


Our
Founder

Charles Stewart Mott (1875-1973)

Charles Stewart Mott, who established this Foundation in 1926, was deeply
concerned from his earliest years in Flint with the welfare of his adopted
community.

Soon after he had become one of the city's leading industrialists, this
General Motors pioneer found a practical and successful way to express his
interest. He served two years as mayor (1912-13) during a period when the
swiftly growing city was beset with municipal problems, with 40,000 people
sharing facilities adequate for 10,000.

As a private citizen, he provided a building for what is now Hurley
Medical Center, started a medical and dental clinic for children, and helped to
establish the YMCA and the Boy Scouts in Flint.

Nine years after the Foundation was incorporated for philanthropic,
charitable and educational purposes, it became a major factor in the life of Flint
through organized schoolground recreational activities, which developed into the
nationwide community education program.

From this start, the Foundation's major concern has been the well-being of
the community: the individual, the family, the neighborhood, the systems of
government. This interest has continued to find expression in Flint and also has
taken us far beyond our home city,

This report deals with the avenues that we explored in 1985 while mindful
of the founder's motto: "Let us be known by our deeds, and not by our money."
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Our
Philosophy

The Charles Stewart Mott Foundation is a private non-operating foundation
supporting programs across the United States and on a limited basis
internationally.

The Mott Foundation has long been interested and involved in improving
the quality of life through community self-improvement—from within
neighborhoods to within city hall, through education, social welfare, economic
development and environmental management. That concern is still evident today
in the Foundation's grantmaking interests and priorities.

Today's communities are complex and face a broad range of problems. In
response to changing needs, the Foundation supports a variety of approaches
organized and interrelated under four basic principles of grantmaking:

• Opportunity for the Individual
• Partnership with the Community
• Effective Functioning of Community Systems
• Leadership as the Mobilize!

Within each principle, grants are categorized by missions which provide the
context for the Foundation's programming. Each mission may contain one or
several program areas whose importance may ebb and flow annually. As
opportunity presents itself and as dollars become available, some program areas
take on greater significance. Regardless of funding limitations that may currently
exist in a given program area, we remain interested in creative proposals that
are relevant to our overall interests and that might serve as a basis for our
future efforts.

Our current activities are focused in eight major national areas:
At-risk youth, including adolescent pregnancy
Community education
Community foundations and other philanthropic issues
Economic development and neighborhood revitalization
Employment and training
Environment and conservation
Historically black colleges
Social welfare

In addition, we fund a variety of activities in our home community, Flint,
Michigan.

Beyond current program areas, the Foundation also supports program
activities which encourage exploration in other areas of funding.

For information on how to apply for a grant, see page 94.



Annual
Message

Vision
+

Opportunity

It is with slight trepidation that we devote this year's annual report to
community foundations; after all, there are some 300 community foundations
that have a far better vision of their future than we do. While their individual
circumstances and challenges are different, it appears that they share a common
vision—to bring philanthropy within as broad a reach of our citizenry as
possible. We applaud this goal, and we appreciate the opportunity that exists
for corporate funders, private foundations, other institutions and individual
donors to work with community foundations in achieving it.

The nation's community foundations are at a crossroads. In the past 10 years,
their numbers have grown steadily, their assets have tripled, and their collective
grantmaking has made a significant impact. Little wonder that they are
considered by many to be the growth area of philanthropy.

Yet some community foundations find they are unprepared for that role.
While many have achieved financial stability, broad community acceptance
and sophisticated programming skills, others fall short and have not fulfilled
their true potential. As a result, they are coming together as a group to chart
a course for the future in collaboration with the Council on Foundations
and their growing number of supporters among national foundations and
corporate funders.

The Mott Foundation commends and supports these developments. For the
past seven years, we have been involved with community foundations, tailoring
our efforts and initiatives to strengthen what we regard as one of the cutting
edges of philanthropy. The field today, we believe, is wide open to new
strategies and new funders.

For this reason, following the practice of past years of devoting a portion of
our annual report to a single topic, we are dedicating a special section of our
1985 Annual Report to the subject of community foundations.

We entered the community foundation field in 1979 with a focused national
program to foster growth and strengthen community foundations. Our
experience has been extensive, and we think the results and lessons learned may
be valuable to those who have recently entered the field or who are now
developing community foundation initiatives. Throughout the report we
recognize that there are other private foundations and corporate funders
working in fruitful partnership with community foundations—notably, the Ford,
Gannett, and William & Flora Hewlett Foundations, and Chevron U.S.A. Inc

Our work with community foundations was a natural outgrowth of our
traditional commitment to the issues of our communities—the special concern
of our founder, Charles Stewart Mott. Reflecting his views, we have long
believed that our basic strength as a nation is derived from strong,
cohesive communities.

Previous annual report special sections have emphasized that commitment,
dealing with neighborhood organizations in 1984, economic development and
job creation in 1983, community education in 1982, and teenage pregnancy in
1981. As an aside, our 1980 Annual Report discussed the foundation payout
rate, and our 1979 report focused on the nation's historically and predominantly



black colleges and universities.
With community foundations, we saw an opportunity to build further upon

that commitment through the development of a community resource sufficiently
versatile to deal with a range of community issues.

Unlike large private foundations and corporate funders which are often
removed from local problems and concerns; the community foundation is in a
particularly advantageous position to deal with issues at the grassroots level.
Rooted as it is in a specific geographic area, it can readily identify those who
have needs and help link them with those who have resources. It can
accumulate unparalleled knowledge of local problems, existing programs, needed
services, indigenous leadership and prospective donors.

The community foundation, furthermore, is in an excellent position to serve
as the "eyes and ears" of national funders, providing an essential grassroots
perspective. In appropriate circumstances, it can become the local or regional
partner with national foundations or corporate Funders interested in expanding
their own programming and impact through joint ventures.

Finally, and perhaps most important, the community foundation stands apart
within the field of philanthropy through its ability to grow—to bring into
philanthropy an infinite number of donors, both large and small. Local
decision-making and control brings philanthropy within reach of all people and,
in doing so, builds capacity for philanthropy itself.

But there is a restlessness among community foundation leaders and
advocates as they consider how to plan for the future and make optimum use of
their growing resources. This restlessness was reflected at a recent meeting of
community foundation professionals by Ruth Hefron of the Trident Community
Foundation. Good foundations, she said, are based on vision rather than
activities. "We must ask ourselves what it is we want to be?"

This is a question community foundations have been asking a lot of late, but
the answers don't come easily. By their nature, community foundations must
differ from one another, each with a special set of goals and policies based on
its size and the needs of its community. Still, there has been a growing
realization that community foundations share a range of characteristics and
problems. Out of this realization is emerging a national effort led by
community foundations themselves to strengthen the field as a whole.

Their efforts are well-timed. The need to nurture local philanthropy is likely
to mushroom as the federal government implements budget cuts and the burden
for funding social programs falls increasingly on the private sector.

Consequently, there are many ways national foundations and corporate
funders can help build and expand the capacity of community foundations. At
the simplest level, basic administrative and endowment challenge support is
critical for newly-emerging or revitalizing community foundations. According to
Eugene Struckhoff who knows the field as few others, of the 300 community
foundations across the country, only 65-70 have reached an all important take-
off point—estimated between $5 to $10 million in assets—at which they



can be considered secure and viable. More than 70 percent have not. And,
Struckhoff warns, every year that goes by that they don't, the less likely they
ever will.

In communities where they have a corporate presence, corporate funders may
consider partially underwriting the administrative operation of a new or
revitalizing community foundation for a period of time. Likewise, by targeting
community foundations in their regions for endowment challenge grants, private
foundations can ensure that their dollars will continue to yield fruit for
nonprofits in perpetuity. Such challenge dollars could unlock the door to
leveraging additional contributions from local sources.

In this era of scarce resources, joint ventures represent a greatly overlooked
opportunity for the philanthropic community. Increasingly, community
foundations that are working on problems such as the homeless, dropouts,
pregnant teenagers, education, arts, et cetera, should join together to share their
results. Often a private foundation or corporate hinder, most likely with a
national program interest, can be part of the partnership. The national funder
may have a special expertise, and may be able to fund those portions of the
venture, such as a common evaluation, technical assistance, policy studies, and
dissemination, that go beyond geographic boundaries.

While such joint ventures take patience, the results should be worth it. A
national funder or the federal government usually brings a single perspective
and approach to a problem, whereas a joint venture, made up of
community-based foundations, brings a rich diversity of solutions to the same
problems. If we are to solve some of the tough issues facing communities, a
diversity of experiences tied together by common evaluations and policy work
probably offers the best hope.

We recognize that there is little to be gained by proliferation of community
foundations in and of themselves. The criteria for establishing a community
foundation—issues such as population, the existence of potential donors and
community support—should be carefully examined before such a venture is
undertaken. But it is estimated that at least 45 cities and regions meet these
criteria and have not established community foundations. These communities
would be well worth investigation.

Equally pressing are the more than 50 communities that have started
community foundations and show the greatest promise for reaching security and
viability. Attention should be focused on the quality of these community
foundations and others already in operation.

Because of its particularly local focus, the field as a whole has not enjoyed its
share of national visibility. Private foundations and corporate funders could join
forces in sponsoring a national awareness campaign that can ultimately serve to
undergird the efforts of philanthropy at all levels.

The growth and diversity of community foundations, in summary, strengthens
the entire philanthropic field. Given this potential, it is hard to identify a more
effective, more democratic tool for promoting local giving and addressing broad
local concerns.



At the end of 1985, our assets totaled 5664,865,939, up $92 million from the
same time last year. Income from investments was $36,011,125, a slight increase
over 1984. We continue to be overdistributed with regard to the Congressionally
mandated distribution requirements. The Foundation made 323 grants totaling
$26,020,651 last year, including 86 new awards.

Much is written about the practice of philanthropy. In 1985, we completed a
major revision of our "Policy Manual for the Board of Trustees." The Manual is
divided into five basic sections: Governing Documents, Legislation,
Organization, General Policies, and Administrative Policies/Procedures. We
recommend all foundations have such a manual and, based on our experience, if
we can assist any foundation in developing one, please let us know.

In late 1985, Joseph A. Anderson, a long-time Trustee of the Foundation,
passed away. He was not only a Trustee, but a good friend and inspiration to
the entire Board of Trustees and staff. To paraphrase him, "He was a creative,
possibility thinker." Mr. Anderson, a close friend and associate of founder
Charles Stewart Mott, was elected to the Board in 1962 and served continuously
until his death. A civic booster, he served on numerous boards and committees,
and he was a champion of community education as well as Flint downtown
redevelopment initiatives, particularly in the area of job creation. Mr. Anderson
brought to the Foundation a unique blend of inventiveness and practicality that
marked his rise in General Motors from an inspection foreman to corporate vice
president. He retired as general manager of AC Spark Plug in 1965.

William H. Piper, president and chief executive officer of Genesee Merchants
Bank &- Trust Co., was named to replace Mr. Anderson in December. A Flint
native and well-known community leader, Mr. Piper brings to his new position
a tradition of family service to the Flint area. He has had extensive experience
in dealing with the many pressing concerns of the local community. In addition
to his role as president and CEO of Genesee Bank, Mr. Piper holds the same
positions with the United Michigan Corporation, a subsidiary of National Bank
of Detroit Bancorp., Inc, He is a director of both the Bank and the Corporation.

Administration
and
Governance

William S. White
President



Sn
§ ? PD. 3 ;
Si. 3 ?

w*^ a



Community Foundations:
A Growing Force in Philanthropy

Whether large or small stable or struggling, a community foundation can
enrich a community in countless ways. By weaving together the essential threads
of a community—the needy, nonprofit organizations, philanthropic-minded
individuals and civic leaders—community foundations can strengthen the very
fabric of the communities they serve.

That vast potential has been recognized in this country since 1914 when the
first community foundation was created in Cleveland, Ohio. Through the years,
more and more communities emulated Cleveland, until today there are some 300
community foundations across the country. Collectively they represent a
significant philanthropic force.

But the genuine potential of community foundations is only just emerging. In
the last 10 years, the assets of the field have tripled. In 1985, community
foundations held more than $3 billion in total assets and disbursed more than
$290 million in grants. Further, their current effort in concert with the Council
on Foundations to develop a cohesive plan for the future is persuasive evidence
that this field is gaining strength and momentum. It is this potential for
continuing growth that makes them of such interest to the Mott Foundation.

In the simplest terms, a community foundation is a tax-exempt organization
formed to collect and distribute private gifts for the betterment of the
community. But community foundations serve as much more than a handy
receptacle for gifts and a convenient source of cash. As the following four
vignettes illustrate, community foundations have four overarching missions:

• developing a permanent, unrestricted endowment,
• responding to emerging, changing community needs,
• providing a vehicle and a service for donors with varied interests, and
• serving as a resource, broker and catalyst in the community.



Ahead
of the Game
in Hartford:

The Case
for Unrestricted

Endowment

Providing
a Lifeline

in St. Paul:
The Case

for Responding
to Emerging

Community Needs

The track record of the Hartford Foundation for Public Giving in building permanent,
unrestricted endowment is enough to turn the director of a fledgling community
foundation green with envy. Started in 1925 with S3 million in assets, the foundation hit
$45 million in 1980 and jumped to $90 million by 1985. Were that not impressive
enough, about 93 percent of the foundation's endowment is unrestricted, although that
figure includes several funds earmarked for broad fields of interest.

R. Malcolm Salter, who has been with the foundation since 1971 and has served as
director the past three years, says there is no magic to building that kind of endowment.
But a number of factors have contributed to the foundation's phenomenal growth. From
the foundation's beginning, one clear, concise message has been hammered home in the
community: A community foundation's strength lies in its ability to respond to the broad
needs of the community. And that requires donations with no strings attached.

"It's a hard message to deliver, especially when you have a donor who wants to direct
his money," said Salter. "But it's the message we've stuck by."

In the early years, the foundation relied heavily on bequests, but over time the focus
has shifted to attracting living donors. To do that, the leaders of the foundation must be
willing to sell the foundation to the community, says Salter. "People don't make gifts to
non-entities, they give to people."

Indeed, when the foundation researched some of its first large gifts, it discovered that
those donors had some direct, personal connection with someone involved with or close
to the foundation.

Recognizing the importance of that personal touch, the foundation through the years
has made a concerted effort to draw well-respected, well-connected members of the
community into leadership positions within the foundation. Those volunteers have not
only helped attract donors, but many of them also have made sizable, personal gifts.
And to Salter. there is no more effective homblower for the foundation.

That emphasis on soliciting donors through direct, personal appeals, has made the
Hartford Foundation for Public Giving a prime example of how a community foundation
can address one of its primary missions: to develop a permanent, unrestricted
endowment.

The brief grant descriptions hint at crying needs, heartbreaking stories:

"To assist a single mother with emergency costs to prevent a mortgage foreclosure, $362."

"To assist with changing locks on the home of an abused woman and child, $56."

"To purchase a headstone for the deceased baby of a woman on general
assistance, $200."

~Yet these are just: a fraction of the requests that each year land on the desk of Donna
L. Sherlock, a program officer at The Saint Paul Foundation in Minnesota. It is up to
Sherlock to carefully weigh each request and determine what should be funded by the
foundation's Community Sharing Fund, which makes grants to individuals and families
in crisis.

It is a tough job—made so not only by the gravity of the appeals but by their sheer
number. In 1985 alone, Sherlock handled 670 requests for emergency assistance, of which
222 were funded with a total of $65,000.

Serving as the impetus for creation of the fund in 1980 were several factors including
bleak economic times both nationally and locally, and a growing recognition that people
were falling through the cracks of existing aid programs.

The fund, which generally provides grants between $50 and $500, was established as a
"lost resort" for people caught in unforeseen situations. To respond to the dire nature of
the requests, decisions generally are made within a day of application.

More than 900 emergency grants totaling $530,000 have been made since the fund's
inception. To maintain it. the foundation annually solicits contributions from area
corporations, foundations and churches. Administrative costs for operations are covered
by the foundation.

The fund not only fills a void in the community, but the grants often are a lifeline for
recipients, "if we weren't doing this, these people would be without assistance," said
Sherlock. "The fund does prevent sortie real tragedies."

By establishing and maintaining the Community Sharing Fund, The Saint Paul
Foundation offers a clear-cut example of how a community foundation can fulfil! one of
its primary missions: to respond to emerging, changing community needs.
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could say that the Metropolitan Atlanta Community foundation facet
"do-or-die" situation in 1977: It could either do something immediately and aggressively
to attract more donors and increase assets, or patiently wait for donors to die and
leave bequests.

The foundation opted for a bold course and began emphasizing the creation of funds
directed by donors' interests. In just nine years, the foundation has grown from $6 million
in assets to an impressive $60 million.

Alicia Philipp, executive director of the foundation throughout that period of rapid
growth, is convinced that was the right approach, particularly given the times and the
population of Atlanta.

As in many booming American cities, a lot of "new wealth" has been generated in
Atlanta via real estate ventures and the sale of businesses to large national and
multi-national corporations, explained Philipp. Many of those who have personally
gained from such transactions now "want and need a vehicle for giving," she said.

Often a donor-advised fund at the community foundation is just the ticket-
particularly for those who haven't the funds, the interest or the time to establish their
own private foundation.

The community foundation's donor-advised funds are structured so that, upon the
death of the donor, a family member can be designated to serve as advisor. That
designation, however, cannot be passed on indefinitely; eventually, the fund must become
unrestricted endowment for the foundation.

Currently, only 15 percent of the foundation's endowment is unrestricted. And while
Philipp says she's dissatisfied with that level, she recognizes that the donor-advised funds
in many respects are a down payment on the future. And she doesn't plan to sit by idly
in the meantime. Already she has begun creating several new field-of-interest funds,
including a women's and girls' fund, to attract new donors.

While the Metropolitan Atlanta Community Foundation's approach admittedly does
not attract unrestricted endowment immediately, it nonetheless reflects one of a
community foundation's important missions: to provide a vehicle and service for donors
with varied interests.

Bill Someroills vividly recalls a time when the basement of the Peninsula Community
Foundation had the distinct hok of a garage sale in progress. Slightly used furniture and
office equipment donated by area businesses sat waiting to be claimed, free-of-charge, by
non-profit agencies in the community.

As donations piled up. Somerville decided it was high time for the foundation to
launch an organized effort to link donors with needy agencies. A coordinator was hired
and eventually the furniture give-away program was spun off to the area United Way.

The program is just one smalt example of how this San Francisco Bay area foundation
has served as a resource and a brokering agent for local nonprofits. Examples abound;

• For many years, the community foundation has provided space and a full-time
librarian for a Community Resource Library, a massive collection of information
on corporate, foundation and government funding sources that is free and open to
the public

• Over the past several years, the foundation has offered monthly workshops on topics
of interest to non-profit agencies, including how to use graphics effectively, nurturing
volunteers, establishing office procedures and obtaining grants.

To Somerville. executive director of the foundation for the past 12 years, such activities
are in keeping with his philosophy that community foundations should provide funds.
help people locate funds, and help make grantees successful.

What's more, a community foundation can achieve those goals, regardless of asset
level he believes. "It doesn't matter how much money you've got," he said. "It's what you
do with your money,"

Indeed, his foundation has only about $8.6 million in assets—although nearly 75
percent of its endowment is unrestricted—and the foundation still has played a vital role
in strengthening non-profit agencies, brokering existing community resources and even
convening groups for joint problem solving.

In doing so, the Peninsula Community Foundation has fulfilled yet another important
mission of a community foundation: to serve as a resource, broker and catalyst in the
community.

Allowing
Donors to be
Doers in Atlanta:
The Case
for Donor-Advised
Funds

Brokering
Resources in
the Bay Area:
The Case
for the
Community Catalyst
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Community foundations
are growing in

interest and influence.
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These missions, identified by a national study group of community
foundations and now widely accepted in the field, tell only part of the
community foundation story. At their best, community foundations also can:

• Help leverage other funds for worthy community projects

Although some community foundations, particularly those with limited
unrestricted endowment, often can make only small grants, recipients can
sometimes leverage them into additional funding. Anne Register, executive
director of the Metrolina Food Bank, Inc, in Charlotte, North Carolina,
said that $15,000 received in two grants from the Foundation for the
Carolinas was instrumental in attracting additional support. "When you can
say that the community foundation has been supportive, that means
something," she said. "People's ears perk up. They begin to think that if the
foundation took a chance, maybe they should, too."

• Stimulate public-private partnerships
When the Mott Foundation made challenge grants to eight community
foundations to establish a mini-grant program for low-income neighborhood
groups, several sought their required match from local businesses and
government. The Dayton Foundation in Dayton, Ohio, for instance,
obtained its match from a major local bank. And in Phoenix, the Arizona
Community Foundation entered into its first public-private venture by
securing funds from the city and county.

• Assist other area grantmakers
The San Diego Community Foundation has served as the lead agent in
bringing together a host of local grantmakers interested in learning more
about philanthropic as well as social issues, and collaborating on projects.

• Act as a neutral community leader and convener
Because community foundations have an image of neutrality, often they are
able to bring disparate parties together constructively. The Peninsula
Community Foundation, for instance, has sponsored numerous meetings,
workshops and conferences designed to bring people together to discuss
mutual concerns and identify possible solutions. By way of example, Bill
Somerville points out that the foundation was able to convene a meeting of
27 professionals from public and private agencies working on the problem
of teenage pregnancy. Many of the participants had never met prior to that
joint planning session. "We're not political," says Somerville. "People do
come at our invitation to talk amongst themselves."

• Serve as the "eyes and ears" for national hinders
A number of national funders, including the Ford Foundation, Chevron
U.S.A. Inc. and the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA), have
recognized that community foundations have vast knowledge about and
contacts in the community that make them a useful tool for tunneling
grants into local communities. The NEA, for instance, recently selected 12
community foundations to receive challenge grants of up to $200,000 over
four years for subgranting to local arts agencies with modest budgets.
Under the NEA challenge, each community foundation must raise a double
match and hold those funds in a permanent endowment. Annual income
from the endowment is to be used to continue the grants program in the
future.

• Bring local projects worthy of broad funding to the attention of national
foundations and/or corporations
Seeking grants from national and local sources to address specific problems
in the community is common practice for the Community Foundation of
Greater Washington (D.C.), says President Lawrence S. Stinchcomb. In 1983,
for example, the community foundation sought a grant from the Edna
McConnell Clark Foundation to address youth unemployment. With a
$450,000 grant over three years, the community foundation was able to help
teachers in the District of Columbia school system better prepare their
students to enter the work force. "Many teachers aren't familiar with the
traditional work place. . .yet they are responsible for preparing young
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people to enter the job market," said Stinchcomb. The grant, combined with
assistance from the Student Loan Marketing Association, was used to
establish the Staff Development Institute, which gives teachers, school
principals and administrators the opportunity to work with and learn from
the private sector.

Clearly, the opportunities for community foundations to have impact within
the community are plentiful. And whether a community foundation fulfills all
or only some of these roles, the community stands to benefit.

Finding
Fertile Ground

for Growth

With these apparent benefits to a community, why then have so many areas
failed or been slow to join the community foundation movement? Why does not
every community create its own community foundation? It may be that not
every community can provide the fertile ground needed for a community
foundation to flourish.

According to Eugene Struckhoff, author of 'The Handbook for Community
Foundations: Their Formation, Development and Operation," to launch a
community foundation generally requires:

• A population of at least 150,000 and preferably one closer to 250,000,

• A healthy share of affluent individuals and families with a history of
commitment to the community,

• A substantial number of local trust banks, attorneys, business leaders and
others willing to commit to the community foundation's growth,

• A show of support from strong, respected, well-established community
organizations such as a local bar association, and

• A few donors willing to contribute start-up funds to cover early
administrative expenses—Struckhoff puts the figure at about $60,000 a year.

Struckhoff, who is the Council on Foundation's technical assistance provider
to dozens of community foundations across the country, continually emphasizes
the importance of involving key civic and business leaders in the community
foundation. "You've got to get the clout of the community behind you," he says,
adding that such support is imperative if a community foundation plans to
solicit donors for an endowment-building program.

Still, convincing busy, sometimes over-committed community leaders to serve
as community foundation board or committee members often is as difficult as
convincing donors to make gifts. After all, said the director of one community
foundation, "Community foundations are a hard concept to sell. We're really a
broker for a lot of charitable agencies in the community. We can't point to a
single charity and say this is what we support."

Further, some community foundations labor under the image that they are
charities and thus are in direct competition with other worthy causes in the
community. And if there is a strong local United Way, the community
foundation can sometimes be perceived as both duplicative and unnecessary.

Struckhoff takes a vastly different view. He maintains that the United Way
and the community foundation have separate and distinct contributors and
purposes. And that, he says, makes them complementary—not competitive.

First, he said, the United Way emphasizes "workplace philanthropy"-
contributions from workers—not the constituency of giving for the community
foundation whose contributors tend to be individuals with more substantial
funds at their disposal.

Second, while the United Way is a broker for a particular constituency of
charitable agencies, the community foundation can serve any charitable need.
Third, United Ways traditionally and typically provide operating support for
organizations, unlike community foundations which can fund new programs and
make seed grants.

Indeed, in many areas, the community foundation and the United Way
function harmoniously side-by-side. The Foundation for the Carolinas is a case
in point. Barbara T. Hautau, associate director, said the community foundation
frequently discusses grant applications with the local United Way, in part
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because the grantee may someday approach the United Way for funding.
That the Foundation for the Carolines and the United Way enjoy a healthy

working relationship is hardly surprising. It was a committee of the United Way
that decided to create the community foundation in 1958 and made a $3,000
gift to get it started. Although virtually dormant until 1974, Gordon Berg, then
head of the United Way, began devoting part of his time to helping the fledgling
foundation get on its feet. Finally in 1978, he retired from the United Way to
become director of the foundation, taking along Hautau. Today the two
organizations are linked in another vital way—the foundation holds the United
Way's endowment.

From inception, the Foundation for the Carolines has followed one of
Struckhoffs important precepts. It has excelled at bringing numerous community
leaders into its fold. The foundation, which operates with an unusually large
40-member board, also has about 15 committees that involve a total of about
100 community representatives.

While those numbers might seem unwieldy, Hautau maintains that involving
many volunteers helps the foundation expand its sphere of influence in the
community and reflect many different viewpoints. "It makes you a better
grantmaker to bring in people who are really close to where the action is and
can offer different perspectives" she said.

Among the foundation's many volunteers is Ann D. Thomas, a local bank
vice president. Thomas sees the community foundation as an important tool for
stimulating local giving among individuals who might not otherwise give.

"It may not make individuals any more generous," she said, "but it enables
them to use their contributions more effectively for the betterment of the
community."

A community foundation "raises the overall awareness of what the needs are
in a community and what the individual can do to help," while emphasizing that
"you don't have to be a millionaire philanthropist to help," Thomas said.

In fact, the Foundation for the Carolinas has adopted as its motto: "Anyone
can be a philanthropist."

While community foundations can do much to assist individuals achieve their
philanthropic goals, perhaps their greatest strength lies in their knowledge of the
community and their ability to help the community respond swiftly to changing
times and emerging needs.

Armed with that intimate knowledge of the community, a readiness to listen
to local concerns, and a willingness to lend a helping hand, community
foundations clearly stand at the cutting edge of philanthropy.
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As early as 1979, the Mott Foundation began to recognize that community
foundations are both a tremendous community resource and asset. Then, as
now, the Foundation believed healthy community foundations can not only
serve as a much-needed funding source for worthwhile community projects, but
also stimulate public-private partnerships, leverage other funds, offer technical
assistance to nonprofits, link together other area grantmakers, and help national
funders achieve mutual objectives.

When the Mott Foundation made its first grants to community foundations,
the initial motivation came out of a desire to: see decision-making diversified at
the local level; strengthen local initiatives in solving community problems, and
bring philanthropy within reach of many more communities.

Today, with the federal government continuing to curtail support for social
programs, the philanthropic sector is being looked to increasingly to fund cut
services. Now, perhaps more than ever, community foundations are needed to
help citizens find solutions to pressing local problems.

During the past seven years, the Mott Foundation has developed three
separate programs of support for community foundations. The first, started in
1979, was designed to help fortify a limited number of struggling community
foundations with administrative funds, support for specific projects and
endowment challenge grants. In 1982, the Foundation launched a broad
technical assistance program aimed at smaller, revitalizing or new community
foundations. And in 1984, a neighborhoods small grants program was instituted
to help community foundations enhance their visibility and support low-income,
grassroots organizations. During the seven years, the Foundation has made
grants totaling almost S3 million.

The Initial
Program

When the Mott Foundation first began looking at ways to strengthen
community foundations, it became increasingly clear that most small
community foundations share several common problems, including covering
administrative expenses, raising permanent unrestricted endowment and gaining
visibility in their communities. Consequently, the initial Mott program was
designed to address one or a combination of those hurdles through
administrative support, special project funds and endowment challenge grants.

Under the program, the Mott Foundation has provided more than $1.4
million in support to seven community foundations nationwide. Five of the
seven foundations were given annual administrative support grants for three to
seven years on a declining basis starting at $25,000; three received special
project grants of up to $50,000 per year for two years, and four received
endowment challenge grants of up to $100,000 with matching requirements
ranging from 5:1 to 1:5.

The initial program is being phased out in 1986. However, the Mott
Foundation continues a special initiative in its own community by bolstering the
Flint Public Trust with endowment challenge grants, project support and
administrative support.

Technical
Assistance

Program

Seeking new ways to support community foundations, the Mott Foundation
joined forces with the Council on Foundations in 1982 to develop a technical
assistance program. The impetus was a growing recognition that new, small and
revitalizing community foundations need both a variety of technical assistance
as well as professional development opportunities. Under a series of Mott grants
to the Council, a special Advisory Committee of community foundation
representatives was established to guide the development, operation and
evaluation of the program.

The Advisory Committee, assisted by Council staff: established criteria for
determining eligibility for participation in the program; reviewed applications
for technical assistance from community foundations; handled assignments of
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fellows and consultants, and made recommendations to Mott on the awarding
of direct challenge grants to selected community foundations.

Originally, the technical assistance program had several components:
• Extended technical assistance spanning two years and intense consultation

during visits lasting several days,
• Direct challenge grants to 11 community foundations receiving technical

assistance, totaling $45,000 per foundation for administrative expenses or
endowment challenges,

• Fellowships giving staff at small community foundations an opportunity to
learn from established community foundations during site visits,

• Visiting consultantships allowing experts in the field to share their
knowledge on short site visits to small community foundations, and

• Production of generic written and audiovisual materials for use by
community foundations upon request.

By the end of 1985, the Mott Foundation had provided nearly $1 million for
the technical assistance program, including direct grants for administrative,
project or endowment challenge purposes to 11 community foundations
receiving extended technical assistance.

Community commitment IMS been critical to the
rebuilding process in Baltimore.
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Although the visiting consul tantships and fellowships were recently
discontinued, 43 such visits were made to 37 community foundations. More
than 80 foundations have purchased the generic slide/tape show or used the
generic written materials.

Extended technical assistance remains the core of the program, Eugene
C. Struckhoff has provided extended technical assistance to more than 16
community foundations and shorter-term assistance to 19 newly forming
and revitalising foundations since the program began. In addition,
Struckhoff is training five other consultants to provide extended technical
assistance.

Struckhoff is an articulate, knowledgeable advocate for the community
foundation field. A lawyer, he established and operated the New Hampshire
Charitable Fund and has advised countless community foundations through the
years. Currently he splits his time between running the Community Foundation
of the Greater Baltimore Area and serving as the primary technical assistance
provider for the Mott/Council program.

Struckhoff preaches a simple yet untraditional message: Although community
foundations serve multiple purposes, their primary goal is to meet emerging,
changing community needs. To do that effectively, a community foundation
needs funds that can be allocated at the discretion of its board of directors.
Thus, community foundations just starting or with assets under $5 million
should conduct highly organized fund-raising campaigns to acquire unrestricted
funds quickly—preferably a minimum of $5 million within five years.

More specifically, Struckhoff recommends conducting a "select-prospect
pyramidal" campaign—"select prospect" in that only about 100 financially able
donors are asked for contributions; "pyramidal" in that a few donors at the
apex are asked for six-figure contributions, while at the base of the pyramid
about 40 donors are asked to give in the $5,000 to $10,000 range.

Although $5 million isn't exactly a magic number, Struckhoff does see it as a
way of helping community foundations reach their "take-off point." Time and
again, he has seen community foundations' assets soar after reaching the $5 to
£10 million mark.

Why7 Struckhoff has a ready answer, People are much more inclined to make
a gift to a community foundation when they have some assurance that the
foundation has some permanency, that it can invest funds wisely, and that it
can—through grantmaking—have some impact on the community.

Many community foundations rely heavily on bequests to acquire income.
And, says Struckhoff, "People won't give to an agency that can't demonstrate
that it will be around for the payoff at will time. Before reaching $5 million,
community foundations don't have enough income to show how they can apply
their funds any better than an individual donor. . .They can't really demonstrate
what they can do. After (reaching) $5 million, a community foundation is
clearly going to make it."

Struckhoff speaks from firsthand experience. When he took the helm in
Baltimore in 1982, the community foundation had only about $3.25 million in
assets. Almost immediately an endowment-building campaign was launched to
raise 510 million by the end of 1988. By early 1986, the foundation already had
added $7.6 million to its coffers—$4 million of which was unrestricted-
bringing the total endowment to $10.8 million.

Essential to any fund-raising campaign, Struckhoff says, is a strong board of
directors willing to use its clout to attract donors and spread the word about the
community foundation.

Among those on Struckhoff's board who have consistently demonstrated such
commitment is Robert H. Levi, a Baltimore businessman and well-known civic
leader. Since the community foundation was formed, Levi and his wife have
been its leading contributors with gifts of approximately $1.2 million.

Levi believes that while a community needs many such charitable institutions,
it needs more than that. "You can't sit back and say a city the size of Baltimore

"After (reaching) $5 mi/lion, a
community foundation is clearly
going to make it."
—Eugene C. Struckhoff



"You can't sit hack and say
a city the size of Baltimore is going

to survive as a first-class city
without a community foundation."

—Robert H. Levi

is going to survive as a first-class city without a community foundation—
without that tool to work with. I think it's just that simple."

Another supporter of the community foundation is Sheldon Goldseker, head
of a large, successful real estate business in the Baltimore area and president of
the board of trustees of the Goldseker Foundation, a private charitable
foundation.

As the Goldseker Foundation began to grow from Sll million in assets to its
current $31 million, Goldseker says the foundation was being asked to fill roles
traditionally handled by a community foundation. Gradually it began to make
sense for the Goldseker Foundation to support the local community foundation.
The Goldseker Foundation, which normally does not make ongoing or
endowment grants, decided to make an exception for the community
foundation. Both the Goldseker Foundation and Goldseker himself have
made sizable contributions to the community foundation's
endowment-building campaign.

Community foundations, says Goldseker, play a special role in philanthropy.
'Anyone can start a private foundation to support a favorite institution. But a
community foundation serves the needs of the entire community. To respond to
emergencies and problems, a community foundation is just critical."

The fact that a community foundation offers people and organizations a place
to deposit funds—large or small—for a variety of charitable purposes and have
professionals manage it, is also attractive to Goldseker. "Because of the wealth
that can come in, the community foundation becomes, or can become, a center
for philanthropy for the entire community."

The community foundation in Baltimore has served as that center for
philanthropy in another important way. It has helped bring together a number
of area grantmakers to set standards of professionalism, discuss area-wide
problems and collaborate on projects. In fact, in just a few years, the group,
known as the Association of Baltimore Area Grantmakers, has grown from
eight members to 40.

Clearly, the Community Foundation of the Greater Baltimore Area is on the
move thanks in large measure to Struckhoff's aggressive approach to increasing
the foundation's visibility and endowment. Still, he readily admits that setting a
goal of raising $5 million in a confined period of time isn't the only way to
build a strong community foundation.

Some community foundations, for instance, emphasize their grantmaking in
the hope that any publicity generated will be followed by donor contributions.
But making grants can be difficult when funding is limited and often those
community foundations find themselves "expending more money in
administrative costs," Struckhoff said. "One reason to move quickly (on
endowment building) is to make it economical to operate."

Another approach is to begin by operating specific programs. Although that
often attracts community attention, some foundations end up continually raising
funds to operate programs—not to sustain their endowment. To Struckhoff, the
worst way to raise money is to "have no staff, no plan, no promotional
campaign and just hope that over time you will grow."

Struckhoff's own approach has been honed and tried in Baltimore—his
laboratory. And, as a consultant for the Mott/Council technical assistance
program, he has been able to take his well-tested theories on the road.

When Struckhoff first visits a new or revitalizing community foundation, he
typically asks the executive director to arrange a series of meetings over a two-
day period during which he can address the board of trustees, key bankers, top
estate planners and attorneys and other influential members of the community.
With each of those groups, he shares the Baltimore story and carefully outlines
the tremendous potential of community foundations. Hope and encouragement
that his host community can recreate the Baltimore experience are the threads
woven into his message. While tailoring his talks to the various audiences,
Struckhoff endeavors to leave each foundation with several points to ponder:

• Community foundations have special flexibility that allows them not only
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"Community foundations offer
the most unique hook for capturing

large blocks of private capital
for the benefit of the community

as a whole."
—Stephen D. Mittenthal

to address emerging, changing community needs, but to serve a variety of
donors with diverse charitable interests.

• A well-composed active board is imperative to the growth and stability of a
community foundation. Board members simply must convince others that
"supporting the community foundation is the thing to do."

• To project the right image, community foundations must develop
top-quality written materials.

• Community foundations are in good position to help corporate funders. At
minimum they can help screen grant applicants and assess those that have the
best chance of success.

• Community foundations also can help social service agencies by holding
their endowments and/or "convening the players in the community for problem
solving." Since community foundations tend to be viewed as "neutral," often they
can play a role as catalyst and convener.

• Raising at least $5 million in unrestricted endowment will help ensure the
future viability of a community foundation.

After giving board and community leaders time to digest his message, those
community foundations receiving extended technical assistance typically get
several follow-up visits from Struckhoff during which he hammers home those
points and gets them moving on an endowment-building campaign.

Creating a new community foundation or strengthening an existing one is a
long, slow process, Struckhoff insists. And no private or corporate foundation
interested in supporting community foundations should expect overnight change.

It has taken several visits from Struckhoff and several years of laying
groundwork for the Arizona Community Foundation (ACF) in Phoenix to
finally launch an endowment-building campaign. The foundation currently has
about $6 million in assets although most of its endowment is restricted.

Founded in 1978, the community foundation had only 52 million in assets by
1983. Concerned about the pace and the restricted nature of its endowment
growth, in the fall of 1985 the foundation embarked on the endowment-building
campaign and set a goal of raising $5 million in permanent, unrestricted capital
in just under two years. Overseeing the campaign is a special committee of
community foundation leaders and already the committee has received $1.68
million in pledges.

In preparation for the fund drive, several changes were instituted at the
foundation, including a reconstitution of the board of directors. Several new
directors were added, bringing the total current membership to 22. Stephen D.
Mittenthal, ACF president, says a concerted effort was made to find new board
members who had the "enthusiasm, motivation and dedication to go out and
raise funds."

Reconstituting the board is in keeping with the advice Struckhoff typically
offers community foundations. A firm believer in the power of an aggressive
board, Struckhoff frequently recommends that community foundations add
board seats or fill vacancies with enthusiastic new blood.

But perhaps the most important lesson Struckhoff imparted in Arizona is
that permanent, unrestricted endowment is essential. "Before Struckhoff came
here, we were a fledgling community foundation with a Jello endowment,"
said Mittenthal, explaining that "an impermanent, restricted endowment bounces
like Jello. The survival of a community foundation depends on addressing
that issue."

Struckhoff both laid out a strategy for starting an endowment campaign, and
impressed the board with the importance of acquiring stable, unrestricted capital
that would "serve as a threshold from which one could grow exponentially," said
Mittenthal. "It's a simple message, but one that we needed to get across to the
board."

Mittenthal, an enthusiastic supporter of the community foundation concept,
recognizes that the job of trumpeting the foundation is never done. And he
knows exactly what message he needs to spread: "Community foundations
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offer the most unique hook for capturing large blocks of private capital for
the benefit of the community as a whole. We are unlike any other
philanthropic institution. We aren't a single-purpose charity; we are a
general-purpose philanthropy."

Mittenthal is equally certain that even the small grants made by a
community foundation can have impact on a community. Grants made by the
Arizona Community Foundation from discretionary funds typically range from
$500 to $5,000. Still, such funding "can make life better even for a small number
of people."

In 1984, the Mott Foundation launched its neighborhoods small grants
program, a three-year pilot program that allowed the Foundation to combine its
long-time interests in supporting community foundations and strengthening
neighborhoods. The program, now nearing the end of its second year,
encourages community foundations to take a focused approach in supporting
area low-income neighborhoods with mini-grants financed with a combination
of Mott and community foundation funds.

In addition, the participating community foundations are linked in a national
network that provides a common evaluation plan, technical assistance, periodic
meetings on neighborhood issues and a newsletter.

The Mott Foundation's program of strengthening our nation's neighborhoods
dates back to the 1970s. Through years of experience in making grants to
neighborhood-based organizations, the Foundation has learned that small, self-

An ACF-supported tool-lending library in Phoenix makes it easy for people to help each other.

Neighborhoods
Small Grants
Program
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"We knew the potetjtial was
there and that was the

important thing-"
—Barbara T. Hautau

help groups often can make significant improvements in the quality of life in
their neighborhoods. Although citizen groups exist in many neighborhoods,
those in low-income areas often lack the finances and skills necessary to support
and sustain those improvements. Thus, community foundations, with their
financial resources and extensive knowledge of the community, seemed an
excellent source of support for low-income neighborhood organizations and an
ideal vehicle for the Mott Foundation to assist more such groups nationwide.

To ensure that participants in the neighborhoods small grants program would
be prepared to work with emerging neighborhood groups, all prospective
grantees were requested to attend a Mott Foundation-sponsored workshop
geared at helping them identify and work with such grassroots groups prior to
submitting a proposal to the Foundation.

Eight community foundations have been selected to participate in the program
to date. Each year the eight have received grants of $15,000, $25,000 or $35,000
which must be matched on a sliding scale based on asset size. Combined funds
are then used for mini-grants of up to $7,500 for emerging or developing
low-income neighborhood groups. The community foundations also provide
or procure technical assistance for the funded neighborhood groups.

During the past two years, approximately $544,200 ($380,000 from Mott and
$164,200 from the community foundations) has been available for direct grants
and technical assistance to low-income neighborhood organizations. In all, about
141 grants have been made to neighborhood groups. In addition, during the
second year of the program, the Mott Foundation provided $30,600 in
administrative support after it was discovered that those expenses often were
overly burdensome for the community foundations.

Neighborhood groups have used the mini-grants for a wide range of projects
including: neighborhood clean-up campaigns, urban gardens, leadership training
and development, neighborhood organizing, planning and research (including
land-use surveys and conferences), newsletters and youth activities.

In many cases, the mini-grants have produced readily apparent results. Vacant
lots have been converted into parks, neighborhood newsletters have doubled in
circulation, teenagers have received job training and employment.

But even when a neighborhood organization was unsuccessful implementing a
specific project, community foundation staff insist that the mini-grant program
has resulted in a number of intangible benefits.

For some neighborhood groups, receiving a grant helped create grassroots
leadership, unite residents in a common cause and instill a sense of
neighborhood pride. But there has been another important payoff: Solid
relationships have been forged—often for the first time—between neighborhood
organizations and community foundations.

Neighborhood groups that previously were unaware of the community
foundation's existence now see it as accessible and supportive. At the same time,
the community foundations have increased their awareness of and sensitivity to
the problems of low-income groups.

A case in point is Charlotte, North Carolina, where participation in the
neighborhoods small grants program has helped the Foundation for the
Carolinas focus directly on low-income neighborhood issues and problems.

Under the neighborhoods small grants program, the foundation has received
two $35,000 grants from Mott and was required to contribute $15,000 in 1984
and $18,000 in 1985. Mott also provided $4,800 in administrative support in
1985. According to Associate Director Barbara T. Hautau, the community
foundation has made 20 grants—10 each year—to neighborhood organizations.

To oversee the program, review proposals and recommend grantees, the
foundation created an 11-member Neighborhood Grants Committee. The
committee, made up of people active in the community and familiar with
neighborhood issues, took to heart Mott's directive to concentrate on "newly
emerging, grassroots groups," said Hautau. In fact, the grantees selected were so
"budding" that in many cases there was no flower there at all. But, said Hautau,
"We knew the potential was there and that was the important thing."
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Mini-grants in Charlotte
were instrumental
in neighborhood
beautification projects.
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The neighborhood organizations funded required considerably more help than
the foundation's typical grantees. To provide technical assistance, the foundation
drew upon the expertise of the Urban Institute at the University of North
Carolina at Charlotte (UNCQ. In addition, the committee took an active
interest in the funded groups, with each member making a site visit to a
neighborhood grant recipient. Such involvement has had a positive effect on
both committee members and neighborhood organizations, says Dr. William
McCoy, director of Community Services at the Urban Institute.

That's certainly evident at the Bethlehem Center, which has received two
mini-grants totaling about $11,500 to strengthen a coalition of three adjacent
neighborhood organizations and help them conduct several neighborhood
clean-up campaigns.

Barbara Dellinger, who is associate director of the center and has worked
closely with the neighborhood coalition, said that when the three
neighborhoods decided to seek a mini-grant from the community foundation she
was skeptical about their chances of receiving funds. The project seemed to be a
radical departure from the community foundation's usual grantmaking.

Now, two years later, Dellinger says: "We've been amazed at the commitment
from the community foundation and UNCC. It's been a real inspiration to us."

The Bethlehem Center, a well-known fixture in the low-income neighborhood
it serves, provides a variety of social services including day care, education
enrichment programs and youth and senior citizen activities. The beautification
project grew out of a desire to address the problems of unemployed youth and
neighborhood appearance, said Dellinger.

Consequently, the mini-grants were used primarily to hire teenagers at
minimum wage and train them in landscaping so they could work with
neighborhood residents on the clean-up campaigns and help with such chores as
mowing lawns for senior citizens. In all, Dellinger estimates that between 40
and 50 youngsters have worked some 2,000 hours on the project. The coalition
is now attempting to convert a neighborhood vacant lot into a park. Plans call
for clearing the lot, planting shrubs and installing benches.

McCoy, who provides the technical assistance to grant recipients and serves as
liaison to the Neighborhood Grants Committee, is delighted with the Bethlehem
Center project. He feels strongly that the grants "are going to have a significant
impact on those neighborhoods in the long haul." He's convinced that "even if
this funding went away, they'd find funding somewhere to keep the
beautification project going." McCoy is equally convinced that the Foundation
for the Carolinas is not going to drop its commitment to neighborhoods at the
end of the pilot project.

Hautau also thinks the community foundation will continue to play a role
with low-income, grassroots groups. After all, she said, neighborhoods are
beginning to attract increasing attention, not only in Charlotte but in cities
across the country.

"Neighborhoods are going to assume a larger and larger responsibility for
solving local problems," she said. "I think that's the way of the future. Any
group doing any long-term planning is beginning to see that neighborhoods are
going to have a larger and larger role."

Still, several members of the Neighborhood Grants Committee recall that the
foundation's Distribution Committee initially had some serious reservations
about participating in the Mott program. David Taylor, a member of both
committees, explains that "it wasn't that we weren't sympathetic or empathetic
to neighborhood issues," but lacking experience in that area of grantmaking, "we
teared we didn't know how to go about it."

Fueling the concern, says Gordon Berg, the foundation's executive director
at that time, was a fear of failure. "Here was an adolescent foundation
dealing with a nationally prominent one, and that created a lot of internal
pressure to succeed."

Yet now, with two years of grantmaking experience behind them, staff and
members of the Neighborhood Grants Committee see numerous ways in which
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The Oregon Cantunmity
Foundation has enhanced its

visibility and credibility
with neighborhoods through

the smalt grants program.
(I) —Louis B. Perry

lr) —Edward H. Look

the mini-grant program has benefited the community foundation, neighborhoods
and the city as a whole.

Arthur M. Dye, Jr., a member of the committee, offers just one example. "A
lot of the grant applications we received dealt with youth unemployment. That's
a problem the city has struggled with for years. And we're beginning to have
some impact there."

Grants made by the community foundation also have created linkages
between a number of important players in the community—the foundation,
neighborhoods, UNCC's Urban Institute and local government officials. Said one
committee member: "Those linkages—where people start to understand each
other—you can't even put a value on."

For the community foundation, the mini-grant program also provided
an opportunity to gain both experience and confidence dealing with
low-income groups, says Hautau. "A community foundation may have its heart
in the right place—it may want to help grassroots groups—but if you don't have
any confidence or expertise when looking at grant proposals from those groups,
how do you judge? Now that we've worked with these groups, we know a lot
more about the kinds of things to look for when reviewing proposals from
grassroots groups."

And Samuel H. Smith, Jr., chairman of the Neighborhood Grants Committee,
offers yet another important outcome from the mini-grants program.
"Neighborhoods in Charlotte knew very little about the foundation prior to this
program. We had very little visibility in neighborhoods. And vice versa. I
believe the Mott grant and the community foundation have changed that."

Across the country in Portland, Oregon, the Oregon Community Foundation
(OCF) also has enhanced its visibility—and credibility—with neighborhoods
through the neighborhoods small grants program, says Louis B. Perry, president
of OCF's board of directors.

As in Charlotte, OCF had not made grants to neighborhood organizations
prior to entering the partnership with Mott. Launching a small grants program
has been beneficial to the community foundation in several ways. Perry said. It
has provided the foundation with: first-hand information about neighborhood
issues, an opportunity to work with neighborhood leaders and a better
understanding of the community. In addition, the neighborhoods grants
program has captured considerable media attention for the community
foundation. And, says Perry, "the more publicity we get, the more chance we
have of attracting more donors to the foundation."

Devising a method for soliciting grant proposals and selecting grantees was,
in some ways, easier for OCF than for other community foundations. Residents
of Portland, a city of approximately 370,000, strongly identify
with neighborhoods. In fact, there are about 80 identifiable neighborhoods in
the city.

What's more, the city allocates approximately $750,000 each year to fund a
central Office of Neighborhood Associations with neighborhood offices in five
districts of the city. The staff at those district offices is responsible for
coordinating and supporting the activities of the many active neighborhood
associations throughout the city. Typically, the district offices help publish
newsletters, assist with meetings and serve as the liaison between neighborhood
residents and governmental units. City funding, however, is not available for
specific neighborhood projects.

With that infrastructure already in place, seeking a Mott grant seemed a
particularly good idea, says Edward H. Look, OCF executive director. By
participating in Mott's neighborhoods grants program, OCF has had an
opportunity to enter into a joint venture with the city and supplement the city's
considerable financial investment. "We saw this as a specific opportunity to
leverage those public as well as private resources."

Under the Mott program, OCF has received two 535,000 grants, plus $4,800
in administrative support in 1985. OCF was required to contribute $15,000 the
first year and $18.000 during the second year of the program. OCF's board of





"(The mini-grant program)
creates an incentive that the

hardworking, dedicated
volunteer needs in order

to see the light at the end
of the tunnel."

—Sarah Newhall

directors, however, felt so committed to the project that the match was increased
to $20,000 in 1985.

Over the two-year period, OCF has made 28 mini-grants. Although OCF is a
statewide community foundation, initially the neighborhood mini-grants were
confined to Portland. Yet, in another show of support for the concept, the board
made a $2,000 grant from discretionary funds in 1985 to five inner-city
neighborhoods in Eugene, Oregon, that were interested in working together to
address economic and social problems.

The timing of Mott's neighborhoods small grants program was especially
fortuitous for OCF, says Look. "Five or ten years ago we wouldn't have had the
money for the challenge."

Considered one of the fastest growing community foundations in the country,
the 12-year-old Oregon Community Foundation today has about $30 million in
assets. About 60 percent of its endowment is unrestricted. Its growth, and the
accompanying ability to make discretionary grants, certainly has helped OCF
raise its profile not only locally but statewide. Still, Look acknowledges that the
community foundation has had "an elitist image that worried us."

In many ways, the mini-grant program has done much to counter that image.
Sarah Newhall, director of Portland's Office of Neighborhood Associations, put
it this way: "I see, through the Mott incentive, a positive, liberalizing effect on
our community foundation."

Newhall, a strong supporter of the mini-grant program, says it nicely
complements the city's efforts at strengthening neighborhoods. Because the city
lacks the resources to fund specific neighborhood projects, the mini-grants help
fill the gap.

"This creates an incentive that the hardworking, dedicated volunteer needs in
order to see the light at the end of the tunnel." Burnout among neighborhood
activists is a constant problem, she said. "This is an excellent shot in the arm
and burnout-prevention program."

Recognizing the value of the mini-grant program, the five neighborhood
district offices gladly helped spread the word among neighborhood associations
when OCF began seeking proposals. District office staff also helped
neighborhood associations write or polish their applications.

While the degree of city involvement was certainly a boon to OCF's
mini-grant program, few of the other seven community foundations
participating in Mott's neighborhoods small grants program could tap into that
kind of existing support system.

Typically, each was left to its own devices to ferret out neighborhood groups
suitable for the program. For instance, the Community Foundation of
New Jersey, based in Orange, worked in five cities without infrastructures to
support neighborhoods. Therefore, the staff had to contact religious leaders,
nonprofit organizations and a host of other resources to find neighborhood
groups to fund.

That the City of Portland threw its support behind the mini-grant program is
in keeping with its strong neighborhood tradition. 'The sense I have," said
Newhall, "is that there really is an unusually high degree of civic pride in our
community. It's a social norm that you participate in your community." Newhall
also maintains that the predominant attitude in Portland is that "healthy forms
of government have strong partnerships with neighborhoods."

Given that the city provides nearly $1 million in overall support to
neighborhoods each year, the community foundation's contribution might have
seemed like a drop in the bucket. But Newhall doesn't see it that way. She
believes that the size of the mini-grants can make a considerable difference to a
neighborhood organization. Often such groups are "made up of scrapers and
scroungers," she said. "If you are of that mentality, you can make $5,000 go a
long way."

The Kerns Neighborhood Association proves the point. It received a $3,000
grant from OCF in 1984 to develop a neighborhood land-use plan which would
serve as the neighborhood's contribution to a central city plan.

34





Marci Levine, an active member of the Kerns association, said that the
mini-grant seemed like a small fortune to the group. After all, she said with a
laugh, "we only had £50 in our treasury before we got the grant."

With the mini-grant, the association was able to hire a part-time coordinator
to develop the plan. Previously the neighborhood association found itself
merely reacting to land-use issues as they arose, said Levine. "It's difficult to
always be reacting. We thought we should put together our own plan."

Work on the land-use plan helped generate a relationship of trust between
neighborhood businesses and residents, and sparked the creation of a business
association, said Levine. More people—and potential leaders—were drawn into
the association. "A lot of positive things are happening. From this little grant of
$3,000 we employed someone, a business association developed and the
neighborhood association was strengthened. It primed the pump."

Based on an evaluation of the Foundation's neighborhoods small grants
program, a number of specific benefits to forming partnerships with community
foundations to address pressing social issues have been identified. The
evaluation, conducted by Rainbow Research of Minneapolis, Minnesota,
revealed that by teaming up with Mott, community foundations developed a
new awareness of and sensitivity to neighborhood issues; enhanced their
visibility and stature in the community, and formed important linkages with
neighborhoods and other institutions in the community.

In addition, for the first time many community foundations developed special
advisory committees, "request for proposal" procedures, public meetings and
workshops for applicants, press conferences, collaborative studies with other
funders, and technical assistance programs for grantees.

At the same time, neighborhood groups were able to attract new members,
identify and build new leadership, and experience a sense of accomplishment
and pride by successfully undertaking neighborhood projects.

The evaluation has also borne out the belief that early education and training
must be provided to staff of community foundations as they embark upon new
initiatives with national funders.

In addition to providing the on-going evaluation of the neighborhoods small
grants program, Rainbow Research is playing an important role in the program
by networking the community foundations together through information
snaring, providing technical assistance and publication of a newsletter. The
Mott-funded newsletter, "Partner," and an annual workshop are designed to help
keep participating foundations informed as well as share experiences.
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Meals on Heels in Portland,
with community foundation
support, provides a valuable

service to the community.

After seven years of involvement with community foundations, the Mott
Foundation has learned much about the struggles of fledgling foundations and
the strengths of thriving ones.

We have seen community foundation endowments skyrocket from a few
thousand dollars to several million as a result of endowment challenge grants.
We have seen community foundations become inspired to solidify their standing
in the community and forge ahead on ambitious fund-raising campaigns as a
result of on-site technical assistance. And we have seen community foundations
achieve broad visibility in their communities and venture into important new
areas of grantmaking as a result of using small grants in neighborhoods.

Our belief in the community foundation concept and our commitment to
bolster this vital area of philanthropy have remained unchanged over time. As
with any grant program, however, we have had to be flexible and make
modifications as we gradually gained experience in the field and learned from
experts and evaluations. Likewise, as with any grant program, not all have been
success stories, yet many more are outstanding examples of what can work.

One of the most significant results we have seen has been the remarkable
multiplying effect that a grant from an external source can have in a
community. Such grants can be exactly the kind of "seal of approval" a
community foundation needs to stimulate local giving.

What's more, while a challenge grant for permanent unrestricted endowment
can be an effective tool for leveraging local donations, the rewards are richest
when the amount is significant and the challenge period is short enough to both
create a sense of urgency and emphasize to local donors that they must really
stretch when making their contributions.

In hindsight, we also might have required those community foundations
applying for grants for endowment challenge or administrative support to
submit a five-year development plan for building assets and making effective
grants. Experience has shown that without a firm commitment to grow and a
concrete plan for doing so, substantial on-going support can sometimes be
required indefinitely.

With time, we also have come to recognize that community foundations
benefit most from technical assistance provided early in those formative years
and over an extended period of time.

That conclusion was endorsed recently in an in-house evaluation of the
technical assistance program by Bice Clemow, and by the Technical Assistance
Advisory Committee of the Council on Foundations. According to a report
prepared by the advisory committee: "Early intervention helps to ensure the
formation of a board of directors capable of raising money, the hiring of
qualified staff, the development of an appropriate legal structure, and the design
of a well-planned fund-raising campaign. Intensive, on-site extended discussions
with board and staff members over a period of years are far more effective than
episodic, short-term assistance." Consequently, grant support is now being
provided to train a team of extended technical assistance providers.

Like the advisory committee, we also have seen that coupling technical
assistance with modest direct grants for administrative, special project or
endowment challenge purposes can make a difference in the speed and ease with
which community foundations position themselves for growth and begin to
realize their potential. Larger grants likely could have even greater impact.

By working with new and revitalizing community foundations, we
have discovered that they can benefit greatly from technical literature on
fund development, administration and board and staff development. In
addition, it is important for community foundations to develop high-quality
promotional materials.

The lessons have been many and the results gratifying. But perhaps
more than anything else, we have learned that the future is bright for
community foundations.

Their assets are growing, giving them the power to do more in their
communities; their influence is widening, allowing them to take on new and
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Metrolina Food Bank in
Charlotte leveraged a grant
to raise other funds.
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The Saturday Academy, supported
by OCF in Portland.
provides enrichment

programs for students.

important leadership roles; their flexibility is increasing, making it possible to
respond to real needs—particularly changing needs—in their communities, and
their intimacy with their communities empowers them to accomplish things that
few others can. All of which makes them attractive partners for national funders
seeking a tested vehicle for a host of new strategies and initiatives.

Already many such initiatives are in place. The Ford Foundation is
well-known for its partnerships with community foundations to address the
problems of teenage pregnancy as well as for helping to launch the Puerto Rico
Community Foundation.

The federal Department of Energy recently launched a pilot program to test
the feasibility of channeling a portion of oil overcharge restitution settlement
funds through community foundations. Currently, three community
foundations—the New York Community Trust, the Cleveland Foundation and
The St. Paul Foundation—are participating in the $1 million program, which is
designed to address energy conservation needs in their local communities.

There have been some other initiatives as well. Those include: The National
Endowment for the Arts' program of developing endowment funds within
community foundations for emerging arts organizations; the National Trust for
Historic Preservation program to establish historic preservation endowment
funds in community foundations, and the Department of Health and Human
Services' program to develop community foundation funds focused on social
services.

A number of large, private foundations have also used a variety of strategies
to bolster community foundations across the country. Grants have been made to
community foundations to cover administrative and start-up costs and to
stimulate endowment-building campaigns as well as implement specific
community projects.

The Kresge Foundation, for instance, attracted considerable attention in 1984
when it made a $5 million grant to the Community Foundation of Southeastern
Michigan—the largest grant ever made by a private foundation to start a
community foundation. And the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation has
made significant endowment challenge grants to six community foundations in
the State of California.

Other foundations working with community foundations include: The Bush
Foundation, Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust, The Ball Brothers Foundation, Mary
Reynolds Babcock Foundation, Northwest Area Foundation, MacArthur
Foundation, The James Irvine Foundation, Otto Bremer Foundation, The David
and Lucile Packard Foundation, Lilly Endowment, Charles F. Kettering
Foundation and Robert Wood Johnson Foundation.

A number of corporate funders also have supported community
foundations, including:

• Gannett Foundation, Levi Strauss Foundation, Aetna Life & Casualty
Foundation, and Cummins Engine Company, which are helping to start or
strengthen foundations in areas where they have business interests.

• Chevron U.S.A. Inc., which allocated $13 million to eight community
foundations for programs of corporate interest.

• The Bird Companies Charitable Foundation, which has funded a series
of Foundation Center affiliate libraries in small community
foundations nationwide.

But community foundations as a group are not content solely to wait for
major funders to come to them. They continue to make great strides, using their
collective influence to develop a roadmap for the future of the field. Theirs is an
important mission.

If we fail to acknowledge the vital role and vast potential of community
foundations, we overlook the full contribution they have made. Just as surely,
if we fail to help them establish a strong foothold, we miss an outstanding
opportunity to bring philanthropy within reach of" many more individuals in
our nation.
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The following pages contain a list of all grants made in 1985. Grants are
organized in program areas within various Principles and Missions which

serve as the structure under which aU Foundation grantmaking is conducted.
The four Principles and their related Missions are:

Opportunity For the Individual
Expressing Individuality

Expanding Personal Horizons

up with the Community
Citizenship

Volunteerism
Belonging

functioning of Community Systems
Community Identity and Stability

Community Renewal
Openness

Allocation, Use and Delivery of Resources

Leadership as the Mob
Leadership Development

Leadership Practices

For detailed information on each grant,
see Facts on Grants 1985, a supplement

to the Annual Report.

Grants

Principles
and Missions
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Principle Opportunity for the Individual
We will address ourselves to how opportunity may be maximized to the
individual in his community through education, leisure and work.

• We will look upon education as a dynamic means to develop the capacities of
the individual and his community.

• We will look upon leisure as a productive means for renewing the individual
and his community.

• We will look upon productive activity and a useful career as a basic means
for the individual to responsibly contribute to society and achieve
self-fulfillment.

Mission Expressing Individuality
We will investigate and, if appropriate, fund differing ways for the individual to
express his own individuality through values clarification, self-renewal, and the
exercise of personal freedom and responsibility.

Arts
Recreation and Leisure

Mission Expanding Personal Horizons
We will investigate and, if appropriate, fund different ways of increasing a
person's life-long opportunities to expand his personal horizons and thus
responsibly participate in and contribute to society,

Black Colleges
Employment and Training: At-Risk Youth
Handicapped

1985 grant activity in this principle totals $4,269,500.
Total grant activity since 1976 is approximately $55 million.
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Gran tee /Program
Unpaid Grants

Dec. 31, 1984 { Reductions)
Unpaid

Payments Dec. 31, 1985

EXPRESSING INDIVIDUALITY

ARTS, RECREATION and LEISURE
The process of creative expression and its importance to self-renewal has long been an area of interest for the
Foundation. Our current grantmaking is basically in the Flint community.

CRIM ROAD RACE, INC.—Hint, Michigan
To provide partial support for the Bobby Crim Road Race, which
generates funds for Michigan Special Olympics, a sports and recreation
program for the mentally impaired.

DETROIT SYMPHONY ORCHESTRA-Detroit, Michigan
To increase the symphony's services to areas outside the City of Detroit
through a mini-residency program of concerts and master classes.

EASTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY—Ypsilanti
Partial support for the renovation of Quirk Theater at the university. 5 50,000

FEAT FOUNDATION-Flint, Michigan
To continue a program to recruit and assist volunteers to support,
maintain and improve Flint's municipal parks and city-owned lands.

FLINT BOARD OF EDUCATION—Flint, Michigan
To offer opportunities for preschool children, youth and adults in Flint 73,463
to participate in the creative arts for personal enrichment or to develop
marketable skills. Included are music enrichment, arts and crafts, and
speech and drama.

For a variety of camping experiences for students in grades 4 through 12
to help develop positive self concepts, interpersonal relationships, group
cooperation skills, good race relations and environmental awareness.

To provide safe, supervised learning and recreational activities for
children 3 to 6 years of age through summer tot lots and winter story
hours.

Continued support for the operation of a working, 200-acre farm in the
Genesee Recreation Area, adjacent to the Historical Crossroads Village.
The farm provides recreational and educational opportunities for
students and other visitors.

To provide recreational and competitive opportunities for preschool
children, schooKage youngsters and adults in swimming, recreation
classes, recreational sports, the Flint Olympian and CANUSA Games
and the Greater Flint Winter Games.

FLINT COMMUNITY CULTURAL FESTIVALS, INC .-Flint, Michigan
To support the planning and development of the Basically Bach Festival 40,000
'85, a community-wide celebration in Flint in the spring and early
summer of 1985 in honor of the 300th birthday of Johann Sebastian
Bach,

FLINT DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION—Flint, Michigan
Third-year funding for high-priority repair, maintenance and upgrading
work in Riverbank Park.

FLINT DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY-Hint, Michigan
Partial support for the production and promotion of a variety of high- 165,000
quality events in Riverbank Park and its environs.

$ 4,000

50,000

SO i-KVl

58,117

41,804

25,337

14,123

95,484

25,000

30,000

73,463

41,804

25,337

14,123

4,000

50,000

25,000

58,117

95.484

40,000

FLINT INSTITUTE OF ARTS—Hint, Michigan
Partial support for the art-education programs of the Flint Institute of
Arts, including lectures, concerts, studio classes, gallery tours and use of
films, written and audiovisual materials.

17.000

50,000 50,000

165,000

30,000 32,000 15000
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Gran tee/ Progra m
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984
Grants

(Reductions I Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

FLINT INSTITUTE OF MUSIC-Flint, Michigan
To provide quality educational experiences in music and dance for 30,000 60,000 65,000 25,000
Genesee County youth and adults.

To expand and refurbish the Flint Inst i tute of Music's administrative 25,000 25,000
wing, and redesignate it as the Anderson Wing in honor of the late
Joseph A. Anderson, a trustee of the Mott Foundation from 1962 to
1985.

FUDYD J. McCREE THEATRE AND FINE ARTS CENTER—Flint, Michigan
To support the general operation of McCree Theatre, which serves as a 100.000 50,000 50,000
forum tor the creative expression of Afro-American culture.

FOUNDATION FOR THE EXTENSION AND DEVELOPMENT OF AMERICAN PROFESSIONAL THEATRE—
New York, New York

To support a program of technical assistance in audience development, 30,000 15,000 15,000
fundraising, marketing and board development for Hint's McCree and
Star Theatres.

FRIENDS OF THE SLOAN MUSEUM-Flint, Michigan
To provide central coordination and promotion for summer activities 18,700 18,700
offered by Flint's Cultural Center institutions-

GREATER FLINT ARTS COUNCIL—Flint, Michigan
Partial support for Artsource, an organization that develops and 15,000 30,000 22,500 22,500
coordinates services for local artists.

INTERLOCHEN CENTER FOR THE ARTS-Interlochen, Michigan
To provide partial support for the modification of Interlochen's waste 100.000 100.000
water treatment and disposal system.

NATURE CONSERVANCY-Arlington, Virginia
To manage and maintain vacant properties in the vicinity of the
Flint College and Cultural Center.

STAR THEATRE OF FLINT, INC.-Flint, Michigan
To provide partial support for the general operations of Star Theatre of
Flint, a summer theater now in its 14th season.

URBAN LEAGUE OF FLINT-Flint. Michigan
Continued operating support for the McCree Theatre and Performing 65,000
Arts Center, a forum for Afro-American culture in the Flint area.

WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY-Detroit, Michigan
For partial support of Scholastic Writing Awards program being resumed 5,000
in Southeastern Michigan high schools.

10,000 10,000

75,000 75,000

65,000

5,000

TOTALS: Expressing Individuality 460,463 S 847,565 S 822,927 S 485,101

EXPANDING PERSONAL HORIZONS

BLACK COLLEGES
The goal of our minority higher education program is to improve educational opportunities for those who have
been denied access because of race or economic condition. In 1978, we launched a 10-year, $20 million
commitment to the nation's historically black colleges and universities. The black college program is a high
priority for the Foundation.

ALABAMA A&M UNIVERSITY FOUNDATION—Normal
To support the participation of Alabama A&M University in the College
Endowment Funding Program, which is designed to build an endowment
and generate spendable income for the institution.

$ 100.000 100,000
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Grantee/Program
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984
Grants

(Reductions) Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

BOWIE STATE COLLEGE—Bowie, Maryland
To support the starl-up of an Academy for Computer Training at Bowie
State College.

CLARK COLLEGE—Atlanta, Georgia
To enable the college to participate in the College Endowment
Funding Program.

EDWARD WATERS COLLEGE-Jacksonville, Florida
To provide partial support to Edward Waters College to Further develop
its institutional computer capabili ties for improved management and
instruction.

F1SK UNIVERSITY—Nashville, Tennessee
To provide a 1:1 challenge grant as a catalyst for Fisk University's newly
launched 525 million capital campaign.

FLORIDA A&M UNIVERSITY FOUNDATION, INC.—Tallahassee
For participation in the College Endowment Funding Program.

HUSTON-TILLOTSON COLLEGE-Austin, Texas
To enable this historically black college to match an endowment
challenge gran! from Title III.

JOHNSON C. SMITH UNlVERSITY-Charlotte, North Carolina
To qualify the university for participation in the College Endowment
Funding Program.

KENTUCKY STATE UNIVERSITY FOUNDATION, INC.-Frankfort
To support the participation of Kentucky State University in the College
Endowment Funding Program, which is designed to build an endowment
and generate spendable income For the institution.

MEHARRY MEDICAL COLLEGE—Nashville, Tennessee
For addition of tour faculty members whose services will upgrade
teaching, research and clinical services.

MILES COLLEGE—Birmingham, Alabama
To enable this historically black college to match an endowment
challenge grant from Title 111.

MOREHOUSE COLLEGE—Atlanta, Georgia
To enable this historically black college to match an endowment
challenge from Title 111.

87,731 $ 29,300 58.431

1.00,000 100,000

12,841 12,841

100.000 — 100,000

100,000 100,000

100,000 100,000

100,000 100,000 —

100,000 100,000

140,000 70,000 70,000

100.000

100.000

100.000

100,000

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR EQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN HIGHER EDUCATION-Washington, D.C.
To help NAFEO establish a data base and conduct research on histori- 75.000 12,500 62,500
cally and predominantly black colleges and universities.

PAINE COLLEGE—Augusta, Georgia
To help match an endowment challenge grant From the Mellon
Foundation, the income from which will be used for faculty and
curriculum development and scholarships.

100,000 100.000

ROBERT R. MOTON MEMORIAL INSTITUTE, INC.-New York, New York and Gloucester, Virginia
To continue administration of a Foundation program to help up ha 10 $ 57,000 57,000
public black colleges and universities to develop endowments of about $2
million each.

To continue support for a consortium formed by Moton Institute and 12
predominantly and historically black colleges and universities to recruil
students from f ive northern cities: New York, Philadelphia. Chicago,
Detroit and Cleveland.

To support the Robert R. Moton Memorial Institute endowment, the
income from which is used to operate and maintain the Moton
Conference Center in Gloucester. Virginia.

71,035

50.000

71,035

50,000
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Grantee/Prog ram
Unpaid

Dec, 31, 1984
Grants

i Reductions! Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

ST. AUGUSTINE'S COLLEGE—Raleigh, North Carolina
To help match an endowment challenge grant from the Mellon
Foundation, the income from which will be used for faculty and
curriculum development and scholarships.

ST. PAUL'S COLLEGE—Lawrenceville, Virginia
To help the college to start creating an endowment of more than
$2 million through the College Endowment Funding Program.

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN—Ann Arbor
For research to compare experiences of black students on historically
black and predominantly white campuses.

WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY-Kalamazoo
To assess the accomplishments of the Foundation's program for
historically black colleges, establish an ongoing internal and external
evaluation system, and strengthen the evaluation capabilities of the
participating colleges and universities.

W1LBERFORCE UNIVERSITY—Wilberforce, Ohio
Continued aid to the university in developing a comprehensive
communications and information-dissemination program to improve its
image and help establish a firm financial base.

75.000

75.982

100,000

100,000

75,OCX)

75,982

55,801

WINSTON-SALEM UNIVERSITY FOUNDATION, INC.-Winston-Salem, North Carolina
To enable the university to become a participant in the College 100,000
Endowmment Funding Program.

XAVIER UNIVERSITY OF LOUISIANA-New Orleans
To enable this historically black university to match an endowment
challenge grant from Title III.

100,000

100.000

100,000

7S.OOD

75,982

75,000

75,982

55.801

100,000

100,000

TOTALS: Black Colleges S 334,818 S 1,916,554 S 1,609,459 $ 641,913

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
The goal of this program area is to promote equity and access of all youth to work or other productive activity
leading to employment, and to provide and strengthen opportunities for young people to improve their quality of
life through self-motivated educational experiences. Our major focus remains on seeking solutions to high
unemployment among the severely disadvantaged, especially minority youth. Youth employment is a high
priority for the Foundation.

70001 LTD.—Washington, D.C.
To continue promoting and strengthening corporate involvement in $ 30,000
youth employment and training.

BEECHER COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT—Flint, Michigan
To provide work experience for a minimum of 50 youth ages 16 to 21 in
the Beecher and Mt. Morris school districts for the summer of 1985.

BRANDEIS UNIWRSITY-Waltham, Massachusetts
To make employment and training programs for meeting the needs of 37,500
disadvantaged youth more effective through technical assistance to
improve federally funded programming and dissemination of research,

36,314

74,910

$ 30.000

36,314

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC/PRIVATE VENTURES-Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Partial support for an in-depth evaluation of the California Conservation 30,000
Corps, reputed to be one of the best large-scale employment programs
for out-of-school youth.

To continue support for the corporation's program to assess, develop
and strengthen the role of states in reducing youth unemployment.

soooo 50,000

56,230 $ 56,180

15,000 15,000

50,000 50.000
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Grantee/Program
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984
Grants

! Reductions) Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

20,000
DETROIT EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION-Detroit, Michigan

To produce a one-hour documentary for television and for use by 20,000
community and school groups on the issue of school dropout.

ELEANOR ROOSEVELT INSTITUTE-New York, New York
To disseminate information and advance the debate on institutional 17,500
reforms and public policy for reducing chronic youth unemployment
through three regional conferences.

FLINT BOARD OF EDUCATION—Flint, Michigan
For vocational education programs in two areas: business education and 88,691
consumer and home economics.

FOCUS: HOPE—Detroit, Michigan
To continue revitalization of an 11.6-acre industrial site in Detroit as an 50,000
industrial mall of privately owned firms anchored with a project to train
minority persons as apprentice machinists and screw-machine operators.

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT CENTER-Washington, D.C,
Third-year support for the center's program to provide information on a 15,000
nationwide basis on youth conservation corps.

INDUSTRY EDUCATION COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA—Burlingame
Ongoing partial support of "Learning to Earn," a collaborative effort by 55,000 45,000
San Jose High School, the private sector and community interests to
increase the employability of high school youth and reduce the number
of dropouts and absenteeism.

INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR INTEGRATIVE STUDIES-New York, New York
To demonstrate, evaluate and disseminate the results of a model program 25,000 50,000
using computer-assisted instruction for at-risk, unemployed youth.

17,500

88,691

50.000

15,000

55.000 45,000

JOBS FOR AMERICA'S GRADUATES, INC.-Washington, D.C.
To replicate and test a model program for reducing youth unemployment 50,000 100,000
that was developed and successfully implemented in the State of
Delaware.

JOBS FOR MICHIGAN'S GRADUATES, INC.-Kalamazoo
To support two conferences and follow-up activities to acquaint Michigan 15,000
school districts with the Jobs tor America Graduates model as means for
increasing employment for high school youth.

JOBS FOR YOUTH-BOSTON, INC-Boston, Massachusetts
To advance the development and dissemination of information on 25,000
assisting severely disadvantaged urban youth, 15 to 21, in making a
transition to a productive life.

To assist 50 young adults with potential as entrepreneurs to establish new 99,845
business ventures.

MDC, INC.—Chapel Hill, North Carolina
To place the issue of equity for at-risk youth on the national education 40,000
agenda, thereby drawing attention to this issue at state and local levels.

MANPOWER DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH CORPORATION—New York, New York
To document, evaluate and disseminate the experiences of four exemplary 150,000
programs to educate, train and access drop-out youth into employment.

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY-Cambridge
To support the completion of research on the impact of new technology 21,135
on future plant location decisions and employment in the auto industry.

METROPOLITAN DETROIT YOUTH FOUNDATION, INC.—Detroit, Michigan
For continuing support of the Twelve Together Program designed to 25,000 50,000
to reduce high school drop-out rates in Detroit public schools and,
consequently, youth unemployment.

SO, 000

75.000

T.5.000

25,000

60,000

20,000

115,000

21,135

37,500

25,000

75,000

39,845

20,000

35,000

37,500
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Grantee/Program
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984
Grants

(Reductions) Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

MISSISSIPPI ACTION FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION-Greenville
To help at least 120 young, pregnant women and young drop-out parents
to break the cycle of welfare dependency through basic education and
employment training.

50,300

MOT! COMMUNITY COLLEGE-FIint, Michigan
To strengthen Mott Community Colleges job-training and placement 29,539 77,824
capacity in jobs with expected growth potential.

NATIONAL ACADFJVIY OF SCIENCES-Washington, D.C.
To convene a conFerence to disseminate the findings, policy conclusions, "12,500
and program implications contained in the Committee on Youth
Employment Programs' recent study of past youth employment
programs.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCILS-Washington, D.C.
To strengthen leadership and networking among Private Industry 30,000
Councils in the employment and training of disadvantages! youth.

7,200

49,039

43,100

58,324

12,500

NATIONAL CHILD LABOR COMMITTEE-New York, New York
Conlinuinp support for a project to increase the use and effectiveness
of cooperative education programs for preparing disadvantaged high
school students for employment in the private sector.

30,000 60,000

NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR COOPERATIVE EDUCATION-Boston, Massachusetts
To develop, demonstrate and disseminate a state model for strengthening 24,723 45.000
and expanding post-secondary cooperative education.

30.000

60,000

47,225

30,000

22,500

OPPORTUNITIES INDUSTRIALIZATION CENTER OF MUSKEGON COUNTY, INC —Muskegon, Michigan
To replicate in four Michigan cities a successful learning center approach 65,425 16,425 49,000
tor drop-out youth and unemployed adults lacking basic skills.

SMITH COLLEGE—Northampton, Massachusetts
For public-policy conference on issues concerning higher
education and employment options as alternatives to welfare for women.

56,330 56,330

STR 'CTURED EMPLOYMENT ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION-New York, New York
To support a national assessment of the linkages of the Job Training 48,770
Partnership Act funded youth employment and training programs with
public education.

48,770

TOTALS: Employment and Training S 494,264 S 1,287,044 S 1,098,589 $ 682,719

HANDICAPPED
Expanding life options for handicapped adults by improving their access to the mainstream of community life is
the goal of this program area. Grants are focused on strengthening independent living programs. Funding in this
area is limited.

ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT LIVING CENTERS IN NEW YORK, INC.—Rochester
General support for an organization which has as its main purpose the $ 15,000 $ 15,000 S
promotion and enhancement ol independent-living opportunities for
disabled adults in New York State.

CALIFORNIA FOUNDATION FOR INDEPENDENT LIVING CENTERS—Sacramento
General support for the first foudation of its kind in the country. The 15.000 15,000
foundation, established in 1982, provides public-awareness, technicaJ-
assistance and fund-raising help for the state's more than two dozen
centers working to strengthen independent-living opportunities for
disabled adults.

15,000 S

15,000

15,000

15,000

ICD INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR THE DISABLED-New York, New York
To provide partial support for a survey of handicapped Americans'
attitudes and experiences in all aspects of their lives.

L$,ODO 18,000

'



Grantee/Program
Unpaid Grants Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984 (Reductions) Payments Dec. 31, 1985

INSTITUTE FOR REHABILITATION AND RE SEARCH-Houston, Texas
To provide an evaluation of Mott activities to date in the area of pro-
grams For the handicapped.

24.329 24.329

INSTITUTE FOR THE STUDY OF FAMILY, WORK AND COMMUNITY—Berkeley, California
To improve the independent living program model by strengthening one 17,995
of its essential components, the information and referral system.

MICHIGAN COUNCIL OF INDEPENDENT LIVING PROGRAMS, INC.—Ann Arbor
To support the intensive training of up to 32 handicapped people from 15,000 15,000 15,000
seven Michigan communities who will assume leadership positions on
various community boards and commissions.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF INDEPENDENT LIVING PROGRAMS—St. Louis, Missouri
To provide support for a national network of independent living 35,000 35,000 35,000
programs that wil] assist and strengthen such programs through
information sharing, technical assistance and training.

SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY—Syracuse, New York
To strengthen the awareness and capability of independent-living centers 16,485
for the disabled to address the needs of people who are mentally
retarded.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-SAN FRANCISCO
To support a two-day conference in Washington D.C. of a select group of 37,379
leaders in the fields of aging and disabilities who will attempt to
determine common problems and build alliances.

VERMONT CENTER FOR INDEPENDENT LIVING—Montpelier
To enhance independent-living opportunities for disabled adults in 15,000
Vermont by strengthening and expanding the existing limited state
coalition ofr community groups for the disabled.

WORLD INSTITUTE ON DISABILITY-Berkeley, California
For a study of the national status of attendant-care services for 30.000
disabled persons.

32,978 27,463

37,379

15,000 15,000

30,000 30,000

17,995

15,000

35,000

22.000

15,000

30,000

TOTALS: Handicapped S 178,864 $ 218,302 S 232,171 S 164,995

TOTALS: Expanding Personal Horizons $ 1,007,946 S 3,421,900 S 2,940,219 S 1,489,627

PRINCIPLE TOTALS:
Opportunity for the Individual 5 1,468,409 S 4,269,465 S 3,763,146 S 1,974,728

i



Principle Partnership with the Community
We will address ourselves to how every person is in a kind of informal, often
unconscious, partnership with his community and in a larger sense with all
mankind in its quest for truth.

• We will look upon a full and vigorous exercise of citizenship as the
individual's key link to participation in his community.

• We will look upon volunteerism as the individual's primary means to express
a sense of caring for his fellow citizens.

Mission Citizenship
We will investigate and, if appropriate, fund different ways of participating
as a citizen.

Mission Volunteerism
We will investigate and, if appropriate, fund differing approaches to
volunteerism by both the individual and the community.

Mission Belonging
We will investigate and, if appropriate, fund differing approaches to dealing
with the root causes of alienation from society in order to restore a sense of
contribution and belonging on the part of all members of the community.

52

In recent years, the concepts embodied in this principle have been meshed into
all other missions. Consequently, programs have been moved for the sake of
efficiency. In 1985, grant activity in this principle totals $10,000. Since 1976,
grant activity totals almost $5.3 million.



Grantee/Program
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984

Grants
(Reductions) Payments

Unpaid
Dec. 31, 1985

CITIZENSHIP

FORMER MEMBERS OF CONGRESS, INC.—Washington, D.C.
Fifth-year partial support for Campus Fellows Project sending former $
Congressmen to colleges and universities for a week of lectures, seminars
and informal contacts with students and faculty members.

NORTHWEST REGIONAL FOUNDATION—Spokane, Washington
Partial support for FutureSpokane, a project to bring together
community members to think about and act cooperatively to plan the
future of Spokane.

15,000

10,000

$ 15,000

10,000

TOTALS: Citizenship S 15,000 S 10,000 $ 25,000 $ —

VOLUNTEERISM

VOLUNTEER: THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT-
Arlington, Virginia and Boulder, Colorado

To provide continuing support for a project that demonstrates how a $ 75,000
volunteer center can play a leadership role in creating and sustaining
volunteer activities by unemployed people.

75.000

TOTAL: Volunteerism 75,000 $ - 75,000 S —

PRINCIPLE TOTALS:
Partnership with the Community S 90,000 S 10,000 S 100,000 S —

..'.•'



Principle Effective Functioning of Community Systems
We will address ourselves to how community processes and resources can be
utilized to enable people to move their community forward and fulfill human
needs.

• We will look upon the determination, experience, knowledge and unlimited
potential of all citizens as the community's greatest resource.

• We will look upon the physical and economic resources of the community as
indispensable tools that must be preserved and renewed in the process of
achieving community goals and individual benefits.

• We will look upon public and private institutions as necessary and efficient
means for people to act together to express their faith, their ideals and their
concern for fellow men and thereby fulfill some of their wants and needs.

Mission

Mission

Mission

Mission

Community Identity and Stability
We will investigate and, if appropriate, fund differing ways of achieving
community identity and stability through institutions and processes,

Community Well-Being
Family Relationships
Senior Citizens
Sense of Community
Too-Early Clrildbearing

Community Renewal
We will investigate and, if appropriate, fund differing ways for a community to
identify needs and establish responsibility and authority for constructive action
leading to improvement, renewal and development of new resources, institutions
and the community as a whole.

Community and Economic Development
Community Organization
Flint Revitalization
Environment and Conservation

Openness
We will investigate and, if appropriate, fund programs which show how
differing organizations can create better opportunity for the individual to
exercise his full human potential through using his rights of citizenship and
thereby contribute to expanding opportunities for others and the community as
a whole.

Community Education

Allocation, Use and Delivery of Resources
We will investigate and, if appropriate, fund differing forms of planning and
management for the most efficient allocation, use and delivery of resources.

•



Grantee/ Program
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984
Grants

(Reductions! Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

COMMUNITY IDENTITY AND STABILITY

COMMUNITY WELL-BEING
Our major thrust in this area is in support of community policing programs. Future funding is geared toward
dissemination and related public policy developments.

ARROYO VISTA FAMILY HEALTH CENTER—Los Angeles, California
Partial support for the Community Outreach Network of the Arroyo S 15,000 S 15.000
Vista Family Health Center.

FLINT AREA HEALTH FOUNDATION—Flint, Michigan
A matching grant to help create the Arthur L. Tuuri, M.D., Children's 20,000 20,000
Health Educational Fund in honor of the retiring president of Ihe Mott
Children's Health Center.

To provide partial support for establishing and maintaining a health $ 25,000 25,000
clinic to serve adolescents ages 12 to IB at Northwestern High School.
This grant helps match funds provided by the Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation's Community Care Funding Partners Program.

FLINT BOARD OF EDUCATION—Flint, Michigan
To provide an alternative to the juvenile justice system for first- and 43,068 43,068
second-time misdemeanor offenders ages 12 to 16.

FLINT CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT—Hint, Michigan
To maintain a Flint Community Policing Demonstration Center, a 32,500 65,000 54.200 $
laboratory-type learning center to dis seminate community policing
concepts. The center operates in cooperation with the National
Neighborhood Foot Patrol Center and the National Center for
Community Education.

To produce a fourth simulated environment scenario for use in the 30,000
simulator training program developed by the Flint Police Academy to
train officers and community residents in community policing techniques.

HARVARD UNIVERSITY-Cambridge, Massachusetts
To establish community policing as the reform movement in contempo- 37,500 75,000 37,500
rary police administration.

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY-East Lansing
Funding for the National Neighborhood Foot Patrol Center in its 109,750 218,900 219,200
activities to establish Flint's Neighborhood Foot Patrol program as a
national model for improvement of urban police operations.

UNIVERSITY OP MICHIGAN—Ann Arbor
For renovation and expansion of the C. S. Mott Children's Hospital as 2,000,000
part of the university's Replacement Hospital Project.

URBAN LEAGUE OF FLINT—Flint, Michigan
To improve the safety of Flint neighborhoods by establishing good 25,000 25,000
relationships between police officers and neighborhood residents. This
program is one of three developed cooperatively by the Urban League
and the Flint Police Department to create a local demonstration center on
community policing.

43,300

w,ooo

75,000

109,450

2,000.000

TOTALS: Community Well-Being S 2,229,750 $ 466,968 S 438,968 $ 2,257,750

FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS
Grants in this program area have concentrated on families with children and families in crisis. We are now in the
process of assessing the state-of-the-art of documented family programs, gaps in funding and future needs in the
field.

BIG BROTHERS OF GREATER FLINT-Flint, Michigan
To provide partial general support for an organization working to estab-
lish favorable relationships between Big and Little Brothers and Sisters
through counseling and group activities, as well as through a one-to-one
friendship between matched pairs of adult volunteers and children.

$ 11,200 11,200



G rantee / Progra m
Unpaid Grants Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984 (Reductions) Payments Dec. 31, 1985

FIRST UNITED METHODIST CHURCH-Akron, Ohio
To conduct an assessment of the needs of single adults living in northern S 15,000 15,000
Ohio, especially those in and around the City of Akron.

FLINT BOARD OF EDUCATION—Flint, Michigan
To provide the services of home-school para-professional counselors to 96,294 73,209
Flint elementary schools.

HARVARD UNIVERSITY—Cambridge, Massachusetts
To develop a central resource of knowledge and research on contempo- 70,769 24,980
rary family issues, with particular attention to the growing Held of
family-support and family-school programs,

OHIO UNIVERSITY-Athens
Partial funding to continue operation of a Family Life Education Center 30,000
to improve family-education services in a 28-county area of Appalachian
Ohio through the university's six campuses, in Athens, Belmont. Ironton.
Chillicothe. Zanesville and Lancaster.

SAN FRANCISCO STUDY CENTER, INC—San Francisco, California
To train volunteers to help isolated families cope with problems at a 20,000 40.000
modest cost through neighborhood based peer support groups.

169,503

95,749

30.000

40,000 $ 20,000

TOTALS: Family Relationships 5 28,263 S 153,189 $ 361,452 S 20,000

SENIOR CITIZENS
This has been a high-interest but modestly-funded program area for several years concentrating on ways to better
utilize the knowledge and skills of seniors, primarily through second careers. Funding is expected to remain at
current levels in this area.

ARKANSAS ABLE—Little Rock
To provide genera! support for a regional coordinating council to serve $ 10,000 $
employers, senior job applicants and nonprofit job placement service
centers for older workers throughout Arkansas.

ARKANSAS COMMUNITY FOUNDATION, INC.-Little Rock
To help the Community Education Center on Aging to provide informa- $ 40,000 70,000
lion and assistance for those interested in establishing or expanding
community-based education programs for older adults and to test model
education projects that highlight or utilize the talents of older adults.

CALIFORNIA ABLE—San Francisco
To provide general support for California ABLE, established to improve 10,000 10,000
the quality of life for older Bay Area residents by helping them obtain
and remain in jobs commensurate with their abilities.

CALIFORNIA RESEARCH CENTER—Los Angeles
For technical assistance to and evaluation of Foundation-supported 30,000
programs for senior family members.

CAREERS FOR LATER YEARS, INC.—Boston, Massachusetts
For support of a coordinating and facilitating project designed to create 10,000
and expand employment opportunities for people 55 and older in the
Greater Boston area.

DETROIT EXECUTIVE SERVICE CORPS—Detroit, Michigan
Partial support for program which uses the skills and experience 25,000
of retired executives to assist non-profit and government agencies with
management and problem-solving.

EXECUTIVE SERVICE CORPS OF CHIC AGO-Chicago, Illinois
To assist cities across the United States in beginning Executive Service 15,000 15,000
Corps programs through a two-day training session.

10,000

63,400 S 46.600

10,000

10.000

10,000

25,000

15,000

10.000

20,000

15,000

! >



^rantpe/Pmoram

Unpaid
Dec. 31, 1984

Grants
(Reductions) Payments

Unpaid
Dec. 31, 1985

FEDERATION EMPLOYMENT AND GUIDANCE SERVICE, INC.-New York, New York
To provide partial support for the Senior Employment Service, designed 10,000
to create employ ment opportunities tor older adults in New York City
and serving as a regional coordinating council.

10,000

FLINT BOARD OF EDUCATION-Flint, Michigan
To provide community-wide coordinated and cooperative programs for 14,666 14,666
older adults that will foster opportuni ties to maintain an independent
status and social contacts, and provide volunteer, educational and
employment opportunities for the elderly.

LOS ANGELES COUNCIL ON CAREERS FOR OLDER AMERICANS-Los Angeles, California
To provide general support for the Los Angeles Council on Careers for 10.000 10,000 10,000
Older Americans, which serves as a regional coordinating council and
centralized information and networking resource for employers,
community agencies, and older persons interested in returning to work.

METROPOLITAN SENIOR FEDERATION-St. Paul, Minnesota
To provide partial support for the Center for Career Change, a regional 10,000 10,000 10,000
coordinating council that assists older persons with retirement planning
and in identifying and seeking new careers.

OPERATION ABLE—Chicago, Illinois
To provide technical assistance and training to improve the delivery of 25,000 50,000 33,350
employment services for older workers in selected communities.

PENSION RIGHTS CENTER-Washington, D.C.
To support the Pension Rights Center's network of Grantmakers in 5.000 5,000
Aging, an informal group of foundation and corporate representatives
interested in issues of the aged.

SOUTHEASTERN VERMONT COMMUNITY ACTION, INC.-Bellows Falls
To develop an employment service specializing in the placement of older 10,000 10,000 10.000
workers in temporary employment positions in southeastern Vermont
and adjacent New Hampshire communities.

UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE-Memphis
For a two-day national conference on ethical issues involved in health 25,000 25,000
care for the elderly.

10,000

10,000

41,650

10,000

TOTALS: Senior Citizens S 120,000 $ 304,666 $ 261,416 S 163,250

SENSE OF COMMUNITY
Contributing to the identity and stability of a community is a goal inherent in most Foundation-funded
programs. Thus many of the programs once funded in this area have been incorporated into other program areas.

CHILDREN'S CULTURAL FOUNDATION, INC.-New York, New York
To provide partial support for a two-day symposium in New York City 3
that will focus on children's issues and media coverage of children's
issues.

URBAN COALITION OF GREATER FLINT—Hint, Michigan
Ongoing general support of program to eliminate racism in the $
community.

To increase public awareness about youth problems and needs in Flint.

SO IW

10.000

60,000 $

25,000

70.000

10,000

70,000

25,000

TOTALS: Sense of Community S 80,000 S 95,000 S 70,000 S 105,000

• • .
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Unpaid Grants

Dec. 31, 1984 (Reductions* '. •. i, - :' .

Unpaid
Dee. 33, 1985

TOO-EARLY CHILDBEARING
The Foundation has established four networks of services to reduce or ease problems resulting from teenage
pregnancy, an area it considers a high priority for program activity. Emphasis has shifted from model
development to program analysis and dissemination, and working more closely with a network of other
foundations and voluntary service agencies. Funding is available for projects dealing with public policy and
research.

AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION-Washington, D.C.
To plan and conduct a conference on adolescent parenthood for all of the $ 37,500 S 37,500
cabinet executives responsible for social services or health and human
services from the 50 states.

CENTER FOR POPULATION OPTIONS—Washington, D.C.
To create awareness among key public decisionmakers at the state and 13,220 13,220
national levels of the kinds of programs operating to combat the negative
effects of adolescent pregnancy, including successes and failures, through
an information base for grantmakers.

COUNCIL OF EDUCATIONAL FACILITY PLANNERS, INTERNATIONAL—Columbus, Ohio
For training professional conference facilitators on issues of teenage 17.366 17,366
pregnancy, preparatory to 25 Michigan community conferences on that
problem.

GULF COAST COUNCIL OF LA RAZA—Corpus Christi, Texas
To monitor the impact of La Raza's services to Hispanic clients in the $ 25,000 25,000 25,000 $
Corpus Christi barrio area.

25,000

JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSlTY-Baltimore, Maryland
To supporl an in-depth analysis of the results of efforts in four Baltimore 34,150
schools to reduce pregnancy among teenagers at highest risk —
immediately postpubertal females.

JUNIOR LEAGUE OF ST. LOUIS—St. Louis, Missouri
To replicate, in sixteen sites, the Teen Outreach Program, one of the few 50,000
validated primary prevention programs on teenage pregnancy. (Teen
Outreach is sponsored by the Junior League of St. Louis and the
Danforth Foundation and has been evaluated by the Mott Foundation.)

MONROE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT-Rochester, New York
Continued funding for a research and demonstration project to prevent 25,000 25,000
adolescent pregnancy arid provide services to ease the negative
consequences of teenage pregnancy for mother and child.

NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES—Washington, D.C.
To enable the National Academy of Sciences' Panel on Adolescent 37,500
Pregnancy and Childbearing to expand its study to include site visits,
case studies and publications about alternative programs that affect too-
early child-bearing,

NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE, INC.—New York, New York
To enable the National Urban League to plan and manage a network of 50,000 250,000
programs to reduce pregnancy among minority teenagers.

OAKLAND UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT-Oakland, California
To monitor the impact of program services on school-age clients in the 25,000 25,000
urban core of Oakland, California.

SCHOOL BOARD OF SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA—Sarasota
For evaluation of the Cyesis Program for pregnant students, adolescent 15,000
parents and their infants. It includes a follow-up study on former
program enrollees to determine long-range impact on the lives of clients
and their families.

SEATTLE INDIAN HEALTH BOARD-Seattle, Washington
To monitor the impact of program services on Native American clients in 25,000 25,000
the Seattle/King County area of Washington.

34,150

50 iX'U

25,000 25,000

37,500

£0,000

25,000

15,000

50,000

25,000

25,000 25,000

.



Grantee/Program
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Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

SOUTHWEST REGIONAL LABORATORY-Los Alamitos, California
To support the Southwest Regional Laboratory in helping Mott grantees 94,000 94,000 94,000 94,000
in the program area of too early childbearing to develop and conduct
their own evaluations.

ST. LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS-St. Louis, Missouri
For continued evaluation of the Parent Infant Interaction Program by 15.000 15,000 15,000 15,000
looking at the teen parents who participated in the program from 1978
through 1984.

TRUSTEES OF HEALTH AND HOSPITALS OF THE CITY OF BOSTON—Boston, Massachusetts
For fourth year's evaluation to indicate the impact of the Teen Parent 25,000 25,000
Family Support Program of the Alliance for Young Families.

WOMEN AND FOUNDATIONS/CORPORATE PHILANTHROPY—New York, New York
To promote among grantmakers the concept of joint ventures for 25,000
supporting varied fresh and untried projects to reduce problems
associated with teenage pregnancy.

Z5,000

TOTALS: Too-Early Childbearing S 318,150 $ 654,586 $ 676,236 S 296,500

TOTALS: Community Identity and Stability S 2,976,163 S 1,674,409 S 1,808,072 S 2,842,500

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Through economic development, the Foundation seeks to contribute to national policy development related to
community-based entrepreneurship and job creation, as well as the promotion of economic opportunities for
distressed areas and disadvantaged populations. This area is a high priority for the Foundation, particularly those
programs strengthening and expanding Michigan's economic base.

ASSOCIATION OF NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSING DEVELOPERS, INC.—New York, New York
for general support to help continue technical assistance to member 25,000 25,000 50,000
groups. This includes work shops on specific housing topics, publication
of the ANHD Weekly Reader and on-site help.

COOPERATIVE ASSISTANCE FUND—Washington, D.C.
To help CAP. Inc. to maintain its status as a public charity with the
Internal Revenue Service.

5.000

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC/PRIVATE VENTURES—Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
To enable three persons to participate as interns in the P/PV Develop- 27,300
ment Training Institute's 12-month skill-building program for the staffs of
neighborhood self-help organizations engaged in community and
economic development throughout the United States.

FOCUS: HOPE—Detroit, Michigan
To provide an equity contribution for the start-up of High Quality
Manufacturing, Inc, in downtown Detroit.

HOLY CROSS CATHOLIC CHURCH—Indiantown, Florida
To support the Indies Garment Cooperative and create an employment
base in the garment industry for unemployed migrant workers in
Indiantown, Florida.

LEARNING AND SKILLS CENTER-Joliet, Illinois
To assist in capitalizing a tool rental business that will provide revenue
for the support of the Learning and Skills Center.

MICHIGAN EMPLOYEE OWNERSHIP CENTER, INC.-Detroit
To save and create jobs in Michigan through employee ownership of
businesses.

50,000

50,000

15,000

25,000

5.000

13,650 13.650

50.000

16,700 33,300

15.000

25,000

- •
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Grantee/Program Pec. 31, 1984 (Reductions) Payments Dec. 31, 1985

MICHIGAN TECHNOLOGY COUNCIL—Ann Arbor
To support the work of the Michigan Technology Council in integrating 25,000 25,000
technology into small manufacturing operations in Jackson, Livonia,
Grand Rapids, Lansing and Flint.

NATIONAL CONGRESS FOR COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT-Washington, D.C.
To create a Community Economic Development Coalition in Michigan 25,000 25,000
that will provide leadership and technical assistance to economic projects
in the state.

NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL-Washington, D.C.
To provide partial support for the development of a National Policy 80,000 32,000 48,000
Commission to Create Jobs Through Small Business.

NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSING SERVICES OF AMERICA, INC.—Oakland, California
To conduct fund-raising training seminars for 20 NHS cities and to 86,750 43,375 43,375
provide direct technical assistance to NHS programs in six additional
cities.

SUOMI COLLEGE-Hancock, Michigan
For a study ol the feasibility of an industrial-incubator project 25,000 25,000
in Hancock.

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN-Ann Arbor
To support the University of Michigan's Institute of Labor and Industrial 24,890 24,890
Relations (ILIR) in two major areas of work: forecasting employment by
occupation and industry for the Flint area and isolating factors which
could increase Flint's attractiveness to business and industry.

To assess public attitudes in Michigan toward small business develop- 25,000 25,000
ment and to measure differences in attitudes among various social and
economic groups in Michigan and the rest of the United States.

WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY—Detroit, Michigan
To save and create jobs in Michigan through employee ownership of 25,000 25,000
businesses.

WOMEN'S INSTITUTE FOR HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, INC.-Boston, Massachusetts
To support information gathering and preparation of a manual/ 15,000 15,000
workbook for developing transitional housing for displaced homemakers
and other families supported by female heads of households.

TOTALS: Community and Economic Development S 89,890 S 464,050 S 365,615 S 186,325

COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION
Our interest continues in providing technical assistance and seed money to a number of emerging neighborhood-
based community groups either directly or through support of intermediary support organizations. Although a
high priority, limited funding for new grantees is planned.

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY CHANGE—Washington, D.C.
To contribute an eighth year of general support for the center's broad $ 50,000 $ 100,000 S 150,000
program of assistance to neighborhood and community groups.

One of seven grants to intermediary support organizations to assist 100,000 100,000
promising or emerging community or neighborhood groups in all regions
of the country with significant local projects.

To provide support for a two-day regional workshop for a number of 12,000 S 12,000
neighborhood grantees that have partici pated in Mott's Strengthening
Citizen Initiative at the Local Level program.

COMMUNITY TRAINING AND ASSISTANCE CENTER, INC.—Boston, Massachusetts
For program carried on through seven intermediary-support organizations 50,000 50,000
in behalf of community-based groups working to improve
neighborhoods.

• ' . '



Grantee/Program
Unpaid Oranls

Dec. 31, 1984 (Reductions) Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

EL PAJARO COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION-WatsonviUe, California
To promote economic revitalization in Watsonville, a community of 15,000 —
33,000 with the focus on the social and economic needs of a largely
Hispanic population in the downtown area.

ESKENOSEN, INC.—Roberta, Georgia
To enhance Eskenosen's ability to support and reinforce the development 15,000 15,000
of emerging and established community groups. Eskenosen is a training
and technical assistance organization serving low-income community
groups In rural Georgia counties.

MISSISSIPPI ACTION FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION-Greenville
One of seven grants to intermediary support organizations to assist 100,000
promising or emerging community or neighborhood groups in all regions
of the country with significant local projects.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR URBAN ETHNIC AFFAIRS-Washington, D.C.
One of seven grants to intermediary support organizations to assist — 75,000
promising or emerging community or neighborhood groups in all regions
of the country with significant local projects.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF LA RAZ A-Washington, D.C.
One of seven grants to intermediary support organizations to assist 100,000
promising or emerging community or neighborhood groups in all regions
of the country with significant local projects,

NATIONAL TRAINING AND INFORMATION CENTER-Chicago, Illinois
To enable the National Training and Information Center to continue its 100,000
work as one of seven intermediary support organizations for emerging
community-based groups working to improve their neighborhoods.

NEIGHBORHOOD INSTITUTE-Chicago, Illinois
Continued support for employment, training and housing programs in 25,000 25,000
Chicago's South Shore neigh borhood of 85,000 minority persons.

NELSON NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, iNC.-Muskegon, Michigan
To provide general support for the Nelson Neighborhood Improvement 15,000
Association and its work to upgrade a low-income, multi-racial
community in downtown Muskegon. Michigan.

NORTHERN ROCKIES ACTION GROUP, INC-Helena, Montana
For assistance to low- and moderate-income organizations in Idaho, 15,000
Montana and Wyoming that are addressing economic and other
community needs.

15,000

15,000 15.000

100,000

75,000

100,000

100.000

25,000

15,000

15.000

25.000

NORTHWEST EVERGREEN LAHSER COMMUNITY ORGANIZING PROJECT-Detroit, Michigan
To support the work of NELCO, which attempts to create jobs and 15,000 — 15,000
improve the quality of life in a low-income community in northwest
Detroit.

RURAL COALITION-Washington, D.C,
To provide direct technical assistance to the 110 member organizations
of the Rural Coalition and to encourage more rural groups to join the
coalition. The coalition combats poverty and other problems shared by
people living in rural areas.

SENIOR ACTION COALITION OF UORAIN COUNTY-Elyria, Ohio
To continue general support for the coalition as it works to deal with the
problems of both the elderly and low-income residents of Lorain and
Byria, Ohio.

SOUTHOLD HERITAGE FOUNDATION, INC.—South Bend, Indiana
To provide partial support for a community-based organization 15,000
attempting to revitalize South Bend, Indiana's deteriorated west side.

25,000 25,000

15,000 15,000

15.000 15,000 15.000

. i



Grantee/Program
Unpaid

Dec. 31. 1984
Grants

(Reductions) Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31. 1985

UNITED CITIZENS ORGANIZATION OF EAST CHICAGO-East Chicago, Indiana
To support the activities of UCO in East Chicago as it works to create 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
jobs and develop an industrial policy for the community.

YOUTH PROJECT-Washington, D.C.
One of seven grants to intermediary support organizations to assist
promising or emerging community or neighborhood groups in all regions
of the country with significant local projects.

100.000 100.000

TOTALS: Community Organization S 165,000 S 862,000 $ 945,000 S 82,000

FLINT REVITALIZATION
Although no new major projects are envisioned, Flint revitalization continues as a high priority for the
Foundation. Grants in this area also support physical amenities, creation and retention of small businesses and
diverse job opportunities, and improved housing for the city's low-income population.

BURTON NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSING SERVICES, INC.—Burton, Michigan
To support a concentrated housing rehabilitation program in Burton, $ 10.000 $
Michigan, patterned after the successful Neighborhood Housing Services
(NHS) program developed by the Neighborhood Reinvestment
Corporation.

5,000 $ 10,000 $ 5,000

CORPORATION FOR ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT— Washington, D.C.
To bring the Hub Program for Women's Enterprise to Flint. Operated 12,000
by the Corporation for Enterprise Development in 10 communities. Hub
focuses on the potential of low-income women as entrepreneurs.

FLINT AREA CONFERENCE, INC.—Flint, Michigan
To continue administrative support for FACT, a non-profit agency 40,000
representing the private sector and serving as a catalyst for the economic
and physical revitalization of Flint through a public-private partnership.

To establish a Jobs Program to promote business for local suppliers in 27,500
sfx areas; industrial, financial, medical, governmental, educational and
wholesale .'retail,

FLINT, CITY OF—Flint, Michigan
To identify the development potential for housing within the Flint
downtown area.

FLINT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION— Flint, Michigan
To address the need tor job-generating businesses in Flint by providing 75,000
or finding financial, management, technical and marketing assistance for
minority and other entrepreneurs.

To retain the firm of Job Creation Limited of London to manage an
industrial incubator in Flint, which has as its goal the creation of 37 new
businesses generating 300 new jobs for the city.

To identify and help 15 people living on public assistance to start their
own businesses.

FLINT" DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY—Flint, Michigan
To maintain AutoWorld operations through the 1985 season. 1.137,357

For continued acquisition of property for the planned Water Street 552,111
Pavilion downtown retail redevelopment.

To provide adequate parking space for visitors in downtown Flint, 2,250,000
thereby adding to the revitalkation of the central city,

To determine the feasibility of relocating an ice cream plant, thereby 25,000
increasing AutoWorld's capacity to serve patrons.

12,000

40,000

27,500

16,000

100,000 75,000

800,000 400,000

25,000 25,000

1,137,357

125.000

2,250.000

25,000

16,000

100,000

400,000

427,111
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Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984
Grants

(Reductions) Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

FLINT NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT AND PRESERVATION PROJECT, INC.-Hint Michigan
To secure the financial position Flint NIPP holds m the Hyatt Regency 500.000 500,000
Hotel. Interest from a $6.1 million endowment and this supplement will
be used to support programs to revitalize Flint neighborhoods and
technical assistance for neighborhood groups.

For purchase of 10 to 15 eyesore residential properties for resale on 25,000 25,000
preferential terms to low-income families.

To continue technical assistance to Flint neighborhood groups working 100,000 50,000 "100,000
to improve their areas.

To secure a second mortgage on the Water Street Pavilion, a festival 2,900,000 2,900,000
marketplace under construction in downtown Flint, with proceeds going
for support of a program of the Enterprise Foundation, Columbia.
Maryland, to improve housing for the poor in Flint.

GMI ENGINEERING AND MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE-Fiint, Michigan
For engineering and technical-support services and management and 300.000 300.000
business assistance to existing and developing enterprises in Genesee
County through GMI's Business and Industry Development (BID) Center,

HISTORIC FLINT AUTOWORLD FOUNDATlON-Flint, Michigan
To ensure the operation of AutoWorld, a family-centered entertainment 4,500,000 4,500,000
attraction, for the 1985 summer season and to upgrade and construct
educational exhibits.

For payment of interest on $4.5 million loan made to the City of Flint 725,000 725,000
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for the
AutoWorld project. The city used a community development block grant
to guarantee the loan.

For first interest payment on $6.6 million short-term loan made by 607,026 607,026
Citizens Commercial & Savings Bank, of Flint, to the Historic Flint
AutoWorld Foundation for the AutoWorld capital budget.

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN-aiNT
For three-day national conference in April 1985 on economic growth. 10,275 10,275

50,000

TOTALS: Flint Revitalization S 4,216,611 S 11,875,658 S 15,094,158 S 998,111

ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION

This high priority interest area is organized into four program areas:

Toxic Substances
Our goal is to support effective ways to reduce threats from toxic substances to citizens and the natural
environment by strengthening the legislative framework and regulatory practices, by promoting the reduction of
hazardous wastes and by helping local communities prevent and reduce threats from toxics.

Regional Land and Water
We are particularly interested in preserving and better managing land and water resources in the Great Lakes
region through support of projects that directly affect water quality, land management and better public
awareness of these issues.

Community Resource Conservation and Management
Our interest in this area is in advancing model practices for conserving energy and managing resources at the
community level by helping leverage financial support, disseminating successful programs and related technical
assistance, increasing public awareness and constituency building, and by supporting research and leadership
development.

Exploratory and Special Projects
Our interest is in supporting programs that probe fields foreign to the Foundation's current experience but may
also have potential for future program interest. It is also an area in which we support unusual efforts that make
innovative contributions to the state-of-the-art.

-••
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Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984
Grants

I Reduction*! Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

AMERICAN FARMLAND TRUST-Washington, D.C.
To strengthen state and local initiatives for preserving Michigan
farmland.

AUDUBON SOCIETY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE-Concord
To test a new and creative approach to resolve the acid rain dilemma by
creating a partnership between citizens of Ohio and New Hampshire,
two states with radically different perspectives on this issue.

BROWN UNIVERSITY—Providence, Rhode Island
To relate faculty and student resources from Brown University's Center
for Environmental Studies with community needs and resources on
important local environmental issues.

CHIP Fund, INC.—Boston, Massachusetts
To advance Great Lakes environmental programs and leadership develop-
ment by strengthening CEIP's successful internship program in the Great
Lakes area.

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY CHANGE-Washington, D.C.
To support the center's Jobs in Energy project in its efforts to demonstrate
that community-based strategies to increase energy efficiency can create
jobs, stimulate economic development and reduce the number of dollars
drained from the local economy to pay for wasted energy.

CENTER FOR RURAL AFFAIRS-Wai thill, Nebraska
To develop alternate water-use technologies and supportive public policies
that will allow the fair and sustained use of Nebraska's water resources,
strengthen its economy, and provide greater economic opportunities to
rural families.

CENTER FOR THE GREAT LAKES-Chicago, Illinois
For continued support of the Center for the Great Lakes, a resource for
developing public policies and private-public initiatives for the
management of the natural resources of the lakes.

21,275 $ 45.070 S 32,545 $ 33 SOO

25,000 25,000

39,900 23,275

25,000 25,000

16,625

15,000 30,000 30,000 15,000

25,000 25.000

50,000 33,340

CITIZEN'S CLEARINGHOUSE FOR HAZARDOUS WASTES, INC.—Arlington, Virginia
To help the Citizen's Clearinghouse for Hazardous Wastes expand its 40,000
technical assistance to communities facing threats from toxic substances.

CONSERVATION FOUNDATION, INC-Washington, D.C.
To provide partial support for the Conservation Foundation's Business 50,000
and Environment Program, which brings together leaders from industry,
environmental and citizen groups, and the public sector to seek a
consensus on important environ mental issues.

COUNCIL OF STATE PLANNING AGENCIES, INC.—Washington, D.C.
To assist six Great Lakes state governors and policy-makers forge econo-
mic revitalization strategies emphasizing the role of natural renewable
resources.

EAST MICHIGAN ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION COUNCIL—Birmingham
To strengthen the leadership and institutional framework of an environ- 30,000
mental organization established to improve the environmental quality of
southeastern Michigan.

50,000 50.000

16,660

40,000

50,000

28,297

L5,000

28,297

15,000

ECUMENICAL TASK FORCE OF THE NIAGARA FRONTIER, INC.—Niagara Falls, New York
To convene a working conference to develop a blue-print for addressing 25,000 25,000
toxic waste management problems in the Niagara region.

ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL ON FUNDING, INC.-New York, New York
Tn focus grantmakers attention on health risks from toxic substances, 16,750
particularly the need for concerted and collaborative efforts and funding
support for advancing knowledge.

16,750

. - - ,



G ra n tee / Program
Unpaid Grants Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984 [Reductions) Payments Dec. 31, 1985

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW INSTITUTE-Washington, D.C.
To help meet the need for broad-based initiatives supporting policy 47,500 45,000
reforms in the national and state control of toxic substances.

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY INSTITUTE-Washington, D.C.
To demonstrate a market-based strategy to make energy-conservation 25,000
benefits available to low-income residents of multi-family rental housing.

To assure that public interests are represented in devising a safe, long- 25,000
term national policy for disposal of commercial and military nuclear
waste.

FEAT FOUNDATION—Flint, Michigan
To continue support for FEATs environmental and beautification pro- 25,000
grams and the operation of a recycling center.

FOR A CLEANER ENVIRONMENT, INC.—Woburn, Massachusetts
To strengthen a community-based model demonstrating ways in which 15,000 15,000
local citizens can play a major role in addressing the health risks and
other issues posed by toxic wastes.

HARVARD UNIVERSITY—Cambridge, Massachusetts
To provide residents of environmentally troubled Massachusetts com- 47,920
munities with the opportunity to master technical information and
develop expertise in identifying and confronting environmental problems.

INFORM, INC.—New York, New York
To support a national public education campaign to advance debate of 35,000 22,000
and stimulate initiatives for reducing the generation of toxic wastes.

INSTITUTE FOR ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURE, INC.-Greenbelt, Maryland
To provide support for an organization working to create a more pos- 25,000
Stive and constructive environment for farmers who wish to adopt more
cost-effective, resource conserving and environmentally sound systems of
farming.

INSTITUTE FOR LOCAL SELF-RELIANCE, INC.-Washington, D.C.
To continue general support for the institute's work with community 25,000 25,000
groups in urban areas, dealing with such matters as food production,
energy, waste disposal and economic development.

KEYSTONE CENTER—Keystone, Colorado
To develop public policy guidelines and recommendations on the issue 32,500 65,000
of ocean disposal of hazardous wastes.

LAND INSTITUTE-Salina, Kansas
To provide general support for the Land Institute, an educational/research 25,000
organization devoted to the search for sustainable alternatives in
agriculture.

MEADOWCREEK PROJECT, INC.-Fox, Arizona
To fund an evaluation and assessment of the sustainable environment -10,000
movement and provide the Mott Foundation with guidelines for future
granrmaking in Ihis area.

MICHIGAN STATE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES—Lansing
To provide partial support for a four-day world conference on toxics in 25,000
the large lake environment at Mackinac Island, Michigan in May 1986.

MICHIGAN UNITED CONSERVATION CLUBS—Lansing
To assess the effectiveness of Michigan's permitting, compliance monitor- 21,200 10,950
ing, and enforcement programs in regulating the discharge of surface
water pollution, using the Saginaw River and its tributaries as a case
study.

47,500 45,000

25,000

25,000

25,000 —

15,000 15,000

15,920 32,000

35,000 22,000

25,000

25,000 25,000

65,000 32,500

35,000

25.000 15,000

25,000

21,200 10.950

65
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Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1964
Grants

(Reductions) Payments

Unpaid
Dec. 31, 1985

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE DEPARTMENTS OF AGRICULTURE RESEARCH FOUNDATION -
Washington, D.C.

To overcome institutional and communication barriers between agricul- 34,182 8,582 25,600
lural and non-agricultural groups confronted with the problems of
agricultural non-point sources of pollution,

NATIONAL PUBLIC RADIO—Washington, D.C.
To produce a series of reports on Great Lakes environmental issues for 20,000 40,000 40,000
public radio broadcast and for dissemination, in packaged-cassette form,
for educational uses.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION—Washington, D.C.
To support citizen action in preserving and protecting 24,130 24,130
the water quality of the Great Lakes region by making the services of
University of Michigan graduate students available to grass roots citizen
groups.

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC.-New York, New York
Partial support for a project to evaluate the amount and implications of 20,000 20,000
pesticide residues found in consumable food supplies.

To provide partial support for the council's work toward achieving a ban
on the subtherapeutic use of antibiotics 25,000
in animal feed.

NATURE CONSERVANCY—Arlington, Virginia
To identify and preserve the best remaining natural areas in Michigan 25,000 25,000
through a Michigan Natural Features Inventory and a Natural Areas
Registry Program.

To gather the best available information for the long-term care and 50,000
management of unique natural areas and rare plant 3nd animal habitats
on selected national forest lands in the Great Lakes region.

NEW ALCHEMY INSTITUTE—East Falmouth, Massachusetts
To provide challenge funds to generate support for the New Alchemy 25,000 30,000 30,000
Institute, which provides national leadership for developing food, energy
and shelter systems that are environmentally sound and economically
efficient.

NORTHEAST-MIDWEST INSTITUTE-Washington, D.C.
To give the United States and Canadian policymakers an opportunity to 14,500 14,500
increase their understanding of Great Lakes water quality issues through
dissemination of information gathered at the United States/ Canadian
legislative exchange on water quality.

RESEARCH FOUNDATION OF THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK—New York, New York
To help residents of the New York City metropolitan area protect them- 46,912 15.712
selves against environmental health hazards by establishing a Community
Environmental Health Resource Center at Hunter College.

20,000

25.000

50,000

25,000

31,200

SCIENTISTS' INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC INFORMATION, INC.-New York, New York
Continued support for the institute's Media Resource Service, through 25,000
which members of the news media can obtain timely and reliable
information on a range of scientific and environmental issues.

TIP OF THE MITT WATERSHED COUNCIL—Conway, Michigan
To support citizen initiatives to preserve and protect Michigan's wetlands,
with technical input from the University of Michigan Biological Station
at Pellston.

VANDERBILT UNIVERSITY—Nashville, Tennessee
To mesh community needs with university resources in order
to effectively address local environmental concerns.

43,482

KJ^OO

25.000

32.612

30.000

10.870
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Grants

(Reductions) Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

WASTE SYSTEMS INSTITUTE OF MICHIGAN, INC.—Grand Rapids
Continuing general support for a program focusing on the management 25,000
and disposal of toxic waste and improving decision-making in those
areas.

To provide core funding for a Michigan-based waste exchange and related
technology transfer service aimed at reducing the volume of toxic wastes
requiring disposal.

40:000

25,000

40.000

25,000

10,000

25,000

40,000

WEST MICHIGAN ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION COUNCIL EDUCATION FOUNDATION-Grand Rapids
To involve the agricultural and industrial interests in the Grand Rapids, 32,680 16.340 16.340
Michigan area in developing solutions to activities contributing to non-
point pollution, with the resulting information used to create a model
program of use to other communities.

WILDERNESS SOCIETY-Washington, D.C.
To support a series of workshops to train citizens and environmental 28,000
leaders in the national forest planning process and to begin a public
education campaign on forest management issues in Michigan.

WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE—Washington, D.C.
To address the problem of the gradual warming of the earth's temperature 25.000
due to increasing amounts of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere.

2S iiou

?,." ooo

50,000

TOTALS: Environment and Conservation 546,355 S 1,260,893 $ 1,100,406 S 706,842

TOTALS: Community Renewal S 5,017,856 S 14,462,601 S 17,505,179 S 1,975,278

OPENNESS

COMMUNITY EDUCATION
The major focus of this high-priority mission has been the support of national community education activities,
primarily through the funding of a network of community education centers. These centers provide services
ranging from technical assistance and information to help in setting up community education programs. Because
of the Foundation's long involvement in the community education field, a Community Education Task Force was
convened in 1985 to investigate long-range planning implications and make recommendations for future
Foundation involvement. The Task Force continues to meet and is expected to make its final report next year.

CENTERS FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION
Funding for a national network of community education communication
centers that provide information, technical assistance and training for
individuals and communities in starting or improving community
education programs and processes.
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OP EDUCATION-Juneau 23,000 23,000
APPALACHIAN STATE UNIVERSITY-Boone, North Carolina 20,000 20,000
ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY—Tempe 20,000 20,000
ARKANSAS STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION - Little Rock 19,000 19,000
BALL STATE UNIVERSlTY-Muncae, Indiana 20,000 20,000
CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION- Sacramento 25,000 25,000
COLLEGE OF ST. THOMAS-St. Paul. Minnesota 20,000 20,000
COUORADO STATE UNIVERSITY-Fort Collins 20,000 20,000
COMMUNITY COLLEGE OF RHODE ISLAND-Lincoln 19,000 19,000
EASTERN MICHIGAN UNlVERSlTY-Ypsilanti 20,000 20,000
EASTERN WYOMING COLLEGE-Torrington 20,000 20,000
EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION AND RESOURCE CENTER—

Sewell, New Jersey 20,000 20,000
ILLINOIS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION-Springfield 21.000 21,000
INDIANA UNIVERStTY OF PENNSYLVANLA- Indiana 21,000 21.000
IOWA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION - Des Moines 19,000 19,000
KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY-Manhattan 20,000 20,000
KENTUCKY STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-Frankfort 19,000 19,000
MAINE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL

SERVICES-Augusta 19,000 19,000
MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-Baltimore 19.000 19,000



Unpaid
Grantee/Program Dec. 31, 1984

MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY- Bozeman
NEW HAMPSHIRE SCHOOL VOLUNTEER PROGRAM -Manchester
NEW MEXICO ASSOCIATION FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION

DEVELOPMENT- Albuquerque
NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-AIbany
NORTH DAKOTA STATE UNTVERSITY-Fargo
OHIO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION -Columbus
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY-S till water
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-Salem
TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY-Nashville
TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY-CoIlege Station
UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA IN BIRMINGHAM
UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT- Storrs
UNIVERSITY OF DET-AWARE-Newark
UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA— Gainesville
UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA— Athens
UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII AT MANOA-Honolulu
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ST. LOUIS
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA-LINCOLN
UNIVERSITY OF NEW ORLEANS-New Orleans. Louisiana
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA -Columbia
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH DAKOTA -Vermillion
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN MISSISSlPPI-Hattiesburg
UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA- Charlotlesville
UTAH STATE OFFICE OF EDUCATTON-Salt Lake City
WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY-Pullman
WEST VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-Charleston
WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION -Madison
WORCESTER STATE COLLEGE-Worcester, Massachusetts

Grants Unpaid
(Reductions) Payments Dec, 31, 1985

21,000
19,000

20,000
22,000
19,000
21,000
19,000
20,000
20,000
25.000
19,000
19,000
19,000
21,000
20,000
19,000
20,000
20,000
19,000
19,000
20,000
19,000
20,000
20.000
19,000
19,000
20.000
20,000

21,000
19,000

20,000
22,000
19.000
2Z.OOO
19,000
20,000
20,000
25,000
19,000
19.000
19,000
21,000
20,000
19,000
20,000
20,000
19.000
19,000
20,000
19,000
20,000
20,000
19,000
19,000
20,000
20,000

—

—
—
—

—
—
——
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

—
——
—

—
——
—
—

——

COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS-Washington, D.C.
To assist in using the community education problem-solving strategy to 47,600
increase public confidence in American public education.

To establish a network of stale departments of education, national or-
ganizations and other agencies interested in community education via
le 1 ceo nf e fencing.

75,500

95,000

40,000

70,500
COVENTRY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION—Coventry, England

Continued partial funding for Coventry's Community Education Develop-
menl Centre, which provides training and other services in that field for
all of the United Kingdom—England, Scotland, Wales and Northern
Ireland.

DALHOUSIE UNIVERSITY-Halifax, Nova Scotia
To support resource development and training in community education
tor the Maritime provinces of Canada.

FLINT BOARD OF EDUCATION-Flint, Michigan
To enable the Flint Community Schools to continue increasing their capa-
bilities to demonstrate leadership in community education through
conferences and visitations and inservice training.

To continue support of a community education program serving all of
Flint's elementary school neighborhoods and offering enrichment,
educational and recreation classes and activities for a population ranging
from preschool children to senior citizens.

Partial support for maintaining and strengthening the community educa-
tion programs and activities in 13 Flint secondary schools.

HEALTH AND WELFARE PLANNING ASSOCIATION-Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
PartiaJ support lor the implementation of community education in 50,000
Pittsburgh.

INSTITUTE FOR RESPONSIVE EDUCATION-Boston, Massachusetts
To provide technical assistance, publications and training in selected areas 15,000
nationally that are implementing school -improvement programs involving
citizens.

68

20.000

150.000 100.000

132,775 88,518

53,980

95,100

20.000

75,500

20,000

150,000

221.293

53,980

50,000

15,000

47,500

20,000

70,500

100.000
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Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984
Grants

(Reductions) Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

LEICESTERSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL—GlenfieId, England
Partial support for the International Community Education Association,
which is working in more than 50 countries to advance social
development through education.

40,000

LITERACY VOLUNTEERS OF AMERICA, INC .-Syracuse, New York
To develop a partnership with the national network of community educa- 20,000
tion centers to broaden the influence of both the LVA and the centers in
attacking the problem of adult illiteracy.

MOIT COMMUNITY COLLEGE—Flint, Michigan
To help Mott Community College expand its community education pro-
gram and develop a college foundation which will raise funds to support
the activities and programs of the college.

15,930

»,soo

40,000

96.622

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE BOARDS OF EDUCATION-Alexandria, Virginia
To develop new ways for the 50 state boards of education to promote 20,000 40.000
cooperation among home, school and private sectors through community
education,

40.000

•10.000

94,241

40.000

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF THE PARTNERS OF THE AMERICAS, INC.-Washington, D.C.
Continued support for the Inter-American Center tor Community Educa- 450,000 285,000
tion to develop and advance communily education in Central and South
America and the Caribbean area and to exchange information with
North American counterparts.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION—Flint, Michigan
To maintain the operation of the center as it plans, coordinates and con- 260,000 400,000
ducts a comprehensive national community education leadership training
program for individuals and groups.

To maintain and upgrade the building that houses the National Center 10,000
for Community Education.

NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR CITIZENS IN EDUCATION-Columbia, Maryland
To monitor citizen involvement in the block-grant process and to develop 25,000
and disseminate information on shifts in federal, state and local
educational funding.

NATIONAL COMMUNITY EDUCATION ASSOClATION-Alexandria, Virginia
To supplement 1983-84 program funds and provide administrative sup-
port for the National Community Education Association.

To provide general support for NCEA, the national membership organi-
zation for community educators.

To meet the costs of moving the association's offices from Washington,
D.C. to Alexandria and install a telephone system in the new quarters.

10,000

80,000

12,000

NATIONAL SCHOOL PUBLIC RELATIONS ASSOCIATION—Arlington, Virginia
To provide community educators, through workshops, counseling and 20,000 40,000
printed materials, with a more systematic approach to marketing their
programs to the public

NEK YORK CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION—Brooklyn, New York
To continue support for the New York City School System as it broadens 185,000
its services and outreach by developing 25 community education centers
throughout the city.

150,000

SAN DIEGO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-San Diego, California
To develop a Center for Parent/'Community Participation in Effective
Schools. The center's work will include research on the impact of such
participation, development of training materials, workshops and creation
of programs integrating community education and parent/community
partnerships.

40,000

39,500

20,000

48,311

20,000

165,000

460.000 200,000

10,000

25,000

40.000

40,000

12,000

40,000

222,500

20.000

40,000

20,000

112,500

20,000

•



Unpaid Grants Unpaid
Grantee/Program Dec. 31, 1984 (Reductions) Payments Dec. 31, 1985

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY-Blacksburg
To help establish a national Cooperative Extension Center for Community 40,000 20,000 A100u
Education at VPI, which has carried on a cooperative extension program
for community education since 1974. Objective: to make all of the
country's 3,500 Cooperative Extension Service offices partners in the
community education movement.

WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY-Detroit, Michigan
For a pilot project to develop computer-conferencing capabilities in com- 25,152 25,152
munity education agencies and centers,

WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY-Kalamazoo
To establish and maintain a communication network of men and women 19,960 19,960
who were trained in community education through fellowships and
internships provided at colleges and universities under Foundation grants.

WISCONSIN POSITIVE YOUTH DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVES, INC.-Madison
To develop a nationwide linkage between inter-generational programs 20,000 40.000 40,000 20,000
and community education.

YORK UNIVERSITY— Downsview, Ontario
Third-year support For a community education center which will dis- 10,000 10,000
seminate information and provide technical assistance and leadership
training in community education throughout the province of Ontario.
Canada.

TOTALS: Openness $ 1,081,805 $ 3,008,232 S 3,116,726 S 973,31]

ALLOCATION, USE AND DELIVERY OF RESOURCES

nonprofit sectors and nave encouraged various private-sector initiatives. 1 nese activities nave increasingly become
funded as part of other areas.

COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS-Washington, D.C.
To support the Center for the Coordination of Educational Assessment S 25,000 S 25,000
and Evaluation, which will assist, direct and provide impetus for the
council, the U.S. Department of Education and the states in reporting on
educational progress in the United States.

FLINT PUBLIC TRUST-FIint, Michigan
To help build a United Way Endowment Fund, a newly established des- $ 50,000 50,000 $ 50,000 50,000
ignated fund within the Flint Public Trust.

MICHIGAN LEAGUE FOR HUMAN SERVICES-Lansing
To join other organizations in maintaining an emergency cash-flow loan 150,000 42,000 63,652 128,348
fund on behalf of Michigan human service agencies whose services are
critical to maintenance of employment, family life and health needs of
Michigan residents. The program also includes joint guarantees by the
funding organizations of bank loans made during a two-year period.

POTOMAC INSTITUTE, INC—Washington, DC.
Additional funds needed to conduct a case-study evaulation of two Mott 5,600 5,600
Foundation grants made to the Council of Educational Facility Planners,
International, for community-planning projects.

RESEARCH CENTER FOR GOVERNMENT FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT, INC,-Washington, D.C.
To support efforts under private sector leadership to assist |-he federal 50,000 50,000
government in modernizing its financial management systems. The
Research Center for Government Financial Management is an arm of the
Private Sector Council and was founded two years ago by some of the
participants in the President's Private Sector Survey on Cost Control.

.



Gran tee / Program
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984
Grants

{Reductions) Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

UNITED WAY OF GENESEE AND LAPEER COUNTIES-Flint, Michigan
To provide a challenge grant of up to $1 million to match funds raised
by the United Way for its $5.1 million capital campaign.

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN-FLINT
To provide relevant socio-economic data on Genesee County to vital
public institutions through a Flint Data Collection Center at the
university.

To support a program designed to match the human and technological
resources of the University of Michigan Flint w i th the needs of the
greater Flint community, especially in the areas of urban growth,
economic development, education and training, and human services.

URBAN INSTITUTE—Washington, D.C.
To provide information on the scope and role of the private, nonprofit
human service delivery system and on the changes underway in that
system as a result of federal budget reductions.

893,021

10,000

50,000

893,021

10.000

50.000

50.000 35.000 85,000

TOTALS: Allocation, Use and Delivery of Resources S 255,600 S 1,155,021 S 264,252 S 1,146,369

PRINCIPLE TOTALS:

Effective Functioning of Community Systems $ 9,331,424 S 20,300,263 $ 22,694,229 S 6,937,458



Principle

Mission

Mission

Leadership as the Mobilizer
We will address ourselves to how leadership functions as the key developer and
activator of ideas affecting both the individual and the community.

We believe leadership springs from the values and needs of people, and
conversely—the essence of leadership is to draw out the aspirations and
potential of the members of the community and to build upon their capabilities
for constructive group action.

Leadership Development
We will investigate and, if appropriate, fund differing approaches to identifying
leadership needs and practices, training for leadership roles and assuring
sustained quality leadership for strengthening the community.

Leadership Practice
We believe that the practice of leadership, which encompasses teaching,
intervening, motivating, managing, experimenting and communicating, is best
expressed in the action thrusts of all other mission statements.

The essence of leadership cuts across all programs of the Mott Foundation.
Over the years, a variety of leadership-related programs have been funded but
gradually moved to other program areas for the sake of efficiency. In 1985,
grant activity in this principle totals Si,000. Since 1976, grant activity totals
$1.5 million.

Grantee/Program
Unpaid Grants

Dec, 31, 1984 (ReduUk.nv
Unpaid

Payments Dec. 31, 1985

LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

INSTITUTE FOR ADVANCED PASTORAL STUDIES—Detroit, Michigan
To continue general support for an ecumenical school that provides con-
tinuing education for clergy and lay leaders.

1,000 $ 1,000

TOTAL: Leadership Development S 1,000 S 1,000



Following is a list of grantmaking areas that are not included in the mission
structure, including certain policies the Foundation funds:

Governance
Activity concentrates on strengthening community foundations as well as other
organizations serving the field of philanthropy. Both are high priority areas for
Foundation funding. 1985 grant activity totals $935,664 and total grant activity

since 1976 is approximately $4 million.

Community Foundations
Foundation-Related Organizations

Program Philosophy Renewal
Funds in this area are used for exploratory activities over and above the

program grants budgeted within missions. 1985 grant activity totals $40,000 and
approximately $368,000 has been spent since 1976.

Employee/Trustee Matching/Initiated Grants
Trustee and employee contributions to charity total $121,258 in 1985 under this
program in which the Foundation matches contributions two-to-one. Individual

trustees may make grants of up to $10,000 under a separate Trustee-Initiated
Grants program.

Unclassified
Approximately $2 million has been spent in this area since 1976 on programs
that contribute generally to our overall philosophy yet may not relate to any

specific principle or mission. 1985 grant activity totals $225,000.

Other
Grant Activity

•



G ran tee / Progra m

GOVERNANCE

Unpaid
Dec. 31, 1984

Grants
(Reductions) Payments

Unpaid
Dec. 31, 1985

COMMUNITY FOUNDATIONS
The Foundation continued three programs to strengthen community foundations and increase their ability to meet
community needs and finance community services. The first, started in 1979. helps fortify a limited number of
struggling community foundations with administrative funds, support for specific projects, and endowment
challenge grants. The second, started in 1983. provides broad technical assistance to smaller, revitalizing or new
community foundations. The third, started in 1984, helps community foundations support low-income
neighborhood organizations.

ALBUQUERQUE COMMUNITY FOUNDATION—Albuquerque, New Mexico
To help the Albuquerque Community Foundation begin building its un- $ 30,000
restricted and administrative endowments through a four-to-one challenge
grant.

ARIZONA COMMUNITY FOUNDATION—Phoenix
To provide partial administrative support for the Arizona Community
Foundation through a dollar-for-dollar match grant.

To encourage community foundations to take a focused approach in
supporting low-income neighborhood groups in their communities
through mini-grants and technical assistance.

ARKANSAS COMMUNITY FOUNDATION, INC.-Little Rock
To provide partial administrative support for the Arkansas Community
Foundation and promote giving within the stale of Arkansas.

14,000 S 15,000

18,000

5.000

COASTAL BEND COMMUNITY FOUNDATION—Corpus Christi, Texas
To build the Coastal Bend Community Foundation's charitable endow- 18,000
ment as well as to provide partial administrative support.

To provide challenge funds for administrative support of the Coastal
Bend Community Foundation.

COMMUNITY FOUNDATION FOR SOUTHEASTERN MICHlGAN-Detroit
To provide unrestricted endowment support for the Community Founda-
tion for Southeastern Michigan.

COMMUNITY FOUNDATION OF NEW JERSEY—Orange
To encourage community foundations to take a focused approach to
strengthening low-income neighborhood groups in their communities.

5,000

(6,930)

25.000

125.000

18,000

30,000

29,000

18,000

5,000 $

11,070

5,000

25,000

125,000

! S 000

COMMUNITY FOUNDATION OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY—San Jose, California
To assist the community foundation in improving its visibility in the 20,965
community through a marketing program.

COUNCIL ON FOUNDATIONS, INC.—Washington, D.C.
To enable the Council on Foundations to deliver a variety of technical- 113,662 124,800 113,662
assistance services to new, smaller or revitalizing community foundations.

DAYTON FOUNDATION—Dayton, Ohio
For minigrants to low-income neighborhood groups, to be disbursed by 29,000 29.000
the Dayton Foundation, as part of a pilot project to encourage
community foundations to take a focused approach to strengthening
neighborhood-based organizations.

DULUTH-SUPERIOR AREA COMMUNITY FOUNDATlON-Duluth, Minnesota
To provide partial administrative support for the Duluth-Superior Area 20,000
Community Foundation.

FLINT PUBLIC TRUST-FIint, Michigan
to provide partial administrative support for the Flint Public Trust. 50,000

1b challenge the Flint Public Trust to raise additional endowment contri- 10,000 10,000
butions for the Ryder Fund, established in support of youth programs in
the community.

20.965

124,800

20 000

50.000

-



Grantee / Program
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1984
Grants

(Reductions) Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

,V (W

29,000

FOUNDATION FOR THE CAROLINAS—Charlotte, North Carolina
To encourage community Foundations to take a focused approach in sup- 39,800
porting low-income neighborhood groups in their communities through
mini-grants and technical assistance.

GREATER KANSAS CITY COMMUNITY FOUNDATION-Kansas City, Missouri
For minigrants to low-income neighborhood groups, to be distributed by 29,000
the Greater Kansas City Community Foundation, as part of a three-year
pilot project to encourage community foundations to take a focused
approach to strengthening neighborhood-based organizations.

GREATER SANTA CRUZ COUNTY COMMUNITY FOUNDATION—Aptos, California
To provide partial administrative support for the Greater Santa Cruz
County Community Foundation.

GREATER TACOMA COMMUNITY FOUNDATION, INC.-Tacoma, Washington
To provide partial administrative support for the Greater Tacoma Com-
munity Foundation.

(0,000 15.000

GREATER WORCESTER COMMUNITY FOUNDATION, INC.—Worcester, Massachusetts
To encourage community foundations to take a focused approach to 18,000
strengthening low-income neighborhood groups in their communities
through minigrants and technical assistance.

NORTH DAKOTA COMMUNITY FOUNDATION—Bismarck
To continue partial administrative support for the North Dakota Com- 15,000 10,000
munity Foundation.

OREGON COMMUNITY FOUNDATION—Portland
For minigrants, to be disbursed to low-income neighborhood groups by 39,800
the Oregon Community Foundation, as parl of a pilot project to
encourage Community foundations to take a focused approach to
strengthening neighborhood-based organizations.

PALM BEACH COUNTY COMMUNITY FOUNDATION—West Palm Beach, Florida
An administrative challenge grant calling for a dollar-for-dollar match 15,000
from funds raised locally.

RAINBOW RESEARCH, INC.—Minneapolis, Minnesota
To evaluate the Mott Foundation's Neighborhoods Small Grants Program,
which encourages community foundations to take a Focused approach to
strengthening low-income neighborhood groups in their communities.

25.000

SACRAMENTO REGIONAL FOUNDATION-Sacramento, California
To provide administrative support for the Sacramento Regional Founda- 30.000
dation through a challenge grant.

SAN DIEGO COMMUNITY FOUNDATION—San Diego, California
For minigrants, to be disbursed by the San Diego Community Foundation
to low-income neighborhood organizations in the San Diego area, as part
of a pilot project to encourage community foundations to take a focused
approach to strengthening neighborhood-based organizations.

TRIDENT COMMUNITY FOUNDATION—Charleston, South Carolina
Support for a marketing program promoting public awareness of the 15.000
Trident Community Foundation and funds to increase its endowment
through a challenge program, which will provide Si of Mott money (up
to $15,000) for every $5 of local support.

TUCSON COMMUNITY FOUNDATION, INC.—Tucson, Arizona
To continue partial general support for the Tucson Community
Foundation.

53,800

15.000

29,000

(1,5701

10.000

30,000

18,000

15.000

39.800

25,000

15,000

10,000

!.. 000

30,000

2$ ' 'On

15.000

35,800

15,000

13,430

[AflDO

TOTALS: Community Foundations £ 305,662 S 741,665 5 560,762 S 486,565
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Grantee/Program
Unpaid Grants

Dec. 31. 1984 (Reductions) Payments
Unpaid

Dec. 31, 1985

FOUNDATION-RELATED ORGANIZATIONS
A private grantmaking institution, the Foundation believes in the importance and still largely untapped potential
of private philanthropy to complement government and far-profit organizations in meeting human needs. Thus,
grants are made to national and state organizations to help maximize the effectiveness of other grantmakers and
to strengthen the well-being of the entire nonprofit sector.

18.000

2,500

2,000

72,000

35,500

30,000

COUNCIL OF MICHIGAN FOUNDATIONS-Grand Haven
To continue general support for the council, a statewide membership $ 18,000 $
organization offering a range of services and programs to enhance
philanthropy in Michigan-

COUNCIL ON FOUNDATIONS, INC.-Washington, D.C.
To encourage and facilitate communication among grantmakers with a 2,500
common interest in pre-collegiate education and to provide information
to this group about private and public sector activities in pre-collegiate
education.

To provide partial support for a study of the issues surrounding indirect $ 2,000
costs and the impact of related current foundation (unding practices.

Continuing partial support for the council, a national membership or- 72,000
ganization of independent, community and company foundations, that
provides services to improve grant-making operations in principle and in
practice.

Partial support for research on the fiscal policies, practices and perfor- 35,500
mance of foundations.

FOUNDATION CENTER—New York, New York
To continue general support of the center's program to gather, analyze 30,000
and distribute information on the foundation field. The center maintains
four offices and four libraries in the United States and cooperating
library collections in the 50 states, Canada, Mexico, Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands.

INDEPENDENT SECTOR-Wash ing ton, D.C.
Continued general support of an organization working to preserve and 6,000
enhance the national tradition of giving, volunteering and not-for-profit
initiative.

To provide partial support for studies and papers on the implications of 10.000
implications of the various tax reform proposals on private philanthropy
and voluntary initiative.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR CHARITABLE STATISTICS-Washington, D.C.
To provide partial general support for the National Center for Charitable 10,000
Statistics, which collects, classifies and disseminates accurate data on the
scope, functions and financial condition of the entire not-for-profit
sector.

NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR RESPONSIVE PHILANTHROPY—Washington, D.C.
To provide general support for the work of the NCRP in promoting the 20,000 20,000
interests and perspectives of the poor, minority and newer, non-
traditional groups within the Held o( philanthropy', and to encourage
equity, accessibility and accountability among philanthropic institutions.

6.000

10.000

10,000

TOTALS: Foundation-Related Organizations $ 12,000 S 194,000 S 206,000

TOTALS: Governance S 317,662 $ 935,665 S 766,762 S 486,565

I



Grantee/Program

PROGRAM PHILOSOPHY RENEWAL

Unpaid
Dec. 31, 1985

FOOD FOR THE HUNGRY, INC-Scottsdale, Arizona
JO CQfltinWl IWal Support of a program to provide relief and self-help

j-Jwmf wtiafiff for refugees and other hungry people in troubled
areas ot the world.

To help in purchase of vehicles to distribute food and other supplies
to two rural regions. Gonder and Bale, in famine-stricken Ethiopia.

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

10,000 10,000

TOTALS: Program Philosophy Renewal S 30,000 S 40,000 S 40,000 S 30,000

EMPLOYEE/TRUSTEE MATCHING/INITIATED GRANTS

The Molt Foundation matches its trustees' and employees' contributions
to charity on a two-to-one basis. Figure includes Trustee-Initiated Grants.

$ 239,258 S 239,258

TOTALS: Employee/Trustee Matching/Initiated Grants $ 239,258 $ 239,258

UNCLASSIFIED

FLINT BOARD OF EDUCATION-FIint, Michigan
Support ror the General Services-Administration Department of the Flint
Department of the Flint school system, which oversees the financial
administration of all Mott Foundation grants to the board.

MICHIGAN COLLEGES FOUNDATION. INC.—Detroit
To support an administrative endowment for the Michigan Colleges
Foundation, Inc. which will defray the operating costs of the
organization and ensure that the major part of future contributions goes
directly to the 16 member colleges. The challenge grant was offered on a
one-to-one matching basis.

230,000 $ 200,000 5 230,000 S 200,000

25,000 25.000 25,000 25.000

TOTALS: Unclassified S 255,000 S 225,000 S 255,000 S 225,000

TOTALS: ALL GRANTS 5 11,492,495 S 26,020,651' S 27,859,395* S 9,653,751

'Amounts include a 52,250,000 Program Related Investment,
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Profile of the
Mott Foundation's

Grantmaking
Activities

Grant
Activity

lOOa ornilifd)

Program,
Capital Development

and
Endowment Grants

IfflTO omitted)

Percentage
of Dollars Trustee

Action
Presidential'

Authority
Presidential'

Special
Authority

100% 100%

Dollars $15,623 5,985

Grants 140 6

1,409 2,927 10,695 17,109 27,727 26,021

106 160 132 157 378 323

'Note: Presidential authority is limited to gratrts ol 525 000 or less and are made toiSlmut prior Board
approval Special authority reflects trustee approval for the president to grant funds authorized
either specifically or in concept by the Board

Percentage
of Dollars

Dollars $21,625 15,303

Grants 368 299

5,881 9,168 221 1,550 27,72726,021

8 17 378 323

'..



Percentage
of Dollars

Dollars 511,658 13,798

Grants 80

2,432 1,370 13,480 10,474

57 31 34 263 228

Percentage
of Dollars International I Employee

Matching
Grants

100% lOlMi

Dollars $

Grants

133 140

4 4

24 239

N/A N/A

27,727 26,021

378 323

Geographic
Distribution
of Funds
(000 omitted:

,'-;



Ten-Year
Statistical

Profile

Assets -
Market Value

(millivns)

Total Income -
Actual Dollars

WltlllOIISl

1985-76
Selected

Financial
Information

(000 vniltlfJl

1985

Total Assets -
Markel Value S6M.866

Total Assets -
1976 Dollars 353.975

Total Assets - Cost 458,103

Total Income* 36,907

Total Income* -
1976 Dollar 19,649

Foundation Fund 650,624

1984

$572,342

316,219

444,331

41,650

23,012

557. SIS

1983

5555,393

318.962

434,661

31,028

17,819

541,994

1982

5471,299

280,94]

374.151

31.448

18,746

455,176

1981

$386,204

239,138

363,185

28,053

17,370

374,757

1980

S428,261

288.862

362.88]

27,868

18,797

416,255

1979

$407.184

308,727

357.741

30,030

22,769

392,056

1978

5396,427

340,531

361,673

31.205

26,805

382,379

1977

$419,694

393,085

362.731

32,181

30,141

410,589

1976

$462,495

462,495

355,017

30,464

30,464

446.470

'Note: Effective 1980, refunds are included in income. Prior to 1980, grants are shown net of refunds. 1984 and
1985 include $6.7 million and $.5 million respectively received as payment of a repayable grant.

••'



To the Board of Trustees of
Charles Stewart Mott Foundation:

We have examined the balance sheet of Charles Stewart Mott Foundation as
at December 31, 1985 and 1984, and the related statements of income,
expenditures and changes in fund balance and changes in cash for the years then
ended. Our examinations were made in accordance with generally accepted
auditing standards and, accordingly, included such tests of the accounting
records and such other auditing procedures as we considered necessary in the
circumstances.

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly the
financial position of Charles Stewart Mott Foundation at December 31, 1985
and 1984, and its income, expenditures and changes in fund balance and
changes in cash for the years then ended, in conformity with generally accepted
accounting principles applied on a consistent basis.

Coopers & Lybrand

Detroit, Michigan
February 20, 1986

Coopers
& Lybrand

Certified Public
Accountants



Balance
Sheet

December 31. 1985 and 1984

Assets

Marketable securities, at market value:
Common and preferred stocks
U.S. Government obligations
Short-term corporate notes
Other bonds, not convertible
Other bonds, convertible

Cash

Investment in real estate:
Land
Buildings, improvements and

equipment, net of accumulated
depreciation of $2,413,775 in 1985
and $2,195,940 in 1984

Other assets

Liabilities and Foundation Fund

Accounts payable and other liabilities
Excise tax
Grants payable

FOUNDATION FUND

1985 1984

$ 496,433,357 $ 417,683,783
117,389,095 106,715,198
24,097,009 24,729,352
11,482,815 8,500,755

1,077,500
649,402,276 558,706,588

459,886 232,680

122,852 122,852

1,382,721 1,389,787

13,498,204 11,889,776
S 664,865,939 $ 572,341,683

$ 467,911 $ 965,722
4.120,000 2,365,000
9,653,751 11,492,495

14,241,662 14,823,217

650,624,277 557,518,466
$ 664,865,939 S 572,341,683

:;•

The accompanying notes are an integral part of the financial statements.



Income:
Dividends
Interest
Other income (loss) net

Less:
Investment expenses
Provision for excise tax

Net investment income

Grants and expenses:
Grants

Less:
Refunds on unexpended grants
Payment on repayable grant

Administrative expenses
Direct expenses for charities

Excess of income over grants
and expenses

Realized gain on sale or grant of assets,
net of excise taxes of $167,000 in 1985
and $63,000 in 1984

Change in market value of securities,
net of change in deferred excise taxes of
£1,681,000 in 1985 and $363,000 in 1984

Foundation Fund:
Beginning of year
End of year

1985

$ 20,998,120
15,189,912

(176,907)
36,011,125

442,192
758,882

1,201,074
34,810,051

26,020,651

396,333
500,000

25,124,318

2,870,756
624,373

28,619,447

6,190,604

8,193,309

78,721,898

557.518,466
S 650,624,277

1984

19,105,785
15,498,521

(223,892)
34,380,414

406,573
603,282

1,009,855
33,370,559

28,417,900

569,196
6.700,000

21,148,704

3,046,866
570,762

24,766,332

8,604,227

3,093,195

3,827,100

541,993,944
$ 557,518,466

The accompanying notes are an integral part of the financial statements.

Statement
of Income,
Expenditures and
Changes in
Fund Balance
for the years ended
December 31. 1985 and 1984
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Statement
of Changes

in Cash
for the vears ended

December 31. 1985 and 1984

Sources of cash:
Excess of income over grants and expenses
Depreciation expense
Proceeds from sales or redemptions

of investments;
Common and preferred stocks
U.S. Government obligations
Short-term corporate notes
Other bonds, not convertible
Other bonds, convertible
Short-term U.S. Treasury bills
Commercial paper

Contributed value of donated property
Increase in grants payable
Increase in excise taxes, currently payable
Other

Uses of cash:
Purchases of investments:

Common and preferred stocks
U.S. Government obligations
Short-term corporate notes
Other bonds, not convertible
Purchases of investments, real estate

Book value of donated property
Increase in other assets
Decrease in grants payable
Decrease in excise taxes, currently payable
Other

Increase (decrease) in cash
Cash, beginning of year
Cash, end of year

1985

6,190,604
221,264

22,920,602
11,815,464
58,009,269

1,017.001

74,000

100,248,204

1984

8,604,227
209,146

15,189,892
11,489,009
64,316,045

628,530

33,420,908
2,980,417

593,776
1,904,288

857,957
140,194,195

27,028,125
9,900,577

57,376,926
1,389,187

210,769

1,608.428
1,838,744

668,242
100,020,998

227,206
232,680

$ 459,886 $ 232,680

37,696,930
16,384,776
83,685,646

214,524
595,945

2,605,146

871,000

142,053,967
(1,859,772)
2,092,452

The accompanying notes are an integral part of the financial statements.
-.:.



A. Accounting Policies:
The following is a summary of significant accounting policies followed in the

preparation of these financial statements.
Method of Accounting

The financial statements have been prepared on the accrual basis of
accounting which includes recognition of dividends, interest, investment real
estate income, and expenses as earned or incurred. Grants are recognized in
the year authorized by the Foundation Trustees.
Marketable Securities

Marketable securities are stated at market value based on December 31
published quotations. Gains and losses from sales of securities are deter-
mined on an average cost basis.
Investment Real Estate

Investment real estate and additions thereto are stated at cost or market
value at date of receipt. Depreciation of these properties is determined on a
straight-line basis over the estimated useful lives of the assets. Furniture and
fixture costs are expensed as incurred.
Other Assets

Other assets are stated at cost or market value at date of receipt.
Investments in partnerships are recorded at cost, adjusted for the
Foundation's proportionate share of undistributed earnings or losses.
Pension Costs

The Foundation maintains a pension plan covering substantially all of its
employees. Pension expense includes amortization of prior service costs
over a period of 40 years. The Foundation's policy is to fund pension costs
accrued.

B. Marketable Securities:
Marketable securities held at December 31, 1985 and 1984, were as follows;

1985 1984

Common and preferred stocks
U.S. Government obligations
Short-term corporate notes
Other bonds, not convertible
Other bonds, convertible

C. Pension Plan:
Pension expense was $153,700 for 1985 and $161,575 for 1984. A comparison

of accumulated plan benefits and plan net assets as of the most recent benefit
information dates are presented below:

July 1,
1985 1984

Actuarial present value of accumulated plan benefits $ 780,770 $ 918,837

Net assets available for benefits $1,718,899 $ 1,405.471

The actuarial present value of accumulated plan benefits decreased in 1985,
primarily as a result of an increase in the assumed rate of return to 8 percent in
1985 compared with 6 percent in 1984.

D. Excise Tax:
The liability for excise tax is composed of the following:

1985 1984
$ 922,000 $ 848,000

Market
Value

$496,433
117,389
24,097
11,483
-0-

$ 649,402

Cost
in tin

$303,348
106,261

24,097
11,098
-0-

$444,804

Market
Value

iusands

$417,684
106,715

24,729
8,501
1,078

$558,707

Cost

$291,001
108,055

24,729
9,709
1,017

$434,511

Notes to
Financial
Statements

Currently payable
Deferred 3,198,000 1,517,000

$4,120,000 $2,365,000

The deferred excise tax represents the tax on unrealized marketable security
gains.
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E. Grants:
Pursuant to distribution regulations of the Internal Revenue Code for private

foundations, the Foundation is not required to make any qualifying grant
distributions during 1986.

F. Commitments;
At December 31, 1985, the Foundation was guarantor of $10,050,000 of City

of Flint Downtown Development Authority limited revenue bonds. Marketable
securities with market values aggregating approximately $13,000,000 have been
pledged as collateral in connection with this commitment.

Also at December 31, 1985, the Foundation was guarantor of the Historic
Flint AutoWorld Foundation loan in the amount of $6,600,000 with an interest
rate at December 31, 1985 of 9.03% and a maturity date of June 21, 1986.

Administration,
Investment

and
Direct Charitable

Expenses

Administration
Total

Salaries
Other personnel costs
Operations
Professional fees
Travel and

business expense
Printing and publishing
Annual report

S 1,515,406
366,652
344,932
302,223

207,715
47,878
85,950

Investment
Office

270,772
53,076
67,899
37,285

13,160

Direct
Charitable

136,409
50,242
8,538

403,370

25,814

$ 2,870,756 $ 442,192 $ 624,373
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Common and
Preferred Stocks:

ACCO World Corporation
Advanced Micro Devices, Inc.
Albertson's, Inc.
Aluminum Company of America
American Telephone & Telegraph Co.
Ameritech Corporation
AMOCO Corporation
AMP, Inc.
Anthem Electronics, Inc
Atlantic Richfield Company
Augat, Inc
Automatic Data Processing, Inc.
Avantek, Inc
Bell Atlantic Corporation
BellSouth Corporation
Briggs & Stratton Corporation
Burlington Northern, Inc.
Caterpillar Tractor Company
Chevron Corporation
Colt Industries, Inc
Combustion Engineering, Inc.
Computendsion Corporation
Cooper Industries, Inc.
Crystal Brands, Inc
Cyprus Minerals, Inc
Dart & Kraft, Inc
Data General Corporation
Deere & Company
Digital Equipment Corporation
Dover Corporation
Dow Chemical Company
E. I. Dupont de Nemours, Inc
Eastman Kodak Company
Edison Brothers Stores, Inc
Emerson Electric Company
Energen Corporation (2)
Exxon Corporation
Federated Department Stores, Inc.
First of America Bank Corporation
First of America Bank Corp., Preferred
First Bank System
First Security Corporation
Fort Howard Paper Company
FPL Group, Inc
Gainer Corporation (2)
General Electric Company
General Mills Company
General Motors Corporation
General Motors Corp.—Class E
General Motors Corp.—Class H
Georgia-Pacific Corporation
W. W. Grainger Company
Halliburton Company
Hartmarx Corporation
Henredon Furniture
Hercules, Inc
Hewlett Packard Company
Houston Industries
Hughes Tool Company

No. of
Shares

30,000
25,000
60,000
30,000
437,642.045
53,047.464
165,000
120,000
10,000
50,000
25,000
20,000
40,000
38,037
125,474.188
10,000
50,000
100,000
60,000
25,000
15,000
30,000
80,000
7,000
16,500
191,000
15,000
130,000
70,000
50,000
150,000
70,000
105,000
25,000
85,000
100,000
160,000
45,000
84,083
357,558
41,237
15,000
40,000
85,812
28,000
260,000
35,000

,250,000
60,600
62,500
150,000
100,000
80,000
70,000
45,000
50,000
200,000
53,300
35,000

Book
Amount

$ 554,400
717,625

1,515,175
871,332

7,146,706
3,266,773
2,671,514
2,494,844
138,200

1,476,795
935,025
552,475
850,750

2,218,927
3,257,267
260,101

1,598,206
5,121,480
2,086,450
1,031,975
361,500

1,229,725
3,070,126

63,073
52,697

2,793,123
634,337

3,855,718
7,032,614
1,610,912
3,535,432
2,851.763
4,643,465
544,836

4,479,464
435,680

2,013,789
1,893,219
847,840

10,633,775
1,017,001
382,051

1,016,925
1,201,995
245,000

6,614,024
863,736

64,364,887
1,066,331
2,263,731
4,016,948
2,128,093
2,632,916
1,624,090
1,388,502
1,812,613
6,377,263
803,007
836,039

Market
Value

$ 787,500
725,000

1,950,000
1,155,000
10,941,051
5,649,555
10,209,375
4,320,000
158,750

3,187,500
650,000

1,180,000
765,000

4,050,940
6,148,235
302,500

3,412,500
4,200,000
2,287,500
1,559,375
463,125
378,750

3,360,000
159,250
274,313

8,308,500
680,625

3,737,500
9,275,000
2,018,750
6,150,000
4,751,250
5,315,625
865,625

6,906,250
1,550,000
8,820,000
2,998,125
3,615,569
10,980,606
1,721,645
330,000

1,960,000
2,424,189
2,282,000
18,915,000
2,139,375
87,968,750
2,477,025
2,390,625
3,975,000
3,837,500
2,200,000
2,765,000
1,496,250
1,968,750
7,350,000
1,492,400
463,750

Itemized
Statement of
Marketable
Securities
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No. of Book Market
Shares Amount Value

Intel Corporation 45,000 $ 1,439,625 $ 1,316,250
International Business Machines Corp. 220,000 12,660,937 34,210,000
Johnson Controls, Inc 25,000 652,262 1,225,000
Kenner Parker Toys, Inc. 10,500 83,460 165,375
Kerr McGee Corporation 40,000 920,852 1,360,000
K-Mart Corporation 100,000 3,235,188 3,537,500
Kroger Company 75,000 2,776,363 3,590,625
Lawson Products, Inc. 40,000 900,000 1,190,000
R. H. Macy & Company 50,000 2,348,818 3,112,500
Marsh & McLennan Company 20,000 681,760 1,630,000
Masco Corporation 70,000 1,116,599 2,817,500
Masco Industries 10,500 65,625 225,750
Mclntyre Mines, Limited 24,600 687,560 704,175
Melville Corporation 90,000 2,600,197 4,545,000
Minnesota Mining & Manufacturing Co. 100,000 5,783,185 8,975,000
Monsanto Company 90,000 2,588,570 4,297,500
J. P. Morgan & Company 40,000 1,059,900 2,565,000
NBD Bancorp 150,000 1,844,080 6,000,000
Network Systems Corporation 20,000 430,469 405,000
Nordstrom, Inc 25,000 772,813 1,193,750
Norfolk Southern Corporation 50,000 2,930,562 4,062,500
Northrop Corporation 25,000 527,267 1,103,125
Nucor Corporation 41,600 1,550,306 2,241,200
NYNEX Corporation 42,047.056 2,391,546 4,110,100
Overnite Transportation Company 20,000 393,938 820,000
Pacific Telesis Group 42,057.690 2,168,730 3,559,132
Payless Cashways, Inc. 70,000 1,387,500 1,102,500
PepsiCo, Inc 60,000 2,400,920 4,365,000
Pioneer Hi-Bred International 85,000 1,890,128 3,230,000
PNC Financial Corporation 60,000 576,042 2,100,000
Premier Industrial Corporation 90,000 1,919,877 2,610,000
Procter & Gamble Company 60,000 2,634,095 4,185,000
Raytheon Company 85,000 3,768,190 4,558,125
Reynolds & Reynolds Company 35,000 803,440 2,003,750
Roadway Services, Inc 40,000 1,142,500 1,390,000
Royal Dutch Petroleum Company 100,000 5,307,062 6,300,000
Sanders Associates, Inc 50,000 1,768,778 1,718,750
Schlumberger, Limited 73,484 3,212,485 2,682,166
Sonat, Inc. 35,000 1,205,644 1,190,000
Southern California Edison Co. 192,052.733 2,552,652 5,113,404
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Co. 63,000 902,561 2,772,000
Southwest Airlines Company 65,000 1,492,032 1,746,875
Southwestern Bell Corporation 50,450 2,721,237 4,313,475
Stop & Shop Companies, Inc 25,000 989,600 981,250
Sundstrand Corporation 15,000 688,800 817,500
Super Valu Stores 80,000 1,025,844 1,790,000
Tandy Corporation 85,000 3,185,295 3,463,750
Texas Utilities Company 129,112.754 2,768,962 3,857,244
Toys R Us 30,000 717,217 1,053,750
Union Pacific Corporation 45,000 2,119,875 2,424,375
U. S. Bancorp 46,750 819,231 1,420,031
U. S. Sugar Corporation (2) 453,642 1,541,077 19,951,175
U S. West, Inc 61,143 3,275.,352 5,441,727
Valley National Corporation 57,000 1,356,375 3,933,000
Wendy's International, Inc. 40,000 372,890 670,000
Weyerhaeuser Company 200,000 2,821,582 6,150,000
Whirlpool Corporation 15,000 662,862 740,625
Worthington Industries, Inc. 45,000 703,125 990,000

Total Common and Preferred Stocks $303,348,102 $496,433,357
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U.S. Government
Obligations:

Principal
Amount

Book
Amount

Market
Value

United States
12.
I 1.
1 1 .
1 ! .
12.
15.
M.
LI,
10.
10.
12.
14.
13.
12.
14.
11.
13.
10.
11.
11.

625%,
875%,
375%,
125%,
625%,
375%,
50%,
875%,
50%,
75%,
375%,
50%,
75%,
25%,
25%,
75%,
75%,
875%,
75%,
25%,

due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due

United States
7.25%,
6.75%,
7.875%,
11.
14.
11.

75%,
25%,
625%,

10.75%,
12.0%,
12.75%,
14.0%,

due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due
due

Treasury Notes
05/31/86
06/30/86
08/15/86
09/30/87
11/15/87
10/15/88
07/15/89
10/15/89
04/15/90
07/15/90
04/15/91
05/15/91
07/15/91
10/15/91
11/15/91
04/15/92
05/15/92 (3)
02/15/93
11/15/93
05/15/95

Treasury Bonds
08/15/92
02/15/93
02/15/93
02/15/01
02/15/02 (4)
11/15/02
02/15/03
05/15/05
11/15/10
11/15/11

$ 3
2

,000,000
,000,000

2,000,000
2
3
6
3
3
1
2
3
2
2
4
1
2

10
2
1
4

$ 2
2
1
3
5
4
3
3
4
3

,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,940,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000

,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000,000
,000.000

$ 3,
1,

Oil,
995,

2,015,
1,
3,
o,
2,
2,
1,
1,
3,
2,
2.
4,
1,
2,

10,
1,
1,
3,

S 1,
1,

2,
6,
4,
2.
2.

4,
3,

989,
112,

719
330
625
375
500

418,438
988,
989,
907,
923,
148,
240,
121,
135,
184,

250
855
500
750
125
000
875
557
375

925,535
264,
913,
024,
987,

360,
683,
675,
981,
285,
167,

270
750
687
610

000
750
000
250
000
460

724,375
987,
391,
840,

432
250
000

S 3,
2,
2,
2,
3,
7,
3,
3,
2.
2,
3,
2,
2,
4.
1,

3,
12,

2,
1,
4,

$ 1i,
1,

060,
071,
044,
099,
232,
036,
531,
317,
131,
155,
445,
480,
419,
602,
239,
333,
284,
201,
151,
528,

868,
795,
956,

3,539,
6,
4,

935,
681,

3r312,
3,
5,
4,

665,
110,
168,

938
875
375
375
500
875
562
812
250
000
312
625
375
500
688
225
375
250
875
750

750
000
875
062
938
250
188
625
000
125

Government National Mortgage
7.25%, due 03/15/05
8.00%, due 04/15/05
7.25%, due 06/15/05
8.00%, due 10/15/05
8.25%, due 03/15/06
8.25%, due 04/15/06
8.25%, due 04/15/06
7.50%, due 05/15/06
8.25%, due 05/15/06
7.50%, due 06/15/06
8.25%, due 01/15/07
7.50%, due 04/15/07
8.00%, due 07/15/07
8.00%, due 07/15/07
8.00%, due 07/15/07
8.00%, due 07/15/07
8.00%, due 01/15/08

Total U.S. Government
Obligations

Association
S 402,966

220,001
511,702
217,698

1,219,759
536,006
405,881
487,439
499,205
562,399
849,535

1,406,772
707,658
599,357
857,577

1,476,896
3,324,536

S 351,588
219,451
446,460
217,121

1,200,700
527,634
399,539
472,816
491,405
545,527
858,031

1,342,148
705,890
597,909
855,434

1,473,204
3,162,467

S 356,625
200,476
452,856
198,377

1,123,703
493,796
369,859
436,867
459,893
504,050
782,635

1,260,819
644,854
546,164
781,467

1,345,821
3,029,483

$104,225.387 $106,260,967 $117,389,095
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Short-Term Principal
Corporate Notes; Amount

Fort Washington Money Market Fund

Other Bonds—Not Convertible:

Book
Amount

Market
Value

American Telephone &
Telegraph Company, 4,375%,
due 10/01/1996

American Telephone £
Telegraph Company, 5.5%,
due 01/01/1997

Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe
{Equipment Trust), 11.75%,
due 11/01/1988

Bell Telephone Company of
Pennsylvania, 6,75%,
due 05/01/2008

Chesapeake & Potomac
Telephone Company of
Maryland, 5.875%,
due 06/01/2004

First of America Bank
Corporation, 9.50%,
due 07/01/1995

Indiana Bell Telephone
Company, 4.75%,
due 10/01/2005

Mountain States Telephone &
Telegraph Company, 4.50%,
due 06/01/2002

New England Telephone &
Telegraph, 4.5%,
due 07/01/2002

Northern States Power
Company of Minnesota
(First Mortgage), 4.375%,
due 06/01/1992

Northwestern Bell Telephone
Company Debentures,
4.875%, due 06/01/1998

Southern Bell Telephone
Company, 4.75%,
due 09/01/2000
Total Other Bonds—

Not Convertible

$ 3,000,000

1,500,000

1,355,000

1,000,000

1,000,000

2,703,138

1,000,000

1,000,000

1,500,000

1,000,000

200,000

1,000,000

$24,097,009 $24,097,009

S 1,836,480 $ 2,016,150

1,052,386 1,095,645

1,389,187 1,463,400

773,780

698,970

587,830

577,460

764,805

634,760

128,000

604,501

718,200

664,850

2,049,763 1,967,344

570,870

579,680

868,290

780,020

133,336

625,030

$16,258,138 $11,097,922 $11,482,815

Notes:
(1) The large blocks of certain stocks owned, if offered for sale, would probably

depress the quoted market amounts.
(2) The indicated stocks represent an investment of 2 percent or more of the

outstanding common snares of the corporation: Energen Corporation
—2.40 percent, Gainer Corporation—4.71 percent, and U.S. Sugar
Corporation—18.29 percent.

(3} $5,000,000 of the principal amount is pledged as collateral at December 31,
1985. See Note F to the financial statements.

(4) Pledged as collateral at December 31, 1985. See Note F to the financial
statements.
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How to
Apply for

a Grant

Information The Mott Foundation primarily is interested in making grants for
We Need demonstration, action-oriented programs. We are particularly interested in

innovative approaches to solving community problems—approaches that, if
proven successful, can be disseminated to or applied in other communities.
Wherever possible, grants calling for seed money, as opposed to general support,
are preferred.

Outside the City of Flint, we do not, as a general rule, support capital
development, endowment, or pure research projects. However, these types of
grants may be considered when they are necessary to carry out or advance other
Foundation program objectives. The Foundation does not make grants or loans
directly to individuals.

The Foundation does not have grant application forms. Grant proposals can
be handled in one of two ways. The prospective grantee may either submit a
brief letter outlining the details of the project being considered, or may send a
full proposal. The following basic information is needed:

• A description of the project and what will be accomplished.

• An explanation of why the project is needed.

• A description of the population to be served.

• A line-item budget, including fiscal year,

• Information about the organization seeking the funds, including its tax
exempt status and its accomplishments to date.

• Starting and ending dates, plans for post-grant funding and project
evaluation.

Proposals should be clearly marked GRANT PROPOSAL and addressed
as follows;

Office of Proposal Entry
The Mott Foundation
1200 Mott Foundation Building
Flint, Michigan 48502-1851

Because our Board meets quarterly, proposals may be submitted at any time
during the year. Grant proposals should not be given directly to trustees. Due to
the large number of requests we receive, visits, unless by invitation, are
discouraged as is direct contact with individual trustees. Requests for meetings
with Foundation officials will be initiated only by the Foundation,
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It generally takes about three months for the Foundation to process a request
for funding. An incoming proposal is assessed by a program officer to determine
whether it falls within the general interests of the Foundation and its current
funding priorities. A recommendation is made to either proceed with further
investigation or to deny the request.

That recommendation is reviewed by the Proposal Review Committee,
comprised of the Foundation's senior management personnel. If the committee
believes the proposal deserves further investigation, it is returned to the program
officer who is responsible for investigating the proposal and making a
recommendation to fund, or not to fund. Often this investigation includes
lengthy conversations with the applicant and, frequently, a site visit.

Once the program officer's recommendation is completed, the proposal is
returned to the review committee, which determines if it will be funded under
special presidential authority or Board action.

About
Our Process

-'•



Publications
and

Materials
Available

Mott Foundation

The Charles Stewart Mott Foundation 1985 Annual Report.

Facts on Grants 1985. A companion piece to the Annual Report containing
summaries of each of the 323 grants made in that year.

Mott Exchange. A newsletter of the Mott Foundation focusing on
specific program areas as well as general interest items.

In Memoriam. A booklet about the life of Charles Stewart Mott.

Other Materials

1986 Guide to Community Education Resources. A directory of centers for
community education development and other community education resources.
The centers assist in starting or improving community education programs.
Many publications and other resources are available from the organizations
listed.

Teenage Pregnancy: An Update and Guide to Mott Foundation Resources 1986.
A review of Foundation activities in the area of too-early childbearing,
including statistics on teenage pregnancy and associated problems, examples of
effective intervention strategies, and a listing of resources in the field.

Community Foundations: A reprint of the special section of the 1985 Annual
Report, examining the important role community foundations play nationally
and locally as a catalyst for community improvement.

Neighborhood Organizing: Nurturing Strong, Unified Voices. A reprint of the
40-page special section of the 1984 Annual Report, taking an indepth look at
the Foundation's ongoing program of support for neighborhood organizations
with focus on several program sites,

The Rebuilding of America, A reprint of the 44-page special section of the 1983
Annual Report, focusing on economic development and the Mott Foundation's
role in the rebuilding process over 15 years of grantmaking.

Community Education: Partnerships for Tomorrow. A reprint of the 52-page
special section of the 1982 Annual Report, detailing innovative community
education projects across the country and providing a lengthy overview of
community education, including a history of its development in this country.

The Historically Black Colleges: A New Program of Support. A reprint of the
36-page special section of the 1979 Annual Report, featuring students at four of
the institutions, and describing the history of the black colleges and the
Foundation's program of support to black higher education.

Materials Produced by Grants

Many materials have been produced as a result of Foundation grants. These
are regularly listed in the Reading Up section of the Mott Exchange newsletter.
Publications listed on this page are available from the Foundation's
Communications Department.
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Board of Trustees
C. S. Harding Mott
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Marjorie Powell Allen
Joseph A. Anderson**
Charles B. Cumings
C. S. Harding Mott, II
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'"Elected December, 1955
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Charles B. Cumings
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Program and Grantee Index
A.
Alabama A&M University Foundation 46
Albuquerque Community Foundation 74
Allocation, Use and Delivery of Resources

(Mission Area) 70
American Farmland Trust 64
American Public Welfare Association 58
Annual Message 4
Arizona Community Foundation 74
Arkansas ABLE 56
Arkansas Community Foundation, Inc. 56, 74
Arroyo Vista Family Health Center 55
Arts 45
Association of Independent Living Centers

in New York, Inc. 50
Association of Neighborhood Housing

Developers, Inc 59
Audubon Society of New Hampshire 64

B.
Beecher Community School District 48
Big Brothers of Greater Flint 55
Black Colleges 46
Bowie State College 47
Brandeis University 48
Brown University 64
Burton Neighborhood Housing Services, Inc. 62

C.
California ABLE 56
California Foundation for

Independent Living Centers 50
California Research Center 56
Careers for Later Years 56
CHIP Fund, Inc 64
Center For Community Change 60, 64
Center for Population Options 58
Center for Rural Affairs 64
Center for the Great Lakes 64
Centers for community education:

Alaska Department of Education 67
Appalachian State University 67
Arizona State University 67
Arkansas State Department of Education 67
Ball State University 67
California State Department of Education 67
College of St, Thomas 67
Colorado State University 67
Community College of Rhode Island 67
Eastern Michigan University 67
Eastern Wyoming College 67
Educational Information and

Resource Center 67
Illinois State Board of Education 67
Indiana University of Pennsylvania 67
Iowa Department of Public Instruction 67
Kansas State University 67
Kentucky State Department of Education 67
Maine Department of Educational

and Cultural Services . . .67

Maryland State Department of Education 67
Montana State University 68
New Hampshire School Volunteer Program 68
New Mexico Association

for Community Education Development 68
New York State Department of Education 68
North Dakota State University 68
Ohio Department of Education 68
Oklahoma State University 68
Oregon Department of Education 68
Tennessee State University 68
Texas A&M University 68
University of Alabama in Birmingham 68
University of Connecticut 68
University of Delaware 68
University of Florida 68
University of Georgia 68
University of Hawaii at Manoa 68
University of Missouri-St. Louis 68
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 68
University of New Orleans 68
University of South Carolina 68
University of South Dakota 68
University of Southern Mississippi 68
University of Virginia 68
Utah State Office of Education 68
Washington State University 68
West Virginia Department of Education 68
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction 68
Worcester State College 68

Children's Cultural Foundation, Inc 57
Citizen's Clearinghouse

for Hazardous Wastes, Inc. 64
Citizen Roles and Education .53
Citizenship (Mission Area) 53
Clark College 47
Coastal Bend Community Foundation 74
Community Education Programs 67
Community Foundation

for Southeastern Michigan 74
Community Foundation of New Jersey 74
Community Foundation

of Santa Clara County 74
Community Foundations 74
Community Identity and Stability

(Mission Area) 55
Community Organization 60
Community Renewal (Mission Area) 59
Community Training and Assistance Center 60
Community Well-Being 55
Conservation Foundation 64
Cooperative Assistance Fund 59
Corporation for Enterprise Development 62
Corporation for Public Private Ventures 48, 59
Council of Chief State School Officers 68, 70
Council of Educational Facility Planners,

International 58
Council of Michigan Foundations 76
Council of State Planning Agencies, Inc. 64
Council on Foundations, Inc. 74, 76
Coventry, England, Department of Education 68
Crim Road Race, Inc. . : 45
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D.
Dalhousie University 68
Dayton Foundation 74
Detroit Educational Television Foundation 49
Detroit Executive Service Corps 56
Detroit Symphony Orchestra 45
Duluth-Superior Area Community Foundation 74

E.
East Michigan Environmental Action Council 64
Eastern Michigan University 45
Ecumenical Task Force

of the Niagara Frontier, Inc 64
Edward Waters College 47
El Pajaro Community

Development Corporation 60
Eleanor Roosevelt Institute 49
Employee /Trustee Matching Programs 77
Employment and Training 48
Enterprise Foundation 62
Environment and Conservation 63
Environmental Council on Funding, Inc 65
Environmental Law Institute ,65
Environmental Policy Institute 65
Eskenosen, Inc 61
Executive Service Corps of Chicago 56
Expanding Personal Horizons (Mission Area) 46
Expressing Individuality (Mission Area) 45

F.
Family Relationships 55
FEAT Foundation 45, 65
Federation Employment and

Guidance Service, Inc .57
First United Methodist Church 56
Fisk University 47
Flint Area Conference, Inc 62
Flint Area Health Foundation 55
Flint Board of Education . , . .45, 49, 55, 56, 57, 68, 77
Flint, City of 62
Flint City Department

of Parks and Recreation 45
Flint City Police Department 55
Flint Community Cultural Festivals, Inc 45
Flint Community Development Corporation , . . .45, 62
Flint Downtown Development Authority 62
Flint Institute of Arts 45
Flint Institute of Music 46
Flint Neighborhood Improvement

and Preservation Project, Inc 63
Flint Public Trust 70, 74
Flint Revitalization 62
Florida A&M University Foundation, Inc 47
Floyd J. McCree Theatre and Fine Arts Center 46
Focus: HOPE 49, 59
Food for the Hungry, Inc 77
For A Cleaner Environment, Inc 65
Former Members of Congress, Inc 53
Foundation Board of Trustees 97
Foundation Center 76
Foundation for Extension and Development

of American Professional Theatre. . . .46

Foundation for the Carolinas 75
Foundation Publications 96
Foundation-Related Organizations 76
Friends of the Sloan Museum 46

G,
GMI Engineering & Management Institute 63
Governance 74
Grants Listings 43
Greater Hint Arts Council 46
Greater Kansas City Community Foundation 75
Greater Santa Cruz County

Community Foundation 75
Greater Tacoma Community Foundation 75
Greater Worcester Community

Foundation, Inc 75
Gulf Coast Council of La Raza 58

H.
Handicapped 50
Harvard University 55, 56, 65
Health and Welfare PLANNING Association 68
Historic Flint AutoWorld Foundation 63
Holy Cross Catholic Church 59
How to Apply for a Grant 94
Human Environment Center 49
Huston-Tillotson College 47

I.
ICD International Center for the Disabled 50
Independent Sector 76
Industry Education Council of California 49
INFORM, Inc 65
Institute for Advanced Pastoral Studies 72
Institute for Alternative Agriculture, Inc 65
Institute for Local Self-Reliance, Inc 65
Institute for Responsive Education 68
Institute for the Study

of Family, Work and Community 51
Institution for Rehabilitation and Research 51
Interlochen Center for the Arts 46
International Center for Integrative Studies 49

J.
Jobs for America's Graduates, Inc 49
Jobs for Michigan Graduates, Inc 49
Jobs for Youth-Boston, Inc 49
Johns Hopkins University 58
Johnson C. Smith University 47
Junior League of St. Louis 58

K.
Kentucky State University Foundation 47
Keystone Center 65

L.
Land Institute 65
Leadership (Mission Area) 72
Learning and Skills Center 59
Leicestershire County Council 69
Literacy Volunteers of America, Inc 69
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Los Angeles Council on Careers
for Older Americans . . .57

M.
Manpower Demonstration

Research Corporation 49
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 49
MDC, Inc. 49
Meadowcreek Project, Inc 65
Meharry Medical College 47
Metropolitan Detroit Youth Foundation, Inc. 49
Metropolitan Senior Federation , 57
Michigan Colleges Foundation, Inc 77
Michigan Council

of Independent Living Programs, Inc 51
Michigan Employee Ownership Center, Inc. 59
Michigan League for Human Services 70
Michigan State Department

of Natural Resources .65
Michigan State University 55
Michigan Technology Council 59
Michigan United Conservation Clubs 65
Miles College 47
Mississippi Action for Community Education . . .50, 61
Monroe County Health Department 58
Morehouse College 47
Mott Community College 50, 69
Mott Foundation Missions and Policies:

Allocation, use and delivery of resources 70
Citizenship 53
Community identity and stability 55
Community renewal 59
Exanding personal horizons 46
Expressing individuality 45
Governance 74
Leadership 72
Openness 67
Program philosophy renewal 77
Unclassified 77
Volunteerism 53

N.
National Academy of Sciences 50, 58
National Association for Equal Opportunity

in Higher Education 47
National Association of

Private Industry Councils 50
National Association of

State Boards of Education , 69
National Association of State Departments

of Agriculture Research Foundation 66
National Association of

the Partners of the Americas, Inc. 69
National Center for Charitable Statistics 76
National Center for Community Education 69
National Center for Urban Ethnic Affairs 61
National Child Labor Committee 50
National Commission for

Cooperative Education .50
National Committee for Citizens in Education 69
National Committee for

Responsive Philanthropy 76
National Community Education Association 69

National Congress for
Community Economic Development 60

National Council of
Independent Living Programs 51

National Council of La Raza 61
National Development Council 60
National Public Radio 66
National School Public Relations Association 69
National Training and Information Center 61
National Urban League, Inc 58
National Wildlife Federation 66
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc 66
Nature Conservancy 46, 66
Neighborhood Housing Services

of America, Inc 60
Neighborhood Institute 61
Nelson Neighborhood Improvement

Association, Inc. 61
New Alchemy Institute 66
New York City Board of Education 69
North Dakota Community Foundation 75
Northeast-Midwest Institute 66
Northern Rockies Action Group, Inc 61
Northwest Evergreen

Lahser Community Organizing Project 61
Northwest Regional Foundation 53

O.
Oakland Unified School District 58
Ohio University 56
Openness (Mission Area) 67
Operation ABLE 57
Opportunities Industrialization Center

of Muskegon County, Inc. 50
Oregon Community Foundation 75

P.
Paine College 47
Palm Beach County Community Foundation 75
Pension Rights Center 57
Potomac Institute 70
Program Philosophy Renewal 77

R.
Rainbow Research, Inc. 75
Recreation and Leisure 45
Research Center for

Government Financial Management, Inc 70
Research Foundation of the City

University of New York 66
Robert R. Moton Memorial Institute 47, 48
Rural Coalition 61

S.
70001, LTD 48
Sacramento Regional Foundation 75
St. Augustine's College 48
St. Louis Public Schools 59
St. Paul's College 48
San Diego Community Foundation 75
San Diego County Department of Education 69
San Francisco Study Center, Inc. 56
School Board of Sarasota County, Florida 58
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Scientists' Institute for X.
Public Information, Inc 66 Xavier University of Louisiana

Seattle Indian Health Board 58
Senior Action Coalition of Lorain County 61 Y.
Smith College 50 York University
Southeastern Vermont The Youth Project

Community Action, Inc 57
Southold Heritage Foundation, Inc 61
Southwest Regional Laboratory 58
Special Section 8
Star Theatre of Flint, Inc 46
Structured Employment Economic

Development Corporation 50
Suomi College 60
Syracuse University 51

T.
Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council 66
Too-Early Childbearing 57
Trident Community Foundation 75
Trustees of Health and Hospitals

of the City of Boston, Inc 59
Tucson Community Foundation 75

U.
Unclassified (Mission Area) 77
United Citizens Organization of East Chicago 61
United Way of Genesee and Lapeer Counties 71
University of California-San Francisco 51
University of Michigan 48, 55, 60
University of Michigan-Flint 63, 71
University of Tennessee 57
Urban Coalition of Greater Flint 57
Urban Institute 71
Urban League of Flint 46, 55

V.
Vanderbilt University 66
Vermont Center for Independent Living 51
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and

State University 70
VOLUNTEER: The National Center

for Citizen Involvement 53
Volunteerism (Mission Area) 53

W.
Waste Systems Institute of Michigan, Inc 67
Wayne State University 46, 60, 70
West Michigan Environmental Action Council

Education Foundation 67
Western Michigan University 48, 70
Wilberforce University 48
Wilderness Society 67
Winston-Salem State University

Foundation, Inc 48
Wisconsin Positive Youth

Development Initiative, Inc 70
Women and Foundations/Corporate

Philanthropy 59
Women's Institute for Housing and

Economic Development, Inc .60
World Institute on Disability 51
World Resources Institute 67
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