residents can and must be invested in strategies that affect their 
own lives and communities. Lasting change requires resource allocation decisions 
to be decentralized and driven by the people familiar with the local context.

3) A focus on outcomes is critical, but just because something can’t be quantified
doesn’t mean it shouldn’t be done. As many have commented, some things that 
are important can’t be measured, and some things that can be measured aren’t
important.

Biggest impediments to success One ongoing challenge is to conceptualize “exit strategies” that leave grantees as 
well positioned to sustain their activities as they would be with Blue Ridge’s continued
financial support.

Feedback from grant recipients Grant recipients appreciate Blue Ridge’s depth of commitment, particularly the 
security offered by substantial upfront funding and the benefits of shared office 
space. Grantees critique the need for a transparent and clearly defined process for 
circumstances in which Blue Ridge ends its support.

Blue Ridge Foundation New York—Venture Philanthropy Fund

150 Court Street
2nd Floor
Brooklyn, NY  11201
www.brfny.org

Main contact: Matthew Klein
E-mail: mklein@blueridgelp.com
Phone: (718) 923-1400, ext. 222

Secondary contact: John Griffin



Refinements to the business/investing model VPF has become increasingly focused on place-based funding strategies.

Actions to establish good relationships Blue Ridge is a member of New York Regional Association of Grantmakers, and it 
with the local philanthropic community regularly seeks advice from colleagues in the field.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Matthew Klein, Executive Director

Full-time-equivalent staff One full time, plus several part time and deep relationships with outside consultants
and service providers.

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Youth development, education, community-building, and the public-interest use of 
technology.

Geographical focus New York City, with a Brooklyn priority.

Process for identifying grant recipients VPF accepts applications, generates ideas internally, and invites talented individuals 
and promising organizations to submit proposals.

Criteria used to assess investment choices The prerequisites for supporting a project are: 

• A demonstrated need; 

• A well-defined model or innovation to address the need; 

• Great people in organization leadership; 

• A fit with Blue Ridge’s approach; 

• A likelihood to achieve substantive social change; and 

• An overarching requirement that the potential project reflects Blue Ridge’s values.

Anticipated length of relationship 3-6 years

Exit phase planning process VPF has not yet ended a funding relationship, but the fund plans to have a transition
process in place.

Grant size range Grants for portfolio organizations are expected to range from $100,000 to $300,000
per year, for a period of 3-6 years. In some cases the foundation offers more limited
support and in-kind resources to emerging nonprofits.

Organizations that have been funded • iMentor (www.imentor.org)—two years to date

• Community-based youth development agency in development—two months to date

• Legal Outreach Brooklyn (in-kind support)—six months to date

• Nonprofit executive search firm (in-kind support)—three months (completed)

Relationship with grant recipients Blue Ridge houses portfolio groups in its offices and offers support across all areas of
organizational development. Support is delivered by staff directly and by a network of
third-party consultants and service providers.

Value of the nonmonetary support and HALF as sizable as the monetary grant
management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant recipient The foundation does not track this figure.
per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s Yes
board of directors?
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Outcomes

Success measures for each grant VPF works individually with each grantee to set achievement benchmarks and 
monitor the organization’s progress in meeting them. These benchmarks relate 
both to the organization’s internal operations and to the substantive effect of their 
programs. Where appropriate, professional research firms are retained to conduct 
independent evaluations.

Success measures for the fund VPF assesses its success based on the success of its grantees in reaching their program-
matic objectives and achieving sustainability.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total amount granted: $175,000 $645,000 $1,200,000
Number of grants made: 1 3

* Please note: Blue Ridge’s Venture Philanthropy Fund (VPF) is currently only one fund-
ing channel of Blue Ridge Foundation New York (BRFNY); amounts represent money
allocated within BRFNY to the VPF, not BRFNY’s total capital.

Funding Sources

Investor involvement with recipients The capital for VPF’s grants and activities is derived from Blue Ridge Foundation 
New York, which engages in additional grantmaking activities. BRFNY’s founder and
trustee, John Griffin, is thoroughly involved in the vision and strategic decisions of 
the Venture Philanthropy Fund, and sits on some of the boards of directors of 
portfolio organizations.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The Broad Foundation’s mission is to dramatically improve educational opportunities 
for children in our nation’s cities by investing in school system leadership. The 
foundation funds innovative efforts to improve governance, management, and labor
relations in large urban districts nationwide. These are essential, often overlooked, 
elements in American education that The Broad Foundation believes will lead to higher
academic achievement for all students and greater economic opportunities for the 
next generation.

Date of fund incorporation 1999

Date of first grant 1999

Fund legal structure Private Foundation

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Eli Broad, Trustee

Full-time-equivalent staff Five professional staff, two administrative staff.

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants K-12 education. The Broad Foundation funds innovative projects that improve gover-
nance, management, and labor relations in our nation’s largest urban school districts.

Geographical focus 65 large urban school districts in the United States.

Process for identifying grant recipients The Broad Foundation does accept unsolicited proposals. However, the staff spends a
considerable amount of time actively seeking out potential investments opportunities—
both to fund outright and to incubate in-house its own ideas with operating partners.
Concept papers can be sent to info@broadfoundation.org.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Skilled leadership, organizational capacity, record of innovation and success, alignment
with foundation priorities and a quality proposal.

Anticipated length of relationship Long term

Grant size range Grants range from small, single-instance operating commitments (under $100,000) to
much larger, multiyear program investments ($1 million and higher).

Organizations that have been funded Governance
• Atlanta School Board
• Oakland School Board
• Children’s Defense Fund

Management
• Broad Center for Superintendents
• National Center on Education and the Economy/ National Institute for 

School Leadership
• New Leaders for New Schools
• Long Beach Unified School District/Long Beach Quality Initiative
• Los Angeles Unified School District/Los Angeles Executive Management Program
• Sacramento City Unified School District/Sacramento High School Leadership Training

The Broad Foundation

10900 Wilshire Boulevard
12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA  90024-6532
www.broadfoundation.org

Main contact: Dan Katzir
E-mail: dk@broadfoundation.org
Phone: (310) 954-5050

Secondary contact: Melissa Bonney Ratcliff 
E-mail: mbr@broadfoundation.org
Phone: (310) 954-5050
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The Broad Foundation

• San Diego City Schools/San Diego Leadership Development Academy
• Seattle School Leadership Team Training

Labor Relations
• Teacher Union Reform Network 
• Emerging Union Leaders Initiative

Entrepreneurship
• Hechinger Institute on Education and the Media, Teachers College, Columbia

University
• PBS “To The Contrary”
• Teach For America
• American Productivity and Quality Center / Urban District Benchmarking Program
• Institute for Educational Leadership/Urban School District Case Studies
• California Network of Educational Charters

Education Venture Fund for Los Angeles
• Los Angeles’ Better Educated Students for Tomorrow (LA’s BEST)
• Alliance for Better Communities
• Excellence in Education Management
• Children’s Scholarship Fund
• Pasadena Unified School Board Governance
• Reading by 9
• Rx for Reading

Relationship with grant recipients Foundation staff provide direct assistance to codevelop and implement projects and to
seek investment partners for each project. The foundation also engages management
consultants to provide assistance as needed.

Value of the nonmonetary support and A QUARTER as sizable as the monetary grant
management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant recipient 80-160 hours annually.
per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s Depends on the venture and Broad’s level of investment
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant The Broad Foundation works with each grantee to determine overall project goals, 
benchmarks, and evaluation protocols.

Success measures for the fund Increased student achievement is The Broad Foundation’s ultimate goal.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001

Total capital in fund: $100,000,000 $200,000,000
Total amount granted: $3,300,000 $10,500,000
Number of grants made: 14 22



Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The Center for Venture Philanthropy (CVP) was established as a division of Peninsula
Community Foundation (PCF) to create avenues for community investors to engage in
new philanthropy. Products include:

1) Social Venture Funds: In its two-and-a-half years of operation, CVP has started 
two multi-million dollar social venture funds and expects to start a third in spring
2002. CVP uses an accountability-for-results process adapted from the venture 
capital world that includes the following key elements:

• Investment in a three-to six-year business plan

• Assumption of a managing partner relationship

• Application of an accountability-for-results process

• Provision of cash and expertise

• Development of an exit strategy

CVP takes lead responsibility for raising the money to support each fund.

2) Venture Van: A tour-on-wheels for philanthropists interested in learning about key
social issues and exemplary nonprofit work.

3) Strategies in Philanthropy Seminars: These seminars bring philanthropists togeth-
er to think about their charitable giving from a variety of perspectives.

4) Giving Groups: Philanthropists pool their money around a common interest and
work with staff to identify opportunities for involvement in the community.

Date of fund incorporation 1999

Date of first grant 1999

Fund legal structure Public Charity

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Make certain, upfront and in writing, that venture philanthropists and nonprofit
partners are absolutely clear about the division of their roles and responsibilities.

2) Define the accountability-for-results process and use specific tools to track results so
that helpful metrics regularly inform management team decisions and inform
investors.

3) It is critical that partners are open and honest in the relationship, and that they real-
ize that much of the joint business will examine both what is not working and steps
to burst through barriers.

Biggest impediments to success • Raising sufficient seed capital for large social initiatives is a time-intensive challenge
even in unprecedented economic booms.

• Investors from the for-profit world often have misconceptions about the 
nonprofit world.

• Nonprofit partners who are stretched thin in their work, with high staff and 
leadership turnover.

The Center for Venture Philanthropy of the Peninsula Community Foundation

2744 Sand Hill Road
Menlo Park, CA  94027
www.pcf.org
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Main contact: Carol Welsh Gray
E-mail: inquiry@cvp.pcf.org
Phone: (650) 854-5566

Secondary contact: Margot Mailliard Rawlins
E-mail: margot@cvp.pcf.org
Phone: (650) 854-5566



• Difficulty collecting accurate data from nonprofit partners, even when data 
collection and analysis processes are designed collaboratively, defined clearly, 
funded adequately, and considered valuable by all parties.

Feedback from grant recipients • Grant recipients say that instead of “putting the best foot forward” with a tradition-
al funder, the first phone call they make when a problem arises is to their venture
philanthropist partner.

• The stepped-up dialogue with investors is stimulating and rewarding, and it teaches
grantees about communication challenges across different worlds.

• Grantees wish for “more money” and worry about sustaining their work once 
the venture philanthropy plan is completed. The grantees appreciate the full com-
mitment to meet resource requirements of the project for multiple years and the
flexibility in shifting or applying more resources when unexpected issues arise. It is
hard to let go of this cocoon of support.

Actions to establish good relationships Local philanthropists are actively invited to opportunities such as Venture Van Tours and
with the local philanthropic community Philanthropy Seminars, whether or not they choose to invest in CVP’s Social Venture

Funds. The CVP has sought out Social Venture Fund investors that include private foun-
dations, federal and county governments, individual philanthropists, and donors associ-
ated with the community foundation family. With the success of both venture fund
models, the CVP is responding to philanthropic community requests and funding to
spread both models nationally.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Carol Welsh Gray, Executive Director, Center for Venture Philanthropy

Full-time-equivalent staff Five across two funds

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants The current social venture funds are focused on preliteracy and asset-building for the 
working poor.

Geographical focus Silicon Valley, from South San Francisco to San Jose, California.

Process for identifying grant recipients Applications for grants are not accepted. Organizations are invited to participate after
the CVP has identified a key social issue that is a community priority and identified a
strategy for making a difference that will spark the interest of multiple investors. The
CVP then works with the organizations to develop a 3-6 year business plan for the
Social Venture Fund.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Participating organizations should have: 

• Strong organizational leadership interested in shared problem-solving with a 
managing partner;

• A willingness to focus on accountability metrics and generate quarterly data points
in an honest and reliable fashion;

• A local track record of success in addressing the identified regional problem; and

• Strong commitment to the “big idea” as demonstrated by contribution of time or
resources to the effort.

Anticipated length of relationship 3-6 years

Exit phase planning process Each fund has an exit strategy that is unique to the “big idea.” The exit strategy is
designed with the fund investors and nonprofit partners at the beginning, and progress
is measured and discussed through the length of the plan’s time frame. CVP’s strategy
includes a role for government while another strategy incubates a new nonprofit that
will expand partners nationally.
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Grant size range Grants range from $5,000-$2 million.

Organizations that have been funded Social Venture Fund #1: The Assets For All Alliance has funded nine organizations for
up to three years to date. 

Social Venture Fund #2: Raising A Reader has funded three organizations that, in turn,
serve hundreds of constituent organizations.

Relationship with grant recipients CVP staff provide direct assistance that roughly equals two days a week per fund.
Assistance to the nonprofits includes problem-solving, acting as a sounding board,
building investor and media relations, selecting new partners, negotiating and collabo-
ration-building, and oversight of the accountability-for-results process. All staff are
steeped in nonprofit experience as well as experience working with investors. Investors
work with recipients through participation on investment councils that are facilitated by
CVP staff.

Value of the nonmonetary support and EQUAL TO the size of the monetary grant
management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant recipient Two days a week of staff time per fund spent in direct support of fund serving multiple
per year grantees.

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Grant expectations are spelled out in detail through operating agreements, and
grantees report progress or problems in an ongoing dialogue with the managing 
partner(s).

Success measures for the fund Quantitative measurements of success are specific to each fund, and data are collected
and reported quarterly to all investors.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001

Total capital in fund: $5,300,000 $6,500,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $0 $300,000
Total amount granted: $2,900,000 $2,510,330
Number of grants made: 9 12

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$2,500 – $500,000

Investor involvement with recipients Investors provide dialogue and advice to nonprofit partners through participation in a 
quarterly investment council.

Services provided to investors Selected investors are invited to sit on the investment council, and all investors receive 
quarterly target summaries outlining progress as measured against the memorandum
of understanding.

Does the fund accept private equity? Yes
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Fund mission To be an effective catalyst and community investment fund for improving achievement
in Chicago public schools.

Date of fund incorporation 1999

Date of first grant 2000

Fund legal structure Public Charity

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Effective relationships with management teams require tremendous time and 
content knowledge.

2) CPEF knows it has developed healthy partnerships when management teams are as 
interested in strategic counsel as in financial resources, especially when financial 
investments have ceased.

3) CPEF is aggressive about assisting with roadblocks that stand in the way of grantee 
program successes.

Biggest impediments to success • Challenge to identify enough talented and skilled management teams to lead and
aggressively drive needed programs or initiatives.

• The lack of collaboration between various funding sources has led to some less-
than-effective programs.

• A lack of sophisticated data collection processes.

Feedback from grant recipients CPEF has received positive feedback regarding: 

• The strategic and operation assistance, including the fund staff members rolling up
their sleeves to help;

• The assistance the organizations receive beyond funding.

Negative feedback from grant recipients has centered on:

• The time intensive nature of the process;

• The fact that performance benchmarks at times push the organization staff beyond
its capacity.

Refinements to the business/investing model CPEF is now willing to make larger grants to free new management teams from 
extra fundraising. Additionally, CPEF is continuing to refine performance benchmarks,
metrics, and goals.

Actions to establish good relationships CPEF has:
with the local philanthropic community

• Co-invested with local foundations on programs and initiatives;

• Shared strategies and investment priorities with local foundations and coordinated
efforts;

• Participated in and helped plan educational sessions for foundation staff; and

• Fully participated in local philanthropic activities.

The Chicago Public Education Fund

200 West Adams Street
Suite 1910
Chicago, IL  60606-5229
www.cpef.org

Main contact: Sonya Miller
E-mail: sonya@cpef.org
Phone: (312) 263-5333, ext. 201

Secondary contact: Janet Knupp
E-mail: janet@cpef.org
Phone: (312) 263-5333, ext. 204

Fund Description and Structure
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Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Janet Knupp, President

Full-time-equivalent staff Seven full-time equivalents.

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants K-12 education

Geographical focus Chicago public schools

Process for identifying grant recipients CPEF does not accept unsolicited proposals. CPEF seeks organizations and responds to
organizations’ requests for information. Generally, CPEF identifies potential investments
in the following ways:

• The management teams introduce new ideas;

• CPEF replicates and expands strong programs;

• Strong programs adjust scope and address new issues;

• Other philanthropic organizations needing additional funders approach CPEF; and

• CPEF staff generates new ideas from needs identified in current portfolio.

Criteria used to assess investment choices CPEF has identified several important organization characteristics:

• Goals of the organization meet the Chicago public schools’ critical needs;

• Strong management team with demonstrated ability to deliver results;

• Clear program design, goals, and objectives with measurable results;

• Potential to “go-to-scale”;

• Strategic fit within portfolio of programs; and

• Demonstrated commitment to partner with the fund.

Anticipated length of relationship Financially, 3-5 years; strategically, indefinitely.

Exit phase planning process CPEF plans a financial exit strategy before making any investment. Recognizing that 
this often changes, CPEF works closely with grantees to develop sustainable funding
streams.

Exit strategy examples include:

• Chicago public schools or Illinois State Board of Education assumes financial 
expenses;

• Goals and objectives achieved, needs met and program dissolves;

• Financial expenses assumed by another organization;

• Revenue model (membership fees, fees for services, etc.) adequate to sustain 
activities; and

• Endowment.

Grant size range $50,000 to $2.5 million

Organizations that have been funded • Golden Apple Teacher Education Program—two years

• Teach For America—two years

• Teacher Recruitment Initiative—one year

• Chicago Public Schools for National Board Certification—one year—waiting for
changes in management
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• Chicago Teachers Union for National Board Certification—two years

• Illinois State University for National Board Certification—two years

• The Fund’s NBC Give-Back Incentive—two years

• Leadership Academy and Urban Networks for Chicago—two years

• New Leaders for New Schools—one year

• Chicago Public School Professional Development Initiative—one year

Relationship with grant recipients Staff members at the fund work closely with grant recipients. CPEF will do anything it
can to support grantees, from providing temporary office space and developing data-
bases to board development and additional fundraising.

Value of the nonmonetary support and GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant recipient Depends on program and its needs, but anywhere from 100-400 hours.
per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant • Clear outputs agreed upon by management and the fund.

• Speed of adoption by the school district.

• Integration in and collaboration with existing programs with similar purposes.

• Ultimately a tangible impact on students.

Success measures for the fund Fund managers are working on this now.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $2,700,000 $3,500,000 $3,500,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $2,700,000 $2,800,000 $3,000,000
Annual operating budget: $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000
Total amount granted: $1,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,500,000
Number of grants made: 8 8 <12

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$1,000 $25,000 $2,000,000

Investor involvement with recipients Investors participate as:

• Members on CPEF’s Leadership Council, which provides strategic counsel;

• Representatives of the fund on program advisory committees and boards; or

• Advisors or participants in specific programs.

Does the fund accept private equity? No 

Impact of economic downturn CPEF’s corporate investors have been hurt by the economic downturn.

49

Profiles



Common Good: Investments in Nonprofit Solutions

44 Main Street
Suite 206
Waterville, ME  04901
www.common-good.net

Main contact: Kristin Majeska
E-mail: kristin@common-good.net
Phone: (207) 861-4669

Secondary contact: Nancy Robertson
E-mail: nancy@common-good.net

Fund Description and Structure
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Fund mission To enable entrepreneurial Maine nonprofits, through partnerships, to use smart busi-
ness practices to further their social purpose and increase their financial self-sufficiency.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2000

Fund legal structure Public Charity

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Relationships of true trust and partnership will evolve differently with each nonprofit 
partner and may not ultimately be possible with all organizations.

2) It is important to focus simultaneously on each partner’s accountability for results
and tailor expectations to each organization’s reality and stage of development—
progress is the key.

3) Influencing significant change from the outside is possible and may require strong
relationships at the board as well as the staff level.

Biggest impediments to success There is a lack of resources to respond to significant demand for assistance from eager
but very early-stage social-purpose enterprises and from other types of nonprofits that
are eager to apply good business practices to strengthen their organizations.

Feedback from grant recipients “Having the experience of working with Common Good on running a business with
clear numbers means we’re always critiquing ourselves on all of our programs—How
can we do better? How can we become more efficient? Where do we put our
resources to get more bang for the buck? It brings out a lot of creative energy and
confidence.”—Common Good nonprofit partner, Maine

“Common Good is so much more than just a funder. The money is useful but Common
Good being there and working so closely with us on our venture is invaluable.”—
Common Good nonprofit partner, Maine

“Working with certain other funders makes me appreciate Common Good’s approach
more and more—it is a valuable partnership and doesn’t waste my time.”—Common
Common Good nonprofit partner, Maine

Refinements to the business/investing model In response to nonprofit partner need and feedback, Common Good has increased 
the ratio of one-on-one business advising relative to funding dollars invested in each
organization.

Actions to establish good relationships Common Good works closely with its affiliate, the Maine Community Foundation and
with the local philanthropic community is jointly implementing an organizational capacity-building grant program with the

Maine Community Foundation. The organization participated in a “Giving Maine”
initiative to increase philanthropy in Maine and regularly speaks at workshops spon-
sored by the Maine Association of Nonprofits. In addition, Common Good 
co-hosted a successful conference for social-purpose enterprises in Maine and New
Hampshire with another local private foundation. In multiple instances, the organiza-
tion has also “co-invested” with this foundation in specific nonprofit organizations. 
All of these efforts have led to a better understanding of venture philanthropy across
the state, increased familiarity with Common Good’s results-oriented and business-
tool approach and the dissemination of new ways for businesspeople to get involved in
supporting nonprofits.



Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Kristin Majeska, President

Full-time-equivalent staff 3.4 FTE

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants For Common Good’s first portfolio, the organization has focused on nonprofits that run 
mission-related businesses—i.e., “social purpose enterprises.” Common Good is also 
exploring initiatives to build the capacity of nonprofits working in the areas of sustain-
able agriculture and rural libraries in Maine.

Geographical focus Maine

Process for identifying grant recipients For all Common Good originated initiatives, appropriate organizations are sought out.
For joint work with Maine Community Foundation, however, Common Good has
solicited grant applications.

Criteria used to assess investment choices • Management team’s capability, commitment, and interest in learning and 
performance improvement;

• Board and stakeholder support for the business unit that is the focus of the partner-
ship; and

• Likely long-term sustainability of the mission-related business or focus activity.

Anticipated length of relationship Five to seven years for the social-purpose enterprise portfolio. Three years or more for
other initiatives.

Exit phase planning process Common Good works with the nonprofit partner to develop this type of plan when the 
relationship is begun and prior to any investment. Common Good then regularly revis-
its progress against that plan and helps the organization revise its strategy as necessary.

Grant size range Common Good makes grants and/or recoverable grants of $40,000 or more per year
for up to 5-7 years, depending on the capital needs of the social-purpose enterprise,
and grants of $20,000 or more for organizations participating in other initiatives.

Organizations that have been funded Since 2000: East End Kids Katering, Faithworks, Maine Woodworks, Stone Soup,
Wolfe’s Neck Farm

Relationship with grant recipients Common Good staff works closely, one-on-one, with each nonprofit partner, providing 
business and organizational coaching. Common Good engages outside resource people 
from its network on both a pro-bono and a paid basis as appropriate for the needs of
each partner. Common Good has also created Springboard, a network of business
leaders and entrepreneurs who regularly lend their business-building expertise to a
wider group of nonprofits in the region, including some Common Good partners.

Value of the non-monetary support and GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant recipient Not available 
per year

51

Common Good: Investments in Nonprofit Solutions



Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Common Good assesses each partner’s progress toward its defined goals for increased
financial self-sufficiency (maybe a goal of break-even or of contributing net income to
the parent) and for its social mission (for example, percent of trainees successfully
employed 12 months after graduation, number of low-income children fed, increase in
income for small-scale farmers in northern Maine, additional income generated by dis-
abled workers employed in the organization, etc.).

Success measures for the fund Common Good assesses its own success on three levels: 

1) The success of nonprofit partners at meeting their measurable goals and Common
Good’s role in that process;

2) Increased use of strong business practices by the parent organizations of Common
Good’s partners; and 

3) Increased expectation for and use of smart business practices in the Maine nonprofit 
sector, including through influencing other funders.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Annual operating budget: $250,000 $465,000 $675,000
Total amount granted: $155,000 $280,000 $325,000
Number of grants made: 4 5 5-10

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$5,000 $10,000 $100,000

Investor involvement with recipients Some investors sit on the Common Good board of directors, others on the advisory
board. The board of directors approves all partnerships and major investments. When
there is a good match, some investors also act as more involved resource people for
Common Good’s partners. Many investors are involved in suggesting their contacts and
resource people for Common Good’s partners.

Services provided to investors Common Good provides semiannual reports on social mission and financial results of 
investments and provides opportunities to contribute as resource people.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The fund invests in youth-driven organizations that work to galvanize support for
young people who are living on the margins of society and organizations that endeavor
to create the social and political changes necessary to prevent this marginalization.

Date of fund incorporation 1997

Date of first grant 1999

Fund legal structure Public Charity

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons The fund has just embarked on a three-year capacity-building initiative based on a 
venture philanthropy approach to grantmaking. The top three lessons learned:

1) Importance of thorough due diligence to determine which organizations are best 
prepared to enter into this type of relationship;

2) Importance of having built respectful, trusting relationships prior to engaging in
hands-on support;

3) Importance of integrating evaluation processes from the beginning.

Biggest impediments to success The capacity-building needs of the fund’s grantee partners may exceed its expectations.

Feedback from grant recipients Grantee partners have commented positively on the fund’s style of listening carefully to 
their needs and working in a respectful, collaborative manner. Trust-based relationships 
have been the key to working successfully with grantees. On the negative side, some 
youth-driven organizations have difficulty understanding concepts of strategic planning 
and capacity-building. Extra effort is needed to help young people understand and fully 
participate in these activities.

Refinements to the business/investing model The fund is refining its business model based on recent and ongoing events.

Actions to establish good relationships The fund works closely with other nonprofits on a partnership basis. As a learning 
with the local philanthropic community organization, the strategic approach is a work in progress, which the fund seeks to 

refine continuously with its partners over the long term.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Kathryn Wittneben, President and CEO

Full-time-equivalent staff Four

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants The fund focuses on at-risk youth, especially youth with disabilities, girls and young
women, youth who are homeless and/or poor, youth dealing with sexuality issues 
(lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender), youth with HIV, and youth victims, and 
perpetrators of hate crimes.

Geographical focus The fund works nationally. The current focus is on five pilot projects in New York,
California, Illinois, and Washington state.
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Suite 500
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www.usdianafund.org

Main contact: Kathryn Wittneben
E-mail: kathrynw@usdianafund.org
Phone: (202) 338-8770

Secondary contact: Maria Kontak 
E-mail: mariak@usdianafund.org
Phone: (202) 338-8770



Process for identifying grant recipients The fund initially identified effective, innovative organizations through a series of open,
national grant competitions in which more than 500 organizations across the country
submitted proposals. These competitions resulted in 41 initial one-year grants ranging
from $15,000 to $50,000. Upon completion of the one-year grants, the fund invited
the 41 grantees to participate in a competitive process aimed at selecting pilot venture
philanthropy investments. The fund conducted a thorough due diligence process on 10
finalists and ultimately selected five pilot venture philanthropy investments.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Top criteria include:

• Presence and quality of youth leadership in the organization’s structure, including in 
management and governance.

• Realistic vision for going to scale.

• Commitment to promoting social change as a core component of the organization’s 
mission.

• Commitment to working closely with the fund on strategic planning, evaluation,
and capacity-building.

Anticipated length of relationship During the pilot phase, the fund is making commitments of up to three years.

Exit phase planning process The fund is still a long way from this stage, but fund managers expect that it will work 
from the beginning with organizations to develop strategic plans that emphasize
strengthened and diversified fundraising and revenue generation. Fund managers also
expect that most of the funding will be focused on planning and capacity-building as
opposed to direct program support so that organizations will not become dependent
on the Diana Fund to support core activities.

Grant size range Grants range from $150,000 to $210,000 per grantee partner over three years during
the pilot phase.

Organizations that have been funded The fund currently supports five pilot venture philanthropy investments. Each of these 
organizations received initial program funding of $15,000-$50,000 per year in 1999 
and 2000. The fund made three-year pilot venture philanthropy commitments to these 
organizations in 2001. The organizations are:

• Kids As Self Advocates (youth with disabilities; Chicago and nationally);

• Youth Organizers United (youth sexual and reproductive health concerns; New York);

• Lummi CEDAR Project (Native American youth; Bellingham, Washington);

• National Conference on Community And Justice/LA (hate crime prevention; 
Los Angeles);

• About Face Theatre (Lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender youth; Chicago); and

• The fund will also make two small grants to intermediary nonprofit organizations 
to support their capacity-building needs and a larger grant to the Ms. Foundation
($150,000 over three years) in support of the Collaborative Fund for Healthy
Girls/Healthy Women.

Relationship with grant recipients The fund’s staff and board members work directly with grantee partners on strategic 
planning, board development, fundraising, evaluation, and movement building, among 
other topics. The fund also works through consultants and intermediary organizations
to provide specialized training and assistance, as needed.

Value of the nonmonetary support and HALF as sizable as the monetary grant
management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant recipient The fund provides approximately 160 hours of direct staff time to each organization
per year per year.
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Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant The fund is currently working with each organization to develop an evaluation strategy
and capacity for participatory evaluation. By the end of the first year of strategic plan-
ning, the fund expects to have detailed evaluation plans in place to measure perform-
ance of direct program services as well as organizational development.

Success measures for the fund The fund has compiled a detailed baseline assessment of each organization. The 
baseline assessment describes the state of each organization in key areas such as 
governance, funding, evaluation, strategic planning, financial management, and youth
involvement. In the medium term, the fund will measure its success by the extent to
which it is able to help organizations make specific improvements in each of these
areas, and over the long term, by the extent to which the fund’s support results in
strengthened, financially sustainable organizations.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $1,404,708 $1,117,000 $900,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $0 $0 $0
Annual operating budget: $519,505 $400,210 $350,000
Total amount granted: $611,619 $400,000 $400,000
Number of grants made: 21 6-8 6-8

Funding Sources

Impact of economic downturn The fund has postponed the launch of a fundraising campaign due to the impact of
recent and ongoing events.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The Edna McConnell Clark Foundation is dedicated to improving the lives and
prospects of disadvantaged youths living in poor communities. The foundation is 
currently shifting the bulk of its resources to supporting the growth and development
of nonprofit youth organizations as well as strengthening the youth development field.
Along with the change in focus, the foundation is implementing a new approach to
grantmaking it calls Institution and Field Building.

Date of first grant 2000

Fund legal structure Area of grantmaking within a private foundation

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons The one lesson, above all else, is that the most powerful learning comes from direct 
experience and experimentation. As a result, some of the specific lessons EMCF has
learned include:

1) Given the choice, grantees (on their own) chose to focus on strengthening their
internal capacity and improving their quality instead of (or before) attempting to
scale up services.

2) Managing relationships, especially in the early stages of working with grantees—
such as during business planning—is far more intensive and requires more time and
energy than anticipated. It is also more intensive than is typical in traditional funder-
grantee relationships.

3) Far fewer than expected nonprofit youth development organizations are in a state 
of organizational readiness to take on the challenge of business planning and 
implementing multiyear growth strategies.

Biggest impediments to success The biggest impediment is the challenge of recruiting the right talent—individuals who
have a solid understanding of the nonprofit field and the proper business skills.

EMCF also faces the challenge of implementing a new approach to grantmaking 
while slowly (and responsibly) exiting from several long-standing programs whose 
work dates back over the past two decades. Implementation would have been easier
and faster had the foundation been starting from scratch. However, there is great
advantage to approaching this new work with the experience of many years as an
established philanthropy.

Feedback from grant recipients Responses run the gamut—from frustration and difficulty in adopting for-profit
approaches to becoming solid supporters and advocates for this new way of working
as recipients see the benefits of business planning, performance monitoring, and 
focus on outcomes.

Refinements to the business/investing model EMCF is exploring refinements, especially possible changes that would allow the 
foundation to invest in smaller-size organizations, those outside its target geographic
area (currently the Northeast corridor), and additional youth-serving organizations 
not in its original investment profile.

Actions to establish good relationships The foundation has stated its commitment and is striving to share information openly
with the local philanthropic community about what it is doing and learning—through its web site, in its publications, and

through face-to-face meetings with other funders. This commitment has helped estab-
lish partnerships with other funders in some of its early investments.

The Edna McConnell Clark Foundation—Youth Development Fund

250 Park Avenue
New York, NY  10177-0026
www.emcf.org

Main contact: Nancy Roob
E-mail: nroob@emcf.org
Phone: (212) 551-9100

Secondary contact: Bruce Trachtenberg
E-mail: btrachtenberg@emcf.org
Phone: (212) 551-9125
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Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Nancy Roob, Vice-President and Director of Institution and Field Building

Full-time-equivalent staff As part of the transition, all full-time staff eventually will be involved in Institution and
Field Building activities, as that will be the foundation’s sole grantmaking focus. The
team currently dedicated to IFB activities includes one VP and director of Institution 
and Field Building; one portfolio manager (with two vacant positions about to be
filled); two portfolio associates (with one more slot to be filled) and two assistants. 
In addition, this work is supported by staff in functional units (Evaluation, Finance,
Communications, and Information Technology) across the foundation.

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Youth development services during nonschool hours. Additional foci, including age,
themes, categories, and type of services (such as mentoring), will be developed.

Geographical focus To date, the foundation has focused on the Northeast corridor, and the foundation
anticipates exploring additional geographic areas in the coming year.

Criteria used to assess investment choices EMCF staff undertake a reconnaissance process to identify organizations that are 
providing effective services for young people that could, with appropriate investment,
grow in size or scope while maintaining high program quality.

Overriding all selections is the goal of finding organizations that can ultimately produce
these outcomes in young people:

• Better educational skills (the ability to do better in school), achievement (measured
by higher test scores and improved grades), and attainment (the benefits of doing
better in school advancement to the next grade, graduation, etc.);

• Better potential to earn a living;

• Increased likelihood to contribute positively to civic and community life; and

• Increased chance of escaping the pitfalls of negative social behavior (early 
pregnancy, arrest, substance abuse, etc.).

Typically, the selection, identification, investment, and performance tracking process
involves:

Identifying Organizations: The foundation begins by scanning various communities 
for successful youth-serving organizations that meet a predetermined set of criteria. 
As part of this effort, the foundation consults experts in the field, other foundation 
colleagues, and local groups to help identify youth-serving organizations that have
been successful in helping young people and that appear to have the potential to 
substantially grow and expand their good work.

Due Diligence: During this stage of the process, the foundation closely examines 
possible grantees, studying their program models, leadership and management, 
financial strength, and internal performance measurement systems. In addition, the
foundation determines if the organization’s way of working is compatible with its style
of doing business. If due diligence produces a positive result, business planning begins
next. (In cases where an organization already has a business plan, the foundation does
due diligence on the plan and skips the next step.)

Business Planning: An organization ready to undertake business planning receives a
substantial investment from the foundation to underwrite planning costs. The ultimate
plan will specify the steps the organization will take to achieve its growth over the next
several years. In addition, the foundation connects the organization with outside man-
agement consultants and evaluation experts who help develop the plan.
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Investments: The final business plan serves as the basis for structuring a substantial
multiyear investment in the organization. In addition to the size and duration of the
grant, the foundation and organization also reach agreement about performance goals
that the organization intends to meet and by which it says it will be held accountable.

Performance Tracking and Evaluation: To ensure that grantees stay on track, 
the foundation monitors the work as it takes place and works with them to make
adjustments in plans as needed. In addition, to determine the outcomes of the 
programs, the foundation assists grantees to develop the capacity to continually 
assess and evaluate their work and use the information they collect to make ongoing
improvements in operations. The foundation is also committed to sharing lessons
learned by individual organizations it is supporting with other groups as well as the
field of youth development.

Anticipated length of relationship Up to 6 years

Exit phase planning process From the beginning of the foundation’s work with grantees, revenue diversification
and development are built into the growth plan. As the end of funding relationships
approach, the foundation anticipates that it will explore exit strategies that will vary 
by recipient.

Grant size range Grants have ranged from $250,000 (for the period during business planning) to
amounts between $1,750,000 and $5,000,000 for up to six years.

Organizations that have been funded EMCF has made major implementation grants to Rheedlen Center for Children and
Families in New York ($5.75 million over four years); Citizen Schools, Boston ($2.75 mil-
lion over four years); and ROCA, Boston ($1.75 million over six years). See detail below:

Rheedlen Foundation, Inc., New York—$5.75 million over four years to support imple-
mentation of Rheedlen’s business plan. Over the first three years, Rheedlen will serve
an additional 900 youth and expand its reach into surrounding neighborhoods in
preparation for serving many thousands more in the second and third phases of the
group’s growth plan. Rheedlen will also work to deepen its management, invest in key
technology, and improve day-to-day operations.

Roca, Inc., Boston—$1.75 million over six years to support implementation of Roca’s
business plan. Among its goals, Roca will serve an additional 600 young people in its
core programs located in the Chelsea and Revere communities of Boston, and it will
engage another 3,500 young people in outreach or one-time events.

Citizen Schools, Inc., Boston—$2.75 million over four years to support implementation
of Citizen Schools’ business plan. Citizen Schools will double the number of students
served annually, from 1,244 to 2,444; undertake evaluations that demonstrate the
effects of the program on participants; expand to more locations in Boston; and begin
promoting its program model to other communities across the country.

Relationship with grant recipients See relevant steps from identification, selection, and investment stages:

Business Planning: An organization ready to undertake business planning receives a
substantial investment from the foundation to underwrite planning costs. The ultimate
plan will specify the steps the organization will take to achieve its growth over the next
several years. In addition, the foundation connects the organization with outside man-
agement consultants and evaluation experts who help develop the plan.

Investments: The final business plan serves as the basis for structuring a substantial
multiyear investment in the organization. In addition to the size and duration of the
grant, the foundation and organization also reach agreement about performance goals
that the organization intends to meet and by which it says it will be held accountable.
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Performance Tracking and Evaluation: To ensure that grantees stay on track, the
foundation monitors the work as it takes place and works with grantees to make
adjustments in plans as needed. In addition, to determine the outcomes of the pro-
grams, the foundation assists grantees to develop the capacity to continually assess
and evaluate their work and to use the information they collect to make ongoing
improvements in operations. The foundation is also committed to sharing lessons
learned by individual organizations it supports with other groups as well as the field of
youth development.

Amount of staff time per grant recipient No reliable data yet.
per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Before making a decision to invest, the foundation reviews the proposed performance
measures and outcomes the grantee says it will achieve with the foundation’s support.
The performance measures—or milestones—are reviewed on an ongoing basis to
ensure the grantee is meeting its objectives.

To determine specific outcomes, the grantee undertakes appropriate evaluation activi-
ties upfront and over the course of the investment—i.e., it designs and implements a
methodical data gathering and analysis process to answer key questions and establish
the value of its activities.

Success measures for the fund The foundation has identified these outcome areas that constitute success for EMCF 
They are:

• Identifying and selecting worthy youth development organizations;

• Helping organizations EMCF supports achieve their organizational outcomes:
improve program quality, grow and multiply services, and become organizationally
and financially stronger; and

• Generating and disseminating new knowledge.

In addition, and most important, the overall goal of the foundation’s work is designed
to produce the following outcomes for young people:

• Better educational skills (the ability to do better in school), achievement (measured
by higher test scores and improved grades) and attainment (the benefits of doing
better in school—advancement to the next grade, graduation, etc.);

• Better potential to earn a living;

• Increased likelihood to contribute positively to civic and community life; and

• Increased chance of escaping the pitfalls of negative social behavior (early 
pregnancy, arrest, substance abuse, etc.).

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

The Youth Development Fund is not a separate fund per se, and its activities are paid
out of the foundation's assets. In FY2001, EMCF made grant payments totaling $5.3
million for youth-development-related activities out of a total foundation payout of $30
million for the year. In FY2002, EMCF expects to make grant payments of $12 million
for youth-development-related activities out of a total projected foundation payout of
about $26.5 million for the year.
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Funding Sources

Investor involvement with recipients Not applicable—EMCF is a private foundation with its own endowment. However, the
foundation is very willing—in fact, eager—to work with other interested funders to
invest dollars and nonfinancial support in the same organizations it supports.

Services provided to investors EMCF is still exploring this issue, but it hopes to share applicable information and 
facilitate opportunities for other funders to invest in organizations that it supports.

Other lessons One of the strengths EMCF brings to its work is many years of experience as an estab-
lished philanthropy with a solid knowledge of nonprofits, their needs, and the chal-
lenges they face as they do their work. Also, the foundation has a well-established 
reputation and a solid record of achievement that helps in establishing good and long-
term working relationships with grantees.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The mission of Entrepreneurs Foundation (EF) is to channel the energy, wealth, and 
innovation of the entrepreneurial sector to continuously enhance the quality of the 
local community.

Date of fund incorporation 1997

Fund legal structure Public Charity

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000

Total capital in fund: $8,500,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $830,000
Annual operating budget: $850,000
Total amount granted: $830,000
Number of grants made: 3
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Suite 200
Cupertino, CA  95014
http://the-ef.org

Main contact: Laura Baker
E-mail: lbaker@the-ef.org
Phone: (408) 342-0748

Secondary contact: F. Robert Miller



Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The mission of the Entrepreneurs Foundation of North Texas is to promote philanthropy
for entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial practices for nonprofits.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Fund legal structure Support Foundation

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons Be patient, be visible, and leverage alliances with venture capital firms, service providers 
to the start-up community, and nonprofits. Advocates outside the sector bring atten-
tion to the fund.

Biggest impediments to success Market turmoil has caused contributors and option grantors to recoil. The September
tragedies have meant that many contributions have been directed to relief efforts and
have compounded the effect.

Feedback from grant recipients People have asked the fund to restrain its activities in order to weather the turmoil.

Refinements to the business/investing model None

Actions to establish good relationships EFNT made a calculated decision to include a foundation on its board of directors.
with the local philanthropic community It has also established a strong rapport with the publication “Philanthropy in Texas,”

which helps both organizations. It is a co-locator with the Community Foundation 
of North Texas, and the two have developed a strong relationship; EFNT is able to 
capitalize on CFNT’s stature in the state.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Jim Jenkins, President & CEO

Full-time-equivalent staff Two full-time employees

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants To be determined

Geographical focus EFNT limits its work to North Texas.

Grant size range Because EFNT’s investments will be largely directed by the corporations and individuals 
that make significant option commitments to the fund, the size of the grant will largely 
be determined by the size of the windfall from exercising the options.

Organizations that have been funded EFNT has contributed to one organization, the Nonprofit Entrepreneur Academy on
which it collaborated with SVP Dallas and the Center for Nonprofit Management.

Relationship with grant recipients This will hinge on the culture of the corporation that gives the options that support the
grantee. EFNT will find the process that fits best with the donor’s culture. EFNT seeks to
be a catalyst for the relationship between donor and recipient, then wants to step
aside and allow the relationship to continue after instilling a culture of philanthropy.

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Entrepreneurs Foundation of North Texas

4605 Live Oak Street
Dallas, TX  75204
www.efnt.org

Main contact: Jim Jenkins
E-mail: jjenkins@efnt.org
Phone: (214) 826-5231

Secondary contact: Pam Gerber
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Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $85,000 $750,000 $800,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $200,000 $450,000 $600,000
Annual operating budget: $0 $125,000 $300,000

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$10,000 $30,000 $50,000

Investor involvement with recipients Investors are a tremendous referral source for option-granting candidates, and to a
degree they provide pro bono professional services and media coverage.

Changes in investors’ perceptions of the fund There is little dissatisfaction, but recent events have been a reality check on the length
of the timeline for implementation.

Services provided to investors EFNT provides reciprocal publicity—business and other introductions.

Does the fund accept private equity? Yes.

Impact of economic downturn EFNT has had more commitments in cash underwriting made since March 2001 than 
in all the last half of 2000. This corroborates the theory that investors still believe
strongly in the program and understand the need to support the organization until the
option liquidations can cover the costs of the program.

Other lessons There are many positive elements to the situation right now; depressed valuations
make the EFNT model more profound and provide stronger leverage when the 
economy turns around. This is an opportune time to take advantage of the 
depressed market.

63

Entrepreneurs Foundation of North Texas



Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The mission of the Entrepreneurs Foundation of the Southeast, Inc. (EFSE) is to 
continuously improve the quality of its communities by applying the energy, innovation,
resources, and wealth of entrepreneurial companies and their employees to support
community needs. EFSE addresses two resource constraints that early-stage companies
face when evaluating their community involvement plans: lack of cash and lack of
time. EFSE creates the critical link between entrepreneurial companies and their 
communities by providing innovative fundraising and volunteer programs.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Have a strong and active board of directors with individuals who are committed. 

2) Have a clear statement of purpose and value proposition.

3) Provide added value to the community.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Rhen Cain, President and CEO

Full-time-equivalent staff One

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants The EFSE is donor-advised.

Geographical focus Atlanta is the initial focus, then the state of Georgia.

Process for identifying grant recipients The Entrepreneurs Foundation of the Southeast is affiliated with Entrepreneurs
Foundations in California, Texas, New England, and Portland, Oregon. All use the 
same donor-advised model for identifying grant recipients.

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Funding Sources

Does the fund accept private equity? Yes

Entrepreneurs Foundation of the Southeast, Inc.

999 Peachtree Street NE
Suite 1400
Atlanta, GA  30309

Main contact: Rhen Cain
E-mail: rhencain@aol.com
Phone: (404) 817-6149
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Full Circle Fund (FCF) partners with social entrepreneurs to create breakthrough change
in education, housing, and the digital divide.

Full Circle Fund is a growing community of business professionals who pool their time
and money to identify and invest in organizations with innovative solutions for pressing
community needs. Members are entrepreneurs, venture capitalists, and other profes-
sionals from companies such as Benchmark Capital, Cisco, AOL Time Warner, and
Vividence. Full Circle Fund plays a critical role in members’ lifetime commitment 
to effective civic participation.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2001

Fund legal structure Public Charity

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Best practices in the for-profit sector are not directly translatable to the nonprofit 
sector. Nonprofits have incredibly different goals and needs. Business executives
need to be versed in nonprofit management and aware of the differences so that
their effort is helping and not hindering the organization.

2) Venture philanthropists need to be humble in working with their nonprofit grantees.
The directors of the nonprofits have often been working in the trenches for years
and have great expertise in their area. A successful partnership emerges when both
parties act with respect, recognize each other’s strengths, and cooperate to create
positive results for everyone.

3) Defining metrics to measure results is incredibly difficult and time-consuming. When
working with a social-purpose enterprise, social return on investment measures can
be used. But most nonprofit organizations do not have a business arm. If a fund is
determined to conduct intensive measurement, it should provide grantees with extra
funding and manpower to do this additional work.

Biggest impediments to success Full Circle kept its overhead low by having only one paid employee. However, such 
a limited staff has made it difficult to move as quickly as desired in some programmatic
areas.

Feedback from grant recipients Thus far, grantees have been impressed with the close, hands-on relationship and the
business consulting that FCF has provided. They have also been pleased with the speed
and flexibility Full Circle Fund has shown in releasing funds.

Refinements to the business/investing model Full Circle has realized that creating social change in each of its target issues requires 
more than just providing grants and strategic support to nonprofits. As a result, in
addition to making grants, FCF is also aggressively exploring other tools to create social
change including: public policy, grassroots organizing, media advocacy, and socially
responsible commercial activity—to address pressing community needs and reach last-
ing solutions to public problems.
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Main contact: Haley Mitchell
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Actions to establish good relationships Each month, Full Circle holds dinners where it convenes professionals from the
with the local philanthropic community nonprofit, for-profit, and public sectors to discuss multiple tools for social change. 

Full Circle has tried to establish good relationships by inviting a wide variety of people
to these monthly forums. Individuals attending these meetings are assigned to a table,
which each have individuals from all three sectors. Every table has a facilitator who
guides the group through a discussion of a relevant topic. Recent topics have included:
private sector/public sector partnerships, civic engagement in Silicon Valley, educational
reform in California, and corporate social responsibility.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Haley Mitchell, Program Coordinator

Full-time-equivalent staff One

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants FCF grants focus on three issues:

• Bridging the Digital Divide

• Education

• Affordable Housing

Geographical focus San Francisco Bay Area and New York

Process for identifying grant recipients FCF accepts unsolicited applications and approaches organizations that appear to fit
with the mission of the fund.

Criteria used to assess investment choices To select its grantees, FCF evaluated all potential partners against a rigorous set of 
criteria that included: management team, social impact, sustainability, scalability, 
replicability, and relevance to public policy.

Anticipated length of relationship 1-3 years

Exit phase planning process The fund is only a year old, so FCF has not yet reached this phase.

Grant size range $10,000-$30,000 per year over 1-3 years

Organizations that have been funded • Access to Software for All People—first year of funding

• Leadership High School—first year of funding

• Housing Trust of Santa Clara County—first year of funding

Relationship with grant recipients Full Circle Fund is a membership organization, whose members pool their time and
money to support nonprofit grants. In addition to funding, each grantee is given a 
pro bono team of FCF members whose skills match the needs of the organization.
Typical assistance includes: accounting, marketing, fundraising, strategic planning, 
customer and competitor analysis, design of operational infrastructure, and technologi-
cal assistance.

Value of the nonmonetary support and GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant recipient FCF grantees each have a team of 4-6 people who each put in approximately 10-15
per year hours per month. So overall, grantees each receive about 500-1,000 hours of hands-

on support.

Typically take a seat on recipient’s Yes
board of directors?
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Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Full Circle works with each grantee to design metrics tailored to each organization.

Success measures for the fund FCF measures its success by:

• Number of members; 

• Level of awareness and engagement of members; 

• Success of FCF public education campaigns; and

• Extent to which grantees (with hands-on support of FCF members) achieve set mile-
stones.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $75,000 $300,000 $500,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $0 $380,000 TBD
Total amount granted: $0 $60,000 $100,000
Number of grants made: 0 3 3-6

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$5,000 $7,000 $25,000

Investor involvement with recipients Full Circle’s members are each involved in one of its Impact Circles. An Impact Circle 
is a group of FCF members who work on a selected issue (education, digital divide, 
or affordable housing), meeting at least once a month to further their agenda. Impact
Circles perform four primary functions: member education, strategic planning for social
change, grantmaking, and nonprofit capacity-building.

Services provided to investors Investors are educated through Full Circle’s Impact Circles, are invited to monthly FCF
events and community projects, and are given strategic hands-on work with grantees.

Does the fund accept private equity? Yes

Amount of private equity About 2%

Impact of economic downturn FCF has not seen any economic impact to date.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The mission of the Great Bay Foundation for Social Entrepreneurship is to increase 
individuals’ self-reliance by encouraging principle-based social entrepreneurs.

Date of fund incorporation 1998

Date of first grant 1998

Fund legal structure Private Foundation

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Peter Greenleaf, President/Executive Director

Full-time-equivalent staff Three

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Great Bay supports programs that:

• Result in job creation, training, new goods, products or services;

• Lead to economic self-sufficiency for the program; and 

• Lead to the self-reliance of the participants or beneficiaries of the program.

Geographical focus Maine and New Hampshire

Process for identifying grant recipients Great Bay seeks out applicants, finding them by referrals and networking. The fund 
discourages unsolicited applications.

Anticipated length of relationship Multiyear grants may last two, three, or more years if circumstances require.

Exit phase planning process Great Bay does not fund projects or organizations unless the goal of the project is to
be self-sustaining upon the completion of the grant.

Grant size range Small Great Bay one-time grants range from $10,000-$25,000. Multiyear social enter-
prise grants range from $25,000-$150,000 per year as needed. This amount can be
determined annually, based upon projections developed with the grantee.

Organizations that have been funded Grants may be extended to second or third years depending upon need. Recent 
grantees include: 

• Maine Woodworking: two-year grant, $190,000

• Independent Transportation Network: two years, $115,000

• H.O.M.E. Inc: two years, $52,000

• Stone Soup Café: one year, $66,695

• Wolfe’s Neck Farm: one year, $25,000

• Great North Woods Outdoor Center: one year, $65,000

• Sebasticook Farms: one year, $30,000

• East End Kids Katering: one year, $49,579

Great Bay Foundation for Social Entrepreneurship

1 Monument Way
Suite 200
Portland, ME  04101
www.great-bay.org

Main contact: Peter Greenleaf
E-mail: pwg@maine.rr.com
Phone: (207) 774-2067

Secondary contact: Elizabeth Lisk 
E-mail: lizlisk@maine.rr.com
Phone: (207) 774-2067
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Relationship with grant recipients Great Bay provides management assistance in the form of staff support and assistance,
obtaining volunteer mentors and advisors, and making resources available to grantees
to obtain outside professional assistance. Recently, Great Bay has assisted grantees by
providing them with business planning, by funding planning grants, and by funding
professional assistance in general management, financial analysis, production process
analysis, marketing, and merchandising.

Value of the nonmonetary support and A QUARTER as sizable as the monetary grant
management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant recipient Amount of staff time depends upon the need and the request of grantee for 
per year assistance.

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $800,000 $16,000,000 $16,000,000
Total amount granted: $610,000 $600,000 $800,000
Number of grants made: 13 0 0
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The Greater Milwaukee Foundation created a “pass through” fund to support the
entrepreneurial work of the local Denali Fellows’ projects.

Date of fund incorporation 1998

Date of first grant 1998

Fund legal structure Pass Through

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Effective collaboration and joint decision-making among funders and grantees are
critical.

2) Funders must have integral involvement in and support for the entrepreneurial 
venture from the organization’s board as well as staff.

Biggest impediments to success GMF’s largest impediments are:

• Capacity (fiscal systems, management practices, human and financial resources) of
the nonprofit organizations to take on an income-generating venture in addition to
their other responsibilities.

• Changes in board and staff leadership.

Feedback from grant recipients Recipients have noted that this is an excellent experience, that it is time-consuming,
and that they needed the structure and coaching of the intensive Denali approach. The
result of this approach has been several strong, growing, income-generating ventures.

Refinements to the business/investing model The foundation now requires board involvement in the following:

• The initial planning process;

• The process of implementation and evaluation; 

• Joint screening of potential grantees and decision-making among funders; and

• Clear, straightforward, and regular discussions with grantees.

Actions to establish good relationships The foundation partnered in this venture with two private foundations (Greater
with the local philanthropic community Milwaukee Foundation is a community foundation), and it increased capacity and 

management practices of nonprofit organizations by creating a Nonprofit Management
Fund (15 funders providing small technical assistance grants) to improve the business
side of their nonprofit operations.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Jane Moore

Full-time-equivalent staff None

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Capacity-building and management training for Denali grantees

Geographical focus Greater Milwaukee area

Greater Milwaukee Foundation

1020 N. Broadway
Suite 112
Milwaukee, WI  53202
www.milwaukeefoundation.org

Main contact: Jane Moore
E-mail: jmoore@greatermkefdn.org
Phone: (414) 272-5805

Secondary contact: Jim Marks
E-mail: jmarks@mkefdn.org
Phone: (414) 272-5805
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Process for identifying grant recipients For qualification for support from the Denali Fund, an organization must have:

• 5-10 years experience in the field;

• Entrepreneurial potential;

• An annual budget under $10 million;

• Full support of the organization’s board; and

• Ability to make a three-year commitment to a project.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Entrepreneurial qualities of the executive director, organizational capacity, board 
support, and local and national Denali selection process (written, in-person interviews,
scrutiny by local or national selection panels).

Anticipated length of relationship 3-5 years

Exit phase planning process Sustainability must be built into the business plan for any Denali project.

Grant size range Each participant receives $75,000 total over the term of the grant (excluding 
training costs).

Organizations that have been funded La Causa, Second Harvest Food Bank of Wisconsin, New Concept Self Development
Center, Wisconsin Lake Schooner Education Association, Walker’s Point CDC,
Milwaukee Capital Christian Center, La Casa de Esperanza, Milwaukee Community
Service Corps.

Relationship with grant recipients Recipients receive mentoring, and in the second and third years of the grant, they hire
an outside consultant to serve as coach.

Value of the nonmonetary support and EQUAL TO the size of the monetary grant
management assistance

If the time of the national Denali faculty is included, the value of the nonmonetary
assistance is greater than the financial assistance. If only the local involvement is fac-
tored in for coaching and technical assistance, the support is equal to or half the size
of the monetary grant.

Amount of staff time per grant recipient Difficult to assess—approximately 3% of staff time
per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Each grantee presents measurable outcomes and indicators to determine results—in
this case, a business plan and six-month progress reports.

Success measures for the fund Success is a function of grantee outcomes and continued partnership of funders in
social entrepreneurship.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001*

Total capital in fund: $375,000 $50,000
Total amount granted: $300,000 $25,000
Number of grants made: 9 0

* 2001-2002 committed grant funds ($225,000) will be disbursed to each 
Denali agency.
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Funding Sources

Investor involvement with recipients Investors are involved in decision-making, problem-solving, and leveraging additional
funds for venture.

Services provided to investors The Greater Milwaukee Foundation provided fund management and grant disburse-
ment services for the first Denali cohort. The foundation is now part of the decision-
making group for the second Denali cohort.

Does the fund accept private equity? No
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The Innovation Fund (IF) was originally created as a short-term funding cluster within
the James Irvine Foundation’s grantmaking in Special Projects. The IF was created as a
way to respond quickly to new and emerging technology-based projects. The fund has
chosen to focus on projects that address the following issues, as part of its belief that
these areas are where technology can have the greatest impact:

• Promote greater citizen participation in civic life;

• Improve the effectiveness of nonprofit organizations; and

• Test new approaches to the work of philanthropy.

Date of fund incorporation 1937

Date of first grant 2000

Fund legal structure Other

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons The IF regularly communicates the lessons it has learned on its web site at
www.irvine.org.

The fund’s experience to date about making “technology” and “innovation” grants 
has been confirmed by recent research undertaken by the Surdna Foundation
(www.surdna.org) and communications policy expert Andrew Blau, and can be 
summarized as follows:

• There is an increasing body of evidence that the vast majority of Internet users tend
to cluster around one or two sites—also known as the “winner-take-all” characteris-
tic of web markets. As such, the fund’s assessment of the viability of any Internet-
based project needs to consider how it may emerge dominant in its field or desirable
at a smaller scale with a distinctive niche or more finely tuned service. This may
translate into fewer grants and bigger bets. While such a grantmaking approach
offers high leverage potential, it is also inherently speculative.

• Analyzing technology-based proposals requires specialized expertise that IF does not 
possess in-house, including finding the deals, assessing opportunities in the idea
stage (no product or application yet), and monitoring the investments. The fund is
considering identifying a pool of experts to review proposals in the future to apply
the needed business and technology savvy to its grantmaking decisions.

• Users of an online service provided by a nonprofit organization will expect the same
kind of responsiveness that they have experienced with commercial organizations,
which make effective use of information technology. The sin of under funding in this
arena is very real. High and upfront costs of information technology-intensive proj-
ects will require relatively higher financial commitments from the foundation.

• If IF wants to support nonprofits to establish an online presence and compete for
the attention of desired users, these nonprofits need to move faster than they nor-
mally do to establish their niche, and the foundation needs to have a much tighter
turning radius than the usual cycle of six months from first contact with a grantseek-
er to a grant award.

• Online projects require an effective outreach strategy to establish a significant user
base—getting the attention of users is the challenge. This means that IF needs to
consider making complementary investments in marketing and communications for
any Internet-based project.
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Please consult the Innovation Fund web site for the most up-to-date report on its 
experiences.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Marty Campbell, Director of Evaluation and Program Director—Special Projects

Full-time-equivalent staff Not applicable

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants The IF is not currently accepting new inquiries. Existing projects focus on one of three 
strategic interests:

• Promote greater citizen participation in civic life;

• Improve the effectiveness of nonprofit organizations;

• Test new approaches to the work of philanthropy.

Geographical focus California

Process for identifying grant recipients The IF is not currently accepting new inquiries.

Criteria used to assess investment choices The IF has developed a fairly extensive criteria list not only to judge prospective technol-
ogy projects, but also to help nonprofit organizations evaluate and develop their tech-
nology-based projects. This criteria list is available on the web site, in the Special
Projects program area. Please see: www.irvine.org.

Anticipated length of relationship The Innovation Fund was conceived as a short-term funding cluster, and it has funded a
wide range of activities, from planning processes to core support. The IF generally
works with grantees from one to three years.

Exit phase planning process The IF’s relationship with the Irvine Foundation grantees is characterized as “grants
plus.” The fund emphasizes open communication and a collaborative style of working,
and the IF generally discusses the organization’s long-term funding strategy and makes
recommendations as necessary and appropriate.

Grant size range The IF has made grants ranging from $50,000 to $500,000, with terms between six
months and two years.

Organizations that have been funded A current grantee portfolio is available on the web site, www.irvine.org (under 
Special Projects).

As of October 2001, grantees include:

• VolunteerMatch: to support a California expansion;

• CompuMentor: core support of the TechSoup.org program;

• Full Circle Fund: core support and capacity-building;

• Innovation Network: planning process around creating a California office;

• Internews Interactive: to test the development of interactive television;

• NPower: planning process around creating a Central Valley-based technical assis-
tance provider;

• Social Entrepreneur’s Alliance for Change: core support of its web-based 
marketplace;

• TechRocks: core support of the California office;

• Benton Foundation: planning process around creating a web-based civic forum;

• HandsNet: to document capacity of five California youth media organizations.
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Relationship with grant recipients The James Irvine Foundation provides a range of support for grantees, which the IF 
typically defines as “grants plus.” This can include dedicated funds for technical assis-
tance, communications support, guidance on evaluation, or gatherings with clusters of
similarly focused nonprofits. The IF works with each grantee to evaluate the type of
assistance, whether staff- or consultant-based, that would be helpful.

Amount of staff time per The “value” of nonmonetary support varies based on each grantee, its needs, and the 
grant recipient per year assistance provided.

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant The criteria for success depends on each grantee, the project, and the market. When a
full proposal is developed, the IF asks each grantee to identify criteria for success and,
if appropriate, may isolate dollars for evaluation.

Success measures for the fund The IF assesses individual grants, as described above.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001

Total amount granted: $350,000 $1,435,000
Number of grants made: 4 7

Funding Sources

The James Irvine Foundation is an independent grantmaking foundation with a 
permanent endowment.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Japonica Intersectoral (JI) is an investment bank dedicated to creating value in the 
intersectoral markets. The firm cultivates opportunities to work with established and
emerging-growth NGOs, foundations, institutional investors, social-sector professionals,
and social-sector executives and board members.

The firm’s value-creating initiatives include capital market services, strategic financial
advisory services, direct investment opportunities, and educational resources. Japonica
is devoted to building a transparent marketplace of creatively diverse investment instru-
ments for traditional foundations, new institutional investors, and social entrepreneurs.
The global network of team members possesses industry-specific performance, highly
regarded professional accomplishments, and dedication to bring about positive social
change.

Fund legal structure Donor-advised fund

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons Lessons Learned: Japonica Intersectoral strongly believes in the seven wisdom points
contained in a highly regarded intersectoral publication titled “New Philanthropy
Benchmarking.” In addition to the seven wisdom points mentioned below, abstracts
and excerpts of their workbook can be found in the publications area under education-
al resources of its web site. The seven wisdom points are as follows:

1) The social sector’s profound transformation offers virtually boundless opportunities.

2) Capitalists and philanthropists aggressively emphasize external comparative 
numbers.

3) Benchmarking can be as powerful in the social sector as in the commercial sector.

4) Commercial social sector benchmarking concepts apply to social benchmarking.

5) Yes, competitive social sector measurement tactics do exist.

6) If you can’t measure in the social sector, you can’t manage.

7) Generate momentum, expect obstacles.

Actions to establish good relationships One situation of note is the founding of the Japonica Intersectoral Center (JIC) at
with the local philanthropic community American University of Armenia (www.japonicaintersectoral.com/aua/jic.html). The 

center’s mission is to empower and incubate internationally competitive intersectoral
initiatives to create community wealth via New Philanthropy Benchmarking (NPB). 
NPB will inspire intense competition among passionate capitalists and philanthropists 
to positively transform the social sector. For its fellows, the center’s mission is to provide
internationally competitive value through judgment and leadership in teaching, publish-
ing, and project management. JIC fellows will follow a code of professional principles,
which include continuous improvement, team collaboration, and the highest standards
of integrity.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Paul B. Kazarian, Managing Director

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Health care, education, and information technology.

Geographical focus JI has a global focus.

Japonica Intersectoral Investment Bank

30 Kennedy Plaza
Providence, RI  02903
www.japonicaintersectoral.com

Main contact: Michael Levin
E-mail: info@japonicaintersectoral.com
Phone: (401) 861-3444
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Process for identifying grant recipients Japonica uses its existing international network to identify situations offering the 
greatest potential for investment. Generally, Japonica Intersectoral identifies appropriate
intersectoral situations.

Anticipated length of relationship 3-5 years

Relationship with grant recipients Japonica Intersectoral provides creative investment banking services to its most 
promising grant recipients and intersectoral portfolio investments. During the past 
year, its efforts included acquisitions, joint ventures, and financings.

Value of the nonmonetary support GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Typically take a seat on recipient’s Yes
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Consistent with the best practices of New Philanthropy Benchmarking, all of JIC’s 
activities are competitively benchmarked and, where practical, utilize a blended 
return on investment, which is a combination of financial and social return.

Success measures for the fund As in the case of measuring grant success, all of JIC’s activities as a fund are competi-
tively benchmarked and use the same blended return on investment.

Funding Sources

Does the fund accept private equity? No 

Other lessons Japonica Intersectoral is a strong advocate of executive education. Its affiliate, United
University (www.unitedu.com), offers a focused selection of high value-added courses 
and instructional material.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission First, the mission is to be an advocate for and contributor to the well-being of children
in the Pacific Northwest. The Kirlin Foundation is committed to protecting and fostering
the creative imagination, self-worth, and happiness of young people by addressing,
among other things, the current and future state of education in its many forms.
Second, the mission is to serve as a dynamic and cooperative member of a growing
network of grantmakers by collaborating with current givers and encouraging, inspir-
ing, and educating future philanthropists. The Kirlin Foundation seeks to become a sig-
nificant and innovative force in creating an alliance for giving.

Date of fund incorporation 1999

Date of first grant 2000

Fund legal structure Private Operating Foundation

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Take the time for extensive due diligence;

2) Identify and invest in strong leadership;

3) Become creatively involved with the investee/partner.

Biggest impediments to success The Kirlin Foundation has encountered nothing significant to date.

Feedback from grant recipients So far, the feedback has been positive. The foundation is still a young organization!

Actions to establish good relationships The Kirlin Foundation is a member of Social Venture Partners, Washington Women’s
with the local philanthropic community Foundation, and Philanthropy Northwest. All are excellent networking organizations

and provide strong learning environments. The Kirlin Foundation has become active 
on grantmaking committees and affinity groups, and it has helped to convene learning
circles, leveraged funding opportunities, and helped organize other events.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Ronald J. Rabin is the executive director of the Kirlin Foundation; Daniel Kranzler is
managing partner of eFund.

Full-time-equivalent staff One

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Early childhood development and learning; and teacher quality and professional 
development in grades K-12.

Geographical focus The foundation focuses its investments in the Pacific Northwest.

Process for identifying grant recipients The Kirlin Foundation conducts its own search for appropriate organizations. The 
foundation does not accept unsolicited proposals.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Organizations must comply with the Kirlin Foundation mission and guidelines. The
foundation performs rigorous due diligence as per the venture capital model.

Anticipated length of relationship Approximately 1-3 years

Kirlin Foundation / eFund LLC

5350 Carillon Point
Kirkland, WA  98033
www.kirlinfoundation.org

Main contact: Ron Rabin
E-mail: ron@kirlinfoundation.org
Phone: (206) 381-2250
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Exit phase planning process The foundation aims to help build sustainable capacity and organizational excellence
within each grant recipient.

Grant size range Approximately $10,000-$150,000 per year

Organizations that have been funded In its first year, the Kirlin Foundation has funded the Seattle Marital and Family
Research Institute, Vireo Associates, Center for Teacher Formation, Bellevue Schools
Foundation, North Cascades Institute, Arts Corps, and Powerful Schools.

Relationship with grant recipients As appropriate, the foundation will engage as in a VC or incubator model.

Amount of staff time per grant recipient The Kirlin Foundation’s support varies according to the situation.
per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s Not typically, but currently the foundation is serving in this capacity with
board of directors? two grantees.

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Kirlin Foundation will use a thorough assessment and evaluation of leadership, strategy,
organization, and programs to evaluate each grant.

Success measures for the fund The fund will succeed by achieving excellence in each grant and by being a genuine
and effective advocate for the happiness and well-being of children.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001

Total capital in fund: $8,500,000 $8,500,000
Total amount granted: $445,000 $450,000
Number of grants made: 7 approx. 12

Funding Sources

Does the fund accept private equity? Yes 

Amount of private equity None yet
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission New Profit Inc. (NPI) is a venture capital fund for the nonprofit sector. Its goal is to
achieve large-scale social change by investing in and partnering with a select group 
of innovative, high-performing nonprofit organizations. NPI supports social entrepre-
neurs in bringing their organizations to larger scale by providing them with significant
performance-based growth capital as well as intellectual capital in the form of strategy
consulting, growth planning assistance, management support, and network access.

Date of fund incorporation 1998

Date of first grant 1999

Fund legal structure Public Charity

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Organizational capacity is key to ensuring sustainability, quality, and the successful
execution of growth plans. Capacity-building takes substantial upfront planning and
targeted investment.

2) Effective governance structures and accountable, high-performing boards of direc-
tors are critical to a portfolio organization’s success.

3) The fund needs to give potential grantee organizations absolute clarity about its
expectations to enable them to weigh the risks and rewards associated with enter-
ing into the selection process with a high-engagement funder.

4) Early experience suggests highly positive effects for both funders and grantees from 
collaborative and/or co-investment relationships because it better integrates and
streamlines communication, leverages high-engagement activities, and inspires
behavior on the part of funders that promotes a social capital market.

Biggest impediments to success • The limited number of co-investors and follow-on funders that will provide 
growth capital to nonprofit organizations is a restricting factor. There need to be
more growth funders to ensure long-term sustainability and execution of portfolio
organizations’ growth plans beyond the NPI relationship.

• While NPI is beginning to see significant and exciting results from portfolio organiza-
tions, it is challenging to communicate these results in a way that is meaningful to
investors in the NPI fund because there is no “silver bullet” quantitative number 
that accurately reflects the success of a diverse portfolio of nonprofits across 
various sectors.

• The general lack of knowledge in the nonprofit and philanthropic sector about the 
difference between revenue and capital, which can result in the masking of chronic
deficits or inefficiencies and the overcapitalization of nonprofits.

Feedback from grant recipients Based on its annual satisfaction survey of portfolio organizations, NPI heard the follow-
ing positive and negative feedback from grantees:

• Organizations highly value the intellectual capital from New Profit Inc. staff, Monitor
Group consulting teams, and CEO coaches as well as the financial grants.

• Organizations value the NPI community of social entrepreneurs in the portfolio (who 
are at various stages of scaling their organizations) with whom they can share and 
leverage knowledge.

New Profit Inc.

2 Canal Park
Cambridge, MA  02141
www.newprofit.com

Main contact: Vanessa Kirsch
E-mail: vanessa_kirsch@newprofit.com
Phone: (617) 252-3220

Secondary contact: Kelly Fitzsimmons 
E-mail: kelly_fitzsimmons@newprofit.com
Phone: (617) 252-3220
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• NPI needs to better set and manage the grantees’ expectations about timing and
amount of both intellectual and financial capital allocations.

Refinements to the business/investing model Since inception NPI has revised its grantmaking/portfolio management process to begin
by providing a nonperformance-based “planning” grant in the first year of the relation-
ship, combined with significant intellectual capital to support organizational capacity-
building and growth planning. Upon the successful completion of the growth planning
work, NPI then makes the larger, longer-term performance-based grants.

Actions to establish good relationships NPI has worked to create collaborative relationships with other nonprofits, venture
with the local philanthropic community philanthropy funds, and foundations in Boston, New York, and around the United

States by:

• Developing co-investing relationships to jointly and collaboratively fund grantees; 

• Sharing NPI-developed case studies, which analyze various challenges facing non-
profits and outline potential solutions as identified by strategy experts and other
thought partners;

• Convening strategy sessions and providing other coaching and strategic advice 
to nonprofits in the local community that face significant challenges but are not 
necessarily a fit for NPI’s portfolio; and 

• Participating in networking activities and speaking at conferences.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Vanessa Kirsch, President and Founder; and Kelly Fitzsimmons, Managing Partner and 
Co-Founder

Full-time-equivalent staff Seven

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants NPI does not focus on a particular sector or issue, but instead focuses on organizational
stage by providing growth capital to mezzanine-stage nonprofits.

Geographical focus While NPI is not strictly limited geographically, grants generally focus on organizations
that are headquartered in the Northeast corridor, where NPI has offices (New York and
Boston) due to its high-engagement approach to grantmaking.

Process for identifying grant recipients NPI generally identifies potential portfolio organizations by referrals through its informal
nominator network, which includes foundations, individuals, board members, investors,
and other venture philanthropy funds. NPI is not accepting unsolicited proposals from
organizations seeking funding.

Criteria used to assess investment choices • High social impact as determined by the importance of the need being addressed
and the quality of model used to address that need;

• Highly skilled social entrepreneur and management team with commitment to
growth and impact;

• Proven social impact results and previous growth experience;

• Strong organizational capacity and well-articulated plan for growth; and

• Fit with NPI portfolio and potential for NPI to add value.

Anticipated length of relationship 4-5 years

Exit phase planning process Although NPI has not yet reached an exit with any of its investments, it strives to devel-
op customized exit strategies for the time when each portfolio organization moves out
of the NPI fund and into greater self-sufficiency. During NPI’s funding relationship with
portfolio organizations, it works to support organizations as they develop their capacity
in those areas that NPI believes are critical to ongoing sustainability, including:
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• Accessing alternative or additional sources of growth capital;

• Developing an effective and accountable board of directors;

• Building organizational capacity, including performance measurement systems and
fundraising strategies and infrastructure;

• Developing brand-building strategies; and

• Creating revenue-generating businesses to become more self-sustaining.

Grant size range Four-year grants ranging from $1 million-$3 million in blended intellectual and financial 
capital.

Organizations that have been funded NPI’s current portfolio includes: Citizen Schools, Jumpstart, Teach For America, Working
Today, New Leaders for New Schools and The B.E.L.L. Foundation. College Summit will
be added in 2002. Each will have a 4-5 year funding relationship with NPI.

Relationship with grant recipients NPI’s portfolio management process includes an intensive first year of capacity-building
and growth planning followed by a less intense but highly engaged and customized
approach over the remaining term of the funding relationship. NPI’s grants are growth-
oriented and performance-based, and they blend intellectual capital as well as financial
capital to support the portfolio organizations. The following are key components of
NPI’s investment in grantee organizations:

• Assignment of management support: Ongoing management assistance and 
resource coordination from the NPI Portfolio Management team, a CEO coach 
from the Monitor Group, and the participation of an NPI representative on the 
organization’s board.

• Strategic review and growth plan initiative: NPI and a Monitor Group case team
work with the CEO and management team to strengthen the organization’s strategy
for reaching scale. NPI’s investors also support NPI staff in vetting growth plans and
challenging the entrepreneurs in the same way they would their own for-profit
investment organizations.

• Implementation plan and Balanced Scorecard: Once the growth plan is in place, 
NPI works with the organizations to create a detailed operational plan to implement
the strategy toward agreed-upon milestones. A performance-measurement tool, 
the Balanced Scorecard, is used to report on specific levers of success, including
social impact, customer, financial, internal business processes, and learning and
growth measures. NPI ties its portfolio organizations’ scorecards to its own score-
card, thus linking the success of NPI to that of its grantees.

• Ongoing support: NPI collaboratively revises the Balanced Scorecard with the 
portfolio organization at 12-month intervals over the life of the funding relationship.
Distributions of resources are made based on performance against the agreed upon
benchmarks. Additional intellectual capital is provided in the form of consulting
teams for specific projects, professional board development consulting, co-fundrais-
ing, and access to NPI and investor networks.

Value of the nonmonetary support GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time More than 900 hours
per grant recipient per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s Yes
board of directors?
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Outcomes

Success measures for each grant NPI works with each of its portfolio organizations to jointly develop performance meas-
ures that reflect the successful execution of their growth objectives. Using the Balanced
Scorecard, a performance-measurement tool developed by Harvard Business School
professor Robert Kaplan, NPI works with each management team to set annual goals
(to which NPI’s funding is tied). These goals reflect a balanced set of social impact, 
customer, operational, learning, and growth and financial metrics, which help steer 
the organization toward the achievement of social outcomes.

Success measures for the fund NPI has also developed a Balanced Scorecard for NPI itself. Its own scorecard is tied,
among other things, to the performance of the organizations in the NPI portfolio. In
addition to Balanced Scorecard measures, which vary significantly across issue areas,
NPI also reports to its investors using anecdotal and quantitative results of the portfolio
organizations, including revenue/budget growth and the number of individuals served
by the portfolio organizations. NPI is currently working with George Overholser from
Capital One to develop a set of performance metrics for the fund.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital pledged in fund: $5,000,000 $8,000,000 $11,000,000
Annual operating budget: $546,000 $740,000 $940,000
Total amount granted: (cum.) $5,000,000 $5,550,000 $8,800,000
Number of grants made: 5 7 10

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$100,000 $150,000 –

Investor involvement with recipients NPI offers investors and their families a number of ways to enrich their philanthropic
experience, including participating alongside peers in the investor network, helping NPI
to assess and select portfolio organizations by serving on due diligence teams and/or
the NPI Investment Committee, and connecting with social entrepreneurs by sharing
knowledge, advice and expertise through mentoring, volunteer services or participating
in strategy sessions to help nonprofits address a particular strategic challenge they may
be facing.

Changes in investors’ perceptions of the fund Since inception, venture philanthropy as a concept and model has become better
understood generally, so NPI’s job has become less about educating donors about 
the need and more about showing its results. In addition, it appears that investors 
now understand the value of blending intellectual and financial capital in support of
social entrepreneurs to achieve their social impact visions.

Services provided to investors Reporting Portfolio Progress: NPI measures the performance of each organization 
and the overall NPI fund and provides investor reports to update investors on the
progress of each portfolio organization against its benchmarks for organizational
growth and social impact. This ensures that NPI is accountable to its investors for set-
ting goals for each organization and then supporting each organization to meet those
goals. Investor meetings are held to provide investors with the opportunity to interact
with one another, with the NPI management team and with the social entrepreneurs 
in the NPI portfolio.

Communicating NPI Activity and Engagement Opportunities: NPI provides its investors
with the opportunity to maximize the impact of their philanthropic dollars while also
experiencing meaningful connections to a shared community of investors committed to
changing the way capital enters the nonprofit sector. NPI also reports to its investors
through emailed “Investor News Briefings,” which include announcements of any new
investors, opportunities for investor involvement, and activities and highlights for 
portfolio organizations. Most NPI investors are eager to be involved but have very 
limited time. Through these updates, NPI provides investors with information on current
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activities as they unfold and offer meaningful opportunities for them to work with non-
profits by sharing their business skills, technological expertise, or network of contacts.

Does the fund accept private equity? No

Impact of economic downturn NPI’s capital base has been unaffected because its money remains in investors’ 
hands until NPI draws it down for distribution to portfolio organizations (i.e, NPI 
does not hold capital). In terms of fundraising, NPI has not yet experienced any nega-
tive effects. However, NPI anticipates some slowdown if the current downturn contin-
ues or worsens.

Other lessons As the recent Nonprofit Enterprise and Self-sustainability Team conference in Budapest
demonstrated, there is a tremendous amount of interest in and momentum around
venture philanthropy internationally, particularly in Great Britain and the developing
economies of Eastern Europe and South America.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The New Schools Venture Fund is a nonprofit fund harnessing the power of entrepre-
neurs to dramatically improve public education in America. The fund has a passionate
vision that the public education system can and should give all children a quality educa-
tion. New Schools drives systemic change in public education by building an “action
tank” that combines the intellectual power of a think tank with the action orientation
of a venture fund, and the catalytic force of a nationwide network of business, educa-
tion, nonprofit, and policy leaders. New Schools’ theory of change is that social entre-
preneurs can have both a direct and a catalytic effect on dramatically improving the
public education system.

Date of fund incorporation 1997

Date of first grant 1998

Fund legal structure Public Charity

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Experienced “hybrid” leadership is crucial; i.e., experience across the sectors 
(education, business, and nonprofit) is crucial in building strong, scalable enterprises,
both on the venture side and on the funder side.

2) Organizational capacity-building is necessary for success, and it is labor-intensive and
expensive.

3) Venture philanthropy is not the right answer for everyone. New Schools’ model is 
particularly relevant to scalable, sustainable enterprises.

Biggest impediments to success • Translating what each sector brings to the table, communicating effectively between
and among the sectors.

• Finding the right people with the right skills. It is crucial to combine passion, action 
orientation, and thoughtful analysis. Not everyone is good at combining all of these, 
and not everyone respects the need to have these kinds of expertise combined to
create effective solutions.

• Governance—building boards with the right mix of skills and focused on the 
same goal.

Feedback from grant recipients New Schools’ investees (ventures) think the due-diligence process is very tough. In 
particular, nonprofit organizations do not face similar requests from most funders, 
thus they are not used to the rigorous level of diligence New Schools subjects them 
to and the importance it places on a business plan and strategy. In the long run, New
Schools’ ventures report that they are much better off thanks to the capacity-building
and hands-on strategy work and the follow-on work New Schools does regarding
recruitment outreach, follow-on funders, and ongoing board support.

In addition to access to the entrepreneurs on the New Schools team who have 
themselves scaled both successful educational nonprofits and companies, New Schools
ventures find the value they get from the New Schools network very important. New
Schools has created a learning community of investment partners, supporters, and
advisors who come from a variety of worlds, including venture capitalists, entrepre-
neurs, educators, and policymakers. The ability to match a member of the New Schools
network to the board of one of the nonprofits, or to assemble a working group tap-
ping specific expertise to solve a problem one of New Schools’ ventures is wrestling
with is important. New Schools’ ventures also appreciate the larger role New Schools
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plays in building the field of education entrepreneurship and the connections it makes
to others in the field through the New Schools Summit and related events.

Of course, every relationship-based effort has its ups and downs. New Schools data
suggest that early on, the rigorous process is very trying for New Schools’ ventures
teams. The goal is to make sure that, over time, the benefits far outweigh the upfront
and ongoing “costs” of time invested. In this field each venture team needs to analyze
the “cost/benefit” from its perspective—what will this kind of engagement cost in
terms of executive time, business planning, and front-end diligence, and what should
each expect in terms of “benefits,” including all of the traditional “venture capital”
value-adds: funding amount and duration; network effects (connections), learning
opportunities, board match/governance help, executive coaching, help securing specific
follow-on funding, team-recruitment assistance, strategy consulting/advising, signaling
effect to other donors (based on the brand/process/rigor of this funder), and the ability
to “re-purpose” business plan, metrics, etc.

Refinements to the business/investing model New Schools is constantly learning and refining its approach, but the organization 
has the same basic investing criteria and model, including investing in both nonprofit
and for-profit ventures. New Schools’ investment strategy has shifted according to the
context it is operating in and the opportunities that arise. For example, due to the
increasing supply of talented, focused education entrepreneurs and the increasing
awareness among funders for the need for a specialized, focused, expert intermediary
like New Schools, the organization is raising a New Schools Fund II. New Schools will
continue to focus on building an alternative entrepreneurial supply of public choice
schools, teachers, and leaders, and comprehensive curricula and assessments. Based 
on market analysis, New Schools Fund II will lead an initiative to build 5-10 scalable,
nonprofit, public school management organizations.

Actions to establish good relationships New Schools has:
with the local philanthropic community

• Hosted a New Schools Summit including other education funders;

• Hosted speaking engagements to explain what New Schools does for organizations
like Grantmakers for Education, etc.;

• Hosted roundtable discussions with select local funders to discuss its strategy and
criteria;

• Built collaborative relationships for co-funding in all its ventures; and

• Hosted individual meetings with other funders in its issue area.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Kim Smith, Co-Founder and CEO

Full-time-equivalent staff Seven (CEO, Partner, Executive-in-Residence, Associate Partner, Analyst, and two opera-
tions staff members)

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants K-12 public education

Geographical focus United States

Process for identifying grant recipients New Schools identifies promising ventures in three ways:

1) Accepts and reviews unsolicited executive summaries.

2) Actively seeks out teams and ventures that fit its investment criteria, key leverage
points, and desired outcomes.

3) Initiates incubation projects for new ventures.
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Criteria used to assess investment choices New Schools invests in entrepreneurial teams and ventures that satisfy the following
criteria:

• The venture should be scalable with the potential to impact thousands of students;

• The venture should be sustainable with either sound revenue models or clear 
alternative funding plans;

• The venture must have passionate leaders who have expertise in education and 
business management and the wherewithal to execute the venture’s vision;

• New Schools participation will be able to make a strategic difference;

• Most important, the venture must have a significant opportunity to improve 
K-12 public education. By this, New Schools means it should target a “sweet spot,”
or vulnerability in the system; and

• Its educational outcome and impact should be measurable.

Anticipated length of relationship Once New Schools makes an investment, it intends to be in that relationship for a long-
term investment of financial and other strong support to ensure the venture’s success
and maximize social return. The term of the grant, loan, or equity investment depends
entirely on the specifics of the venture, but these are multiyear relationships.

Exit phase planning process New Schools is always working with ventures to address capacity-building, sustainability 
and future growth, revenue and/or fund-raising plans, and programs.

Grant size range New Schools grants, loans, and equity investments have ranged from $50,000-
$3 million plus.

Organizations that have been funded New Schools Fund I has invested in the following ventures across three major 
leverage areas: 

I. Increasing Choice and Quality Supply of Public Schools 

• Aspire Public Schools, www.aspirepublicschools.org

• LearnNow, Inc., www.lnschools.com

• High Tech High, www.hightechhigh.org

• GreatSchools.net, www.greatschools.net 

II. Increasing Quality Supply of Teachers and Leaders 

• Teach For America, www.teachforamerica.org 

• New Leaders for New Schools, www.nlns.org 

• Teachscape, www.teachscape.com 

III.Comprehensive Curricula for Critical Skills:

• Success for All, www.successforall.org 

• Carnegie Learning, Inc., www.carnegielearning.com 

Relationship with grant recipients New Schools provides both direct and indirect support, using various combinations 
of staff, investors, outside volunteers and outside consultants. The capacity-building
provided includes:

• Business plan development;

• Strategy consulting;

• Early-stage incubation and ongoing strategic planning;

• Board/governance support and recruitment;

• Management team recruitment;
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• Ongoing management assistance;

• Follow-on funding assistance; and

• Network events.

Value of the nonmonetary support GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant recipient Varies widely depending on the stage of the venture.
per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s New Schools requires a board seat as part of its ongoing commitment to making its 
board of directors? ventures successful. It believes a board seat is the best way to have ongoing visibility

into the venture’s strategy and execution, and offers a forum within which to offer
guidance, support, and assistance. New Schools’ director seat is typically filled by one 
of the partners from the network of business and education leaders. New Schools
matches this partner to the venture based on needs, skills, and interest. In addition, a
New Schools team member attends board meetings to provide further support to the
director and the venture.

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant New Schools works with each of its portfolio ventures to develop a set of benchmarks
upon which funding is contingent. However the bottom-line indicator of success for its
ventures is improved student achievement. Results in education take time, though, so
key early indicators and milestone achievements are tracked closely. For each venture in
the New Schools portfolio, the organization assesses:

• Process/Progress data (e.g., for a charter-school management organization: number
of schools opened, number of students reached, re-enrollment rates, parent and
teacher satisfaction)

• Outcomes data (e.g., improvement in learning over time relative to control group)

• Catalytic impact (e.g., changes in policy or “system adoption” of innovations or 
best practices)

Each venture is asked to contract with an independent evaluator to evaluate its success
and effectiveness.

Success measures for the fund New Schools assesses its success based on:

• Direct student impact of its portfolio ventures over time.

• Catalytic effect creating improvements in the public education system, beyond 
ventures’ own direct impact on students, for example:

• Policy impact to shift the flow of funds in the system to be more effective.

• Shift practices in relevant institutions, e.g., changes in teacher and principal 
preparation programs.

• The effectiveness of staff in identifying correct leverage points, and providing 
effective assistance to increase venture success, as indicated by venture success 
and venture feedback over time.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

New Schools Fund I is a $20 million fund. Since launching in 1998, the fund has
reviewed over 450 business plans, done deep due diligence on 15 ventures, and built 
a portfolio of nine ventures. To date, New Schools has invested $13 million across six
nonprofit ventures and three for-profit ventures. The remainder of Fund I will continue
to support existing ventures with the possible addition of one or two more ventures.
New Schools Fund II is currently being capitalized through additional donations and
program-related investments.
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Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum
$10,000 $1,000,000 $3,000,000 +

Investor involvement with recipients Investor involvement varies by individual, but could include any of the following:

• Performing due diligence on potential investments through ad hoc working groups;

• Making investment decisions;

• Taking a seat on the board of directors of a venture;

• Coaching and mentoring ventures on strategy;

• Network building for New Schools and its ventures;

• Site visits to promising ventures;

• Participating in annual summit and other special events; or

• Serving on the board of New Schools.

Changes in investors’ perceptions of the fund New Schools investment partners have always been clear about the need to have 
experienced social entrepreneurs running the fund. They tell New Schools that they
now have a greater understanding of New Schools’ catalytic role in transforming public
education, and the importance of creating proof points through New Schools’ portfolio
to bring about wider systems change. They also report a far greater appreciation for
the distinctions between traditional venture capital and venture philanthropy; likewise,
they have a greater understanding of the “double bottom line” and the complexity of
building a venture with a social purpose, and prioritizing and articulating social return
on investment. They, and New Schools, continue to wrestle with how to balance a
sense of urgency with appropriate expectations for outcomes, particularly with under-
standing the relevant time-frame and required scale for various theories of change.

Services provided to investors It varies widely. All investors are honored each year at a special dinner and are included
in New Schools Summits. Some donors choose to provide financial support and receive
periodic updates on progress. Others are quite active depending on their expertise and
skill set, and they are briefed quarterly on the status of the ventures, briefed on trends
in education reform via newsletters and briefing books, and invited to site visits of
promising ventures and other education-related “field trips.” Some donors also serve
on the Investment Partner committee, which makes investment decisions, serve on
working groups addressing key strategic challenges of New Schools ventures, and/or
serve on a number of advisory committees.

Does the fund accept private equity? No

Impact of economic downturn The economic downturn affects New Schools in these ways:

• Individual donations to New Schools Fund II will probably be smaller per person on 
average, and some donors will not be able to participate in New Schools Fund II. 

• The collapse of the early-stage private-equity market for education-focused compa-
nies actually creates a greater need for socially motivated early-stage risk capital,
thus increasing the need for New Schools and improving its fundraising positioning
among many socially motivated institutional funders. 
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• Public policy shifts make public education an important opportunity for the use 
of high-leverage Program Related Investments (PRIs). Historically, PRIs require an
expert, value-added intermediary through which large institutional foundations 
can put their PRI capital to work in a cost-effective, high-efficacy manner. New
Schools’ three-year track record of success, experienced team of entrepreneurs,
and the fact that its operating costs are underwritten, make New Schools a very
high-leverage way for institutional donors to put long-term PRI loans to work for
improving educational outcomes. This positioning is further strengthened by the
market downturn because the need for PRIs is increased while the availability of
experienced teams with the relevant track record, intellectual capital, advisors, and
networks has not increased.

Other lessons New Schools’ version of venture philanthropy begins with entrepreneurs, an institution-
al staff combining social-sector and business expertise, donors and advisors who are
involved, act with a sense of urgency, and have experience building entrepreneurial
ventures. This combination leads to an emphasis on strategic hybrid philanthropy:

• Providing both financial and intellectual capital;

• Identifying levers for systemic change;

• Investing operating and growth capital;

• Taking calculated risks, and rewarding success by investing again where it makes 
a difference;

• Building and funding leadership and organizational capacity;

• Hands-on support over time; and

• Building the field of hybrid leaders and intellectual capital.

This model is not right for everyone. It is expensive and difficult work. To be successful,
it is important to have the resources and the right kind of hybrid experiences. At New
Schools, the organization is fortunate to bring together a network of experienced busi-
ness leaders and educators who, from the beginning, appreciated the need to “learn
by doing” and who continue to be dedicated learners at every stage of its organiza-
tional development.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The institute creates multiple investor portfolios and partnerships that invest capital.
The institute also seeds capital directly into poor and rural communities through social
entrepreneurs living within distressed areas.

The primary investment focus is community turnarounds where conventional funding
and social investments have failed to produce impacts for residents.

The institute also serves as an investment manager in placing funds with nonprofits 
after the institute has established criteria of verifiable outcomes achieved for people—
answering, how will they be better off?

Date of fund incorporation 1973

Date of first grant 1973

Fund legal structure 501 (c) (3)

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Betting on people as social entrepreneurs is a powerful skill any investor can 
develop.

2) A clear understanding of best practitioner abilities must be vetted to fit the specific
capacity and readiness of the community involved in the undertaking.

3) Planning is important to start, but innovating will get an organization to the 
finish line.

Biggest impediments to success Not effectively training intermediaries and local partners on how to vet community
entrepreneurs and sustain them.

Feedback from grant recipients Grant recipients have identified the institute’s reluctance to develop a written applica-
tion and guidelines for social entrepreneur engagement and development as both 
positive and negative.

Refinements to the business/investing model The institute has extended investments to a broader set of social entrepreneurs in 
community settings, e.g. principals undertaking school turnarounds; local small busi-
ness operators trying to get revenues and profits to scale.

Actions to establish good relationships The institute works throughout the nation in many philanthropic relationships that
with the local philanthropic community focus investments on local communities; it syndicates its community investments with

philanthropists at all levels—institutional and individual—as well as state and local 
governments that are often the ideal exit partners.

The institute also encourages public/private partnerships and serves as investment 
manager for the fund investments of others in local settings. This has worked very 
well to reduce the institute’s risk as well as increase the amount of investment capital
at work in communities and organizations.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Robert M. Hanna, Director of The Rensselaerville Institute South 
and Venture Philanthropy at the institute
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Full-time-equivalent staff Two full-time community-investment specialists; several other staff serve as venture 
specialists on investments that focus on nonprofit organizational development.

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Geographical focus The institute invests in distressed area turnarounds, where it prefers investing in 
geographic settings defined by depressed economies or lack of physical and social
infrastructure.

Process for identifying grant recipients The institute has no application process and does not accept applications for grants.
Managers prefer to vet referrals from previous partners, new partner investors in the
local community, or institutional investors.

Criteria used to assess investment choices The institute primarily invests in local social entrepreneurs engaged in producing highly
verifiable community impacts. The institute also helps to place investments in nonprof-
its on behalf of other investors where criteria show a likelihood that the organization
can achieve clear customer outcomes and can deliver a product within a defined mar-
ket during the investment cycle itself.

Anticipated length of relationship Community investments last up to five years.

Exit phase planning process Exit strategies are addressed at the beginning of the relationship prior to investment.
The institute has also been successful in exiting investments through both buyouts 
and mergers.

Grant size range Individual community investments ranged from $1,000 to $250,000 and much higher
by including syndication of other investors.

Organizations that have been funded Not available for release.

Relationship with grant recipients The institute works directly and intensively with its grant recipients, particularly at the
outset of the relationship. The institute actively seeks to establish the governing effects
of a good start in any portfolio endeavor.

Value of the nonmonetary support GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant Staff time with recipients varies greatly.
recipient per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant The institute considers the number of people who achieved an intended, ongoing, 
and verifiable improvement from the undertaking, and it considers cost and time sav-
ings achieved in delivering the benefits through innovation and learning.

Success measures for the fund The institute tracks venture success on improving the best use of its time and money
and that of its partners. The best use of time and money is measured in terms of
reduced costs for increased outcomes and/or savings achieved year after year.

Funding Sources

Investor involvement with recipients The institute does not capitalize and manage a single fund, but does have several port-
folios of investments that also include money under management from other principal
investors. It has also served as investment advisor for up to $50 million in social invest-
ments on behalf of other investors. Investor involvement varies considerably in that the
institute has some who are active partners and some passive. Although the portfolios
have no limits, managers prefer portfolio capitalization of $250,000 to $1.5 million for
individual community turnarounds, depending on local factors.
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Changes in investors’ perceptions of the fund Investors’ and partners’ expectations vary depending on targeted outcomes and other
factors. Most often the investment portfolio design seeks to achieve verifiable and
measurable outcomes for people in need as the expected SROI.

Services provided to investors The institute offers full services of investment management and portfolio design as well
as investment methods for partnering with other investors in targeted undertakings.

Impact of economic downturn There are fewer visibly positioned investors seeking new ventures, but they are 
still there.

Other lessons The capability to lead social change often begins by establishing small proven examples
that quickly encourage many previously unseen and inaccessible sources of social capi-
tal to follow these examples. High-performing social investing is accepting a tolerably
moderate level of risk and managing it before the first dollar is spent, and risk manage-
ment is simply 99% action and 1% theory.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Rinconada provides start-up ventures in disability rights with management assistance
and capital.

Date of fund incorporation 1997

Date of first grant 1998

Fund legal structure Public Charity

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Mark Breimhorst, President

Full-time-equivalent staff None

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Disability Rights Movement and Alternative Education

Geographical focus United States only

Process for identifying grant recipients About 25% of grantees apply for funding, others are located by the fund through
research or word of mouth.

Criteria used to assess investment choices • Systemic social return on investment;

• Sustainability;

• Matching Rinconada’s mission;

• Quality of management team; and

• Geography.

Anticipated length of relationship About 3-8 years

Exit phase planning process After the initial funding period, a new set of terms and conditions will be negotiated.

Grant size range Grants will range from $1,000-$10,000; the fund has not yet made any multistage
investments.

Organizations that have been funded • Access Ability, Inc.: two years

• Disability Rights Education and Defense Fund: one year

• Lifeguides: two years

• The Mosaic Project: one year

• Mobility International USA: one year

Relationship with grant recipients Much of the relationship is based on what the individual portfolio ventures require.
Rinconada has a team of about 50 volunteers who provide ad hoc consulting on a 
variety of issues. Some ventures have not taken advantage of this service; others
require a couple of hours per month. Staff generally coordinates these efforts between
the entrepreneurs and the volunteer consultants.

Rinconada Ventures Foundation

455 Eureka Street
San Francisco, CA  94114
www.rinconada.org

Main contact: Mark Breimhorst
E-mail: mark@rinconada.org
Phone: (415) 642-7441
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Value of the nonmonetary support GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Typically take a seat on recipient’s Yes
board of directors?

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001

Total capital in fund: $250,000 $270,000
Annual operating budget: $50,000 $20,000
Total amount granted: $17,000 $20,000
Number of grants made: 2 3

Funding Sources

Investor involvement with recipients Many investors provide management assistance or sit on the Rinconada board.

Services provided to investors None

Does the fund accept private equity? No 

Other lessons As the field has expanded and welcomed new practitioners, the definition of 
“venture philanthropy” has also expanded to include anything from strategic 
giving to venture capital.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The mission of The Roberts Enterprise Development Fund (REDF) is to raise the 
standards of excellence and integrity in the nonprofit and philanthropic communities
nationwide through the development and dissemination of innovative approaches 
to critical social issues.

REDF pursues this mission by leveraging strategic partnerships that enable it to act as a
catalyst for change through the community application of business skills and practice:

• Implementing a social venture capital approach to philanthropy by building the
capacity of nonprofit organizations to deliver and sustain quality services to fulfill
their social mission.

• Bringing a portfolio of nonprofit social-purpose enterprises to definitive growth 
and market sustainability to provide transitional and permanent employment 
opportunities for very low-income and homeless individuals.

• Engaging the nonprofit and philanthropic field in dialogue through publishing, 
providing resources on the web, participating in public forums, and serving as a 
convener of interested players.

Date of fund incorporation 1997

Date of first grant 1997

Fund legal structure Private Operating Foundation

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons REDF has chronicled its lessons learned in the REDF Box Set entitled Social Purpose
Enterprises and Venture Philanthropy in the New Millennium, volume 2 (Investor
Perspectives), chapter 2 (“The Challenge of Change”). This publication is available 
on REDF’s web site at www.redf.org/pub_boxset.htm.

Biggest impediments to success Please refer to REDF’s Box Set for the articles “The Challenge of Change” and
“Enterprises Gone But Not Forgotten.”

Refinements to the business/investing Please refer to “The Challenge of Change” as well as the article written by REDF 
model Managing Director Melinda Tuan located within this report.

Actions to establish good relationships REDF has established relationships through its memberships with the Neighborhood 
with the local philanthropic community Funders Group and the National Council on Foundations, through regular conversations

with other funders, and through its participation in local panels about venture 
philanthropy.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Melinda T. Tuan, Managing Director

Full-time-equivalent staff Seven

The Roberts Enterprise Development Fund

P.O. Box 29266
Presidio Building 1009, 1st Floor
San Francisco, CA  94129
www.redf.org

Main contact: Melinda Tuan
Phone: (415) 561-6678
E-mail: mtuan@redf.org
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Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants REDF grants focus on nonprofit organizations that are running social-purpose enterpris-
es to provide transitional and permanent employment for formerly homeless and very
low-income individuals in the San Francisco Bay Area.

Geographical focus REDF focuses its grants in Northern California and the Greater San Francisco Bay Area.

Process for identifying grant recipients REDF finds appropriate organizations through networking with funding colleagues,
existing social-purpose enterprises, the community, and other sources.

Criteria used to assess investment choices • Fit with REDF mission and goals—When REDF and agency goals are shared, REDF
requirements further the mission of the organization, rather than add extra work.
Mission fit also enables REDF to maintain its focus. 

• Social-purpose-enterprise fit with agency mission and goals—social purpose
enterprise should be a core part of an organization’s strategy or it may distract from
the organization’s overall mission.

• Business impact—Businesses with solid business plans and strong operating 
systems are more likely to meet financial goals, which directly impact the agency’s
ability to deliver on its mission.

• Social impact—REDF’s mission, as well as the agency’s mission, is to improve lives. 
If the social impact is not tracked, none of the organizations will know whether the
social goals are being met.

• Readiness of parent to support social-purpose enterprise—The support and
understanding of the executive director, board, and agency increase the likelihood 
of success for a social-purpose enterprise.

• Ability of organization to benefit from REDF support—REDF provides a unique
and powerful blend of support for organizations. If organizations do not have a
need for the support REDF provides, or if they do not believe in REDF’s approach,
the impact of REDF is significantly limited.

Anticipated length of relationship REDF’s investments are designed as long-term relationships based on the business plan
of the social-purpose enterprise. REDF currently has investees that it has funded for
over 10 years. REDF’s intention is to continue funding social-purpose enterprises that
are meeting their mutually-agreed-upon financial and social-outcome goals in their
business plans for as long as the enterprises require philanthropic investment.

Exit phase planning process In cases in which a social-purpose enterprise is expected to generate significant
amounts of net income over time, REDF may exit that particular funding relationship,
assuming that the enterprise can then self-finance its continued growth and expansion.

Grant size range For members of the REDF 2001 portfolio, each organization receives on average
$200,000-$300,000 each year, renewable based upon the enterprise’s needs over 
the length of the funding relationship. For members of the REDF Enterprise
Development Year portfolio, each organization receives on average $50,000 for 
the one-year initiative.

Organizations that have been funded 1997–1999
• Barrios Unidos
• Building Opportunities for Self-Sufficiency
• Jobs Consortium

1997–2000
• Asian Neighborhood Design
• Community Vocational Enterprises
• Golden Gate Community, Inc.
• Goodwill Industries
• Juma Ventures
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• Rubicon Programs
• Youth Industry 

2001
REDF Portfolio:
• Community Vocational Enterprises
• Golden Gate Community, Inc.
• Goodwill Industries
• Juma Ventures
• Rubicon Programs

REDY Portfolio:
• Access to Software for All People
• Bay Area Video Coalition
• Plugged In
• Poplar ReCare
• Toolworks

Relationship with grant recipients REDF assists its portfolio organizations in a variety of ways, most notably by providing
financing for organizational infrastructure, access to additional funds for capital
expenses, strategic business development assistance, access to business networking
opportunities, social-outcome measurement, and technological tools and training.

Value of the nonmonetary support EQUAL TO the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant 400 hours
recipient per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Please refer to REDF publications on Social Return on Investment (at
http://www.redf.org/pub_sroi.htm) as well as the article entitled “Webtrack and
Beyond: Documenting the Impact of Social Purpose Enterprises” (in Volume 2 of the
REDF Box Set, available online at www.redf.org/pub_boxset.htm). Additionally, REDF
has partnered with several consultants as well as REDF Portfolio members in the cre-
ation of OASIS, the Ongoing Assessment of Social ImpactS. For more information 
on OASIS, please visit www.redf.org/about_oasis.htm.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $2,900,000 $3,200,000 $3,100,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $2,900,000 $3,200,000 $3,100,000
Annual operating budget: $2,900,000 $3,200,000 $3,100,000
Total amount granted: $1,700,000 $1,600,000 $1,600,000
Number of grants made: 10 10 10

Funding Sources

Investor involvement with recipients The single donor/investor meets regularly with REDF management to discuss how the
portfolio is doing and annually or semiannually with REDF portfolio members.
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Services provided to investors Everything REDF does can be considered a service to the individual donor.

Does the fund accept private equity? No

Other lessons More and more players are entering this field calling themselves venture philanthro-
pists, but there is little clarity in terms of what venture philanthropy really is. There
appears to be a lot more talking than actual investing to date, as well as a fair 
amount of hubris in the midst of this “new philanthropy.” REDF hopes the coming 
year will bring more experience and more lessons learned to be shared with the broad-
er community. REDF also hopes there will be a recognition that “new” is not necessari-
ly “better”—that there are different approaches to philanthropy along a broad spec-
trum of activity, and that society will be better off when there is increased collaboration
in philanthropy.

99

Profiles



Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The Robin Hood Foundation is dedicated to preventing poverty in New York City. 
In response to the destruction of the World Trade Center, a separate relief fund was
established in 2001 to aid victims of the disaster, particularly low-income families 
and individuals.

Date of fund incorporation 1988

Date of first grant 1988

Fund legal structure Public Charity

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Provide sufficient capital to help the agency achieve its objectives through a long-
term relationship and flexible general operating funds.

2) Fully fund independent evaluations to help the agency manage and improve its out-
comes and to help funders monitor the impact of interventions.

3) Build expertise in both service domain and organizational management to gain cred-
ibility and provide high-quality nonfinancial assistance.

Biggest impediments to success • The inherent instability of funding for social services, particularly for infrastructure.

• The lack of credible information on “best practices” for nonprofit management.

• The inherent difficulties of evaluating social-service outcomes and utilizing them to
improve programs.

Feedback from grant recipients In 1994 and again in 2001, the foundation sponsored a “customer satisfaction” 
assessment of its grant recipients, conducted in 1994 by Monitor and in 2001 by
McKinsey & Company. Ninety-six percent of grant recipients are very or quite satisfied
with Robin Hood’s impact on helping them achieve their mission. Even so, several 
suggestions to improve Robin Hood’s model of engaged grantmaking surfaced and are
currently being enacted.

Refinements to the business/investing model While Robin Hood’s model of grantmaking has remained essentially the same, the
foundation has increased its focus and the extent of its due diligence, management
assistance, and evaluation efforts. In the mid-1990s, the foundation refined its model
to target four preventive issue areas (early childhood, schools, afterschool & youth pro-
grams, job training) and one remedial issue area (survival). Around this time, Robin
Hood also began to segment grant recipients by organizational life cycle (venture capi-
tal, growth, re-engineering, blue chip) and to provide different types of nonfinancial
assistance based on this segmentation. In 2001, following the World Trade Center dis-
aster, a separate fund was established to assist in the short- and long-term needs for
economic relief and recovery of lower-income victims.

Actions to establish good relationships with Robin Hood’s program staff actively enlists the support of co-investors for its grant
the local philanthropic community recipients among other local funders. Robin Hood encourages other philanthropies 

to fund administrative expenses in ways that allow all public funds to flow directly to
supported agencies. Occasionally, the foundation has made presentations at local and
national philanthropy forums.

The Robin Hood Foundation

111 Broadway
19th Floor
New York, NY  10006
www.robinhood.org

Main contact: David Saltzman
E-mail: saltzman@robinhood.org
Phone: (212) 227-6601

Secondary contact: Michael Park
E-mail: park@robinhood.org
Phone: (212) 227-6601
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Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive David Saltzman, Executive Director

Full-time-equivalent staff 45

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Poverty (education, early childhood, youth and after-school, job training, survival) and
relief to the victims of the World Trade Center disaster.

Geographical focus New York City

Process for identifying grant recipients The foundation accepts applications and also searches out new organizations that fit its
portfolio strategy.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Robin Hood asks the following questions to determine if the nonprofit will be a 
good fit:

• Does the mission of the proposed grantee fit with the mission of Robin Hood? Is the
service it proposes to deliver one that is needed?

• Does it have realistic strategies for attracting clients and delivering services?

• Is the leader capable of building the organization he or she envisions?

• Does the agency possess the organizational capacity needed to deliver the services
at the quality and volume projected? If not, is it open to help in improving its orga-
nizational capacity?

Anticipated length of relationship Robin Hood grants are renewed annually and have no limit.

Exit phase planning process The foundation does not plan to exit as a funder. In those cases where Robin Hood 
has decided to withdraw funding from an agency (because its mission or focus has
changed to such an extent that it is no longer a fit with Robin Hood), the foundation
has withdrawn funding over a period of three years to allow the agency time to plan
and replace this funding stream.

Grant size range Grants are renewed yearly or upon completion of goals. Grants range from $40,000-
$620,000 per year.

Organizations that have been funded Robin Hood currently funds approximately 100 antipoverty organizations in the New
York area. Some of these organizations have been funded by Robin Hood since its
inception.

Relationship with grant recipients Robin Hood leverages its financial support with strategic management assistance,
donated goods and services, technical support, capital improvements, and matching
grants. The nonfinancial assistance is provided by staff as well as a multitude of profes-
sional volunteers from many of New York’s top professional-services firms. Some of
these volunteers are investors in Robin Hood as well.

Value of the nonmonetary support In the early years of the foundation, the value of nonmonetary services and goods 
and management assistance varied from 25-50% of the value of grants. In more recent years, the value of these

services has ranged from 50-75% of grants.

Amount of staff time per grant An average of 100 hours per organization. However, this varies widely based upon the
recipient per year needs of the organization.

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?
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Outcomes

Success measures for each grant The managing director for each grant works with the organization to establish a set of
measurable program goals that are linked to the continued funding of the grant. These
goals are typically a combination of qualitative program and organizational data and
outcome-related targets. Accomplishment of the jointly identified goals determines the
success of the grant. In addition, Robin Hood employs an independent research agency
to carefully evaluate every program funded and the outcomes each one achieves. These
evaluations are also included in the analysis of grants.

Success measures for the fund Robin Hood assesses its success by:

• Continuing to find and support groups that are having the best impact fighting
poverty in New York City. Robin Hood reviews the evaluation and financial data for
each group and monitors ratios of administrative to program costs.

• Bringing additional resources—i.e., money, goods, and services—to these groups.

• Identifying systemic issues for nonprofits fighting poverty and finding ways to
address or ameliorate them.

• Meeting internal goals for grants made in specific issue areas, success in year-to-year
fundraising, maintaining reasonable administrative costs.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001*

Total capital in fund: $66,300,000 $72,000,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $779,750 $0
Annual operating budget: $4,384,000 $5,000,000
Total amount granted: $12,714,000 $17,500,000
Number of grants made: 110 121

*Does not include Robin Hood Relief Fund

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$5 $10,000 $5,000,000

Investor involvement with recipients The board is made up of a combination of donors and nonprofit experts. A subset 
of the board serves as a program committee that approves grant decisions, while
another committee oversees the foundation’s own investment portfolio. In addition,
some donors volunteer as board members for groups in the portfolio or volunteer in
fundraising, management assistance, or investment advice. In 2001, a separate com-
mittee of the board was established to approve relief grants.

Changes in investors’ perceptions of the fund In the early years, contributions from board members and high-net-worth donors 
comprised the entire fund; over time, more investors have contributed, with a much
wider range of gifts. On the one hand, this has allowed Robin Hood to be recognized
and “owned” by a wider community; at the same time, it has increased the extent to
which large donors place their trust in the board and staff to manage their donations
wisely. The Robin Hood Relief Fund was established in response to myriad requests to
Robin Hood’s board from donors, who trusted Robin Hood to respond with effective-
ness and speed.

Services provided to investors • The Robin Hood Foundation communicates with investors quarterly with high-level
detail about investments for the year. A monthly newsletter was instituted for the
relief fund efforts.

• The foundation holds three events annually for current and prospective donors to
inform them about Robin Hood’s grant recipients. This year, Robin Hood added a
town meeting for interested donors to explore the needs of grant recipients in the
wake of the WTC attacks.



• The fund matches donors and other volunteers who would like to donate profes-
sional services or serve as board members for grant recipients.

Does the fund accept private equity? No 

Impact of economic downturn Neither Robin Hood’s capital base nor its regular fundraising efforts have been affected,
though the foundation anticipates some impact on year-end giving. However, the
response to the World Trade Center disaster has created an unprecedented increase in
giving concurrent with the economic downturn.

Other lessons Robin Hood prefers to think of itself as an engaged grantmaker. At times, especially in
its early stages of work with a group, Robin Hood applies strategies adopted from the
world of venture capital. However, the foundation also supports and works closely with
groups at many different stages of their life cycle. In these cases, while Robin Hood is
still heavily engaged, there are fewer parallels with a venture capital model. Over the
years, the foundation has focused more on the mission of effectively fighting poverty
and the needs of the groups it currently funds than on the theoretical model underly-
ing the foundation’s grantmaking.

While it is nearly impossible to quantify the impact, Robin Hood has learned some
things about the difficulties emerging for the nonprofit sector from the economic
downturn and its exacerbation related to the September 11 terrorist attacks. Less 
than two weeks after these attacks, its grant recipients had major government con-
tracts diverted to disaster funding, lost corporate sponsorship for fundraising events,
and saw precipitous drops in the number of critical volunteers. Beyond the direct needs
of those killed, wounded, displaced, or unemployed because of the events, the diver-
sion of major funding sources coupled with the rippling increase in poverty and unem-
ployment have dramatically intensified the stress on systems that were already working
beyond full capacity. In response, Robin Hood has earmarked 10% (approximately $6.5
million) of its reserve fund to be allocated to emergency needs of its grant recipients
related to these events. (The Robin Hood Relief Fund, addressing the more direct needs
related to the September 11 attacks, comes from a different source of funding.)
Despite the difficulty of predicting how the situation will affect fundraising efforts for
the next year, the intention of Robin Hood in establishing the reserve fund 
is to be able to make grants at or above the past year’s level throughout a two-year
down cycle in the economy.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission By activating new donors and creating philanthropic leaders, Silicon Valley Social
Venture Fund (SV2) is a network that leverages its collective intellectual, financial, and
leadership capital to make a positive, measurable, and strategic difference in the Silicon
Valley community.

Date of fund incorporation 1999

Date of first grant 2000

Fund legal structure Donor-advised Fund

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Communication is key. Public-benefit corporations and SV2 partners work hard to 
clearly communicate, listen, and respect each other’s opinions.

2) The relationship with the Community Foundation is very important. CFSV provides
many back-office services and grantmaking assistance to SV2.

3) Strategic planning is critical. Going through a six-month strategic-planning process 
has really helped SV2 focus its mission, solidify its values, and create benchmarks for 
its growth and effectiveness.

Biggest impediments to success Time and involvement issues have been very challenging. Partners are very busy 
(work, family, religious organizations, etc.). SV2 continues to work on providing oppor-
tunities to get partners involved directly with public-benefit corporations. The current
grantmaking process is too laborious. SV2 changed the grantmaking model after one
year. There was a streamlining and clarification of the process so that each partner
could get involved and know what the opportunities for involvement were. Also, SV2
expanded from two grants per year to four grants per year to allow SV2 to reach more
public-benefit corporations and reach areas beyond the initial grant focus areas of edu-
cation and children and youth.

Feedback from grant recipients SV2 has helped recipient organizations create multiyear plans and examine their
strengths and weaknesses so that they can be a stronger organization.

SV2 partners are busy, so it is difficult sometimes to find projects for them in short time
increments.

Refinements to the business/investing model SV2 has created a strategic plan to look out 2-3 years. Also, the fund revamped its
grants model.

Actions to establish good relationships SV2 created Philanthropy Forums to invite and learn from public-benefit corporations 
with the local philanthropic community that are meeting needs in areas that the SV2 grantmaking model is not funding.

SV2 started an SV2 Kids program, which primarily provides direct community service
opportunities for SV2 partners and their families. For example, SV2 kids dressed up for
Halloween and visited a nursing home, bringing toys and gifts to senior citizens.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Barb Larson, Director of Development;
Lori Alegria-Fox, Development Associate

Full-time-equivalent staff Two and a quarter

Silicon Valley Social Venture Fund

c/o Community Foundation Silicon Valley
60 South Market Street, Suite 1000
San Jose, CA  95113
www.SV2.org

Main contact: Barb Larson
E-mail: blarson@cfsv.org
Phone: (408) 278-2200

Secondary contact: Lori Alegria-Fox 
E-mail: lfox@cfsv.org
Phone: (408) 278-2200
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Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants For the year 2001, SV2 will invest in four organizations that address the SV2 
focus areas of economic development/job training (fall 2001), sustainability/environ-
ment (winter 2001), adult literacy (spring 2002), and safety net/social services 
(summer 2002).

For the year 2000, SV2 invested in two organizations that address the SV2 focus areas
of education (summer 2000 grant cycle) and children and youth (fall 2000 grant cycle).

Geographical focus Public-benefit corporations must provide service in Santa Clara and/or southern 
San Mateo counties of Northern California.

Process for identifying grant recipients SV2 STRENGTH grants are currently by invitation only. This is mainly due to volume and
processing issues. SV2 partners set grant criteria and the general partnership is encour-
aged to nominate public-benefit corporations that fit the grant criteria.

Additionally, the Community Foundation Silicon Valley may recommend a few public
benefit corporations for SV2 to consider.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Leadership. SV2 is looking to work with energetic, entrepreneural executive directors
who have a vision and track record. SV2 also wants to see the leadership of the board
involved in and committed to the organization’s mission.

Sound fiscal management.

Community impact. SV2 wants to invest in a public-benefit corporation that is making
a measurable difference in the community.

Anticipated length of relationship Three years

Exit phase planning process This process is still under development. SV2 develops a business plan for each grantee
that will include an exit strategy.

Grant size range In 2000-2001, four grants were pledged or given: one was $225,000 ($75,000 per
year for three years) and the other three were for $75,000 each. The average grant size
was $56,250 per year. Going forward with its new grantmaking model, the average
grant size will be $40,000 per year.

Organizations that have been funded 2000
Project HELP in Sunnyvale, CA—$75,000 over one year 
www.project-help.org (education)

2001 
Child Advocates in San Jose, CA—$225,000 over three years 
www.childadv.org (children & youth)

Downtown College Prep in San Jose, CA—$75,000 over two years 
www.downtowncollegeprep.org (education)

Eastside College Preparatory School in East Palo Alto, CA—$75,000 over two years 
www.eastside.org (education)

September 11th Fund New York, NY $25,000
www.uwnyc.org/sep11/ (disaster relief)

Relationship with grant recipients At present, each grantee has a team of SV2 partners (consisting of 2-8 people) 
who work in partnership with the executive director, staff, and board members.
Activities include: helping with strategic plans, exploring new revenue streams, 
technology and marketing planning, etc. SV2 staff are directly involved in supporting
this process as well.
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Value of the nonmonetary support EQUAL TO the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant Roughly 2-4 staff hours a month and estimated 4-10 SV2 partner hours a month
recipient per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant SV2 reviews each grant agreement for each grantee (which has specific goals and
objectives for the grant) and receives reports from the grantees at least two times 
per year. SV2 measures its success against the goals and objectives set forth in the
grant agreements.

Success measures for the fund SV2 formally surveys its partners and grantees on an annual basis. SV2 asks for and
documents feedback after most events (especially those involving public-benefit corpo-
rations). The cumulative evaluation is then shared with the partners.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $1,000,000 $1,164,000 $1,350,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $150,000 $465,000 $515,000
Annual operating budget: $66,500 $180,000 $210,000
Total amount granted: $75,000 $295,000 $430,000
Number of grants made: 1 7 10

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$2,500 $8,000 $25,000

Investor involvement with recipients Partners work on one of many committees: Board of Managers, Governance,
Technology, Grants, Inform & Educate, Membership, Finance and Impact (volunteering).

Changes in investors’ perceptions of the fund SV2 partners are more realistic about their time constraints and what they can commit
both to SV2 and to public benefit corporations. Also, they are more committed and
interested in activities focused on philanthropic education and directly working with
public-benefit corporations rather than having social events.

Services provided to investors SV2 organizes gatherings (seminars, membership mixers, community-service projects,
etc.) for the SV2 partners, which are underwritten by partners and/or the Community
Foundation Silicon Valley.

Does the fund accept private equity? Yes 

Amount of private equity One SV2 partner pledged $12,500, but the company went out of business, so the part-
ner could not fulfill the pledge.

Impact of economic downturn SV2’s funds are invested with Community Foundation Silicon Valley in a money market
account—so there has been very little impact on its capital base.

Other lessons SV2 focuses on working with public-benefit corporations and helping individuals learn
about and realize their philanthropic goals. Although SV2 staff members are proud of
their grantmaking and think it will make a difference, they know that their real assets
lie in getting more donors “hooked” on philanthropy (engaging in volunteering and
leadership, giving donations that are multiyear and strategic, etc.). In so doing, donors
can know more about public-benefit corporations and how their contributions of time
and money are helping, and they can spend the next 30-50 years enjoying getting
involved and giving back to the community.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Social Venture Partners (SVP) seeks to develop philanthropy and volunteerism to
achieve positive social change in the Puget Sound region. Using the venture capital
approach as a model, SVP is committed to giving time, money, and expertise to 
create partnerships with nonprofit organizations. SVP has provided a model for venture
philanthropy that has been shared in Arizona, Austin, Dallas, and 18 other locations 
to date.

Date of fund incorporation 1997

Date of first grant 1998

Fund legal structure Donor-advised Fund

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) This is very hard work; don’t start it if you are not truly committed.

2) The “fit” between the investee and the venture philanthropist is critical. It’s not easy
to make it work just right, but when you do get it right, it can be very effective for
both organizations.

3) SVP recognizes the power and value of building a network, a peer community of
people working on this together. The whole can be much greater than the sum of
the parts.

Biggest impediments to success • Nonprofits have a difficult time really understanding what SVP does, how SVP adds
value, and how to effectively use SVP.

• It has been difficult to implement the benchmarks, criteria, and tools to measure the
ultimate success of the capacity-building work SVP does for its grant recipients.

• Shifting SVP’s intervention from lots of tactical (good, productive) projects to a more
strategic, holistic approach has been difficult.

Feedback from grant recipients SVP has helped to expand the thinking and sense of possibility of its recipients. When
SVP gets it right, it can help significantly. SVP can accomplish in 20 hours what it might
have taken its grant recipients 200 hours to do. However, SVP can be a little impatient
at times. Some recipients want SVP to take more time to better understand them, their
mission, etc.

Refinements to the business/investing model SVP refines its model all the time! Its grant areas have gotten a little more specific and
focused, though the focus remains fairly broad. SVP has radically upgraded, evolved,
and improved its model for matching volunteers and creating a more successful frame-
work for investee relations.

Actions to establish good relationships SVP tries to be as collaborative and transparent as possible. SVP has worked very hard 
with the local philanthropic community over time to explain its role and what it is not. There is a true value-add reason to col-

laborate with anyone—it must simply be found. Once that value has been defined, SVP
tries to back up its collaborative words in practice. It’s basically a process of building
human relationships.

107

Profiles

Social Venture Partners

1601 Second Avenue
Suite 605
Seattle, WA  98101
www.svpseattle.org

Main contact: Paul Shoemaker
E-mail: paulshoe@svpseattle.org
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Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Paul Shoemaker, Executive Director

Full-time-equivalent staff Three focused on Seattle, plus one national person to assist other SVP funds

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Early childhood and parenting, K-12 education, and environment

Geographical focus King County, Washington

Process for identifying grant recipients SVP Seattle accepts unsolicited proposals and does not seek them out. SVP has a six-
month ongoing process, details of which are located at—
http://www.svpseattle.org/grant_guidelines/default.htm

Criteria used to assess investment choices SVP Seattle uses the following criteria to identify its grant recipients:

• Organization with visionary leader; 

• Track record and focus on outcomes; 

• Fit with SVP’s mission focus on children and education; 

• Fit with high-engagement relationship in mindset and organizational capability; and

• Need and suitability for organizational capacity-building work.

Perhaps most important, SVP has learned that it doesn’t truly know the mutual suitabil-
ity of the recipient until 6-12 months into the working relationship.

Anticipated length of relationship Grants last 3-7 years with many recipients, but not all. Average is five years.

Exit phase planning process SVP helps organizations to sustain their operation after the initial grant period in the
following ways:

• It helps recipients build organizational capacity in eight areas of its support model.

• It broadens and diversifies the recipient’s funding base via greater fund development
or social-enterprise capacity.

• Where appropriate, it helps recipients establish relationships with other funding
organizations to benefit those that are leaving the fund. All of these are steps
toward a more positive exit. SVP will not go to this full extent with all investees. It 
is important to start talking about this exit a couple years before approaching the
end of the relationship. For more reflection on the transition out of the fund, SVP
recommends http://www.redf.org/download/other/exitstrategy.pdf

Grant size range The average grant is $50,000-$55,000 annually.

Organizations that have been funded SVP has supported 25 investees, for 1-4 years each, depending on the organization.
Specific recipients can be found at:
http://www.svpseattle.org/investee_portfolio/default.htm

Relationship with grant recipients • The SVP Volunteer Team (V-Team) is the core group of 3-6 SVP partners who work
most directly with the recipient. These partners have an interest in that specific non-
profit and have appropriate skills and time to do the needed volunteer work. Each
team has a lead partner, who is the primary conduit between SVP and the recipient
and serves as the contact point for the V-Team partners. 

• A lead partner or V-Team member can call upon more than 200 other partners for a
specific question, need, or connection. 

• Extended support represents relationships that SVP is developing with other organi-
zations in the community. These organizations and individuals could be tapped to
work directly with a recipient, including outside consultants in technological assess-

108 Venture Philanthropy 2002

Social Venture Partners



ment and planning, fund development consulting, organizational assessment, and
outcomes development. Other resources like MBA teams, NPower, etc. occasionally
contribute.

• SVP periodically pays for consultant expertise in areas in which value is better deliv-
ered via external expertise than by its partners.

Value of the nonmonetary support EQUAL TO the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant For each recipient, SVP annually invests approximately 500-600 hours of partner time.
recipient per year In addition, the equivalent of 3/4 of a full-time staff member’s time is spread across all

25 investees.

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No, though the recipient is free to request SVP to join the board.
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Each grant is ultimately measured by children’s outcomes: social, behavioral, academic,
and other changes in people’s lives. Success is also defined by capacity-building mile-
stones and progress.

Success measures for the fund The nature of the SVP grant making strategy means there isn’t one overall goal to
shoot for. SVP can measure success investee-by-investee and also measure the satisfac-
tion, engagement, and retention of SVP partners. The fund is undertaking an important
piece of research to define SVP’s own theory of change.

Carrying out and implementing this project will take the next few years.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year
2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital pledged in fund: $1,200,000 $1,500,000 $1,600,000
Annual operating budget: $220,000 $260,000 $270,000
Total amount granted: $1,000,000 $1,400,000 $1,500,000
Number of grants made: 18 25 25-28

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$5,500 $5,700 $15,000

Investor involvement with recipients Investors participate in grant committees, to determine where pooled funds are invest-
ed; on volunteer teams, to work with grant recipients; and in working groups, to build
SVP infrastructure like the web site, communications, and the SVP board. Investors also
participate in a curriculum of philanthropic education.

Changes in investors’ perceptions of the fund Probably the main way it has changed is in the strength and importance of the peer
community and network of partners. Partners can learn from and support each other.

Services provided to investors The Partner Education Group has designed three tracks of services offered to investors,
corresponding to personal, family, or community interests. Beginning this year, SVP has
also distinguished among three subtracks within each track:

• Building Blocks: sessions that introduce partners to a range of issues and help
them to set objectives and make plans.

• Taking Action: sessions that help partners put their plans and objectives into
motion, answering the question: How do you execute your philanthropy?
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• Inspiration: great speakers who can inspire hearts as well as brains to more 
powerful philanthropy.

SVP is also exploring and experimenting with the idea that it can be an “incubator” 
of sorts for further expansion of collaborative projects envisioned by the partners (or
groups of them).

Does the fund accept private equity? Yes

Amount of private equity Approximately 25%

Impact of economic downturn The downturn has definitely slowed the growth of new members—probably a 30-40%
reduction over the last year from previous historic levels. It has had a small effect finan-
cially on existing members and their rate of renewal, and it has had no effect on the
level of engagement and involvement of existing members in the work of SVP.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission SVPAZ pools the collective financial, professional, and human resources of its 
members to invest in innovative nonprofits by using a venture capital or entrepreneurial
model to address difficult social challenges in selected focus areas in the Phoenix 
metropolitan area.

Date of fund incorporation 1999

Date of first grant 2000

Fund legal structure Donor-advised Fund

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) It is imperative to assess the investees’ organizational structure (board, budget, 
infrastructure) at the investment stage.

2) It is important to jointly determine the strategic direction and goals for each investee
annually in the area of organizational capacity.

3) Providing resources and education in the areas of organizational development is 
critical to the success of the investees.

Biggest impediments to success • Allocating time and energy to building SVPAZ’s own infrastructure and long-term
plan while continuing to service its investees.

• Identifying potential partners who are interested in investing in the SVP mission.

Feedback from grant recipients The first two years have been spent clarifying the role of the organization and its part-
ners with the investment recipients. Investees value using SVPAZ as a resource and edu-
cation provider. They welcome the infusion of the business expertise of SVPAZ’s part-
ners. In addition, several of the fund’s investees have been able to leverage SVPAZ’s
investment to obtain further foundation and federal funding.

Refinements to the business/investing model SVPAZ has clarified the critical factors that affect the success of a partnership with an
investee, and the organization has clarified the profile of an “optimal” investee.

Actions to establish good relationships SVPAZ has nurtured partnerships with other grantmakers and local academic institu-
with the local philanthropic community tions, as well as individuals and organizations that support the nonprofit community.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Tom Fraker, Executive Director

Full-time-equivalent staff Two

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Children and Education

Geographical focus Phoenix metropolitan area

Process for identifying grant recipients Each year, the partnership votes on the focus areas for grantmaking. An investment
committee performs due diligence in the focus areas by web research, phone inter-
views, and panel discussions. Guidelines are posted online, and a call for letters of
inquiry (LOI) is sent to the nonprofit community via mail, e-mail, and electronic listservs. 

111

Profiles

Social Venture Partners Arizona

4445 East Camelback
Suite 215A
Phoenix, AZ  85018
www.svpaz.org

Main contact: Susan Conner
E-mail: sconner@svpaz.org
Phone: (602) 224-0041

Secondary contact: Diane Walker 
E-mail: dwalker@svpaz.org
Phone: (602) 224-0041



The investment committee reviews and scores all LOIs and invites full proposals from
selected applicants. Recipients are selected by the committee after proposal evaluations
and site visits.

Criteria used to assess investment choices The investment committee looks for a baseline capability in each of the following areas:

• Board of directors

• Program

• Finances

• Staffing

In addition, the investment committee looks for a match between the needs of the
organization and the resources of the partnership.

Anticipated length of relationship SVPAZ commits to an initial one-year relationship with its investees. The investee is then
evaluated for a second one-year relationship, at the end of which the investee is evalu-
ated for a long-term relationship (2-3 additional years).

Exit phase planning process An extended investment plan developed jointly at the end of year three includes an exit
strategy to replace both financial and human capital from SVPAZ.

Grant size range Grants range from $20,000 to $57,500 per year.

Organizations that have been funded • ICAN

• Peer Solutions

• Downtown Neighborhood Learning Center

• Family Habitat Garden Project

• The Omega Academy

• The WHEEL Council

• Angel Society

• Teen Lifeline

• Christmas House

• CARE Partnership

• Safe Haven (Creciendo Unidos Program)

• Phoenix Youth at Risk

Relationship with grant recipients SVPAZ provides direct assistance to its investees through its staff and through its
investors. Additionally, when necessary, the partnership will engage outside consultants
for specific expertise.

Value of the nonmonetary support HALF as sizable as the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant 100-200 hours per year per recipient
recipient per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant The success of each investment is determined by meeting established benchmarks and
measured improvement in organizational capacity.
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Success measures for the fund Fund success is assessed continually through the reinvestment process, by determining
the most productive use of available funds and resources.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $500,000 $600,000 $700,000
Annual operating budget: $120,000 $225,000 $250,000
Total amount granted: $250,000 $350,000 $475,000
Number of grants made: 11 9 11

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$5,000 $5,000 $10,000

Investor involvement with recipients Over the two-year commitment, investors are encouraged to contribute their profes-
sional expertise and time toward the development of SVPAZ and the nonprofits in
which it invests.

Services provided to investors SVPAZ provides education in the community’s issues and in philanthropy, an outlet 
for working in the social-sector community, and group participation in philanthropic
activities.

Does the fund accept private equity? No 

Other lessons The research, development, and refinement of venture philanthropists’ own processes
to deliver on mission and measure success will be instrumental in determining the long-
term success of this movement.

113

Profiles



Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Social Venture Partners Austin applies the venture investing model to nonprofit enter-
prise. ASVP invests ordinary capital and leverages its investment with the intellectual
capital of its partners.

Date of fund incorporation 1999

Fund legal structure Donor-advised Fund

Social Venture Partners Austin

Austin Technology Incubator
3925 West Braker Lane
Austin, TX  78759
www.asvp.org

Main contact: McKeever Darby
E-mail: mdarby@asvp.org
Phone: (512) 658-1561

Secondary contact: Tiffany Phillips
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission SVP Bay Area seeks to develop philanthropy and volunteerism to improve outcomes 
for children in the Greater San Francisco Bay area. Partners contribute their time,
money, and expertise, and they work with nonprofit and community leaders to 
achieve this goal.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2002

Fund legal structure Donor-advised Fund and Private Operating Foundation

Lessons Learned and Observations

Refinements to the business/investing model SVP Bay Area has decided to undertake a Comprehensive Community Initiative (CCI),
attempting to improve outcomes for youth in a particular neighborhood by looking
holistically at the factors that affect children’s lives—education, family support, social
services, community development, etc.

Actions to establish good relationships SVP Bay Area invites members of the local philanthropic community to attend its 
with the local philanthropic community curriculum events—this year, these have included panel discussions on public education

reform efforts, the Bay Area philanthropic landscape, social enterprises, and effective
service on a nonprofit board.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Lindsey Ford, Program Director

Denise Shephard and Madeline Kirbach, Co-Chairs, Board of Directors

Full-time-equivalent staff A program director was hired in January 2001; the fund plans to add an executive
director in January 2002.

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Better outcomes for children

Geographical focus SVP Bay Area focuses on the San Francisco Bay Area in general, although the partners
have decided to adopt a neighborhood approach to improving outcomes for children.
Partners are focusing their initial efforts on the South of Market neighborhood of San
Francisco. SVP Bay Area hopes to work with additional Bay Area neighborhoods as the
partnership grows in the years ahead.

Process for identifying grant recipients The fund will seek out appropriate organizations in the South of Market neighborhood,
beginning in late 2001 or early 2002.

Anticipated length of relationship 2-3 years at least

Exit phase planning process Fund staff intend to do this but have not formulated a procedure at this point.

Grant size range Grant size is hard to define now; SVP Bay Area engagement teams (made up of SVP
partners) are just formulating the investment strategies.
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Social Venture Partners Bay Area

c/o San Francisco Foundation
225 Bush St., 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94104
www.svpbayarea.org

Main contact: Lindsey Ford
E-mail: lindseyf@svpbayarea.org
Phone: (415) 733-8515



Organizations that have been funded SVP Bay Area provided a small grant in September 2001 to sponsor an annual youth
and family festival in the South of Market neighborhood.

Value of the nonmonetary support EQUAL TO the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $0 $340,000 $600,000
Annual operating budget: $0 $60,000 $180,000
Total amount granted: $0 $0 $225,000
Number of grants made: 0 0 8

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$5,000 $6,000 $25,000

Investor involvement with recipients Investors are requested to serve on committees, such as partner education (formulating
philanthropy and civic engagement curricula for partners), engagement teams (deter-
mining investments in nonprofits), membership, and web/database.

Services provided to investors SVP Bay Area provides regular educational sessions on social change, social issues, and
effective philanthropy and civic engagement.

Does the fund accept private equity? Yes

Other lessons Venture philanthropy will improve as knowledge about the practice increases.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Social Venture Partners Boulder County seeks to develop philanthropy and volunteerism
to achieve positive social change in Boulder County. Using the venture capital model,
SVPBC is committed to giving time, money, and expertise to create partnerships with
nonprofit organizations.

The organization’s goals are:

• To create a lasting culture of giving in Boulder County.

• To provide business expertise to the nonprofit community through partnerships. 

• To track social return on investment using methods like outcomes measurement to
ensure that its investments are creating positive social change. 

• To promote cooperation and collaboration among nonprofits and avoid duplication.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2001

Fund legal structure Donor-advised Fund

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Providing strategic volunteer time is more difficult than providing money.

2) Building an honest relationship with nonprofits takes time.

3) Accept that you will be constantly learning, and there is no silver bullet in the 
nonprofit world.

Biggest impediments to success The partners’ time constraints.

Feedback from grant recipients SVPBC has received very positive feedback. In most cases the nonprofits were more
excited about the partner’s providing time than about the grant. They are really looking
for business expertise as their donors become more sophisticated.Many donors are now
asking business-type questions of nonprofits about their finances and sustainability.

Actions to establish good relationships SVPBC works with the local Community Foundation.
with the local philanthropic community

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Andrew Currie, Entrepreneur at Large, Co-Chair SVPBC

Amy Feld, Co-Chair, SVPBC

Full-time-equivalent staff None

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Preschool education and youth development

Geographical focus Boulder County, CO
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Social Venture Partners Boulder County

c/o The Community Foundation
Partners Serving Boulder County
1123 Spruce Street, Boulder, CO  80302
www.svpbouldercounty.org

Main contact: Lindsey Eklund
E-mail: Lindsey@svpbouldercounty.org
Phone: (303) 442-0436

Secondary contact: Andrew Currie
E-Mail: andrew@currie.com



Process for identifying grant recipients The process for each of the grant cycles was different. The Youth Investee Committee
identified organizations and conducted a targeted review process. The Preschool
Investee committee cast a wide net and sent a request for proposals to a large number
of groups, which were given the option of applying.

Criteria used to assess investment choices SVPBC looks for whether the nonprofit’s executive director is interested in working 
with SVP to leverage the talents of the partners into additional assistance for their
organization.

Anticipated length of relationship The length is to be determined, but estimated at 3-5 years.

Exit phase planning process SVPBC will be working with nonprofits throughout the relationship to assist them 
in becoming self-sustaining.

Grant size range To be determined.

Organizations that have been funded Alternatives For Youth was awarded $10,000 for general operating support of its
Homework Heroes after school program for middle-school youth.

Burbank Middle School’s Student Union was awarded $15,000 to support a program
coordinator to oversee the student union.

Project YES (Youth Envisioning Social change) works to help young people realize their
potential to effect positive social change in their own lives, in their communities, and
on a larger, global level. $5,000 was awarded for general operating support of the
drop-in center.

TEENS, Inc. has the goal of empowering youth by offering recreational opportunities,
youth employment and training, support services, and a safe, drug-free environment 
in which to socialize. $5,000 in general operating support was awarded for the free
afterschool Teen Center for middle-school-age youth.

The Family Learning Center’s “Ignite Your Potential … See What you Can Do!” is
designed to help middle-school-age youth build self-confidence, high self-esteem 
and self-respect. $15,000 was awarded to support a program coordinator to oversee
the Ignite Your Potential program.

The Boulder Day Nursery Association operates the Boulder Day Nursery primarily for
families and children of limited resources of the greater Boulder community. $25,000
was awarded to assist in the renovation and expansion of the Boulder Day Nursery
building.

The Longmont YMCA makes every effort to include the whole family in its early child
care program. $25,000 was awarded to assist in increasing the educational capacity of
the early child-education program.

Relationship with grant recipients SVPBC partners work with the nonprofits in a consultant model. Each organization has
a “lead partner” who serves as a volunteer manager. Partners provide expertise in areas
like strategic planning, bridge financing, marketing, creating a business plan, and tech-
nical planning.

Value of the nonmonetary support GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant Staff time is limited, but partners typically spend 60 hours annually with investees.
recipient per year
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Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001

Total capital in fund: $130,000 $150,000
Annual operating budget: $12,000 $15,000
Total amount granted: $100,000 $0
Number of grants made: 7 0

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$5,000 $5,000 $10,000

Investor involvement with recipients Investors serve on organizational committees and work with nonprofit investors.

Services provided to investors Staff provides education on local issues, the nonprofit sector, and philanthropy.

Does the fund accept private equity? No 
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The fund seeks to develop philanthropy and volunteerism to achieve positive social
change in Dallas County. Using the venture capital approach as a model, DSVP is 
committed to giving time, money, and expertise to create partnerships with nonprofit
organizations.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2001

Fund legal structure Donor-advised Fund

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons Venture philanthropy is more meaningful than imagined, it is harder than imagined,
and developing effective metrics is still a challenge. (DSVP wants to quantify outcomes
but doesn’t want to relegate social work to a commodity.)

Biggest impediments to success Finding physical space and adequate administrative support have been difficult. Partner
engagement has also been difficult—those who are engaged are fully so, but many
partners remain outside the loop. Since September, the economic landscape has slowed
partner growth.

Feedback from grant recipients Recipients like having SVP roll up its sleeves and join in their labor, and they like know-
ing that DSVP is a work in progress that must also meet its own objectives. Recipients
understand that the success of DSVP is dependent on making their work a success.

Refinements to the business/investing model DSVP has yet to understand that its partner demographic is truly different than Seattle’s.
Most of the Dallas partners still work full-time. They want to engage in meaningful
strategic direction, but they don’t have the time or all the skills to, for example, con-
duct a technology assessment or run wires in a day care center. DSVP has also discov-
ered that the concept has limitations when it comes to tech support. DSVP is consider-
ing using its financial support in the future to contract with vendors that have expertise
in nonprofit technology assessments and will provide ongoing support. DSVP will also
contract with vendors for its accounting practices, marketing and public relations, and
strategic planning. DSVP will always have a lead partner on each investment and volun-
teer team that will oversee the vendor relationship and ensure quality results. In turn,
those partners will work with the agency to measure performance and make correc-
tions as a result of improved infrastructure.

Actions to establish good relationships DSVP has a very good working relationship with its community foundation. The Dallas 
with the local philanthropic community Foundation incubated DSVP in the first year and has continued to provide office space

and some administrative support. DSVP collaborates on educational events, and the
foundation will likely co-fund some of DSVP’s investment organizations. DSVP raised its
seed capital from five other local foundations, and the group is working on joint edu-
cational projects with the North Texas Entrepreneurs Foundation and the Center for
Nonprofit Management. DSVP has linked some of its investee organizations with local
corporate support through its partners’ contacts.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Karen Baxter Rodman, Executive Director

Full-time-equivalent staff Two

Social Venture Partners Dallas

900 Jackson Street
Suite 150
Dallas, TX  75202
www.dsvp.org

Main contact: Karen Rodman
E-mail: krodman@dsvp.org
Phone: (214) 741-9898

Secondary contact: Amy Meadows 
E-mail: ameadows@dsvp.org
Phone: (214) 741-9898
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Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Education K-12, children’s issues (birth-5 years), and youth at risk

Geographical focus Dallas County

Process for identifying grant recipients DSVP distributes its grant criteria to local nonprofit agencies. Interested agencies
respond with a two-page letter of inquiry, which the investment “grant” committee
uses to determine which agencies it wants to submit a full proposal. The fund accepts
initial letters of inquiry and seeks out organizations it believes to be a good match with
DSVP priorities.

Criteria used to assess investment choices DSVP sees its role in the philanthropic community as an angel or an early mezzanine-
round funder. Organizations must demonstrate that they need to develop their organi-
zational capacity to more efficiently and effectively deliver their social mission. They
must be willing to attempt to measure outcomes. DSVP also looks for a strong social
entrepreneur.

Anticipated length of relationship 5-7 years. Each grant is given as a one-year grant with subsequent funding based on
the outcomes for mutually determined objectives.

Exit phase planning process The plan for ongoing support will depend on the organization. Some organizations will
continue operating with the capacity that has been built by the relationship, and some
may ask to develop programs that will generate program-related income. Other organi-
zations will become appropriate partners for larger grantmakers, like the United Way.
DSVP anticipates being helpful in making these connections. Individual partners who
have developed a relationship with the organization may maintain support for the
organization after DSVP’s involvement is complete.

Grant size range Grants will range in size based on the need and budget of the organization. The fund
anticipates making grants in the range of $50,000-$100,000.

Organizations that have been funded • College Summit

• Advanced Placement Strategies

• Shared Housing

• Educational First Steps

Relationship with grant recipients At a staff level the program manager, Amy Meadows, manages the day-to-day needs
of partners engaged on a particular investment. She assists where necessary and pro-
vides a person at the staff level to coordinate efforts. The lead partner on each invest-
ment and the executive director engage other partners depending on the project. DSVP
also contracts consultants for some of its project work, particularly technology. DSVP
works with the local Center for Nonprofit Management, which has a turnkey product
designed for nonprofits for assessment, training, and support.

Value of the nonmonetary support A QUARTER as sizable as the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant 70 hours
recipient per year

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?
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Outcomes

Success measures for each grant In the first year, DSVP is focusing on relationship-building between the lead partner 
and the executive director, who set annual objectives. This typically includes a technolo-
gy assessment, training, and support. They may also set some small program objectives.
At the end of the first year, the lead partner and the executive director put together a
refunding package that includes how they performed on their stated objectives.

In the long term, DSVP is working with the social return on investment model to devel-
op a tool that will make sense to its investee organizations. DSVP will help them devel-
op this tool to refine internal processes and secure future funding.

Success measures for the fund DSVP judges success based on the number of active and engaged partners, the number
of partners whose grantmaking has been catalyzed by DSVP. Over the long term, the
reputation in the community is important, as is the ability to ensure efficiency and more
sustainability in DSVP investee organizations.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $200,000 $450,000 $0
Total capital pledged in fund: $250,000 $50,000 $780,000
Annual operating budget: $80,000 $175,000 $295,000
Total amount granted: $0 $305,000 $475,000
Number of grants made: 0 5 6

Funding Sources

Investor involvement with recipients Investors are all asked to provide technical support to projects as necessary. All partners
serve on committees and have responsibilities both within the partnership and to the
investees. Some partners support the working capital fund.

Services provided to investors Corporate investors will be allowed to have one or two individuals who will be named
partners and serve just as any other DSVP partner, contributing time, talent, and
resources. DSVP could provide an outlet for a corporation’s volunteer program and
accountability for its co-investments. DSVP also provides education on social, philan-
thropic, and estate planning to its partners, in which the corporation will also be able
to participate.

Does the fund accept private equity? Yes 

Amount of private equity None

Impact of economic downturn DSVP has secured its operational support for two years and currently has 82 partners.
The initial goal was to have 125 partners by the end of the year, which has been
revised to 100 partners, but this is still ambitious. New partner growth has definitely
slowed down due to changes in the economic landscape and the events of September
11. DSVP is approaching the third year in which partners recommit to the fund, and it
feels certain that the retention rate will be strong. However, it may have to restructure
the investment amount or create a tiered-level partnership to increase the amount of
revenue in the investment fund. It plans to make that decision in the second quarter of
2002.

Other lessons Tremendous interest in this particular model of venture philanthropy still remains. DSVP
believes that venture philanthropy will continue to grow if it is able to achieve its goals
and finds its place in the overall picture of philanthropy. Long-term outcomes will
determine success.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Using the venture capital model, partners of SVP Denver provide time, money, and
expertise to create partnerships with nonprofit organizations to achieve positive social
change. Partners seek to assist nonprofits in eliminating the business challenges that
the agencies face. This assistance comes in the form of a grant and a volunteer team,
made up of partners who apply their business expertise to the needs of the nonprofits.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2000

Fund legal structure Donor-advised Fund

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) SVP Denver has found that the needs of the four grantees are very common,
although the organizations are very different. The two areas of most need among
the grantees are fundraising and board development.

2) It would be helpful to have some kind of premeasurement or needs assessment after
selecting the grantees so that there is a baseline from which to start—whether it is
measuring infrastructure, capacity, technology, fundraising, board development, or
staff acumen, etc.

3) A great deal of effort needs to be put into engaging new partners with the grantees
when partners join SVP Denver mid cycle. For example, the grantees had already
been selected; therefore, SVP Denver needed to get new partners up to speed on
the grantees themselves and determine how they could contribute to the success. In
addition, the grant selection process is the area of most interest to the majority of
partners; however, that only periodically takes place. It becomes quite a balancing
act to weight those partners who are engaged and involved in the grantmaking
process and then carry that energy over to partners who want to be involved directly
with the grantees.

Biggest impediments to success Planning. This is a very engaged and energetic group. However, as with many programs
and organizations, it is hard to set aside time to plan all areas of the program for the
upcoming year. This is something that SVP Denver is working on for next year.

Feedback from grant recipients Having a pool of volunteers has been of great value to grantees. The nature of an SVP
grant, giving both money and hands-on volunteer assistance, is something that
grantees have found to be key. The partners’ nonmonetary aid comes in an enormous
range of forms, from licking envelopes to sitting on boards. Another aspect enjoyed by
SVP Denver’s grantees is the shared experience they feel with the partners and the
open dialogue SVP Denver encourages. Further consideration needs to be focused on
replacement funding, exit strategies, and evaluation tools. Volunteer duties need to be
more structured (This will greatly improve once the V-team concept is employed).

Actions to establish good relationships SVP Denver enjoys a very positive relationship with the local philanthropic community.
with the local philanthropic community Two local foundations have contributed a total of $50,000 to SVP Denver. The organi-

zation has also had interest from other foundations in learning about SVP Denver and
the programs. The local philanthropic community looks at this group as the “up and
comers.” It is equally excited about the fact that there is a group of people in the 
community willing to give their time and money and learn about many areas of 
philanthropy in Denver.
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c/o The Denver Foundation
950 South Cherry Street, Suite 200
Denver, CO  80246
www.svpdenver.org

Main contact: Marlene Casini
E-mail: mcasini@denverfoundation.org
Phone: (303) 300-1790

Secondary contact: Christine Urbanek 
E-mail: curbanek@denverfoundation.org
Phone: (303) 300-1790



Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Marlene Casini, Coordinator of SVP Denver

Full-time-equivalent staff One

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Elementary education and youth development (ages 12-18).

Geographical focus The six-county metro Denver area

Process for identifying grant recipients SVP Denver created a list of 400 elementary education and youth development 
agencies with the assistance of The Denver Foundation and the mailing lists from
Colorado Association of Nonprofit Organizations. The fund accepts letters of inquiry
(LOIs) describing the agency and how each fits SVP Denver’s specific priorities. Select
LOIs are asked to submit a full proposal, and partners conduct site visits. The entire
partnership votes on the top two agencies in each area.

Criteria used to assess investment choices In addition to a formal, complete proposal from the prospective grantee, SVP Denver
partners also do site visits to the nonprofit organization. They present the criteria for
selection to a group of partners for their feedback and recommendation.

Anticipated length of relationship SVP Denver provides single-year grants with the possibility to fund for three years.

Exit phase planning process SVP Denver is currently evaluating its exit strategy.

Grant size range Grants are approximately $60,000. Grants range from $15,000 to $25,000 per year. A
total of $80,000 was granted in 2001.

Organizations that have been funded The following organizations received two-year grants:

• The Spot

• The Center for the Visual Arts

• Front Range Earth Force

• Denver Scores

Relationship with grant recipients The work with grant recipients has been varied and has included SVP partners serving
on the board of directors of the nonprofits, chairing fundraising events, making
fundraising recommendations, assisting with technology such as computer support and
networking, assisting with tutoring for GED courses, refereeing soccer games, and
obtaining donated materials.

Value of the nonmonetary support EQUAL TO the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant The staff for SVP Denver is also the staff of The Denver Foundation. Typically the staff 
recipient per year supports the partners and partnership primarily in working with the SVP Denver

Steering Committee and assisting with SVP Denver events. There is very little direct
assistance from the SVP Denver staff to the grantees. The majority of that work is done
on a volunteer basis from SVP partners.
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Outcomes

Success measures for each grant SVP Denver is in the process of designing the evaluation method to do that. The 
organization has held one meeting with all grantees, lead partners, and the SVP 
Denver Steering Committee for feedback from the grantees as well as the partners 
on the success of the first year.

Success measures for the fund SVP Denver’s success is primarily measured in satisfaction and interest level of SVP 
partners.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001

Total capital in fund: $125,000 $120,000
Annual operating budget: $25,000 $25,000
Total amount granted: $80,000 $80,000
Number of grants made: 4 4

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$1,000 $1,150 $5,000

Investor involvement with recipients Investors contribute to grantmaking teams, building the SVP Denver web site, and 
volunteer teams. They also participate in educational sessions on various topics of 
community need and philanthropy.

Services provided to investors All administrative costs are underwritten by The Denver Foundation. The Denver
Foundation also provides educational sessions on philanthropy and community needs.

Does the fund accept private equity? Yes 

Other lessons The most important lesson learned for philanthropy is to actually make the gift,
whether it be getting involved and volunteering or purely giving money. However, 
if SVP Denver is to educate a new generation of philanthropists, it may want to talk
about the merits of a philanthropy requiring both dollars and time. Nonprofit organiza-
tions are becoming more open to these new methods and realizing the benefits of
hands-on philanthropy such as with venture philanthropy.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission SVP-GKC is dedicated to building philanthropy and strengthening the nonprofit sector
in Greater Kansas City.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2001

Fund legal structure Donor-advised Fund with the Greater Kansas City Community Foundation

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) As a start-up, it was important to select grantees that fit not only within SVP-GKC’s
guidelines, but that also had needs that matched closely with the expertise SVP-GKC
had assembled as a group of partners. The fund didn’t necessarily select the organi-
zations that had the best growth potential. Rather, SVP-GKC selected those that had
potential and needs that SVP-GKC could address as a small group in its first year.

2) Balance the need to get the partners involved in learning activities with the need to
conduct proposal review or site visits.

3) Constant communication is essential.

Biggest impediments to success The slowing economy has hindered growth.

Feedback from grant recipients SVP-GKC is still in its first six months. Grant recipients had anticipated a grant upfront,
but SVP-GKC did not communicate clearly that it would spend time identifying areas of
need and matching them with human resources and financial resources.

Refinements to the business/investing model SVP-GKC has not refined the grant fund. SVP-GKC is now in the final stages of devel-
opment of a loan fund that will support development of social enterprises.

Actions to establish good relationships SVP-GKC attends grantmaker exchanges offered by the local Regional Association of 
with the local philanthropic community Grantmakers.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Jerry Kitzi, President

Full-time-equivalent staff One and a half

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Two grant fund cycles: spring—early childhood education; fall—youth development

Geographical focus The Greater Kansas City Metropolitan area.

Process for identifying grant recipients SVP-GKC has developed a database of organizations for the areas of focus. Partners
determine the grant guidelines and mail request for proposals to the organizations.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Mission, growth potential, entrepreneurial strategy, and fit with partners’ expertise 
and skills.

Anticipated length of relationship SVP-GKC anticipates a 2-5 year relationship with annually renewable awards.

Social Venture Partners of Greater Kansas City

Main contact: Jerry Kitzi
E-mail: kitzisvpgkc@gkccf.org
Phone: (816) 842-0388
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Exit phase planning process The relationship is designed to position the organization for sustainable growth. 
SVP-GKC will work to strengthen the core functions of the organization and help 
the investee gain competitive position within its market for greater chances for 
sustained growth.

Grant size range The SVP-GKC average award is $40,000 each year. The second fund, the Social Venture
Capital Fund (to be launched in 2002) will provide debt or equity for organizations that
have presented business plans for social enterprises. No determination of investment
size has been made to date.

Organizations that have been funded Two grants to date, both small (budgets under $1 million).

Relationship with grant recipients SVP-GKC incorporates the venture capital model similar to other SVP cities. A lead 
partner is assigned to a grantee. The lead partner mobilizes needed resources from
within SVP partners (or secures outside assistance) to address agreed-upon capacity
goals for the year.

Value of the nonmonetary support GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Capacity goals are established for the year to review attainment or progress at 
year-end.

Success measures for the fund Process evaluation and growth goals monitored.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001

Total capital in fund: $50,000 $250,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $125,000 $75,000
Annual operating budget: $238,000 $490,000
Total amount granted: $0 $80,000
Number of grants made: 0 2

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average

$5,000 $5,000

Investor involvement with recipients Investors in SVP-GKC are requested to provide time and talent as part of the commit-
ment, in accordance with the venture capital model.

Services provided to investors SVP exists, in part, to grow philanthropy. Therefore, partner education is provided to
help each partner explore his or her own individual philanthropy. Partner education ses-
sions also include guest speakers who are experts in the fields of focus—early child-
hood and youth development.

Does the fund accept private equity? No 

Impact of economic downturn Recruitment is slower, and SVP-GKC has lost a partner.

Other lessons Venture philanthropy has created space for the entrepreneur who wants to be 
more engaged with nonprofits and/or give back in a more substantial way than 
writing a check.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Social Venture Partners Portland seeks to develop philanthropy and volunteerism to
achieve positive social change in the community. Using the venture capital approach as
a model, SVP Portland is committed to giving time, money, and expertise to create
partnerships with nonprofit organizations.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2001

Fund legal structure Donor-advised Fund

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Very few organizations conduct consistent evaluation of results.

2) Nonprofit organizations need money more than volunteer assistance.

3) It is difficult to start a fund during a bear market.

Biggest impediments to success The recent bear market and looming recession have been troublesome.

Feedback from grant recipients Recipients love the model. However SVP Portland doesn’t have enough experience yet
to comment further.

Refinements to the business/investing model The focus is less on innovation, more on capacity-building.

Actions to establish good relationships SVP Portland has reached out via communication and has made sure not to compete 
with the local philanthropic community with other foundations for funding.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Eli Lamb, President

Full-time-equivalent staff None

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Children and education (prenatal through high school)

Geographical focus Grants are limited to the four counties of the Portland metro region—Multnomah,
Clark, Clackamas, Washington.

Process for identifying grant recipients SVP Portland extends invitations by mail to everyone in its nonprofit database.

Criteria used to assess investment choices The most important criterion is a good management team.

Anticipated length of relationship 3-5 years

Exit phase planning process SVP Portland requests a plan at the beginning of the relationship.

Grant size range Grants range from $30,000-$60,000 per year.

Organizations that have been funded Grant recipients have not yet been announced. Funding of two organizations begins in
November.

Social Venture Partners Portland

2965 NW Cumberland Road
Portland, OR  97210
www.svpportland.org

Main contact: Eli Lamb
E-mail: elilamb@attbi.com
Phone: (503) 617-6422

Secondary contact: Laura Finney 
E-mail: info@svpportland.org
Phone: (503) 617-6422
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Relationship with grant recipients SVP Portland investors provide direct assistance to the recipients. The fund may engage
consultants in the future but has not yet.

Value of the nonmonetary support GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Success is determined by asking if SVP Portland has helped recipients achieve 
their goals.

Success measures for the fund The fund is evaluated on the basis of whether it has made a measurable difference in
the Portland area.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $0 $125,000 $0
Total capital pledged in fund: $0 $80,000 $80,000
Annual operating budget: $0 $10,000 $20,000
Total amount granted: $0 $80,000 –
Number of grants made: 0 2 4

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum

$5,400 $6,000 $12,000

Investor involvement with recipients Investors are involved by assisting with grant decisions, infrastructure, and volunteer 
consulting.

Services provided to investors Investors receive some consulting services.

Impact of economic downturn The downturn has resulted in very slow growth in 2001.
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The Social Venture Partners model is being adopted in cities across the United States and,
more recently, abroad. The previous nine SVP organizations have begun making grants,
and, as of the date of this survey (November 2001), eight others are in formation.
Because these new SVP organizations are not yet making grants, we have provided con-
tact information for each, along with a selection of their observations and lessons. These
new SVP funds are based on the original Social Venture Partners in Seattle, with core
principles that include the following:

• Each SVP is a dual-mission organization, providing venture philanthropy-style grants
and educating the individual philanthropy of SVP partners.

• Each SVP is partner-driven. SVP partners do most of the work and drive the future
course of the organization. The SVP staff plays a facilitative and supportive role and
acts as an archive for the partners. 

• Leadership of the organization comes from the business and entrepreneurial sectors in
each city and is not directed by a board or community foundation. 

• The minimum contribution for partners is $5,000 per year for two or more years.

New Social Venture Partners city listings:

Social Venture Partners Boston

75 Arlington St. Main contact: Meryl Bralower
10th Floor E-mail: svp@tbf.org
Boston, MA  02116 Phone: (617) 338-2289
www.svpboston.org

Fund legal structure Donor-advised Fund at the Boston Foundation

Date of fund incorporation 2001

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001

Total capital in fund: $0 $137,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $0 $155,000

**Seed grant and incubation space provided by The Boston Foundation (TBF). In addi-
tion to the $5,500 contribution of each partner unit, TBF has provided a seed grant of
$300,000 over three years.

Social Venture Partners Chicago

2258 W. Huron Street, Suite S Main contact: Ann Dorrian Secondary contact: Kassie Davis 
Chicago, IL  60612 E-mail: anndorrian@earthlink.net E-mail: kassie@donorsforum.org
www.svpchicago.org Phone: (312) 733-4195

Date of fund incorporation 2001



Social Venture Partners Cleveland

Key Tower, Suite 4110 Main contact: Bob Crumbaker
127 Public Square E-mail: bob.crumbaker@tmpsearch.com
Cleveland, OH  44114 Phone: (216) 875-7733

Date of fund incorporation 2001

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $0 $185,000 $355,000
Annual operating budget: $0 $63,000 $118,000
Total amount granted: $0 $0 $360,000
Number of grants made: 0 0 5-6

Social Venture Partners Houston

11767 Katy Freeway Main contact: Calene LeBeau
Suite 375 E-mail: clebeau@hsvp.org
Houston, TX  77079 Phone: (713) 827-2280
www.hsvp.org

Date of fund incorporation 2001

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001

Total capital pledged in fund: $0 $65,000
Annual operating budget: $0 $130,000

Social Venture Partners New York City

333 East 34th Street Main contact: Nichole Heidrick Bockner Secondary contact: Patricia Karpas 
Apt. 11G E-mail: nhbockner@hotmail.com E-mail: p_karpas@yahoo.com
New York, NY  10016 Phone: (212) 889-0606 Phone: (212) 582-1979

Date of fund incorporation 2001

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital pledged in fund: $0 $215,000 $430,000
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Pittsburgh Social Venture Partners

650 Smithfield Main contact: Kimberly Wilson
Suite 210 E-mail: kim@psvp.org
Pittsburgh, PA  15222 Phone: (412) 583-0927
www.psvp.org

Date of fund incorporation 2001

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $0 $118,500 $0
Total capital pledged in fund: $0 $0 $116,000
Total amount granted: $0 $49,000 $63,500

Social Venture Partners San Diego

1420 Kettner Blvd. Main contact: Darcy Bingham Secondary contact: Carrie Stone
Suite 500 E-mail: darcy@sdfoundation.org E-mail: Carriestone@mindspring.com
San Diego, CA  92101 Phone: (619) 235-2300 Phone: (619) 235-2300
www.sdsvp.org

Date of fund incorporation 2001

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $0 $175,000 $200,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $0 $0 $200,000
Total amount granted: $0 $0 $150,000
Number of grants made: 0 0 2-3

Social Venture Partners St. Louis

800 Market Street Main contact: Kathleen Osborn Secondary contact: Elizabeth Pedersen 
Suite 2160 E-mail: kosborn@stlrbc.org E-mail: stlsvp@stlrbc.org
St. Louis, MO  63101 Phone: (314) 206-8071 Phone: (314) 206-8747

Date of fund incorporation 2001
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Selected Lessons Learned and Observations:

Important lessons Develop a well-thought-out business plan.—SVP Cleveland

Have a good tracking database and find good people to lead your committees and
working groups—you can’t do it all!—SVP San Diego

Top lessons The biggest impediment to success has been not having enough time to do all of the
things that need to be done.—SVP Cleveland 

The drop in the stock market has been a major impediment.—SVP Houston

The biggest impediments have been the current economy and realistic timelines—it will
take longer than expected to get everyone up to speed.—SVP San Diego

Impact of economic downturn Despite the economy, the September 11 events in New York City have propelled the
interest of professionals in becoming involved in philanthropic efforts in the communi-
ty.—SVP New York City

Some partners and investors want to delay payments, but it has not impacted new
partner and investor recruitment.—SVP Pittsburgh

Minimally affected to date with regard to attracting new partners.—SVP Cleveland

Actions to establish good relationships PSVP has invited local foundation leaders to act as informal advisors in various
with the local philanthropic community capacities—SVP Pittsburgh

Other lessons The fact that many partners were raised in families who always found a way to give
back goes a long way toward explaining why the partners wish to do more than just
write a check.—SVP San Diego
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The Southern California Social Enterprise Initiative supports social-purpose businesses
that create jobs and job-training opportunities for low-income, disabled, and disadvan-
taged individuals. The mission of the Center for Nonprofit Management is to foster
healthy neighborhoods and communities by improving the performance of nonprofit
organizations addressing critical issues and serving underserved populations.

Date of fund incorporation 1999

Date of first grant 2001

Fund legal structure Public Charity

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Grantees or investees must be receptive to a venture-philanthropy-style partnership.
Not all organizations are comfortable or interested in this type of relationship with
their funders.

2) Patience is essential. Nonprofit organizations rarely respond to opportunities or 
challenges as quickly as is common in the private sector.

3) Manage expectations carefully. Venture philanthropy cannot solve all the world’s
problems, and often it is the strongest organizations that benefit the most from 
venture philanthropy. Small, struggling organizations make for poor partners and
few successes.

Biggest impediments to success The original plan for the Social Enterprise Initiative included establishing a collaborative
funding vehicle for the Southern California philanthropic community to pool charitable
dollars committed to supporting social-enterprise activity. For a variety of reasons, not
the least of which was the fact that this fund was designed to be a collaborative fund-
ing vehicle, this aspect of the original plan has not been realized.

Feedback from grant recipients The initiative’s feedback has been overwhelmingly positive, but that is mostly a reflec-
tion of the quality of its management-assistance and business-development services.
The initiative’s ability to provide financial subsidies and directed third-party grants to
help pay for these services has only enhanced the positive feedback.

Refinements to the business/investing model The original plan has been redesigned in response to the hesitations that surfaced
among potential funders about participating in a collaborative funding pool. The 
new plan involves directing financial investments to social-enterprise investees from
third-party sources and soliciting the establishment of individual charitable investment
accounts (private foundations, investment gift trusts, donor-advised foundation
accounts) that allow the donors to maintain a degree of independence and control
over their donations. The initiative has implemented a significant amount of the origi-
nally proposed management assistance and business-development services and will
continue to pursue remaining objectives in the coming year.

Actions to establish good relationships The Center for Nonprofit Management was established in 1979 by the local foundation 
with the local philanthropic community and corporate philanthropic community. Each year, the center’s low-cost programs

reach more than 5,000 nonprofit managers, board members, staff, and volunteers. In
addition to its consulting practice, the center runs a popular seminar series each quar-
ter, houses the Nonprofit Resource Library, staffs a Nonprofit Manager’s Helpline, and
publishes an annual Wage and Benefit Survey and Opportunity NOC’s (the largest non-
profit employment newsletter in Southern California). The center also has established
close working relationships with many local city governments and universities through-
out Los Angeles County.

Southern California Social Enterprise Initiative

606 S. Olive Street
Suite 2450
Los Angeles, CA  90014
www.cnmsocal.org

Main contact: Peter Manzo
E-mail: pmanzo@cnmsocal.org
Phone: (213) 623-7080, ext.19

Secondary contact: Bruce Rosen
E-mail: brosen@cnmsocal.org
Phone: (213) 623-7080, ext. 34
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Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Bruce Rosen, Project Director

Full-time-equivalent staff One

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants The initiative supports nonprofit and social-purpose businesses that create jobs and 
job-training opportunities for low-income, disabled, and disadvantaged individuals.

Geographical focus Southern California

Process for identifying grant recipients To date, organizations have been identified based on their need and the opportunity
for the services to make a significant impact. Thus far, financial assistance has been 
limited to subsidizing technical assistance and training costs. The initiative expects to
begin offering grants and other forms of financial support beginning in 2002.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Though the initiative would like to think that venture philanthropy can identify promis-
ing but struggling organizations and help make them strong and successful, the reality
is far different. Strong organizations are better candidates for investment than weak
organizations.

Businesses that provide a service tend to be better candidates for investment than busi-
nesses that sell a product. Organizations with strong, sophisticated boards of directors
are better managers of social enterprises than organizations driven by a single charis-
matic, entrepreneurial individual.

Anticipated length of relationship 2-5 years

Exit phase planning process Organizations will receive financial support from the initiative based on their ability to
develop a business start-up or expansion strategy that can achieve self-sufficiency with-
in five years. The enterprise activities must be able to demonstrate realistic potential to
achieve at least a break-even result within this time frame or they will not be eligible
for financial support. The initiative will provide nonfinancial support services and tech-
nical assistance to businesses that are surviving based on some philanthropic subsidy.

Grant size range The multiyear grant size for recipient organizations is expected to be in the range of
$100,000 to $300,000, but this will largely depend on the pool of available funds,
which has not yet been identified.

Organizations that have been funded Not applicable

Relationship with grant recipients Supported organizations receive considerable direct assistance from initiative staff.
When necessary, outside consultants are retained.

Value of the nonmonetary support GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant Grants have been modest, but staff time dedicated to client social enterprises has 
recipient per year ranged up to more than 100 hours annually.

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?
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Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Success is defined as achieving or exceeding the objectives identified in the original
business plan or project description.

Success measures for the fund Success for the fund is defined by the number of transitional and permanent jobs and
job-training opportunities created by portfolio businesses for individuals on the margin
of the labor workforce, including the homeless, mentally ill, physically and developmen-
tally disabled, unemployed, underemployed, and low-income.

Success is further defined by the ability of the fund to be self-sustaining based on the
ability to generate revenues from investment returns, management-assistance and busi-
ness-development services, and philanthropic contributions.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Since its inception, the Tiger Foundation has focused on disadvantaged children and
their families. Over time, the foundation’s mission has evolved to focus increasingly on
preventive programs. Thus, the foundation supports only those organizations working
to break the cycle of poverty in New York City.

Date of fund incorporation 1989

Date of first grant 1990

Fund legal structure Private Independent Foundation

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Successful management techniques do not belong to an individual sector, be it 
private, public, or nonprofit. Effective, efficient management needs to be applied 
to nonprofits at all times.

2) Outcomes should not be measured because a grantmaker requires measurement,
but rather they should be incorporated into the management of the organization so
that services are constantly improved to meet the needs of clients.

3) Pay attention to the cost of programs.

Biggest impediments to success Poor management and a lack of trust between grantees and foundations.

Feedback from grant recipients Some grant recipients have valued the Tiger Foundation’s intensive review approach,
especially the cost analysis, and have felt that the process has advanced their own
thinking about how their programs are structured and how they can plan and look 
forward strategically. Alternatively, some grantees believe it is too intense and dislike
providing the level of detail Tiger requires. The foundation has also heard complaints
about its mandatory hiatus year after an organization receives three years of funding.

Refinements to the business/investing model Committees were established for the three funding areas, allowing board members 
to focus more on the issues related to the specific interest areas and allowing for
improved benchmarking among grantees.

Actions to establish good relationships Tiger Foundation communicates regularly with other funders, participates on panels
with the local philanthropic community on issues related to grantmaking and issues related to its funding priorities, and in

some cases collaborates with other funders on pilot projects or resolving issues related
to specific grantees (technical assistance).

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Phoebe Boyer, Executive Director

Full-time-equivalent staff Three

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Tiger has three principal funding areas: 

• Education: focus on systemic reform of the New York City public school system.

• Job training: help low-income and welfare-dependent individuals attain and main-
tain economic self-sufficiency.

• Social services/youth development: early childhood intervention, family support, and
teen-pregnancy prevention.
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101 Park Avenue
New York, NY 10178
www.tigerfoundation.org

Main contact: Phoebe Boyer
E-mail: phoebe_boyer@tigerfund.com
Phone: (212) 984-2565



Geographical focus New York City

Process for identifying grant recipients The Tiger Foundation accepts unsolicited applications and seeks out viable candidates.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Does it fit with Tiger Foundation’s funding priorities? Does it have measurable out-
comes (that show good results)? Is the program cost-effective? Can it be replicated?
Does it provide Tiger Foundation with an opportunity to leverage other funding sources
(public or private)? Is quality management in place?

Anticipated length of relationship Each grant is a one-year commitment. However grantees are eligible to reapply for two
consecutive years (total three years) and then must take a mandatory year off before
they are eligible to apply again.

Exit phase planning process If Tiger is one of the initial funders of a program, it is expected that other funders have
been identified and secured by the time the grantee goes on hiatus from Tiger
Foundation funding. The foundation always looks for leverage opportunities.

Grant size range Grant size is dependent on the need of the grantee. The average grant size is $80,000
per year. The foundation almost always provides general operating support.

Organizations that have been funded Twenty-six grants have been given in year 2001 alone.

Relationship with grant recipients The Tiger Foundation is involved with grantees intensely during the review and when
managers believe they need additional assistance in the form of foundation staff
expertise or an outside consultant. In addition, the foundation has provided seminars
for its grantees to help them strengthen management and their internal infrastructure
as well as to improve measurement of outcomes.

Value of the nonmonetary support INSIGNIFICANT compared to the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant The staff time spent with grant recipients varies significantly depending on what 
recipient per year issues arise.

Typically take a seat on recipient’s No
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant The foundation assesses success according to the measurable outcomes of the
grantees, the ability to replicate model programs internally and externally, and the abili-
ty to leverage additional support. (For example, if a proven home-visiting program that
reduces incidents of child abuse is originally privately funded and then picked up and
supported by the local, state, or federal government, the foundation considers that
program a success.)

Success measures for the fund The foundation is successful if the majority of its grants improve the lives of clients as
stated above.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001

Annual operating budget: $4,191,000 $4,470,000
Total amount granted: $3,825,000 $4,000,000
Number of grants made: 54 43 (projected)
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Funding Sources

Investor involvement with recipients All trustees are active in the grantmaking process, acting as liaisons to at least one
grantee. Trustees review proposals and make site visits.

Services provided to investors Tiger Foundation trustees are advised on issues pertaining to the foundation’s grant-
making as well as volunteer opportunities. In addition, at their request, the foundation
makes referrals and recommendations regarding other organizations with which they
may be involved.

Does the fund accept private equity? Yes

Amount of private equity None at this point
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The mission of Venture Philanthropy Partners is to help build stronger, more sustainable
organizations that improve the lives of children. By investing in these promising organi-
zations and helping them improve their infrastructure and reach more children, VPP
aims to demonstrate a model of focused and highly effective philanthropy that will
influence the way others support the nonprofit sector. VPP is investing in organizations
serving children in the National Capital area, and it shares what it learns about strategic
investing with others across the country.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2001

Fund legal structure Public Charity as a support organization of the Community Foundation for the National
Capital Region 

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Invest time and effort to develop a respectful relationship with potential nonprofit 
partners.

2) Venture philanthropy is not about overlaying venture capital or bottom-line business
principles on a nonprofit. It is about sharing ideas, skills, and management experi-
ence relevant to a nonprofit’s mission and needs. This form of philanthropy also
offers the ability to leverage the resources of a donor network and contacts in the
business and government communities to help nonprofits succeed.

3) The most critical criteria for recipient organizations are: that its programs offer 
compelling social value; and that the organization has strong leadership and 
management with a clear vision for the organization, a willingness and conviction 
to grow and change, and a management team that is open to learning and 
sharing new ideas and entering into a high-engagement partnership with the
investor organization.

Biggest impediments to success VPP’s biggest challenge—which it is rapidly overcoming—has been to develop an
understanding of the nuances and impact of its strategic investment model, and to
articulate its model clearly to others.

Since VPP is new and has not yet developed a performance track record, it has been
important to show that VPP can listen well and that it wants to earn the trust of 
nonprofits and foundations. VPP has to show that its staff brings the value of its 
past management experiences to these new relationships.

The term “venture philanthropy” or “new philanthropy” carries some negative conno-
tations that hamper the acceptance of this work. There exists a faulty assumption that
the venture philanthropy model employs a hard, venture capital approach, a business-
is-better-than-nonprofit mentality. Overcoming these perceptions requires focused
attention and clear communication. The success of VPP’s partner nonprofits will be 
the best demonstration of the goals of the VPP model.

Venture Philanthropy Partners

11600 Sunrise Valley Drive
Reston, VA  20191
www.venturephilanthropypartners.org

Main contact: Mario Morino
E-mail: mmorino@venturepp.org
Phone: (703) 716-4050

Secondary contact: Sandra Gregg 
E-mail: sgregg@venturepp.org
Phone: (703) 716-4053
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VPP was not well accepted by a few established philanthropic organizations that took
offense at our early and inappropriate description of venture philanthropy as a “new,
more effective” way of giving. The constructive criticism of these groups has encour-
aged VPP’s efforts to reach out to the philanthropic community, to learn from it and be
supportive of it.

Feedback from grant recipients Initially, recipients were concerned because VPP acted as though it had all the answers.
Early in the evolution of VPP, this perception was sometimes fueled by the fund’s tenden-
cy to be too direct or too candid in asking questions. Often, nonprofits understood this
process as criticism.

Some nonprofit managers have reminded VPP that they, too, have developed expertise
in their fields and that all “experts” are not external observers or academicians.

On the other hand, once organizations understand the purpose of VPP, many (but not
all) are interested in availing themselves of VPP’s funding and resources to help build
their organizational capacity. Many nonprofit leaders have indicated that providing sig-
nificant funding for capacity-building activities fills an important gap in resources avail-
able to nonprofits.

Several leaders of nonprofits that VPP has considered for investment have reported that
the description of the VPP investment model and the questions that VPP staff ask were
helpful. VPP’s input encouraged these leaders to reexamine the direction and vision for
their organizations and prompted them to engage their staff and board members in
discussion about how to strengthen their organizations.

Refinements to the business/investing model VPP has not changed its understanding of strategic investing, but it has been engaged
in an ongoing learning process to refine and flesh out the details of its approach and
execution. VPP has focused greater attention on building trusting, communicative rela-
tionships with nonprofits; this is a hallmark of the VPP model.

Actions to establish good relationships As part of the local community foundation, VPP often participates in conversations
with the local philanthropic community with local funders and philanthropic associations. VPP staff have also individually met

with several of the leading corporate and private foundations in the area. When 
appropriate, VPP hosts and/or participates on panels or other outreach events with 
area nonprofit groups and funder organizations. VPP is embarking upon a more com-
prehensive outreach program to the philanthropic and nonprofit sectors in the region
and the community of organizations serving children. The goal of VPP is to be more
collaborative and supportive of these sectors and to be more willing to be effective,
behind-the-scenes supporters.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Mario Morino, Chairman and Interim Managing Partner

Full-time-equivalent staff 7-8 full-time equivalents, with 6 core team and 3-4 others who comprise between 1
and 2 full-time equivalents. Other advisors share expertise as needed.

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants VPP’s investment grants focus is on building stronger organizations that serve children
and families and improve their lives through education and development.

Geographical focus National Capital Region, which is defined as the District of Columbia and adjacent sub-
urban Maryland and Northern Virginia.

Process for identifying grant recipients VPP reaches out broadly into the community to identify organizations that would quali-
fy for investment and are willing to participate in a high-engagement partnership. VPP
does not encourage or accept unsolicited applications for grants. Instead, it uses an
extensive landscaping and referral process to identify possible candidates for invest-
ment. Once it identifies organizations that are potential candidates, VPP staff conduct
research by talking to the organizations’ stakeholders and visiting with them. To deter-
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mine the value and feasibility of an investment opportunity, VPP seeks to establish a
relationship with the potential recipient, observe its programs in action, and gain a bet-
ter understanding of the organization. VPP pays particular attention to the receptivity
of the management team to VPP’s partnership approach. Ultimately, if both parties
agree that a partnership is feasible, VPP conducts due diligence to get a clear picture of
the organization’s financial and legal status and to confirm the findings of its initial
analysis of the investment opportunity. Upon approval of both boards, VPP enters a for-
mal partnership with the nonprofit.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Candidate organizations must have:

• Value to the children and families served and potential to improve and grow 
that value;

• Strong leaders with vision and conviction;

• Clarity of vision or aspiration; 

• Solid understanding of outcomes;

• Commitment to change or presence of catalytic event for such change; and

• A management team that welcomes VPP’s high-engagement model.

Anticipated length of relationship Financial investments are expected to last 3-5 years, but VPP expects the strategic rela-
tionship to continue beyond that period.

Exit phase planning process Sustainability for VPP’s nonprofit partners is one of the key objectives. From the onset
of the partnership, VPP and its partners focus on organizational and financial sustain-
ability. As VPP helps organizations develop and implement their overall plans to
improve and grow to scale, VPP helps its nonprofit partners examine current, potential,
and alternate sources of funding to support those plans during and after the VPP
investment. VPP works with its partners to consider a range of options including spe-
cialized fund development staff, new public and philanthropic resources, public/private
partnerships, and, if applicable, income-generating opportunities from fee-based servic-
es or cause-related marketing programs.

Grant size range VPP estimates that the investments may be up to several million in total, disbursed 
over a multiyear period, but recognizes that some may be smaller, at under $1 million.
At the extreme high end, VPP may make one or two grants as large as $3-5 million.

Organizations that have been funded In the spring of 2001, VPP invested in an after-school tutoring and mentoring program
for elementary, middle, and high-school students in six Washington, DC, neighbor-
hoods. VPP will be completing two additional investments by the end of January 2002.

Relationship with grant recipients VPP’s strategic investing model focuses solely on doing whatever possible to help VPP’s
investment partners build the organizational capacity to achieve their aspirations. VPP
augments its funding by providing strategic management assistance and by leveraging
the resources of its network and those of its investors.

The nonfinancial value that VPP provides its nonprofit partners begins with the experi-
ence and expertise of the general partners (those leading VPP’s half of the investment
partnership). These individuals are neither traditional nonprofit program officers nor
for-profit portfolio managers, but rather they bring a blend of strong management
experience, primarily from the for-profit sector. However, all members of the VPP 
staff have some experience working in or with nonprofits and understand both the
richness and the challenges of the nonprofit sector. Their vital role is to develop trusting
relationships with the leadership, board, and staff of VPP investment partners and to
direct and orchestrate the resources of VPP, its board, advisors, and investors to help
these partners.

Each of the general partners is highly committed to the mission of helping improve the
lives of children and, in turn, influencing philanthropy through a compelling demon-
stration of the VPP model.
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Primarily, VPP’s objective with its high-engagement support is to become trusted advi-
sors to the leadership and boards of its investment partners, helping them see options
and avenues that were not always open to them. Most important, VPP hopes to lever-
age its position within the business and government communities to help wherever
and however possible. This strategic management assistance is provided on an ongoing
basis by working with senior nonprofit management to:

• Address organizational issues such as structure and staff development;

• Attract and retain key management and board members;

• Clarify vision/mission, clarify outcomes and how they will be assessed, establish a
diversified fund development capacity, and develop organizational leadership and
management;

• Assist with growth and expansion strategy, including the improvement of service
quality and delivery;

• Assist in the creation of strategic alliances;

• Assist in marketing and communications efforts; and

• Apply information technology to strengthen the organization.

VPP will be actively involved with its investment partners, and it wants assurance that 
its partners will consider its counsel, but it is important to emphasize that VPP’s goal 
is not to be intrusive or directive. Instead, VPP will support the decisions and the 
agenda of its investment partners. VPP is a resource to the entire senior management
team of an organization, and the success of the fund can only follow that of its 
investment partners.

Most investments have an initial planning phase. VPP funds this planning phase and
works with the leadership to define it and retain the necessary experts. VPP can lend 
its expertise and advice to this extensive strategic and business-planning process. This
planning phase should result in: refining the mission for greater clarity; and identifying
the appropriate outcomes for programs, services, and management; identifying assess-
ments needed to measure those outcomes. During this phase, VPP encourages critical
management decisions that will affect the course of the organization (e.g., succession
planning, recruiting new staff or board members), and it recommends addressing the
most important programmatic needs. VPP staff members also encourage planning for a
diversified fundraising capacity.

Based on the outcome of this planning phase, VPP works with its investment partners
to determine the level and type of subsequent investment from VPP and the perform-
ance milestones to which this funding will be tied.

Value of the nonmonetary support EQUAL TO the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Amount of staff time per grant The amount of time a general partner will spend with each investment partner will vary 
recipient per year from organization to organization and will vary according to the phase or project being

undertaken. For instance, in the initial planning phase, it is safe to say that a general
partner will devote one or more days a week to this phase, to say nothing of the time
of other members of the staff and board, advisors, and investors. Over the life of the
investment partnership, the level of engagement will vary greatly from periods of rela-
tively low activity (although still frequent communication) to periods when VPP may 
be very intensely engaged in securing new capital (funding) sources or affecting a public
policy change.

Typically take a seat on recipient’s Yes
board of directors?
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Outcomes

Success measures for each grant A vital part of the initial planning process is to provide investment partners support 
and funding to confirm and clarify the outcomes necessary for the development of
their programs and services and the management of their organization. The plans 
will identify specific indicators or metrics to gauge their progress in each area. Meeting
those goals and milestones is an important measurement of success. VPP’s definition 
of ultimate success is a significant improvement in the benefits the investment partners
create for the children they serve and, in most cases, a scaling of their program that
allows them to provide those benefits to more people. Finally, it is important that the
organization’s capacity has been strengthened and that it is able to sustain itself both
organizationally and financially.

Success measures for the fund VPP’s success is a function of the continuing success of its investment partners (defined
above) and the result of leveraging what it learns to influence philanthropy (and ulti-
mately public policy) through a compelling demonstration of the model. VPP will be
able to consider its efforts successful if other nonprofit organizations see an investment
partnership with VPP as highly desirable; if other foundations and private donors see
VPP as an important partner and source of expertise; and, ultimately, if investors elect
to fund VPP and its mission beyond the initial $35 million.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)
Total capital in fund: $0 $24,600,000 $24,900,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $25,000,000 $9,400,000 $5,600,000
Annual operating budget: $0 $1,800,000 $2,000,000
Total amount granted: $0 $700,000 $5,000,000
Number of grants made: 0 3 4

Funding Sources

Level of investor contribution Minimum Average Maximum
$500,000 $1,000,000 $4,000,000

Investor involvement with recipients Investors may provide expertise in capacity-building, management assistance, or 
systems development, but VPP’s investors can offer the greatest value by allowing 
the fund to benefit from their networks of contacts and access to key resources.

Some investors have begun relationships with VPP grant recipients as advisors, and 
in the future some investors may be invited to serve on boards of the organizations
receiving funds. In some cases, the investors may choose to provide direct funding to
an organization’s programs. VPP also uses some of its investors as sounding boards 
and advisors for the development of its own capacity. The fund shares what it learns
about its investment partners, candidates, and the strategic investment model itself. 
In addition, the fund shares with investors what it has learned about the issues facing
children and the trends in the National Capital area to help them determine how they
wish to structure their own personal, foundation, and corporate giving programs.

Changes in investors’ perceptions of the fund It is too early to tell at this time. Investors’ understanding of the VPP model and
approach is sharpening, but mostly for those investors who are becoming engaged in
the activities of either the VPP board of directors or specific investment partners or can-
didates. Those investors who have their own foundations and have been willing to
exchange experience and lessons have also benefitted.

Services provided to investors The most important service VPP provides is an informal learning exchange and broker-
age when an investor or those working with an investor’s foundation need informa-
tion, seek advice, or need connections or best practices. This has clearly been a primary
benefit. VPP has convened private dinners and gatherings, which have also been well
received. VPP has also hosted educational briefings, published a monthly newsletter
about its activities and its investment partners, and invited investors to attend briefings
during which the fund discusses its investment recommendations.
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Does the fund accept private equity? No 

Amount of private equity The funding for the Children’s Learning Fund, VPP’s first fund, accepted only public
equity, cash, and financial instruments. VPP will accept private equity in its
Philanthropic Innovation Fund.

Impact of economic downturn VPP has been remarkably fortunate to date, a sign of the financial stability of its
investor base. The fund received the bulk of the pledged contributions as planned, in
spite of the market downturns. The fund collected $25 million from late in November
2000 through March 2001. Since then, the fund has collected just under $1 million, 
in even more challenging economic times. To date, none of the investors with pledges
outstanding have indicated that they will not meet their outstanding commitments.
However, VPP is projecting that collection schedules may be delayed for some investors.

Other lessons It appears that many people are referring to any contribution by new-economy entre-
preneurs or new-economy-style contributions as venture philanthropy. In reality, venture
philanthropy is an expensive and time-consuming process that is based on a strategic,
high-engagement form of investment partnership. VPP is concerned that, except for a
select few organizations, the venture philanthropy field and its public perception will 
be eroded if those engaging in it do not produce strong results with their work. And,
to date, VPP is concerned by the low levels of investments many funds are making in
their own capacity—staff and expertise—to make their work effective and sustainable.

VPP also believes that venture philanthropy—as a strategic investment in building orga-
nizational capacity—can create great social gain by effectively applying its approach to
older, more established nonprofit organizations in addition to younger social entrepre-
neurs, the more popularized version of funding. VPP believes both avenues are worthy
candidates for strategic investment.
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As the practice of high-engagement grantmaking matures,
entrepreneurs and philanthropists around the world have seized
upon it as a means to make significant improvements in the 
social sector in other countries. While not a comprehensive listing,
the following organizations are notable for the way they have
applied many practices of venture philanthropy to the internation-
al arena. Application of these practices in new and challenging
environments will offer important lessons that can invigorate 
high-engagement grantmaking in the United States. Contact
information and profiles of organizations doing work 
internationally follow.

International High-Engagement Grantmaker Profiles
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission A Glimmer of Hope is a global charitable foundation that seeks to help relieve some of
the pain and suffering on the planet. Currently, the foundation is focused on the
women, children, and poor of rural Ethiopia. It aims to help these people help them-
selves by providing basic social services such as health, education, and water.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2000

Fund legal structure Private Operating Foundation

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Lessons learned in business are highly applicable in philanthropy. 

2) It is important to find people of like hearts and minds to work with.

3) Keep in mind who the fund is trying to help.

Biggest impediments to success A Glimmer of Hope has encountered resistance to change by some recipients of the
existing model of international aid.

Feedback from grant recipients Most of the indigenous groups A Glimmer of Hope deals with have embraced the new
model of international aid and are therefore enthusiastic about the foundation’s efforts.
However, those that profit from the old model are reluctant to change.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Donna Berber, President

Full-time-equivalent staff 10

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Water development, education, health, HIV/AIDS, orphans, women, children, youth
skills training

Geographical focus Ethiopia, United Kingdom

Process for identifying grant recipients A Glimmer of Hope does not accept applications for grants as it works solely with
indigenous organizations identified by the foundation.

Criteria used to assess investment choices A Glimmer of Hope looks for organizations with a willingness to help themselves.

Anticipated length of relationship The length of a funding relationship is unlimited. However, projects are subject to 
quarterly reviews to determine whether funding will continue.

Exit phase planning process Only projects with a high level of built-in self-sustainability are even considered by A
Glimmer of Hope.

Grant size range Depending on the need, grants range from a few thousand to millions of dollars.

149

International Profiles

A Glimmer of Hope

4407 Bee Caves Road
#301
Austin, TX  78746
www.aglimmerofhope.org
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Organizations that have been funded The foundation has funded more than 10 organizations in Ethiopia and the United
Kingdom during the past year.

Relationship with grant recipients A Glimmer of Hope employs district, regional, and national representatives who remain
in close contact with all grant recipients.

Value of the non-monetary support A QUARTER as sizable as the monetary grant
and management assistance

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant If a grant proves to be effective and self-sustaining over the long term, it is considered a
success.

Success measures for the fund A Glimmer of Hope measures its success by calculating the number of lives touched 
per dollar spent.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $100,000,000 $100,000,000 $100,000,000
Annual operating budget: $0 $250,000 $5,000,000
Total amount granted: $0 $750,000 $5,000,000
Number of grants made: n/a 10 20-30
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Acumen Fund is a new, independent organization underwritten by the Rockefeller 
and Cisco foundations and individual philanthropists. Acumen Fund is committed to
accelerating positive global change by connecting committed philanthropists to 
strategic portfolios of social-change enterprises. Acumen Fund believes that there is 
an imperative to seize the moment in an interconnected world and that by recognizing
pioneering leaders and harnessing innovative ideas, it can help solve important public
problems with private initiative and resources. This philosophy is based on bringing
new standards of expertise, accountability, and ambition to the task of global social
investing. The first portfolio supports innovations that leverage technologies to radically
lower the costs and barriers to healthcare for poor people in developing countries. 
This portfolio is focused specifically on health technologies in South Asia and Africa.
Acumen will support quality investments through rigorous due diligence as well as
through the development of assessment and reporting tools. Acumen Fund brings
tremendous value to philanthropic investors by creating a network of talented individu-
als, linking them to some of the best innovators and innovations in specific fields, and
measuring the impact of investments in the lives of people around the world.

Date of fund incorporation 2001

Date of first grant 2001

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) It is just as important, or even more so, to capture and engage a philantropist’s heart 
as his or her head.

2) Since September 11, individuals want more than ever to be part of a network or 
community of involved people.

3) It is very hard work to find really innovative and sustainable social-change 
organizations.

Biggest impediments to success • The economic downturn;

• The lack of a well-defined constituency of potential investors; and

• The lack of proven success (because the fund is a start-up).

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Jacqueline Novogratz, CEO

Full-time-equivalent staff Seven

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants The first portfolio is devoted to innovative, low-cost health technologies

Geographical focus The first portfolio is focused on Africa and South Asia; subsequent areas of focus to 
be determined.

Process for identifying grant recipients Acumen Fund both accepts applications and seeks out appropriate organizations, but
mostly the latter.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Substantial opportunity for social impact; outstanding leadership; and a path to 
sustainability.
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Anticipated length of relationship At least 3 years

Grant size range $150,000-$500,000

Relationship with grant recipients The Acumen Fund expects to engage both staff and investors in meaningful work with
grant recipients. Additionally, consultants will be hired for assistance when necessary.

Value of the nonmonetary support HALF as sizable as the monetary grant
and management assistance

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Success for grantees will be determined based on progress against agreed-upon mile-
stones and impact indicators.

Success measures for the fund For Acumen Fund, success will be measured by:

• The combined impact of the portfolios over five years; 

• The number of members (donors); 

• Disbursement rates and evaluations; and

• Feedback from grantees.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 * 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $0 $6,700,000 $10,700,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $0 $4,000,000 $0
Annual operating budget: $0 $3,500,000 $4,400,000
Total amount granted: $0 $600,000 $2,300,000
Number of grants made: 8 18

* Fiscal year end in June 2002
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission A public-service venture capital firm, Impact Partners offers professional services and
funds to visionary individuals and organizations. The fund incubates start-ups, builds
portfolio organizations that are sector leaders, and provides the infrastructure to imple-
ment innovative ideas that advocate positive and systemic social change in India.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2001

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Attempt to enlist mature donors in your investor base and manage their expecta-
tions. The nonprofit sector is attempting to “change the world” of their beneficiar-
ies and is working hard to achieve what the private sector and government have
failed to provide. This takes time and patience. Thus, mature donors who already
contribute a certain amount a year will compare your results to the success of other
funding agencies as opposed to the for-profit sector. 

2) Venture funds managers should spend year one of the investment focusing on 
putting processes and systems in place. Do not attempt to implement any new 
initiatives until the grantee’s management team is comfortable with the presence 
of the venture partners and the partners have become fully aware of the grantee’s
working style, capabilities, and context.

3) Venture philanthropists need to realize that the direct transfer of the venture capital
philosophy will not alone solve the problem and ensure returns. Use it as a tool in
providing hands-on assistance, but don’t get overly caught up in quantifying metrics
or spending more time in the office producing paperwork rather than in the field
with the portfolio companies.

Biggest impediments to success Convincing portfolio companies that Impact Partners requires board representation.

Feedback from grant recipients Although the work of grantees has increased considerably because of the high-engage-
ment grants from Impact Partners, as opposed to a typical funding agency, grantees
are nonetheless appreciative of our hands-on involvement.

Refinements to the business/investing model Impact Partners has changed its strategy from a two-year commitment to a three-year
commitment and has realized the need to spend year one purely on due diligence 
and setting up processes within the nongovernmental organization (NGO). Thus, the
amount of funds disbursed in year one will be much lower, while the hands-on com-
mitment will be greater. This will change each year with the funds disbursed in year
three expected to be the highest and the hands-on commitment the lowest.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Deval Sanghavi, Managing Partner

Full-time-equivalent staff Three

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Arts and culture, skills training and entrepreneurship, women’s issues, children’s issues

Geographical focus India

Process for identifying grant recipients Impact Partners seeks out appropriate organizations by consulting with academia and
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other funding agencies, such as Ashoka, and by getting referrals from other NGOs.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Impact Partners conducts sector studies in which the fund looks for innovative, scalable
projects that have solid management teams wanting hands-on assistance.

Anticipated length of relationship 2-3 years

Exit phase planning process Impact Partners has not gotten to the point of ending a funding relationship. When the
time comes, Impact Partners hopes to approach individual donors, the corporate sector,
and funding agencies for ongoing grantee support.

Grant size range Impact Partners disburses approximately $30,000 a year for a three-year period.

Organizations that have been funded Impact Partners grantees to date are:

• Akanksha—based in Mumbai, provides underprivileged children with a balanced
education that focuses on both intellectual and emotional development. Working
with over 1,400 children, Akanksha has developed an interactive curriculum that
allows children to maximize their potential and change their lives. It also makes use
of over 300 volunteers and underutilized spaces that allow the learning centers to
pay little or no rent. Funding to begin in January 2002.

• Anjali—based in Kolkata, aims to bring mental-health issues into the broader
framework of human rights. It offers the expertise of professional counselors,
human rights activists, psychiatrists, therapists, and social workers. Impact Partners is
introducing professionalism and contemporary methods of treatment and care such
as music therapy and psychotherapy to the government institutions and mental
health hospitals. Funding started in January 2001.

• Brhaddhvani—based in Chennai, develops and administers integrative approaches
to teaching Carnatic music. Regular performances and informational workshops
showcase its students, honor accomplished musicians, and generate awareness and
interest in Carnatic music at local and international levels. Brhaddhvani also offers
music as therapy to members of the community suffering from various illnesses such
as depression and multiple sclerosis. Funding started in May 2001. 

• Magic Bus—based in Mumbai, gives street children a break from their slum or pave-
ment life and the opportunity to have fun by learning more about themselves and
their environment through weekend camping trips. These getaways build their confi-
dence and self-esteem through creative workshops, sports, and other outdoor activi-
ties. It also gives practical training that will benefit their everyday lives in health, edu-
cation, and life skills. Funding started in November 2000.

• Rural Innovation Networks—based in Chennai, replicates GIAN, an Ahmedabad-
based organization that rewards grassroots innovators for their creativity by estab-
lishing Rural Innovators Networks. Impact Partners is supporting the commercializa-
tion of innovations, to make benefits available to society and to encourage further
innovation. Operating as a nodal agency, RIN up-scales innovations and facilitates
interaction among grassroots innovators, entrepreneurs, and investors. Funding
started in November 2000.

Relationship with grant recipients Impact Partners provides direct assistance to its portfolio and actively recruits profes-
sionals to serve as board members, advisors, and consultants.

Value of the nonmonetary support GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Typically take a seat on recipient’s Yes
board of directors?
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Outcomes

Success measures for each grant Impact Partners assesses each member of the portfolio on a case-by-case basis, 
comparing its results with organizations within the sector.

Success measures for the fund Impact Partners not only tracks the success of each portfolio company but also 
compares its track record to other funding agencies.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $1,000,000 $955,000 $790,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $96,000 $265,000 $400,000
Annual operating budget: $40,000 $70,000 $80,000
Total amount granted: $5,000 $95,000 $210,000
Number of grants made: 1 4 6
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Fund Description and Fund Description and Structure Structure

Fund mission The NESsT Venture Fund provides financing and capacity-building assistance to a 
small portfolio of social-change organizations to help start up and develop their social
enterprises in order to strengthen their financial sustainability and further their mission
impact. The fund‘s objectives are:

1) Identify and screen proven or promising nonprofit entrepreneurs;

2) Help prepare entrepreneurs through rigorous feasibility and business planning guid-
ance and support;

3) Invest in and add value to a portfolio of entrepreneurs through multiyear financing
and capacity-building assistance;

4) Measure impact and document the financial and social return on investment of the
portfolio;

5) Develop a sustainable capitalization strategy for providing ongoing support to future
entrepreneurs; and

6) Document and share lessons internationally.

Date of fund incorporation NESsT was incorporated in 1997; the fund was initiated in 2000.

Date of first grant 2001

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) The selection and due-diligence process was a very interactive one that required 
nine months to complete. The process entailed organizational readiness, venture 
feasibility, and venture planning phases and required a very high level of commit-
ment on the part of the entrepreneurs. One key lesson NESsT learned is the impor-
tance of this process for identifying the right entrepreneurs to meet the fund’s crite-
ria, including a fit with NESsT and its overall goals as well as the trust-building that 
is critical for future success. The upfront investment is essential, and NESsT considers
the due-diligence process to be an investment because of the significant consulting
and capacity-building involved.

2) The importance of having a strategy flexible enough to accommodate the unique-
ness of each enterprise and its development while keeping to a cohesive group
process that makes the best use of NESsT’s own limited resources. In other words,
how to balance individual and portfolio needs.

3) Figuring out the right level of involvement. Clearly, engagement is key, but how
does a fund engage without becoming a heavy-handed investor? When is it appro-
priate to withdraw and when is necessary to be totally involved? On the capacity-
building side, a great deal of this has to do with the relationship of the fund manag-
er with each of the enterpreneurs and finding the right kind of engaged relation-
ship. On the investment side, NESsT is considering a peer review approach in invest-
ment decisions.

Biggest impediments to success • NESsT’s biggest challenge has been on the capitalization of the fund, especially on
the Latin American side. The funds have been slow in coming and NESsT began the
selection and venture planning process with limited funds. NESsT was keen to begin
demonstrating the model despite the fact that the fund is not fully capitalized as
yet. So the supply side has been a lot more tricky than the demand side of the ven-
ture philanthropy equation.

Nonprofit Enterprise and Self-sustainability Team

Dessewffy utca 25-27.I.18
Budapest, Hungary  H-1066
www.nesst.org

Main contact: Lee Davis
E-mail: nesst@igc.apc.org
Phone: (361) 302- 6863

Secondary contact: Nicole Etchart 
E-mail: nesst@igc.apc.org
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• Part of this challenge is also due to the lack of local philanthropy in the regions
where NESsT works (Latin America and Central Europe) and the fact that donors are
exiting these countries believing them to be transitional economies that can support
their own costs of development.

Feedback from grant recipients The feedback that NESsT has received so far is based on the selection and venture 
feasibility assessment and planning. The fund just underwent a process of venture feasi-
bility with 14 NGOs that were selected from a pool of 65. Of these, seven were selected
for venture planning and received small grants of $1,000-$1,500 to assist with this
process. And of these, four were selected for investments and two were invited to come
into the NESsT Venture Fund portfolio. An evaluation of the process revealed that the
entrepreneurs felt that the process was tremendously worthwhile in and of itself. Even if
they had not received investments, many entrepreneurs believed the capacity-building
support was significantly helpful and positioned them to seek other potential invest-
ments. They were grateful for the one-on-one consulting and the fact that they were
introduced to tools that they had not been familiar with—tools such as the break-even
analysis and market research—and that they found to be empowering for decision-mak-
ing and planning purposes. They did find the process somewhat cumbersome but
seemed to understand why it was so.

Refinements to the business/investing model NESsT is refining the tools the fund is using for the selection and due diligence-process.
These were tested with this first group of entrepreneurs and, although they were use-
ful, the fund is now clarifying certain components, linking all of the templates and
making them totally compatible.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Lee Davis, Co-Director

Nicole Etchart, Co-Director

Joanna Messing, Enterprise Development Manager

Full-time-equivalent staff Two

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants The fund invests in local organizations that are working for social change. They must
be high-impact organizations, as measured by NESsT criteria, working with marginal-
ized communities. The sectors include: human rights, economic development, environ-
mental protection, social services, and culture, all with a view to changing attitudes and
systems that are unjust and that create inequities.

Geographical focus Central and Eastern Europe and Latin America

Process for identifying grant recipients The fund uses two processes: First, NESst makes an open “call for tender,” in which
organizations are invited to apply; second, NESsT seeks out organizations through
referrals and its own vast networks of NGO contacts. NESsT visits all of the organiza-
tions before they enter the first stage of due diligence–the venture feasibility and plan-
ning process. NESsT’s due-diligence process is comprehensive and must be completed
before organizations are considered for the portfolio.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Criteria include:

• Nonprofit entrepreneurs in Central Europe and Latin America;

• High-impact social-change mission;

• Potential for high impact on nonprofit mission;

• Potential to generate unrestricted, sustainable resources;

• Proven leadership and realistic and ambitious plan;
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• Portfolio diversity in: 

1) Nonprofit sector; 

2) Type of enterprise; 

3) Level of risk; and

4) Stage of development;

• Commitment and attention to quality;

• Potential to create local role models and replicable models;

• Ethical, environmental, and social responsibility; and

• Opportunity for NESsT to add value.

Anticipated length of relationship 6-12 months for the selection and venture feasibility/planning process; 1-2 years in the
portfolio where NESsT does not see the need for a longer-term relationship; then 3-5
years in the portfolio if there is a clear need for a longer investment.

Exit phase planning process Clear exit strategies are defined with each nonprofit entrepreneur at the beginning of
the portfolio partnership. NESsT exits investments when entrepreneurs:

• Have reached agreed-upon enterprise goals (i.e., profitability or other);

• Have reached a prescribed level of organizational “sustainability”;

• Have adequately diversified financing sources;

• No longer benefit from a relationship with NESsT; or

• Are consistently not meeting mutually agreed-upon benchmarks.

Grant size range The grants are about $10,000 per year on average, although this could be higher or
lower. Over the range of 3-5 years, the total investment averages $30,000-$50,000.
This does not include the capacity-building support, which is about the same amount.

Organizations that have been funded NESsT just invested in two Central European organizations, Energy Centre Bratislava 
in Slovakia and P-Centrum in the Czech Republic, and invited them into the portfolio.
NESsT also invested in two others for one year only, CCO and Betlem in the Czech
Republic. These organizations might be invited to come into the portfolio at the end 
of this first year.

Relationship with grant recipients The fund has two main types of support. 

• Financial support, which comes in the form of grants, loans, and equity equivalents
for organizational and enterprise investments. The organizational investments are to
make upgrades that are necessary to run the enterprise. The enterprise investments
are direct support to the start-up and development of the venture. 

• Capacity-building support which comes as a) NESsT staff support; b) MBA students
who are part of the NESsT Entrepreneur in Residence program; c) a management
consulting firm that provides management support such as accounting, financial 
systems upgrades, etc.; d) a technology partner that provides this type of support
either to improve the organization’s capacity to manage the venture or to improve
the venture itself; and e) the Business Advisory Network, which consists of entrepre-
neurs, venture capitalists, marketing specialists, and academics, and which provides
industry-specific or other type of venture-related advice or pro bono assistance.
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The relationship is very dynamic and engaged. The portfolio members meet with 
staff regularly; they participate in quarterly portfolio meetings as well as other training
opportunities. The management and technology partner consultants also work with 
the members on a monthly basis. The NESsTERs are assigned to them over the course
of the summer.

Value of the nonmonetary support GREATER THAN the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant The NESsT Performance Measurement Tool tracks the impact of the fund’s investments,
both financial and otherwise, on the performance of the venture and of the overall
organization. NESsT measures eight indicators: 

• Financial performance, 

• Mission and values, 

• Organizational culture, 

• Stakeholders, 

• Financial diversification, 

• Financial sustainability, 

• Organizational autonomy, and 

• The return on the use of social enterprise vs. other financing strategies. 

Success is measured on whether the organizations achieved their stated goals for the
venture, both financial and mission related.

Success measures for the fund The Performance Measurement Tool is also used to measure achievement of the 
fund’s goals as stated above. In the long run, the NESsT Venture Fund is a demonstra-
tion fund–NESsT is successful once social enterprise and venture philanthropy become
mainstream practices in a country, and when there are methodologies and structures 
in place that demonstrate that this practice will continue once the fund exits.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $250,000 $250,000 $250,000
Annual operating budget: $0 $57,030 $77,637
Total amount granted: $0 $55,500 $131,679
Number of grants made: 0 4 6
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission To achieve positive social change in Calgary by committing time, money, and expertise
to nonprofits to collaboratively strengthen their organizations, and by educating part-
ners to be well-informed, effective philanthropists.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2001

Fund legal structure Donor-advised Fund

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) The five-month grantmaking process is a great point of introduction to SVP as it
builds community awareness quickly among partners.

2) SVP Calgary (SVPC) needs to devote more time to learning and research to be effec-
tive and innovative in its giving.

3) There is no shortage of worthy investments and no shortage of nonprofits’ needs
(particularly in the area of building organizational capacity).

Biggest impediments to success • Lack of time in the five-month grant cycle to engage partners in learning at a 
sufficiently deep level that they are well prepared and equipped to make wise 
grant decisions.

• Finding partners with time available and/or the initiative to volunteer directly with
the agencies (although it may be premature for us to make this judgment); staff
needs to spend more time to engage the partners.

Feedback from grant recipients Feedback from investees is overwhelmingly positive–they are very impressed by the level
of involvement of partners within just the first three months of the relationship.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Brad Zumwalt, Founder and Chairman of the Board

Full-time-equivalent staff One and a half

Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Subject focus for grants Children and education (through age 18)

Geographical focus Calgary area

Process for identifying grant recipients SVPC has developed a database of over 300 local agencies to which the fund mails
grant guidelines. These agencies are invited to submit a grant application (a two-page
letter of intent, or LOI), but applications are not restricted or targeted in any way. The
fund accepts unsolicited requests from organizations that it has not proactively contact-
ed by mail. The grant guidelines are publicly available on its web site. In its first two
cycles, SVPC received 63 and 71 LOIs, respectively. Each group of LOIs was evaluated
and narrowed down to a list of 15-20 applicants that made the first cut. Based on a
vote, the grant committee requests 5-6 agencies to submit a full proposal. Following
the full proposal review and site visit process, the committee votes on two finalists.

Criteria used to assess investment choices LOI Scorecard Tool

Anticipated length of relationship 3-5 years

Social Venture Partners Calgary

715 5th Ave SW #2930
Calgary, Alberta  T2P 2X6  Canada
www.svpcalgary.org

Main contact: Brad Zumwalt
E-mail: brad.zumwalt@zincventures.com
Phone: (403) 266-5903

Secondary contact: Diane Robinson 
E-mail: diane@svpcalgary.org
Phone: (403) 266-5305
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Exit phase planning process SVPC has just begun its first funding relationships, so it has not yet developed an exit
strategy. When the time comes, the fund certainly intends to do so.

Grant size range SVPC’s year one grants were $30,000 and $50,000. The fund has not yet determined
what will be the size of funding in year two and beyond, but estimates that each 
recipient will receive somewhere in the $20,000-$40,000 range, depending on its
needs and depending on how much SVPC has available to grant (which will depend on
the level of partner growth).

Organizations that have been funded SVPC’s first two grants were made in June 2001. The next grants will be determined 
in December 2001 and will be paid to the new investees in January 2002. The organi-
zations SVPC has funded to date are:

• CUPS – One World Child Development Centre
The One World Child Development Centre will be a comprehensive, licensed day
care, nursery, and kindergarten facility for children of parents who live in poverty,
many of whom are homeless. The centre will welcome the participation of parents
in a family-centered approach. The centre will also offer a prenatal program to
mothers to promote the development of healthy infants who can reach their poten-
tial through One World. Grant amount: $30,000.

• Calgary Community Support for Young Parents
Founded in 1992, Calgary Community Support for Young Parents (CCSYP) enhances
the future for children by providing support and education to young families. These
families have one or more children under the age of three and are faced with the
challenges of poverty, lack of education, single-parent status and/or social isolation. 

Today, the agency offers 36 spaces in its Parenting Consultant Program. With the 
financial support of Social Venture Partners Calgary, seven more spaces will be 
added, increasing the capacity of the program by 20%. The need for CCSYP services
far exceeds its ability to respond. Grant amount: $50,000.

Relationship with grant recipients Staff members were involved in the development and writing of the annual work 
plan objectives for year one of SVPC’s relationship, and staff help to facilitate the 
volunteer activities by supporting the lead partner and identifying potential matches
between volunteers’ skills and interests and agencies’ needs.

Partners (investors) have begun to work directly with the investees’ staff members to
meet their identified resource needs, technical requirements, etc. Over the first three
months, SVPC has engaged approximately 5-6 partners with each recipient.

SVPC has not yet engaged outside consultants or outside resources from the partners’
network, but the fund has identified certain areas where this will be appropriate and
intends to draw on these extended resources.

Value of the nonmonetary support A QUARTER as sizable as the monetary grant
and management assistance

Outcomes

Success measures for the fund Success is measured in terms of:

• The level of partner recruitment (fund growth); 

• Partner engagement (number of volunteers and hours of volunteering); and

• Partner learning (the level of involvement in our Partner Education Series).

Ultimately, SVPC is most interested in the client outcomes of investees (that is, the
impact SVPC is having through investees on children and education in Calgary).
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Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year 2000 2001 2002 (estimated)

Total capital in fund: $235,000 $495,000 $715,000
Total capital pledged in fund: $235,000 $340,000 $460,000
Annual operating budget: $58,000 $95,000 $135,000
Total amount granted: $80,000 $240,000 $400,000

Other lessons Manage expectations and be realistic when setting objectives. Having said that, SVPC
took the approach in year one to list any and all potential volunteer opportunities for
partners. SVPC didn’t want to limit the opportunities, and the fund would rather let
partners decide what type of work they’d like to do. From this standpoint, SVPC has
been clear with the agencies that the fund doesn’t expect to achieve the full list. The
agency has also identified which activities are priorities and which ones will not be
accomplished without SVPC resources.
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Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission World in Need (WIN) provides seed funding and growth funding to social entrepreneurs
and supports these investments with a blend of skills, advice, and networking. Over the
last four decades, World in Need has helped launch innovative charitable ventures that
meet human needs in new ways.

World in Need invests in the ideas of social entrepreneurs. Typically, World in Need:

• Focuses on innovative ideas;

• Backs key people by investing in the early stages of a new venture;

• Promotes viability within three years; and

• Recognizes the importance of adding value beyond finance with a blend of gover-
nance, management, advice, and networking.

By concentrating limited resources on start-up funding of projects with a tremendous
potential for good, World in Need has made a unique contribution to providing long-
term help for thousands of the world’s most needy people, in what the organization
considers to be a progressive and Christian way.

Date of fund incorporation 1965

Date of first grant 1965

Fund legal structure Public Charity

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Identify the right people–those with vision plus the ability to work through and with
others to achieve goals.

2) Engage actively from initial research to organizational viability.

3) Identify your exit strategy in the beginning.

Biggest impediments to success • Not tailoring the nonfinancial inputs to the exact needs of each venture.

• Legislation in UK that inhibits non-grant-based financing.

Feedback from grant recipients World in Need investees are grateful for the long-term, committed involvement and the
value of nonfinancial inputs. However, investees desire a greater clarity on exit strategy.

Refinements to the business/investing model Only in 2001 will the foundation make changes to the model because of its partnership
with Monitor Company. As a result, a major review is in progress until December 2001.

Fund Management and Staffing

Lead executive Dr. Rob John, Director

Full-time-equivalent staff One
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Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

Geographical focus Mostly World in Need has started UK-based NGOs that have an international focus.

Process for identifying grant recipients The process consists primarily of identifying individual social entrepreneurs through 
networks and contacts. World in Need funds very few organizations based on formal
applications, but this may change as the organization considers its own growth and
scales up.

Criteria used to assess investment choices Four criteria that World in Need uses are:

• Visionary person with high-quality ideas and radical ways of looking at the world;

• Ability to communicate, network, and gather consensus;

• Ability to work with others positively to reach goals; and

• Enterprising approach–seeing commercial potential in social-based projects.

Anticipated length of relationship 3-7 years

Exit phase planning process The organization is involved in sustainability planning from day one. Through extensive
business planning, WIN grows organizations that have the strategies in place to
become self sustaining in 3-5 years. WIN normally holds 2-5 places on the partner
board of directors and brings viability planning skills this way or by paying for quality
consultancy.

Grant size range For Opportunity International UK (1992-2000), WIN spent approximately US$2 million.

For ACET (1985-1991), WIN spent approximately US$900,000.

Typically World in Need spends between $500,000 to over $1 million to grow a new
organization from idea to sustainability.

Organizations that have been funded Over the past decade, World in Need has funded:

• Opportunity International UK: 8 years

• Catch Up Project: 6 years

• Spire Trust: 6 years

• Street UK: 3 years (seed funding only)

• Basic Needs: from 2000-2005

• Dream Scheme Network: from 2001-2004

• Aspire Group: from 2001-2003 (tentative)

Relationship with grant recipients Step 1) Director and evaluation team (usually two WIN volunteer board members) work
with social entrepreneur to articulate the original idea, evaluate any research
that WIN commissions, and do basic due diligence.

Step 2) Bring the concept and a draft business plan to the WIN board.

Step 3) Agree to a long-term funding commitment, governance structures, and nonfi-
nance inputs and draft an exit strategy.

Step 4) WIN trustees then add value to the finance component by working on the
organization’s board.

Step 5) A director monitors the processes and adds value, advice, etc., on an ongoing
basis.

WIN will also pay for outside consultants to work with the organization in needed
capacities.
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Value of the nonmonetary support EQUAL TO the size of the monetary grant
and management assistance

Typically take a seat on recipient’s Yes
board of directors?

Outcomes

Success measures for each grant WIN will monitor the five-year business plan outcomes through annual operational
plans.

Success measures for the fund The main determinant of success is the establishment of viable, self-sustaining entities
after WIN exits. Over the past decade, WIN has had one failure and three successes.
Two of these successes are now among the world’s top ten international NGOs as
measured by general income.

Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

WIN does not have a fund as such. WIN has an annual income of approximately
$560,000, which derives mainly from shareholdings in a charitably owned business.
The organization has some modest reserves but does not yet seek inward investment to
the fund. This policy has capped WIN’s activities, and it is reviewing award investment
at present as the organization explores growth and development. WIN’s current operat-
ing budget is around $500,000.

165

International Profiles



166 Venture Philanthropy 2002



Brief Profiles of Organizations Related to High-Engagement Grantmaking

In the process of researching venture philanthropy organizations
and other high-engagement grantmakers, we encountered a
number of organizations that use similar techniques to support
social change but do not quite fit the definition of high-engage-
ment grantmaker used in this report. In some cases these funds
invest in individuals; in other cases they seek some financial return
on the social investments they make. However, these organiza-
tions represent important partners in the community of highly
engaged social investors. Because their lessons, outcomes, and
methods are relevant for those who seek to support the nonprofit
sector, contact information, brief descriptions, and some lessons
follow.
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Ashoka

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 2000 Main contact: Bill Drayton
Arlington, VA  22209 E-mail: info@ashoka.org
www.ashoka.org Phone: (703) 527-8300

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Ashoka’s mission is to develop the profession of social entrepreneurship around the
world. Ashoka invests in people. It is a global nonprofit organization that searches the
world for social entrepreneurs–extraordinary individuals with unprecedented ideas for
change in their communities. Ashoka identifies and invests in these social entrepreneurs
when no one else will. It does so through stipends and professional services that allow
“Ashoka Fellows” to focus full time on their ideas for leading social change in educa-
tion and youth development, healthcare, environment, human rights, access to tech-
nology, and economic development.

Ashoka has invested in more than 1,100 Ashoka Fellows in 41 countries. Those fellows
have transformed the lives of millions of people in thousands of communities world-
wide.

Date of fund incorporation 1980

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Investing in significant systemic change requires a) a big new idea, b) a top social
entrepreneur, c) a long time, and d) full life-cycle services for the idea and the entre-
preneur, his or her institution, and the profession. 

2) Success requires the structural, disciplined, unafraid application of judgment. In
other words, don’t repeat the mistake that so many other fields make of measuring
and managing and investing according to what is either easily or quantitatively
measurable. That business suffers from overfocus on quantifiable financial measures
should be a warning, not a model.

Biggest impediments to success • The failure of the financial and services sectors to evolve in serving the citizen sector.
The consequent structural difficulty of serving social entrepreneurs and the failure to
serve other needed investment sectors at all drive the importance of venture philan-
thropy, the single strongest element in a long overdue wave of entrepreneurship
that will transform the sector over the next half-dozen years.

• Nothing is in the same league as the previous answer. Just ask any social entrepre-
neur.

The Benetech Initiative

Building 23 Main contact: Jim Fruchterman Secondary contact: Kathy Meyer
P.O. Box 215 E-mail: jim@benetech.org E-mail: kathy@benetech.org
Moffett Field, CA  94035-0215 Phone: (650) 603-8880
www.benetech.org

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Benetech bridges the gap between possibility and profitability in the socially beneficial
applications of technology. Benetech incubates and applies technologies to social 
needs in areas such as disability, human rights, the environment, and the prevention 
of suffering.

Date of fund incorporation 1989
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Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) It is possible to build self-sustaining social enterprises in the technology sector.

2) Reaching break-even is a great accomplishment, but it means you still lack capital
for expansion and new projects. There is still the need for expansion capital for self-
sustaining enterprises.

3) It is possible to recruit top-quality staff to the nonprofit sector with a combination of
exciting social mission and market wages.

Biggest impediments to success Access to expansion capital

Refinements to the business/investing model Benetech’s original concept was to build a self-supporting social enterprise. The organi-
zation succeeded, but to expand, Benetech now has to raise external capital to launch
additional projects. Benetech started by selling its first social enterprise to a for-profit
company, which provided seed capital for several new projects.

Calvert Social Venture Partners

402 Maple Avenue West, Suite C Main contact: John May Secondary contact: Wayne Silby 
Vienna, VA  22180 E-mail: calven2000@aol.com E-mail: dwscalvert@aol.com
www.greenmoney.com/calvertventures Phone: (703) 255-4930

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Calvert Social Venture Partners believes that by providing financial and managerial sup-
port to young, socially responsible companies it can help create a new generation of
American businesses that realize the vision of simultaneously creating economic and
social gains. The mission is to be a model institutional investor and innovator in the
financial services field, and as such the organization will invest only in companies that
demonstrate clear market and financial potential in areas that make positive contribu-
tions to the public good.

Date of fund incorporation 1989

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Devote enough nonfinancial support to each portfolio target.

2) Have clear, quantitative measures for nonfinancial goals.

3) Have patience.

Biggest impediments to success • Size of funds under management;

• Clarity of focus for investment criteria; 

• Lack of laser focus on specific social missions; 

• Allocation of funds to too many companies; and

• Lack of luck

170 Venture Philanthropy 2002

Related Organizations



Community Development Venture Capital Alliance

330 7th Avenue, 19th Floor Main contact: Kerwin Tesdell
New York, NY  10001 E-mail: ktesdell@cdvca.org
www.cdvca.org Phone: (212) 594-6747

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission CDVCA promotes use of the tools of venture capital to create jobs, entrepreneurial
capacity, and wealth to advance the livelihoods of low-income people and the
economies of distressed communities.

CDVCA: 

• Promotes best practices and advances the skills of professionals in the field by pro-
viding training programs, publications, networking opportunities, and direct consult-
ing services;

• Operates a central fund that makes investments in member funds and co-invest-
ments alongside other funds in businesses that offer substantial financial and social
returns;

• Serves as a national resource for information and research on the CDVC field;

• Advocates public policies that will benefit CDVC funds and the communities they
serve;

• Serves as a national voice for the CDVC industry, increasing the visibility of its mem-
ber funds;

• Works to encourage the traditional venture capital and angel capital communities to
become more active in community development finance.

Date of fund incorporation 1992

Creative Capital, Inc.

65 Bleecker Street Main contact: Ruby Lerner Secondary contact: Leslie Singer 
7th Floor E-mail: ruby@creative-capital.org
New York, NY  10012 Phone: (212) 598-9900
www.creative-capital.org

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Creative Capital is a national nonprofit organization that supports artists pursuing inno-
vative approaches to form and content in the performing, visual, literary, and media
arts and in emerging fields. The organization is committed to working in partnership
with artists, providing them with advisory services and professional development assis-
tance along with financial support. In return for Creative Capital’s financial and mana-
gerial support, artists will share a portion of any proceeds generated by their projects.
This will help replenish the fund and will enable Creative Capital to support more
artists in the future. Creative Capital is committed to diversity in all its forms.

Date of fund incorporation 1998
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Denali Initiative

Manchester Craftsmen Building Main contact: Donnie Day Pomeroy Secondary contact: Donna Herron 
1650 Metropolitan Street, Suite 250 E-mail: dpomeroy@mcg-btc.org E-mail: dherron@mcg-btc.org
Pittsburgh, PA  15233 Phone: (412) 322-1773 Phone: (412) 322-1773
www.denaliinitiative.org

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The Denali Initiative’s mission is to improve the quality of life in communities and pro-
mote a standard of excellence in the social sector by:

• Identifying leaders with demonstrated entrepreneurial potential and high ethical
standards; and

• Accelerating and maximizing the effectiveness of these leaders through a rigorous
social-enterprise development program.

The Denali Initiative offers an opportunity for leaders in the nonprofit sector to become
more entrepreneurial in their efforts to meet community needs. The program provides
participants with the skills, tools, and capital they need to implement outstanding social-
enterprise projects.

Date of fund incorporation 1999

Echoing Green

198 Madison Avenue Main contact: Cheryl Dorsey
8th Floor E-mail: cheryl@echoinggreen.org
New York, NY  10016 Phone: (212) 689-1165
www.echoinggreen.org

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Echoing Green is a nonprofit foundation that offers full-time fellowships to emerging
social entrepreneurs. The foundation applies a venture capital approach to philanthropy
by providing seed money and technical support to individuals creating innovative pub-
lic-service projects that seek to catalyze positive social change.

Echoing Green invests in entrepreneurs’ projects at an early stage, before most funders
are willing to do so, and then provides them with support to help them grow beyond
start-up. The Echoing Green network currently includes over 300 fellows working
domestically and internationally on a wide range of social issues.

Date of fund incorporation 1991

Education Entrepreneurs Fund – New American Schools

1560 Wilson Boulevard Main contact: Keith Collar Secondary contact: Dean Millot 
Suite 901 E-mail: kcollar@nasdc.org E-mail: dmillot@nasdc.org
Arlington, VA  22209 Phone: (703) 908-0617 Phone: (703) 908-0605
www.educationentrepreneursfund.org

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The mission of the Education Entrepreneurs Fund is to make strategic investments in
organizations that share the fund’s commitment to quality and whose products and
services support comprehensive school-improvement programs and help to significantly
raise student achievement.

Date of fund incorporation 1999
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Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Programmatic quality is the most important element of a successful social 
investment.

2) Contingency planning is critical, particularly during uncertain economic conditions.

3) Financial expertise in the management team is a necessary precondition for a 
successful social investment.

Biggest impediments to success • The lack of preparedness of social enterprises to enter into borrowing relationships.

• The inability of social enterprises to meet their operating plans.

• The long lead time from the identification of an investment opportunity to the 
closing of a transaction.

Other thoughts • Education entrepreneurs are breaking new ground every day. Demonstrating their
programs and services can help to raise student achievement. Unfortunately, promis-
ing education programs can still fall short of their potential due to a lack of the “raw
materials” of business: adequate capital, high-quality technical assistance and ready
distribution. The scarcity of capital has a direct impact on bringing quality programs
to scale; without investment in capacity, there can be no scale. This is a lost opportu-
nity for philanthropy in particular and for education in general, as it prevents high
quality programs from reaching the schools and students that need them most. It is
the responsibility of social investors to support high-quality programs that should be
made available to the most disadvantaged students in the most disadvantaged areas.

• Like a traditional investment, social investments need a viable exit strategy. For the
Education Entrepreneurs Fund, the exit strategy usually means the invested organiza-
tion’s achieving financial viability through the sale of high-quality products and services
that can significantly raise student achievement. Social enterprises that are perennially
dependent on grants to fund their core operations will be hard-pressed to reach those
students who can most benefit from their work. In addition, demonstrating a viable exit
strategy in social investing should attract more investors and make more capital avail-
able to education entrepreneurs.

• The Education Entrepreneurs Fund, like some other social investors, manages to pro-
duce both financial return and social return. The fund expects our investments to be
fully repaid, with interest. The fund also expects its invested organizations to become
financially viable businesses. The fund utilizes metrics similar to those that traditional
lenders and venture capital investors use, but is willing to accept a lower rate of return
in consideration of social purpose; the financial expectations are discounted for mission.
Joining “mission” and “margin” is a formidable challenge for social investors, especially
with invested organizations whose culture is so heavily weighted to the former. Social
investors should continue to be thoughtful about social return and to explore measures
of social return that will attract more capital to education entrepeneurism.

Entrepreneurs Philanthropic Venture Fund

P.O. Box 12834 Main contact: Kristen Shipherd Secondary contact: Heidi Gilmore 
Research Triangle Park E-mail: kristen@trianglecf.org
Raleigh, NC  27709 Phone: (919) 549-9840
www.trianglecf.org/catalyst_project.htm

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The Entrepreneurs Philanthropic Venture Fund (EPVF) is a philanthropic venture capital
fund designed to encourage early-stage entrepreneurs to become involved in philan-
thropy and to provide a philanthropic “nest egg” for them to continue giving after
their company becomes successful.

The goals of EPVF are:

• To infuse philanthropy into the culture of the region’s start-up companies; 
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• To make philanthropy a habit that will begin at the earliest stage of an entrepre-
neur’s business venture and continue throughout his or her life; and

• To leverage the philanthropic dollars of already-successful entrepreneurs and their
affiliates to multiply the region’s philanthropic capital.

True to its venture capital fund model, the Entrepreneurs Philanthropic Venture Fund
begins with a group of investors creating a venture pool. Once the initial pool has been
capitalized at $500,000, approximately 10-12 early stage companies, screened by a group
of evaluators chosen by the EPVF advisory board and backed by reputable venture capital
firms, will be invited to become participants. Individuals associated with those companies,
typically the founders, will commit a portion of their individual stock in their company to
create a personal or corporate philanthropic fund. The stock’s valuation for the purposes
of the Entrepreneurs Philanthropic Venture Fund (not for tax purposes), is set by the com-
pany’s most recent venture capital round. Donors may then draw up to half that value
from the venture pool to distribute to charitable organizations they recommend, becom-
ing philanthropists while building their company. Later, when the company is sold or has
an initial public offering or other liquidity event, cash equal to the initial value of the
stock they committed goes into the pool to replenish and expand it. Half the remaining
gains become an initial philanthropic fund for the entrepreneur; the remaining half is a
return on investment to the original investors, in the form of a philanthropic fund tailored
to the interests of the individual investor.

Date of fund incorporation 1999

Flatiron Foundation

Main contact: Catherine Clark
E-mail: cathy@cathyhc.com
Phone: (718) 858-1784

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The Flatiron Foundation encourages social entrepreneurship in the new economy. It 
currently concentrates in three areas:

• Helping children become prepared for life in the digital economy;

• Helping to encourage access to capital among minority and women entrepreneurs;

• Helping turn the attention of new and experienced entrepreneurs to social problems.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Hot Fudge Venture Fund

80 West Wieuca Rd. Main contact: Pierre Ferrari
Suite 115 E-mail: newvaluepartners@mindspring.com
Atlanta, GA  30342 Phone: (404) 255-5667

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The Hot Fudge Venture Fund (Hot Fudge) is a community development venture capital
fund whose mission is to use the tools of venture capital to create high-quality jobs,
entrepreneurial capacity, and wealth among low-income people and the economies of
distressed communities.

The fund’s approach is to provide capital in a strategic context by adding substantial
value to the investments it makes.

Hot Fudge believes it can add value by:

• Leveraging the strength and experience of its investment team;

• Committing to support the leadership of the organizations in which it invests;
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• Helping to build sustainable organizations;

• Developing, leveraging, or accessing deep knowledge in the areas it invests in;

• Accessing its broad network of resources;

• Approaching the structure of the capital deployed in a flexible and creative manner;

• Offering technical assistance in various forms to the businesses it invests in;

• Offering patient capital by having a long-term perspective;

• Managing its investment in just a few investments to allow all participants to spend
quality time with each opportunity; and 

• Placing great emphasis on lasting relationships based on trust and mutual respect.

Hot Fudge believes it will be successful if the following are happening:

• Equity and wealth-building are occurring among people who traditionally have not
had access to equity and credit.

• Substantial employee, nonprofit, and/or community ownership exists.

• A dedication to progressive values permeates the organization.

• Hot Fudge is able to recoup its investments at a reasonable return (8-12% per
annum) and leave both Hot Fudge and the organization stronger, bigger, and 
sustainable for the long term. The fund is not seeking approaches that maximize
profits or returns for Hot Fudge through aggressive exit strategies.

• The organizations in which Hot Fudge has invested represent a continuing source 
of wealth, high-value jobs, and prosperity for the communities where it engages. 

• The organizations Hot Fudge invests in remain independent and have a substantial
and visible impact on the community.

Date of fund incorporation 2001

Jewish Venture Philanthropy Fund

c/o The Jewish Federation of Main contact: Josh Bernstein Secondary contact: Mark Levitt 
Greater Washington E-mail: jvpf@jewishfedwash.org
6101 Montrose Road Phone: (301) 230-7200
Rockville, MD  20852-4816
www.jvpf.org

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The mission of the Jewish Venture Philanthropy Fund is to identify and support initia-
tives that will have a significant impact on the quality of Jewish life, reinvigorate Jewish
institutions, ensure a bright Jewish future, and leverage personal philanthropy through
collaborative giving.

Date of fund incorporation 1998
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W.K. Kellogg Foundation

1 Michigan Avenue East Main contact: Tom Reis
Battle Creek, MI  49017 E-mail: tkr@wkkf.org
www.wkkf.org Phone: (616) 969-2050

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The W.K. Kellogg Foundation is a nonprofit organization whose mission is to apply
knowledge and financial resources to help people help themselves and their communi-
ties. Since its beginning, the foundation has continuously focused on building the
capacity of individuals, communities, and institutions to solve their own problems.
Kellogg provides hands-on, capacity-building assistance to grantees.

Programming activities center on the common vision of a world in which each person:

• Has a sense of worth;

• Accepts responsibility for self, family, community, and societal well-being; and 

• Has the capacity to be productive and help create nurturing families, responsible
institutions, and healthy communities.

The foundation’s philanthropy and volunteerism grantmaking is aimed at increasing the
ranks of new givers (of time, money, and expertise), nurturing emerging forms of phi-
lanthropy, and improving philanthropic practice in general.

Date of fund incorporation 1930

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Don’t “paint yourself into a corner” with the venture philanthropy rhetoric.
Organized philanthropy is challenging, and while there is room for significant
improvement, there are no “magic bullets” (e.g., venture philanthropy) that will
solve all the challenges.

2) There is a valuable “learning exchange” between mature and emerging (venture
philanthropy) foundations and funding approaches. However, for that learning
exchange to happen, all parties need to be mutually respectful and open to new
ideas, experience-based knowledge, etc. 

3) Venture philanthropists will operate more effectively with a better and more disci-
plined base of knowledge about past organized philanthropic foundations and
approaches. There is too much generalizing going on about mature foundations’
practices, for example. Dig deeper and you will discover pockets of innovative prac-
tice in mature foundations that are quite similar to what venture philanthropy is
articulating as good practice—it may just be “labeled” something different.

Biggest impediments to success • Not listening carefully or recognizing the knowledge assets of Kellogg’s grantee 
partners.

• Not correctly scaling and scoping change objectives in the foundation’s more 
“packaged” and strategic grantmaking initiatives.

• Not giving enough time for change to play out in its grants. Kellogg does a solid job
of assessment with its grants during the activities, but the organization needs to
commit to longer evaluations post-grant period to determine real change.
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Kingdom Ventures

P.O. Box 400717 Main contact: Larry Cheng
N. Cambridge, MA 02140 E-mail: larry@kingdomventures.org
www.kingdomventures.org

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Kingdom Ventures is a philanthropic venture capital firm focused on supporting 
emerging Christian ministries around the world. The fund is in the practice of 
providing capital, management guidance, and a network of resources on a pro-bono
basis to innovative enterprises seeking to build the kingdom of God. Kingdom 
Ventures especially looks to support ministries that are at concept stage or in early
stages of development. The fund works with ministries at this stage and helps build
them into permanent platforms for Christian witness. Kingdom Ventures treats each
donation as an investment and provides its portfolio of ministries a corresponding
degree of both support and accountability.

Date of fund incorporation 2000

Date of first grant 2000

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Have seasoned venture capitalists involved;

2) Structure the organization so administrative costs can remain less than 5% 
of proceeds;

3) Partner with other organizations and people and;

4) Have good advisors.

Steven and Michele Kirsch Foundation

60 South Market Street Main contact: Kathleen Gwynn
Suite 1000 E-mail: questions@kirschfoundation.org
San Jose, CA  95113-2336 Phone: (408) 278-2278
www.kirschfoundation.org

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The foundation invests in causes in which high-impact, leverageable activities can result
in a safer and healthier world. Using whatever means are most effective, it works to
solve significant problems that place individuals, the world community, and the world
itself at risk.

The foundation provides grants to worthwhile causes in which the foundation’s support
can have a significant impact. It primarily makes grants that address causes, not symp-
toms, and finds solutions and cures.

The foundation engages in lobbying, advocacy, and educational efforts to further Steve
and Michele Kirsch’s interests in cures for major diseases, environmental progress,
reducing threats from weapons of mass destruction, political reform, and other areas.

The foundation is also committed to the vitality and well-being of its local community,
Silicon Valley, and provides substantial financial support to the ongoing efforts of its
nonprofit organizations.

Date of fund incorporation 1999
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Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) It takes more time than anticipated to have an impact on a major problem.

2) In order to change a systemic problem, an organization can leverage dollars dramati-
cally by engaging in public-policy lobbying and advocacy to influence or change laws
and regulations. One grant may be important, but changing U.S. or state policies on
environmental issues, for example, yields much greater benefits at a lower cost.

3) To be effective, leverage resources by working collaboratively with others, both in
the grantmaking and lobbying arenas. There is power in numbers.

Biggest impediments to success • As always, working in groups or collaborative environments may require accommo-
dation or compromise. The biggest impediment to success in such situations is that
it is hard to find and maintain focus on the areas of agreement or common ground.
Yet, that is the basis for building trust and for making progress.

• Each philanthropist or nonprofit organization may be focused on pursuing part of
the policy agenda or social problem. Such focus, however, can be at the expense of
others who are trying to solve a related problem.

• There are too few resources to address too many big problems and issues that the
organization wants to address! It is very hard to say, “we just can’t address every
issue,” so self-discipline is difficult.

The Pew Charitable Trusts Venture Fund

2005 Market Street Main contact: Donald Kimelman
Suite 1700 Phone: (215) 575--9050
Philadelphia, PA  19103-7077
www.pewtrusts.com

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Pew Charitable Trusts Venture Fund (VF) staff scan the horizon constantly for new lines
of work and intriguing opportunities, then develop grants proactively to pursue those
ideas. The parallel with a venture capital fund in the private sector is appropriate to a
point: A philanthropic investment carries with it the possibility of incubating bold new
ideas and bringing them to fruition. As with any untried, start-up venture, the risk of
failure may be high. But so is the potential for significant return. In the VF case,
though, the return on investment is social, not financial.

The Venture Fund was created four years ago. VF has discovered over time that most of
its work falls into three large baskets:

Emerging issues. Given the Venture Fund’s mandate to seize timely opportunities, VF
is naturally drawn to new issues–matters that were not on the public agenda a few
years ago but have been brought to the fore by demographic or political change or by
developments in science and technology. Examples include the Pew Initiative on Food
and Biotechnology and Credible.org, a project of the Consumers Union designed to
establish and promote credibility standards for Web sites.

New solutions to old problems. As a natural corollary of the organization’s interest in
emerging issues, VF provides support for projects designed to find innovative and/or
timely ways to attack long-standing problems. Examples include the Presidential
Appointees Initiative, the Project for Excellence in Journalism, and a newly launched
exploration into the value of residential education for disadvantaged youth. Typically
these initiatives seek to draw public attention to the issue at hand and offer new mod-
els for improvement.

Inform and engage. A number of Venture Fund projects exist solely to shine light on
important issues and seek no specific policy outcomes. This work provides the public,
the media, and policymakers with credible, nonpartisan information that is essential for
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democratic discourse. The Pew Research Center for The People & The Press is the flag-
ship project in this portfolio, which also includes the Pew Internet & American Life
Project and the Pew Center on the States, publisher of Stateline.org.

Date of fund incorporation 1996

SeaChange

215 Leidesdorff Alley, 4th Floor Main contact: Jim Pitofsky Secondary contact: Patty Burness 
San Francisco, CA  94111 E-mail: jim@sea-change.org E-mail: patty@sea-change.org
www.sea-change.org Phone: (415) 291-9900 Phone: (415) 291-9900

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission The mission of SeaChange is to connect entrepreneurial nonprofits with resources for
sustainable social change, both online and offline. For social investors, it is one-stop
shopping, providing customized matches from prescreened profiles—anonymously if
desired. For social entrepreneurs, it is a time-saving vehicle that allows leveraging a
request for resources before multiple social investors.

Date of fund incorporation 1998

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) Not all those who think they’re venture philanthropists are meant to be engaged
philanthropists.

2) Not all social entrepreneurs are prepared to engage with philanthropists.

3) Venture philanthropists need to insure that their business model enables them to be
involved with a nonprofit for the longhaul (since long-term relationships are sup-
posed to be an important point of distinction for venture philanthropists).

Other lessons Many readers of this report will appreciate the listing of the various funds but will still
lament the difficulties in accessing capital and collaboration. SeaChange offers social
entrepreneurs the chance to leverage their request for resources before multiple social
investors, and it offers social investors the chance to leverage their investments by
increasing the visibility of their investees before other potential funders.

Three Guineas Fund

1207 Indiana Street, Suite 1 Main contact: Bess Bendet
San Francisco, CA  94107 E-mail: bess@3gf.org
www.3gf.org Phone: (415) 550-4783

Fund Description and Structure

Fund mission Virginia Woolf wrote the book Three Guineas in 1938. In it, she examines women’s
philanthropic choice and develops a theory of social change based on investing in
women and girls. The foundation’s name reflects this key principle and core strategy.
Three Guineas Fund promotes social justice by creating economic opportunity for
women and girls. The fund’s strategies, criteria, and philanthropic program are
designed to achieve social justice gains that enable women and girls to earn an inde-
pendent living, participate fully in the economy, and give back to their communities.

The Three Guineas Fund is a proactive organization—that is, it seeks out opportunities
that will advance its mission. The foundation makes grants to and creates partnerships
with organizations aligned with its mission. With a small grants portfolio, the founda-
tion emphasizes engagement and ongoing collaboration to advance the work of
grantees beyond financial support. The foundation also creates, funds, and manages
operating projects.
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Date of fund incorporation 1995

Lessons Learned and Observations

Top lessons 1) High-engagement philanthropy requires the fund to assess its own capacity to 
offer appropriate support beyond the grant dollars; the fund should define its 
niche and areas of expertise.

2) High-engagement philanthropy should respect the expertise and knowledge of 
nonprofit partner organizations.

3) It is important to make the grants process as transparent as possible: to communi-
cate clearly and respectfully with partners and to avoid asking them to jump through
unnecessary hoops.

Biggest impediments to success The fund’s own capacity to offer real partnership to nonprofit organizations it supports;
the fund needs to narrow its own portfolio and assess its expertise. Also, its grants 
do not serve a geographically restricted area, so the fund needs to determine how 
to offer support and technical assistance to partners around the world, given its 
small infrastructure.
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Appendix B: Venture Philanthropy 2002 Survey

I. Fund Contact Information

Organization Name: 
Address 1:
Address 2:
City: State: Zip:
Website address:
Main contact:
E-mail address:
Phone:
Contact 2:
E-mail address 2:

II. Fund Description and Structure

1. Please provide a description of the fund’s mission.

2. In what year was the fund incorporated?

3. If the fund has started making grants, in what year did it make its first grant?

4. What is the legal structure of the fund? Is it:

[ ] Private Operating Foundation
[ ] Public Charity
[ ] Donor-advised Fund
[ ] Donor-directed Fund
[ ] Other______________________

III. Lessons Learned and Observations

1. What are the top three lessons that you have learned that would be of value for other venture philanthro-
pists? 

2. What have been the biggest impediments to success that you have encountered?

3. What feedback (positive and negative) have you gotten from your grant recipients? 

4. Have you refined your business/investing model since fund inception? If so, how?

5. What specifically has your fund done to establish good relationships with the local philanthropic communi-
ty? How has this worked?

IV. Fund Management and Staffing

1. Who is the lead executive of the fund? (please provide name and title)

2. How many full-time-equivalent staff members are employed by the fund? 

V. Grant Selection, Assistance, and Engagement

1. Is there a subject focus for grants (i.e. K-12 education, environment, etc.)? If so, what is it?

2. Do you focus your grants geographically? If so, where? 

3. What is the process for identifying grant recipients? Do you accept applications for grants, or do you seek
out the appropriate organizations? 

4. What important criteria have you identified to help you determine whether a candidate nonprofit organiza-
tion is likely to prove to be a good choice? 
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5. What is the anticipated length of relationship with grant recipients?

6. When you and a grant recipient near the end of your funding relationship, do you ask to see, or help to
craft, a plan for how the grant recipient will sustain itself? If so, please describe the process.

7. What is the grant-size range for each recipient over the full term of the grant? 
(i.e., if multiyear, what is the grant size over those years?)

8. Which organizations has your organization funded and for how long? 

9. Please describe your working relationship with grant recipients, specifically the level of support you provide.
(For example, does your staff provide direct assistance? Do investors work with the recipients? Do you
engage outside consultants to provide assistance?) 

10. If you were to make an approximation of the value of the nonmonetary support services and management
assistance you provide to grantees, would the value be (circle one):

5 -GREATER THAN the size of your monetary grant
4 - EQUAL TO the size of your monetary grant
3 -HALF as sizable as your monetary grant
2 -A QUARTER as sizable as your monetary grant
1 - INSIGNIFICANT compared to the size of your monetary grant

11. How many hours of staff time do you typically provide a grant recipient annually?

12. Do you typically take a seat on grant recipients’ boards of directors? Y/N/Other_________

VI. Outcomes

1. How do you assess success for each grant?

2. How do you assess success for the fund?

VII. Fund Capitalization and Financial Information

Provided per fiscal year
2000 2001 2002

Total capital in the fund:
Total capital pledged in fund:
Annual operating budget:
Total amount granted:
Number of grants made:

VIII. Funding Sources

1. What is the level of financial contribution of the investors—minimum, average, 
maximum? 

2. Besides funding, how else are investors involved, if at all?

3. Have investors’ perceptions of the fund or their roles changed since the fund’s 
inception? If so, please describe.

4. What services, if any, are provided by your organization to investors? 

5. Does the fund accept private equity? If yes, how much of your fund capital has 
come from private equity?

6. Have your capital base and funding been affected by the current economic 
downturn? If so, please describe.
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Is there anything else you would like to share with us that would be valuable to other philanthropists and grant
recipients?

Are you familiar with other venture philanthropy funds that were not included in last year’s report? If so, please
provide their name(s) and contact information.
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Venture Philanthropy Partners, Inc.

The mission of Venture Philanthropy Partners is “to help build stronger, more enduring 

organizations that improve the lives of children; and through its investment partnerships, 

to inspire a philanthropy that is focused and highly effective.”

It accomplishes this by providing sustained financial and management support to a select

number of nonprofit organizations serving children and families in the Washington, DC, 

metropolitan area.

Venture Philanthropy Partners was created by the Morino Institute in partnership with

Community Wealth Ventures, the Community Foundation for the National Capital Region,

and a group of business leaders headed by Raul Fernandez, Mario Morino, and Mark Warner.

Community Wealth Ventures, Inc.

Community Wealth Ventures is a consulting firm that assists in all aspects of entrepreneurial

wealth creation for the social sector. Community Wealth Ventures provides consulting services

for a broad range of nonprofit, corporate, and foundation clients.



Venture Philanthropy Partners, Inc.
11600 Sunrise Valley Drive
Suite 300
Reston, VA 20191
www.venturephilanthropypartners.org

Community Wealth Ventures, Inc.
733 15th Street, NW
Suite 600
Washington, DC 20005
www.communitywealth.com


