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“It seems to me that every person, always, is in a kind of
informal partnership with his community. His own
success is dependent to a large degree on that community,
and the community, after all, is the sum total of the
individuals who make it up. The institutions of a
community, in turn, are the means by which those
individuals express their faith, their ideals and their

concern for fellow men ....

“So broad and so deep are the objectives of the Mott
Foundation that they touch almost every aspect of living,
increasing the capacity for accomplishment, the appre-
ciation of values, and the understanding of the forces that
make up the world we live in. In this sense, it may truly
be called a Foundation for Living — with the ultimate

aim of developing greater understanding among men.

“We recognize that our obligation to fellow men does not
stop at the boundaries of the community. In an even
larger sense, every man is in partnership with the rest of
the buman race in the eternal conquest which we call

civilization.”

Charles Stewart Mott
1875-1973



OUR FOUNDER

« ?harles 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 three
terms as mayor (in 1912-13 and again in 1918) during a period
when the swiftly growing city was beset with problems, with
40,000 people sharing facilities adequate for
only 10,000.

As a private citizen, he started a medical
and dental clinic for children and helped
establish the YMCA and the Boy Scouts in
Flint, along with the Whaley Children’s Center.

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, including the individual, the
family, the neighborhood and the systems of government. This
interest has continued to find expression in Flint and also has

taken the Foundation far beyond its home city.

OUR PHILOSOPHY

harles Stewart Mott’s central belief in the partnership of

humanity was the basis upon which the Foundation was
established. While this remains the guiding principle of its
grantmaking, the Foundation has refined and broadened its
grantmaking over time to reflect changing national and world
environment conditions.

Through its programs of Civil Society, Environment, Flint
Area and Poverty, and their more specific program areas, the
Foundation seeks to fulfill its mission of supporting efforts that
promote a just, equitable and sustainable society.

Inherent in all grantmaking is the desire to enhance the
capacity of individuals, families or institutions at the local level
and beyond. The Foundation hopes that its collective work in
any program area could lead toward systemic change.

Fundamental to all Mott grantmaking are certain values:

® Learning how people can live together to create a sense of
community, whether at the neighborhood level or as a
global society;

 Building strong communities through collaboration to
provide a basis for positive change;

e Nurturing strong, self-reliant individuals to ensure a
well-functioning society;

® Promoting the social, economic and political empowerment
of all individuals to preserve fundamental democratic
principles and rights;

* Encouraging responsible citizen participation to help foster
social cohesion;

* Developing leadership to build upon the needs and values
of people and to inspire the aspirations and potential of
others; and

* Respecting the diversity of life to maintain a sustainable

human and physical environment.
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ANNUAL MESSACGE

IARDENING:
TAKING
THE LONG
VIEW

everal years ago [ had a
conversation with a colleague.
We talked about the changing
landscape of American
philanthropy, and particularly the styles
and practices of foundations in relation to
the needs. The colleague was concerned
that too many foundations were looking
for a quick fix to problems — and,
further, that they were becoming very
directive about expected outcomes and
how to achieve them. He worried that the
quasi-operating mode increasingly
adopted by foundations was dangerous
because grantmakers rarely receive honest
criticism. He asked my opinion on this
and I related the following story.
“An American was visiting an English
estate that had the most magnificent
lawn he had ever seen. He wanted one
like it, so be asked the owner if it
would be possible to grow one, and the
owner said, ‘Certainly.” The American
said, “What do I need to do?” The
Englishman said, ‘First you must
properly design and position the lawn
in relation to the house and the rest of
the yard. You must provide for proper
drainage, prepare the soil and select the
right seeds. After the lawn grows, you
must care for it — that is, mow, water,
fertilize, aerate and weed it regularly.’
The American replied, ‘I can do that. It
sounds easy.” The Englishman replied,
‘Ob, it is easy. But don’t forget, you
must do it for 100 years.””

My colleague, Gordon Berlin of
Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation, replied in effect, “An apt
metaphor; it would make a great theme
for an annual report.” So, Gordon, we



took you up on the
challenge. Doing so led
us as a foundation to
reaffirm many of our
beliefs and practices,
but also to question
many more. We are not
perfect, and for good
or bad there are a lot
of seeming
contradictions to our
grantmaking.

One need only
look at the examples
in the program section
of this report to see
that there are as many
types of grantmaking

as there are questions . . F time o{',‘

about what works. Some grantmaking starts as a The sWLs learned in & Leterd

long-term effort; some does not. Some is strategic, ing L yield a
not. Son dedicared qardening will 4

structured and focused, while some is more 3

intuitive. Some grantmaking is pioneering and good harvest.

innovative, while some is designed to sustain the

tried and true. Some is conservative, some is

progressive, but most is nonpartisan. Some

grantmaking is local, while some is regional, national or

even global in scope. Some grants provide general purposes support,
while others are project specific. Some grantmaking reaches to the
grassroots, while some is more macro, so to say.

But through it all, there is a commitment to communities and
people, who are trying to improve their own gardens at the local level
each and every day. Indeed, as a grantmaking foundation as opposed to
an operating foundation, we really can’t be a gardener; rather, we are a
supplier. If we try to do it all ourselves, we begin to lose accountability
— which comes, after all, from grantees who are independent and
tough-minded enough to tell us how we’re doing, “weeds” and all. We
need that kind of critical feedback in order to stay focused on what we
do well. We can supply money, and a lot of very important things that,
frankly, money can buy: research, expertise, equipment, et cetera. And
we can also supply much that does not have a price tag: person-to-
person contact, ideas and experience, to name a few. We can supply



encouragement, empathy and partnership. We can help our grantees get
their messages out to the world.

Still, despite all the resources that a foundation can supply, the
successful garden ultimately depends on the diligence, organization and
passion of the gardener. One of the occupational hazards foundations
face is that of becoming too directive — of trying to tell a grantee what
to do and how to do it, rather than serving as a resource for the
grantee’s own best ideas.

The gardener, not the supplier, is the one with the ground-level
expertise, the dirt under the fingernails. The gardener knows which
plants, flowers and trees will grow. The gardener knows if an exotic
species will be beneficial or harmful to the yard. A garden can’t be forced,
but must be nourished. A flower shouldn’t be forced to bloom out of
season, and a gardener shouldn’t be pushed beyond his or her limit of
time, energy and resources. Some gardeners will experiment or specialize
and develop a new type of rose or orchid, and they may share these new
varieties with others. But others may just choose to be very good at
providing beauty and thus service to their neighbors. That’s like providing
a neighborhood with a friendly smile, and this troubled world certainly
needs more smiles, more oases of beauty, quiet and contemplation.

This analogy would not be complete if I didn’t take it a bit further.
During their lifetimes, gardeners often live in various places. As they
change locales, they have to learn to adjust to new terrain, new soils
and a different climate. The adjustment takes new research, and
sometimes requires new thinking, but the skills learned in a lifetime of
dedicated gardening will yield a good harvest.

Originally I was going to talk in this year’s message about the
relative merits of general purposes versus project support, short-term
versus long-term support, demonstrations, bricks and mortar,
endowment building, advocacy campaigns, et cetera. You know the
litany, and can recite it as well if not better than I can. To me, the point
of that litany is that a thriving not-for-profit sector like ours requires all
kinds of support, just as it requires all sorts of charitable organizations
and a wide variety of approaches.

As I thought about all these life forms, so to say, that enable our
civil society to flourish, I happened to run across a newspaper clipping
that contained the following sentence: “Grab a handful of healthy soil,
and you should be holding a few million bacteria, up to 100 million
fungi, 100 feet of grass roots, a few thousand grazing nematodes,
assorted insects and — if you’re really lucky — an earthworm or two.”
The reporter who wrote that was visiting with Richard Harwood,
professor of sustainable agriculture at Michigan State University and



holder of a chair endowed some years ago
by the Mott Foundation. Talk about
planned serendipity! That’s an example of
how endowments help ensure the long term
— but again, the richness is in the variety
and abundance of approaches. There is not
any one right answer to social challenges.
Switching gears/gardens: In
speaking of neighborhood groups and
organizations, Bob Nichol, a program
officer who worked for us in the mid-
1970s, said: “Never forget that it takes a
minimum of five years of general purpose
support to launch and stabilize a
neighborhood group. Don’t start
something you’re not willing to stay
with, because it raises false
expectations.” Bob, I’ve never forgotten

that advice and how true it is. No ex perienct s that good-
matter what the subject and no matter M3 : e Long-term QOCU‘,
where in the world, my experience, results reqyure .

often learned by trial and error, is that Lance and- pM’W heps.

good results require long-term focus,

balance and partnerships. Yes, as

in any garden, you can change the plants, and there is a

place for both annuals and perennials, but in the long

run, partnership and collegiality are what matter.
Since Gordon Berlin launched me on this essay, I’d like to give

him the last word — almost.
“If you think about the kind of work foundations want to do
— institutional change, understanding complex social
phenomena, dealing with some of the most difficult racial and
ethnic differences that divide us as a nation — then examine
the grantmakers’ traditional tools — research, demonstrations,
dissemination, advocacy, convening and institution-building,
to name a few — and then think about the fragile financial
stability of the nonprofit, charitable and educational
institutions that foundations fund, it is clear that foundations
are not going to make the world better if they don’t have the
patience to stick with an issue for the long haul or the
confidence to learn from mistakes as well as success.”
My final word is that, try as we may to contribute to gardens that

gt



can thrive, occasionally we foundations make a mess of it. We talk
about our failures internally, and we think about how open and
accountable it would be to publish our failures. That’s difficult for
many reasons, but let me give you one. We have been associated with
some spectacular failures, but in the long run these pale by comparison
to the everyday, small mistakes and oversights, the slip-between-the-
cracks syndrome — often due to the fast pace of change. There’s the
rudeness, the unanswered phone calls, the bureaucratic delays, the
failure to communicate, the uneven playing field and the many good
intentions that lead to bad results. These little mistakes, which plague
almost all forms of human endeavor, have to be guarded against. These
daily goof-ups are the weeds in the garden, which must be rooted out.

While from time to time herbicides may be needed, such as a
major change in systems, ecology teaches us that natural systems of
style, culture and customer orientation are far more effective. Think of
Professor Harwood and that handful of soil. Those nematodes, insects
and earthworms will do more than anything else to keep soil healthy. In
the final analysis, let’s make sure we don’t destroy the garden, but
improve it and pass it on to future generations in a better shape than
when we inherited it.

This is how we see it. How do you see it? To let us know, E-mail
us at: comments@mott.org.

Administration and Finance

For the year ended December 31, 1997, our assets were $1.962
billion. We awarded 461 grants totaling $72 million; our total grants
paid during the year, which included remaining grants payable from
previous years, came to $77.5 million. Our total expenditures were $92
million, and our 12-month rolling average asset value, the figure upon
which the Foundation’s budgeting for all expenditures is based, was
$1.823 billion. For the year ended December 31, 1996, the comparable
figures were: year-end assets of $1.673 billion; 464 grants totaling $64
million; total grant payments of $66.9 million; total expenditures of
$80.9 million; and 12-month average assets $1.564 billion.

We no longer publish the details of our portfolio, which we
manage internally, but it is highly diversified with no single holding
representing more than 4 percent of the total. Incidentally, our 1997
expenses in administering the portfolio were $2.5 million. For the 10-
year period ended December 31, 1997, our average, annual
compounded rate of return was 15.4 percent. Our grantees have
benefited as a result, and will far into the future. Back in 1988, our
grants totaled $33.8 million, while in 1997 they were $72 million.
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*From 1964 through 1988 the Foundation received gifts to the corpus totaling $46,875,682.
These contributions would be worth $149,855,001 in 1997 dollars.

A note of caution. As we all know, nothing lasts forever, and that
includes great stock markets. We spend hours examining long-term,
50-year trend data and modeling our portfolio against various
economic scenarios. We believe we have positioned the Foundation’s
portfolio and resulting grant expenditures to weather most downturns
except for a major depression. But as we pointed out last year,
maintaining the long-term purchasing power, preserving the seed corn,
SO to say, is not easy. The accompanying chart shows that in 1997 we
finally recaptured the purchasing power of our 1963 portfolio. (Even
though we were founded in 1926, we chose 1963 because that’s the
year in which C.S. Mott donated the bulk of his estate to the
Foundation.) Furthermore, I’d like to point out that during this period
of negligible asset growth from 1963 to 1997, the Foundation made
$952.6 million in grant payments and $1.066 billion in qualifying
distributions (which is grant payments and administrative expenses). In
addition, we paid $29.7 million in excise taxes and had $47.7 million
in investment expenses. So, as you can see, some of our crop has been
“harvested” for the good of society while the seed corn has been
preserved for the future.



A few other statistics. We engage in a very intensive, customer-
oriented style of grantmaking. What does that mean? Our professional
staff travels extensively; we like to see what we fund. In order to better
serve our grantees, we have established regional offices in Prague, Czech
Republic, and Johannesburg, South Africa. Out of 461 grants we made last
year, 100 were to grantees located outside the United States, and 49 were
expenditure responsibility, meaning the Foundation undertook additional
tax reporting requirements to ensure that the grants were expended
properly. This is often what it takes to fund at the grassroots level,
particularly internationally, and it’s the kind of gardening we believe in.

Finally, the Board of Trustees, which serves without pay, visits
various grantees each year to see and hear firsthand what life is like on
the ground. On more than one occasion, Trustees, staff, grantees and
visitors have been moved to tears — and yes, at times anger — by the
stories people share. Not all foundations are alike, but at its core the
Mott Foundation like most foundations has been focused on people. As
you all know, sometimes the stories are thrilling and sometimes tragic,
but they’re always important.

Last year we increased the size of the Board of Trustees from nine
to 10 in order to elect Claire Mott White, a granddaughter of Charles
Stewart Mott and also my wife, to the Board. Claire is a ceramist,
serves on the boards of several organizations and is chairman of two
private foundations founded by her father, the late C.S. Harding Mott,
a former President and Chairman of this Foundation. Allowing for
double counting, the 10-person board is diversified with three family
members, three women and three minorities. Six Board members have
roots in Michigan, but currently only four are residents.

On a personal note, I wish to mention that Trustee Emeritus
Charles B. Cumings passed away. He continued to serve as a Member
of the Foundation after retiring from the Board in January 1991.
Chuck, a longtime Flint resident who served on the boards of many
charitable and civic organizations, was a Trustee of the Foundation and
a member of its Audit Committee for 19 years. He provided wise
counsel and advice, and was a true gentleman in every sense of the
word. We will miss him sorely.

Finally, I want to thank our Board and staff, as well as our
grantees, colleagues and friends, for all of their advice, encouragement
and help. It is appreciated.

Y YA

William S. White, Chairman



PROGRAMS AND GRANTS

Civil Society

Central/Eastern Europe, Russia, Republics
Nonprofit Sector
Conflict Resolution
Political/Economic Structures
South Africa
Nonprofit Sector
Democracy Education
Women’s Participation
United States
Nonprofit Sector
Race Relations

Global Nonprofit Sector and Other

Environment

Reform of International Lending and Trade Policies
Multilateral Development Banks
Trade Agreements and Institutions
Prevention of Toxic Pollution

Pollution Prevention in Manufacturing
Pesticide Use Reduction
Toxics in Latin America

Protection of Great Lakes Ecosystem
Water Quality
Natural Areas
Urban Areas

Special Initiatives

Flint Area
Regular Programs

Poverty

Building Communities
Community Organizing and Development
Community Leadership Development
Violence Prevention
Expanding Economic Opportunity
Sectoral Employment Development
Private Capital Development
Enterprise Development
Income Security
Improving Education
School-Community Initiatives
Improved Learner Outcomes
Strengthening Families
Teen Pregnancy Prevention
Family and Parenting Support
Early Childhood Development
Cross-Cutting Initiatives
Comprehensive Revitalization
Exploratory and Special Projects

Exploratory and Special Projects

Historically and Predominantly Black Colleges and Universities
Special Projects



CivIiL S ocC

<|' rom its beginnings seven
decades ago, the Mott
Foundation has been concerned
with the well-being of the
community — the individual, the family,
the neighborhood, the systems of
government. As Mott’s scope of
grantmaking has expanded over the
years, these core interests have been
extended on a global basis.
Grantmaking in the Civil Society
program includes some of Mott’s oldest
and newest work. The Foundation has
long believed that the existence of a
strong, independent and vigorous
nonprofit sector, functioning in the
public trust, is a fundamental component
of a healthy civil society. This belief was
first demonstrated in the United States,
where Mott long has been involved in
strengthening and building the sector.
This experience gives the
Foundation a rich knowledge base to
work from in other regions. So when

Developing civit

Mh'“ u\ opportunities for grantmaking in the
Ha"“'{"’mﬁ transitioning societies of Central/Eastern
comtries overseas i Europe and South Africa arose within
take time and the past decade, the Foundation used the
patience. experience and knowledge it gained in

the United States to support the
increasingly vital third sector in those
regions as well.

Although Mott’s work
internationally is relatively new, the
Foundation clearly understands from its
years of experience in U.S.-based
philanthropy that developing civil
societies overseas will take time and
patience. Furthermore, this work must
be rooted in Mott’s fundamental belief in
empowering citizens and building the
capacity of the nonprofit sector. Long-
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term relationships must be built
and nurtured in order to help
societies smooth the transition
from repression to democracy.

Today, the Civil Society
program is driven by compelling
challenges: to continue to strengthen
the fabric of civil society in the
United States; and to develop and
sustain civil society in these changing
regions of the world: Central/Eastern
Europe, Russia and the Republics,
and South Africa.

A principal objective of the
program is strengthening the nonprofit
sector worldwide, for two primary
reasons. First, a sustainable civil society
depends upon a healthy independent or
third sector that fosters citizen
engagement. Second, the third sector can
be a resource, and is often a means, for
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ensuring that other building blocks of civil society are present, such as
tolerance, well-functioning democratic institutions, respect for the rule

of law and human rights.

Fundamentally, Mott believes that nonprofits are important
because they can serve as vehicles for citizen action and participation;

identify and address unmet needs; act as mechanisms for self-expression;
promote self-help and mutual aid; experiment with new approaches and
thus serve as engines for innovation and change; serve and advocate for
those who are socially, economically or politically disadvantaged;
monitor the activities of government and the private sector; and
influence public policy.

Development of the nonprofit sector worldwide depends on
successfully meeting many challenges in several broad categories: legal
framework, research, resource development, networking and strategic
communications, and capacity-building.

Mott has particular expertise in the resource development area,
especially in the development of indigenous philanthropy, because of its
long-term work in this field in the United States. Its strategies have
included encouraging and strengthening existing traditions of charitable
activity; testing and building mechanisms for organized philanthropy at
the community level, such as community foundations, foundation-like

11
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GRANT ACTIVITY BY PROGRAM AREA

Central/Eastern Eur@p@ Russia, Repu blics
$9,457,040 / 49.5%

South Africa
$2,505,451 / 13.1%

United States
$5,456,694 / 28.5%

Global N@mpw@[il Sector and Other
$1,704,834 / 8.9%

Total: $19,124,019

organizations, United Ways, workplace-giving funds and women’s
funds; supporting the development of associations and affinity groups
of grantmakers; encouraging corporate social responsibility; and
encouraging public policy, particularly at the national level, that
supports the growth of charitable giving and foundations.

For almost a decade, Mott has supported the development of the
nonprofit sector by expanding its work into Central/Eastern Europe and
Russia, South Africa, portions of Western Europe, and Latin America in
the aforementioned infrastructure areas and with different sorts of
organizations (local, national, international and intermediary groups).

Mott also has monitored the amount and use of funds from public
sources, such as U.S. and European government agencies, flowing to the
nonprofit sector. Additionally, in its Environment program, the
Foundation has worked to influence the policies and practices of
international lending institutions to be more open to the nonprofit sector.*

All this work is a natural outgrowth of founder Charles Stewart
Mott’s views on communities — namely, that nations are made strong
by healthy and cohesive communities. An important factor in helping
citizens to develop programs to improve their communities is having the
resources necessary to support such civic action. Thus, nurturing
community-based philanthropy long has been a natural component of
Mott’s grantmaking.

*For more information, see Environment section on page 36.



In the United States, Mott has championed community founda-
tions since 1979, when it entered the field with a national program to
foster growth and strengthen existing organizations. Since then, the
Foundation has worked with more than 250 community foundations
across the country by providing various kinds of technical assistance.

Simply defined, a community foundation is a tax-exempt organi-
zation formed to collect and distribute private gifts for the betterment
of the community. Its mission usually includes building a permanent,
unrestricted endowment; serving donors with varied interests and
concerns; responding to changes in citizens’ needs; and playing a
catalyst’s role in bringing about positive changes in a community.

Community foundations can do so many things at the local level
that national funders simply cannot do. Community foundations, unlike
large private foundations and corporate funders, are perfectly
positioned to deal with local issues at a grassroots level. They are
readily able to identify those who have need and help them find
appropriate resources. In addition, community foundations can serve as
the eyes and ears of national funders, providing the important local
perspective.

Community foundations are also important because they can bring
together large numbers of donors, both large and small. Local control
and decision making bring philanthropy within reach of all citizens and
build capacity for philanthropy itself. And community foundations
bring together essential elements of a community: the disadvantaged,
nonprofits, charitable citizens and civic leaders.

Mott’s experience in this field on the domestic level has proven
invaluable as its grantmaking has grown geographically, chiefly through
its regional offices in Johannesburg, South Africa, and Prague, Czech
Republic.

South Africa continues to be an emerging democracy set against a
fast-changing society and global context. A central challenge remains
the entrenchment of a healthy and active civil society, which will be
marked by the capacity to translate constitutional rights into a reality
for all its citizens.

The South African NGO (non-governmental organization) sector,
in particular, is a vital component of civil society, but only if it
continues to respond to the needs of the majority of citizens, who are
both poor and marginalized, and facilitate their participation in
organized civil society.

One example of Mott’s capacity-building efforts in South Africa is
a grant given to the Community Law Centre (CLC) at the University of
Natal, recipient of almost $1.48 million in Foundation support to date.

13



The center’s long-term goals include promoting democracy, educating
the rural population about its rights and ensuring that government is
accountable to the needs of rural communities.

Since 1989, the center has developed a paralegal training
program, established paralegal committees in 24 communities in rural
Kwa-Zulu-Natal and parts of the Eastern Cape, and embarked on
voting and democracy education.

CLC played a critical role in preparing for the 1994 national
election, providing extensive voter education for community residents
and NGO workers. It created a training package that included two
publications, “Waiting for Democracy” and “Making Democracy
Work.” The publications dealt with democratic concepts and the
mechanics of voting, as well as issues about the development of
democratic NGO structures and responsible government. The follow-up
publication also included a manual for voter education workshops and
a video produced in Zulu, Xhosa, Sotho and English.

CLC’s long-standing relationships with rural communities and its
development and training expertise make it uniquely positioned to
champion rural advancement. Its integrated and comprehensive approach
to rural development has made the center a proven resource at a critical
time for rural South Africans as they seek to take control of their lives and
participate effectively in the democratic reforms sweeping the country.

GRANT ACTIVITY BY PROGRAM AREA & OBJECTIVE

Central/Eastern Europe, Russia, Republics
(E) ('F) @ Nonprofit Sector $5,151,885
(G) O Conflict Resolution $1,606,570
(H) O Political/Economic Structures $1,607,755
O Other $1,090,830

South Africa
O Nonprofit Sector $975,451
@ Democracy Education $625,000
O Women’s Participation $745,000
@ Other $160,000

United States
O Nonprofit Sector $2,748,931
@O Race Relations $2,707,763

Global N@Jﬂpr@ﬁ{t Sector and Other
$1,704,834



In Central and
Eastern Europe, the
Environmental
Partnership for Central
Europe (EPCE),
founded in 1991,
illustrates a successful
approach to building
the capacity of citizen
involvement and the
nonprofit sector at the
grassroots level. The
project, supported by
the German Marshall
Fund (which administers
the program), the
Rockefeller Brothers
Fund and the Mott
Foundation, also provides
an excellent example of
donor collaboration and
of the transfer of program
governance and leadership
from Western sources to
the field.

The environmental
partnership, recipient of
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almost $1.36 million in Mott support to date, provides small grants,
information services, training and technical assistance to grassroots
environmental groups in Poland, Hungary, and the Czech and Slovak
republics. In its first six years, the partnership has given out 1,211
grants totaling $2.9 million. The services are provided by staff in each
of the four countries, with the assistance of a regional coordinator
based in Poland and a U.S.-based administrator.

EPCE programs have achieved measurable environmental
improvements throughout the region. In addition, the programs have
nurtured key environmental NGOs in each of the four countries and
helped them to become effective organizations.

Mott funding in 1997 helped the partnership continue its capacity-
building program to ensure a smooth transition to local foundation
status; support sustainable development projects in urban and rural
areas; continue transboundary and inter-partnership cooperation;
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continue to build the capacity of NGOs to impact public policy and
become more strategic in advancing their environmental agendas; and
strengthen networks that focus on specific substantive areas, such as
water resource management, energy and land stewardship.

EPCE has demonstrated a solid record in financial management
and expertise in administering a grants and technical assistance program
through a hands-on approach of partnering with applicants and
beneficiaries. The partnership has inspired others to work toward
democracy building and environmental improvement objectives through
small-grant support for NGOs. Both the Budapest-based Regional
Environmental Center and ISAR (in the former Soviet Union) have
developed small-grant programs based, in large part, on EPCE’s
experience.

Finally, the partnership has been successful in securing a range of
funding support, thus increasing the prospects for the program’s
sustainability. For the 1997-98 fiscal year, total revenue is projected at
over $3 million. The founding donors have agreed to three years of
additional support through June 2000 to allow EPCE time for its
planned transition to a completely independent organization.

Besides these examples, Mott continues to support community-
based funding sources such as community foundations in Britain,
Canada, Costa Rica, Mexico and the Carpathian Euroregion.
Furthermore, the Foundation is beginning the groundwork to get
community foundations up and running in South Africa, Bulgaria and
the Czech Republic.

A decade ago, it was virtually unthinkable that civil society could
take root in some parts of the world. But a rapid chain of events since
the turn of the decade gave rise to the hope that civil society could
indeed manifest itself in the most unlikely places. As a result, a number
of seemingly fragile states are now engaged in political, economic and
social transformation through citizen participation.

Efforts to help foreign communities build more civil societies will
take time. The Mott Foundation recognizes that nothing this complex
— or rewarding — is easy or quick. Thus, the Foundation is determined
to stay the course and expects over the long haul to continue to
contribute to efforts that advance social order and rule of law, tolerance
of diversity, and dialogue and democratic processes as solutions to
differences worldwide.

In addition to all these activities, the Civil Society program is also
doing work in a number of other areas, such as conflict resolution,
democracy education and race relations. The diagram on the facing page
breaks down the program by area and objective.



CiviL SOCIETY
MISSION

To promote and support civil society in the
United States and selected areas of the world — particularly
Central/Eastern Europe, Russia and the Republics, and South
Africa — that are engaged in political, economic and social
transformation involving citizen participation and empowerment.

Ty Central/Eastern Europe, Russia and the Republics OBJECTIVES

To strengthen emerging civil societies in their Nonprofit Sector
transitions to open, democratic and pluralistic Conflict Resolution
societies, and market economies with primary Political/Economic Structures
attention to building the capacity of the non- Other

profit sector.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL OBJECTIVES

To strengthen civil society in South Africa Nonprofit Sector
during the transition from-apartheid toward Demecracy-Education
a democratic, nonracial, nonsexist society by Women’s Participation
encouraging formerly disenfranchised popula- Other

tions to participate at the local, regional and
national levels in decision making that affects
their communities.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL United States OBJECTIVES
To strengthen civil society in the United States Nonprofit Sector
during a time of increasing social needs and Race Relations

tensions by building on a tradition of democ-
racy and citizen action.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Global Nonprofit Sector and Other

To support unique opportunities that address
emerging ‘civil society issues outside of the
Foundation’s priority geographic areas, with
special emphasis on the development of the
nonprofit sector internationally.
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UNPAID UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS Dec. 31,1997
CENTRAL/EASTERN EUROPE, RUSSIA AND THE REPUBLICS
NONPROFIT SECTOR
ALBANIAN CIVIL SOCIETY FOUNDATION — Tirana, Albania
To assist the development of non-governmental $ 30,000 — $ 30,000 —
organizations outside the Albanian capital.
ASI CENTER — Moscow, Russia
To support a network that provides information on the — $ 50,000 50,000 —
Russian nonprofit sector.
ASSISTANCE CENTER FOR NONGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS — Bucharest, Romania
To support a research center that provides information — 100,000 50,000 $ 50,000

and consultancy services to non-governmental
organizations throughout Romania.

ASSOCIATION FOR THE DEFENSE OF HUMAN RIGHTS IN ROMANIA-HELSINKI COMM. — Bucharest, Romania

To support the development of a supportive legal — 48,840 24,420
framework for the nonprofit sector in Romania.

ASSOCIATION FOR THE FORUM OF NON-GOVERNMENTAL INITIATIVES — Warsaw, Poland

To support a network of nonprofit sector forums in — 27,843 —
Poland operating at the local, regional and national
levels.
BELARUSIAN NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION “UNITED WAY” — Minsk, Belarus
To support a national resource center established to — 40,000 25,000

strengthen the nonprofit sector in Belarus.
BULGARIAN CHARITIES AID FOUNDATION — Sofia, Bulgaria

To support an organization established to encourage — 38,000 19,000
and support the development of philanthropy in
Bulgaria.
CENTER FOR CITIZEN INITIATIVES — San Francisco, California
To support a two-part, capacity-building program for — 50,000 50,000

Russian nonprofit leaders.

CENTER FOR DEVELOPMENT OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS — Zagreb, Croatia

To support an organization that provides technical 20,000 — 10,000
assistance and information services to non-
governmental organizations in Croatia.

CENTER FOR EDUCATIONAL INITIATIVES — Kharkiv, Ukraine

To strengthen the nonprofit sector in eastern Ukraine. 40,000 — 40,000
CENTER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PuBLIC ADVOCACY — Poniky, Slovak Republic
To support an organization established to build the 15,000 30,000 15,000

capacity of Slovak non-governmental organizations
and strengthen civil society.

CENTER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES (BUDAPEST) — Budapest, Hungary
To support an organization involved in the environ- — 80,000 40,000
mental restructuring of Hungary.

CENTER FOR EXPERIENTIAL EDUCATION FOR SocIAL CHANGE & DEMOCRACY — Moscow, Russia
To meet the increasing demand for qualified training — 50,000 50,000
and technical assistance in the nonprofit sector of the
former Soviet Union.

CENTER FOR RUSSIAN ENVIRONMENTAL PoLICY — Moscow, Russia
To identify key environmental problems in Russia and — 60,720 60,720
make recommendations for their solution.

CHARITABLE FOUNDATION “’SOPRICHASTNOST” — Moscow, Russia

To foster business practices in Russia that benefit — 40,000 40,000
society.

CHARITIES AID FOUNDATION — London, England
To address the legal, training and information needs of 50,000 — 50,000

Russian nonprofit organizations.

To increase the understanding and growth of corporate 52,601 — 52,601
philanthropy in three Russian regions.

24,420

27,843

15,000

19,000

10,000

30,000

40,000



UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

CHARITIES EVALUATION SERVICES — London, England
To support an assessment of the value and effective- $ 100,000 —
ness of nonprofit training initiatives throughout
Central and Eastern Europe.
CHARITY FOUNDATION CREATIVE CENTER COUNTERPART — Kyiv, Ukraine
To strengthen grassroots non-governmental and civic — $ 50,000
organizations in Ukraine.
CHILDREN OF THE EARTH — Prague, Czech Republic
To promote the use of sound science and public partici- — 30,000
pation in improving public policy and private actions
in support of the environment in the Czech Republic.
Civic FORuUM FOUNDATION — Prague, Czech Republic
To support an organization whose principal mission is 7,500 —
to preserve and enhance the cultural heritage of the
Czech Republic.

CiviL SocieTY DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION - HUNGARY — Budapest, Hungary
To support a Hungarian-based, non-governmental 50,000 —
training and support organization.

CiviL SocIETY DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION - POLAND — Warsaw, Poland

To support a project that offers training services to non- 50,000 —
governmental organizations and the nonprofit sector in
Poland and Ukraine.

$ 100,000

50,000

15,000

7,500

50,000

50,000

$ 15,000

CRIMEAN REGIONAL BRANCH OF THE INTERNATIONAL RENAISSANCE FOUNDATION — Simferopol, Ukraine

To strengthen the nonprofit sector in the Crimean — 60,000
region of Ukraine.

EcoLoGISTS LINKED FOR ORGANIZING GRASSROOTS INITIATIVES AND ACTION — Harford, Pennsylvania

To establish, test and refine a new fundraising 20,000 —
mechanism for non-governmental organizations using
the networking potential of the Internet.

EcoPravo - KyIv — Kyiv, Ukraine
To provide Ukrainian citizens and non-governmental — 42,065
organizations with legal information and assistance
regarding environmental issues.

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW INSTITUTE — Washington, DC

To provide technical assistance to organizations and 75,000 —
individuals in Central and Eastern Europe, Russia,
and Ukraine.

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT AND LAW ASSOCIATION — Budapest, Hungary
To support an organization working to promote 25,000 —

environmental reform and policy in Hungary.

EURASIA FOUNDATION — Washington, DC
To strengthen the infrastructure of non-governmental 61,250 —
organizations in Ukraine by linking existing resource
centers with emerging organizations located outside

major cities.

To increase the visibility of the independent sector in — 200,000

Ukraine.

To strengthen the Russian nonprofit sector. — 500,000
EUROPEAN ANTI-POVERTY NETWORK — Brussels, Belgium

To enable non-governmental organizations in Central — 25,000

and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union to
work with groups in Western Europe.

EUROPEAN FOUNDATION CENTRE — Brussels, Belgium
To subsidize special guest memberships for selected 67,500 135,000
Central and Eastern European foundations.

To build the capacity of national resource and support 200,000 10,000
centers for advancing the independent sector in
Central and Eastern Europe.

60,000

20,000

23,057

75,000

25,000

61,250

200,000

500,000

25,000

135,000

110,000

19,008

67,500

100,000
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UNPAID UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS Dec. 31,1997

EurROPEAN FOUNDATION CENTRE — Brussels, Belgium
To improve nonprofit sector legislation in Central and — $ 75000 $ 75,000 —
Eastern Europe through increased communications and
advocacy.

FORUM OF POLISH FOUNDATIONS — Warsaw, Poland

To build the capacity of nonprofit organizations in $ 20,000 — 20,000 —
Poland.

FouNDATION FOR A CIVIL SOCIETY, LTD. — New York, New York
To support efforts to advance an open and demaocratic 50,000 15,000 65,000 —
society and free-market economy in the Czech
Republic.

To increase the capacity of Slovak nonprofit organi- — 99,629 49,815 $ 49814
zations to succeed in their fields of endeavor and

contribute to the overall strength of the independent

sector.

FOUNDATION-ADMINISTERED PROJECT
To provide networking, training and technical — 26,605 26,605 —
assistance to strengthen the nonprofit sector in Central
and Eastern Europe.

GERMAN MARSHALL FUND OF THE UNITED STATES — Washington, DC

To support groups working to ensure that severe — 232,000 232,000 —
environmental problems in Central Europe are
addressed.

HEeALTHY CiTY FOUNDATION - COMMUNITY FOUNDATION OF BANSKA BYSTRICA — Banska Bystrica, Slovak Republic
To support a community foundation in the central 45,000 75,000 45,000 75,000

Slovak Republic.

HELSINKI FOUNDATION FOR HUMAN RIGHTS — Warsaw, Poland

To develop the skills of human rights activists and non- — 80,000 31,800 48,200
governmental organization representatives in Belarus,
Russia and Ukraine.

HNuTI DUHA - FRIENDS OF THE EARTH CZzECH REPUBLIC — Brno, Czech Republic
To support a Czech environmental organization that 15,000 — 15,000 —

provides assistance to community groups on critical
local and national issues.

HUNGARIAN CHAMBER OF NONPROFIT HUMAN SERVICES — Budapest, Hungary
To support a membership organization of nonprofit 20,000 — 10,000 10,000
human service organizations in Hungary.

HUNGARIAN FOUNDATION CENTRE — Budapest, Hungary
To support a research center for foundations and civic 20,000 -20,000 — —
organizations in Hungary.

HUNGARIAN FOUNDATION FOR SELF-RELIANCE (AUTONOMIA ALAPITVANY) — Budapest, Hungary

To support a philanthropic organization that provides 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000
technical assistance, training, small grants and loans to
nonprofit groups in Hungary.

To build institutional capacity and local financial — 50,000 17,000 33,000
support for mid-sized nonprofit organizations in
Hungary:.
INDEPENDENT EcoLoGIcAL CENTER — Budapest, Hungary
To support an organization that serves as a regional 20,000 -20,000 — —

model for strengthening civil society and environ-
mental protection in Hungary.

INFORMATION CENTER FOR FOUNDATIONS (INFORMACNI CENTRUM NADACI, PRAHA) — Prague, Czech Republic
To support a national resource center created to — 103,000 53,000 50,000
strengthen the independent sector in the Czech
Republic.

To support the development of philanthropy in the 15,000 — 15,000 —
Czech Republic through the establishment of a donors
forum.
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PAYMENTS
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INSTITUTE FOR DEMOCRACY IN EASTERN EUROPE - WARSAW — Warsaw, Poland
To provide emerging non-governmental organizations $ 49,850 $ 49,950
in Russia and Ukraine with information and
networking opportunities.

INSTITUTE FOR EASTWEST STUDIES, INC. — New York, New York
To support a regional organization working to — 1,027,206
strengthen the capacity of nonprofit organizations and
local governments in the Carpathian region.

INSTITUTE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY — Prague, Czech Republic
To support an organization that provides leadership 60,000 —
for advancing environmentally sustainable
development in the Czech Republic.

INSTITUTE FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT — Warsaw, Poland
To support an organization whose mission is to build 40,000 —
bridges between the environment, economy and
society.

INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR ENERGY CONSERVATION, INC. — Washington, DC
To promote sustainable economic development in — 100,000
Central and Eastern Europe by increasing energy
efficiency.

INTERNATIONAL RESCUE COMMITTEE, INC. — New York, New York
To build the capacity and sustainability of the — 202,427
nonprofit sector in Bosnia-Herzegovina.

INTERNATIONAL YOUTH FOUNDATION — Baltimore, Maryland
To provide grants and advocacy support to meet the — 100,000
needs of children and youth in Slovakia.

ISAR — Washington, DC
To respond to the informational needs of the environ- 50,000 30,000
mental community in Russia.

JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY — Baltimore, Maryland
To strengthen nonprofit sector management in Central — 75,000
and Eastern Europe.

KING BAUDOUIN FOUNDATION UNITED STATES, INC. — Atlanta, Georgia

To improve relations among inter-ethnic groups in — 100,000
Central and Eastern Europe.

$ 99,800

1,027,206

30,000

40,000

50,000

202,427

50,000

80,000

75,000

100,000

NETWORK OF NON-PROFIT ASSOCIATIONS AND FOUNDATIONS IN ESTONIA — Tallinn, Estonia

To support a membership organization that provides 20,000 —
information, training and legal services to nonprofit
organizations and foundations in Estonia.
NONPROFIT FOUNDATION — Budapest, Hungary
To support the need for public information and public 30,000 —

awareness on the nonprofit sector and civil initiatives
in Hungary.

NONPROFIT INFORMATION AND TRAINING CENTER FOUNDATION — Budapest, Hungary

To support a national resource center for the nonprofit 40,000 50,000
sector in Hungary.

NovA ZAGORA COMMUNITY FOUNDATION — Nova Zagora, Bulgaria
To support a new community foundation established — 30,000
in a city in south central Bulgaria.

OLGA HAVEL FOUNDATION — New York, New York
To support an organization that provides humanitarian — 40,000
assistance to the Czech and Slovak republics.

OPEN SoCIETY FUND-SOFIA — Sofia, Bulgaria
To support the development of community-based 300,000 —
foundations in six cities in Bulgaria.

OPPORTUNITY ASSOCIATES - ROMANIA — Bucharest, Romania

To develop local training capacity for strengthening 35,000 49,960
non-governmental organizations in Romania.

20,000

30,000

40,000

15,000

32,500

300,000

84,960

$ 30,000

50,000

50,000

50,000

15,000

7,500
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PAaciFic ENVIRONMENT AND RESOURCES CENTER — Sausalito, California
To build the capacity of non-governmental organiza- — $ 100,000 $ 100,000 —
tions and local communities in Siberia and the Russian
Far East to influence development bank policies and
practices affecting the environment.

PeopPLE IN NEED FOUNDATION — Prague, Czech Republic
To support a philanthropic organization in Central and — 25,100 25,100 —
Eastern Europe.

PoLisH CHILDREN AND YOUTH FOUNDATION — Warsaw, Poland

To develop the capacity of non-governmental organiza- $ 50,000 — 50,000 —
tions serving youth in local communities throughout
Poland.
PoLisH EcoLoGIcAL CLUB - NATIONAL BOARD — Krakow, Poland
To support a network of non-governmental organiza- 35,000 — 35,000 —

tions in 10 Central and Eastern European nations.

PRINCESS MARGARITA OF ROMANIA FOUNDATION — New York, New York
To support an organization whose mission is to 70,000 — 70,000 —
develop and support projects to improve health care
and address special needs of children, youth and the

elderly.
PYLYP ORLYK INSTITUTE FOR DEMOCRACY — Kyiv, Ukraine
To create a supportive legal framework for the 50,000 50,000 50,000 $ 50,000

nonprofit sector in Ukraine.

REGIONAL FUND FOUNDATION — Usti nad Labem, Czech Republic
To support the transition of an intermediary fund in — 70,000 30,000 40,000
industrial northern Bohemia to a community
foundation.

ROMANIAN YOUNG JOURNALISTS FOUNDATION — Bucharest, Romania
To increase public awareness and support for the — 40,000 — 40,000
Romanian nonprofit sector through improved media
coverage.

RussiaAN-AMERICAN GRouUP ON HUMAN RIGHTS — Moscow, Russia
To build the capacity of emerging Russian non- 50,000 — 50,000 —
governmental organizations active in the human and
civil rights field.

SACRED EARTH NETWORK — Petersham, Massachusetts

To foster communication among environmental non- — 80,000 40,000 40,000
governmental organizations within the former Soviet
Union.
SALZBURG SEMINAR IN AMERICAN STUDIES, INC. — Middlebury, Vermont
To support a seminar focused on the sustainability of — 50,000 50,000 —

the third sector in Central/Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union.

SLovAK ACADEMIC INFORMATION AGENCY - SCTS — Bratislava, Slovak Republic
To support an agency created to foster the develop- — 114,500 64,500 50,000
ment of the independent sector in the Slovak Republic.

SLOVENE INDEPENDENT NONPROFIT CENTER — Ljubljana, Slovenia
To build the capacity of a nonprofit sector resource — 17,080 8,540 8,540
center in Slovenia.

SLUZHENYE ASSOCIATION OF NON-GOVERNMENTAL NOT-FOR-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS — Nizhni Novgorod, Russia
To build the capacity of non-governmental organiza- — 61,960 61,960 —
tions and strengthen the nonprofit sector in Russia.

Soclo-EcoLoaicAL UNION — Moscow, Russia
To support a non-governmental, environmental 35,000 70,000 70,000 35,000
organization working in the former Soviet Union.

SuUPPORT OFFICE FOR THE MOVEMENT OF SELF-HELP INITIATIVES (BORIS) — Warsaw, Poland

To support a network of service centers for non- 49,200 50,000 49,200 50,000
governmental organizations in Poland.
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UNION OF BULGARIAN FOUNDATIONS AND ASSOCIATIONS — Sofia, Bulgaria
To support a membership organization dedicated to — $ 80000 $ 45000 $ 35,000
the promotion of philanthropy and the development of
the nonprofit sector in Bulgaria.

UNITED WAY - ESE SociAaL CENTER FOUNDATION — Pecel, Hungary
To support a community-based organization that — 20,000 10,000 10,000
provides social services, employment training and jobs
for a region in central Hungary.

UNITED WAY INTERNATIONAL — Alexandria, Virginia

To strengthen and expand established United Way $ 300,000 — 150,000 150,000
programs in Hungary and Poland.

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA FOUNDATION — Minneapolis, Minnesota
To develop a better understanding of how private 75,000 — 75,000 —
sector investment in Central and Eastern Europe
impacts the environment.

VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS INITIATIVE IN CENTRAL & EASTERN EUROPE/EURASIA — Washington, DC
To support an organization that provides services to — 35,000 17,500 17,500
strengthen the independent sector in countries
throughout Central and Eastern Europe and the former
Soviet Union.

SUBTOTAL: NONPROFIT SECTOR $ 2,457,901 $5151,885  $ 6,147,461 $ 1,462,325

CONFLICT RESOLUTION

CDR AssoCIATES — Boulder, Colorado
To support an analysis of Mott grantmaking in the field — $ 100,000 $ 100,000 —
of conflict resolution in Central/Eastern Europe.

CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES — Washington, DC
To support a range of conflict resolution training — 125,000 125,000 —
workshops and activities aimed at religious and
community leaders in Bosnia-Herzegovina.

CHARITIES AID FOUNDATION — London, England
To support efforts to end the conflict between Moldova — 150,000 75,000 $ 75,000
and Transdniestria.

CONFLICT RESOLUTION, RESEARCH AND RESOURCE INSTITUTE — Tacoma, Washington
To support the replication of model conflict resolution $ 116,666 — 58,333 58,333
centers in Russia.

CouNcIL oF EUROPE — Strasbourg, France
To support an intergovernmental organization in its 8,000 — 8,000 —
efforts to understand and address the increasing
poverty and social exclusion throughout Europe.

FouNDATION FOR A CIVIL SOCIETY, LTD. — New York, New York
To support workshops to bring together leaders of the — 35,000 35,000 —
former warring factions in Bosnia.

FOUNDATION ON INTER-ETHNIC RELATIONS — The Hague, Netherlands

To support an organization dedicated to conflict 50,000 — 50,000 —
resolution and prevention for ethnic/minority
populations in Central and Eastern Europe.

INTERNATIONAL ALERT — London, England
To support a conflict resolution program that addresses — 50,000 50,000 —
regional disputes in the Caucasus region of Russia.

INTERNATIONAL CRISIS GROUP — Washington, DC
To support efforts to monitor compliance with the — 100,000 100,000 —
Dayton Accords in Bosnia and the former Yugoslavia.

INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS LAW GROUP — Washington, DC

To support a program that focuses on human rights — 60,000 60,000 —
education, training and direct legal representation of

individuals seeking redress for human rights violations

in Bosnia.
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KETTERING FOUNDATION — Dayton, Ohio
To support a sustained, five-stage program of conflict — $ 300,000
resolution and peace building in war-torn Tajikistan.

MERCY CORPS INTERNATIONAL — Portland, Oregon
To create peaceful community relations among — 74,603
Muslims, Serbs and Croats in Brcko, a Bosnian
community.

NATIONAL PEACE FOUNDATION — Washington, DC

To support the continuation of a conflict resolution — 50,000
assessment project.

To support the continuation and expansion of a — 21,500
dialogue among women professionals and civic leaders

to learn conflict resolution techniques for application in

wars occurring in the region.

PARENTS, TEACHERS & STUDENTS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY — Montpelier, Vermont
To support the continuation and expansion of citizen- $ 64,919 149,967
based peacemaking centers that provide a neutral
arena for conflict resolution training in Bosnia.

PARTNERS FOR DEMOCRATIC CHANGE — San Francisco, California
To support 10 existing ethnic conciliation commissions 75,000 —
and the development of three new commissions in
Central Europe.

To support an organization that focuses on the — 300,000
development and operation of conflict resolution

centers in Central Europe and Russia, and a regional

center in Prague.

RESOLVE, INC. — Washington, DC
To support two pilot projects in environmental conflict — 15,500
resolution in Poland.

WOoRLD CONFERENCE ON RELIGION AND PEACE — New York, New York

To support a peacemaking effort that institutionalizes 50,000 75,000
linkages and cooperation among diverse religious
leaders in Bosnia-Herzegovina.

$ 100,000

74,603

50,000

21,500

214,886

75,000

300,000

15,500

125,000

$ 200,000

SUBTOTAL: CONFLICT RESOLUTION $ 364,585 $ 1,606,570

$ 1,637,822

$ 333,333

PoLiTiIcCAL/ECONOMIC STRUCTURES

ASSOCIATION FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — Rimavska Sobota, Slovak Republic

To support a regional development organization in the $ 9,495 —
Slovak Republic.

ATLANTIC CouNCIL OF THE UNITED STATES — Washington, DC
To support ongoing dialogue among Russian, — $ 100,000
Ukrainian and American government officials and non-
governmental representatives about political, economic
and military/ecurity reforms.

CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE — Washington, DC
To enable independent scholars in Moscow and — 200,000
Washington to contribute to public debate and
understanding of policy issues affecting society in
Russia and the Republics.

CENTER FOR CITIZEN INITIATIVES — San Francisco, California
To support a micro-business development program for 50,000 200,000
Russian women entrepreneurs.

CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES — Washington, DC
To support ongoing research, assessment and — 79,800
dialogues with Central Europeans on political,
economic and security trends in the region.

FORMER MEMBERS OF CONGRESS, INC. — Washington, DC

To provide technical assistance and training to the — 50,000
Ukrainian parliament.

$ 9,495

50,000

100,000

250,000

79,800

50,000

$ 50,000

100,000
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FORUM FOR INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION — Washington, DC
To provide technical assistance to women — $ 40,120
entrepreneurs in Poland, Ukraine and Slovakia.

FOUNDATION FOR SUPPORT OF LOCAL DEMOCRACY — Bratislava, Slovak Republic
To support three democracy centers in Slovakia created $ 25,000 —
to encourage citizen participation in public life and
help strengthen local government through educational
and training programs.

FOUNDATION FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF POLISH AGRICULTURE — Warsaw, Poland
To support a program that focuses on building 100,000 —
entrepreneurial skills, access to small loans and
advisory support to women in rural Poland.

INTERNATIONAL EXECUTIVE SERVICE CORPS — Stamford, Connecticut
To accelerate the Czech Republic’s transition to a 47,864 —
market economy.

INTERNATIONAL FOUNDATION FOR ELECTION SYSTEMS — Washington, DC
To support a conference to strengthen a network of — 25,000
Central and Eastern European election officials.

To improve voter understanding and participation in — 70,000
the September 1997 municipal elections in Bosnia-
Herzegovina.

LAWYERS ALLIANCE FOR WORLD SECURITY — Washington, DC
To support the development of a democratic federal- — 25,000
regional-local government system in the Volga region
of Russia.

OPPORTUNITY INTERNATIONAL — Elmherst, lllinois

To create a networking resource for advancing micro- — 20,000
enterprise in Russia and Central/Eastern Europe.

To expand microfinance opportunities for Russian — 200,000
women.

To advance micro-enterprise in Russia and — 100,000
Central/Eastern Europe.

PoLicy EDUCATION CENTRE ON ASSISTANCE TO TRANSITION — Warsaw, Poland
To support an organization dedicated to research and 150,000 —
policy work on assistance to transition.

PrRO DEMOCRACY ASSOCIATION — Brasov, Romania

To create a better relationship between Romanian — 87,896
voters and their elected representatives in parliament.

$

40,120

25,000

50,000

47,864

25,000

70,000

20,000

200,000

100,000

50,000

87,896

RESEARCH AND PuUBLISHING CENTER FOR PoOLITICAL STUDIES IN RUSSIA — Moscow, Russia

To support a project that focuses on encouraging non- 25,000 —
military control of military institutions in Russia.

RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE — Research Triangle Park, North Carolina
To build the capacity of local governments in Ukraine. — 100,000

RussiAN CENTER FOR CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION — St. Petersburg, Russia

To engage Russian citizens in their society and improve — 57,320
local government through increased dialogue between
office holders and the public.

Sovyuz UKRAINOK Lviv BRANCH — Lviv, Ukraine
To increase economic opportunities for women in — 100,000
western Ukraine.

STICHTING EAST-WEST PARLIAMENTARY PRACTICE PROJECT — Amsterdam, Netherlands

To support an organization that provides assistance to 125,000 —
parliamentarians in Central/Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union.

STICHTING SARAJEVO INTERNATIONAL - SAINT — Amsterdam, Netherlands
To support a documentary to encourage the healing — 81,749
and peacemaking processes in war-torn Bosnia.

ToGLIATTI RUsSIAN-AMERICAN CULTURAL CENTER — Togliatti, Russia

To support an organization established to facilitate 7,500 —
cultural exchange and understanding between
Russians and Americans.

25,000

100,000

57,320

60,000

125,000

81,749

7,500

$ 50,000

25,000

100,000

40,000
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UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

U.S.-UKRAINE FOUNDATION — Washington, DC
To support a public policy organization based in Kiev. $ 75,000 —

UNION OF YOUNG LAWYERS OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION — Moscow, Russia
To educate Russian citizens about their rights and — $ 28,870
responsibilities and inform the legal community about
the concerns of the people.
UNIVERSITY OF lOWA FOUNDATION — lowa City, lowa
To support the development of an international — 7,000
community that provides expertise for legislative staffs
in emerging democracies.
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN — Ann Arbor, Michigan
To support continued research to generate data on 22,700 —
employment and enterprise development related to the
economic transition in Poland.
UNIVERSITY RESEARCH CORPORATION, INTERNATIONAL — College Park, Maryland
To develop the structural framework in Russia for rule 200,000 —
of law and the transition to democracy.

WORLD VISION INTERNATIONAL — Monrovia, California
To enable women in underserved regions of Romania — 35,000
to establish sustainable businesses.

$ 75,000

28,870

7,000

11,100

200,000

35,000

$ 11,600

SUBTOTAL: PoLITICAL/ECONOMIC STRUCTURES $ 837,559 $ 1,607,755

$ 2,068,714

$ 376,600

OTHER

ASPEN INSTITUTE BERLIN — Berlin, Germany
To study current disputes in the Balkans with a view to — $ 27,600
proposing a long-term approach to promoting regional
stability.
To support an organization created to improve — 150,000
dialogue and the exchange of ideas among leaders
from Central and Eastern Europe, the former Soviet
Union, Western Europe, and North America.

ASPEN INSTITUTE, INC. — Washington, DC
To support a conference to discuss the International — 30,000
Commission’s report “’Unfinished Peace.”

CENTER FOR CITIZEN INITIATIVES — San Francisco, California

To support an organization established to foster and $ 80,000 —
increase citizen exchanges between Americans and
citizens in the former Soviet Union.

To support an effort to train Russians in urban food 25,000 —
production in order to meet their food needs.

CHARITIES AID FOUNDATION — London, England
To support a study of Mott-funded and other efforts to — 82,500
encourage cross-sector partnerships throughout
Central and Eastern Europe and Russia.

CouNciIL oF EUROPE — Strasbourg, France
To support an intergovernmental organization in its — 100,000
efforts to understand and address the increasing
poverty and social exclusion throughout Europe.

EpucaTep CHoICES HEIGHTEN OPPORTUNITIES, INC. — Yarmouth, Maine
To foster community development and civic activity in — 170,000
Russia.

EUrROPEAN ROMA RIGHTS CENTER — Budapest, Hungary
To advance self-organizing and community — 148,400
development in Roma communities.

FOUNDATION IN SUPPORT OF LocAL DEMOCRACY — Warsaw, Poland
To expand and strengthen a tested model with the goal 33,333 —

of building effective citizen action at the community
level.

$ 27,600

30,000

80,000

25,000

82,500

100,000

85,000

74,200

16,667

$ 150,000

85,000

74,200

16,666



UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID

Dec. 31,1997

FuNDACJA "PARTNERS" POLSKA — Warsaw, Poland
To support the development of new civic, business and $ 40,000 —
community leaders in western Ukraine and southern
Poland.

GERMAN MARSHALL FUND OF THE UNITED STATES — Washington, DC
To build the capacity of rural leadership in Slovakia. — $ 50,000

INSTITUTE FOR EASTWEST STUDIES, INC. — New York, New York
To support the continuation of a publication that — 30,000
addresses various issues in Russia.

ISAR — Washington, DC
To respond to the need for information, technical 20,000 —
assistance and financial support of grassroots
environmentalists in the former Soviet Union.

KrAaKOW DEVELOPMENT FORUM — Krakow, Poland
To support partnerships working together on the 25,000 —
economic and social development needs of Krakow.

OPEN SOCIETY INSTITUTE — New York, New York
To expand the concept of community education — 180,000
throughout Central and Eastern Europe.

PeopPLE IN NEED FOUNDATION — Prague, Czech Republic

To assist Czech communities ravaged by the July 1997 — 30,000
flood.

PRINCE OF WALES BUSINESS LEADERS FORUM — London, England
To develop cross-sector collaborations at the 100,000 —
community level among local government, business
and non-governmental organization leaders.

PrRo DEMOCRACY ASSOCIATION — Brasov, Romania

To support the expansion and strengthening of a — 80,000
successful, community-based model for building
communications and partnerships in Romania.

SOCIETY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT — Rome, Italy
To support an international conference to address the — 12,330

impact of globalization on social welfare,
environmental issues and civil society.

$ 40,000

50,000

30,000

20,000

25,000

180,000

30,000

50,000

80,000

12,330

50,000

SUBTOTAL: OTHER $ 323,333 $ 1,090,830

$ 1,038,297

$

375,866

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Central/Eastern Europe,
Russia and the Republics $ 3,983,378 $ 9,457,040

$10,892,294

$

2,548,124

SOUTH AFRICA

NONPROFIT SECTOR

CoMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE ASSOCIATION — Cape Town, South Africa
To strengthen the organizational development sector. $ 133,333 —

DEVELOPMENT RESOURCES TRUST — Johannesburg, South Africa
To encourage a dialogue regarding nonprofit law. 200,000 —

EASTERN CAPE NGO COALITION — East London, South Africa
To support a provincial non-governmental 150,000 —
organization coalition.

FOUNDATION-ADMINISTERED PROJECT
To disseminate regional grantmaking information to — $ 5,451
public, private and nonprofit sectors, and other
grantmakers.

FREESA DeVELOPMENT FUND FOR SOUTH AFRICA — Boston, Massachusetts
To support a workplace-giving pilot project in South 37,500 —
Africa.

INSTITUTE FOR DEMOCRACY IN SOUTH AFRICA — Cape Town, South Africa

To strengthen non-governmental organizations — 100,000
working on policy advocacy.

$ 66,667

100,000

150,000

5,451

37,500

100,000

$

66,666

100,000
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UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

NORTHERN PROVINCE NGO COALITION — Pietersburg, South Africa
To support an organization that works to strengthen — $ 100,000
non-governmental organizations throughout the
Northern Province.

OLIVE: ORGANISATION DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING — Durban, South Africa
To provide support to an organization that serves the — 150,000
nonprofit sector.

RECONSTRUCT TRUST — Braamfontein, South Africa
To support a publication that covers the work of the — 75,000
nonprofit sector and development in South Africa.

SouTH AFRICAN NATIONAL NGO CoOALITION — Braamfontein, South Africa
To support an organization created to advocate for the $ 50,000 68,213
nonprofit sector.

To research the current system of awarding — 35,000
government contracts.

SOUTHERN AFRICAN GRANTMAKERS ASSOCIATION — Braamfontein, South Africa
To support an organization dedicated to improving 150,000 —
and increasing grantmaking and charitable giving.

SOUTHERN AFRICAN NGO NETWORK — Johannesburg, South Africa
To support a computer information and — 100,000
communications network development service.

TLHAVHAMA TRAINING INITIATIVE — Pietersburg, South Africa
To support an organization that provides training to — 100,000
nonprofit organizations in the Northern Province.

UNIVERSITY OF PORT ELIZABETH — Port Elizabeth, South Africa

To support a project to build the university’s capacity — 41,787
to offer organizational development services in the
Eastern Cape region.

UNIVERSITY OF THE NORTH — Sovenga, South Africa

To support the development of a training institute — 100,000
targeted at non-governmental organizations in rural
communities.

UNIVERSITY OF THE WITWATERSRAND — Braamfontein, South Africa

To support a comprehensive study of the nonprofit — 100,000
sector.

$ 50,000

75,000

37,500

118,213

35,000

75,000

50,000

50,000

41,787

50,000

$ 50,000

75,000

37,500

75,000

50,000

50,000

50,000

100,000

SUBTOTAL: Nonprofit Sector $ 720,833 $ 975451

$ 1,042,118

$ 654,166

DEMOCRACY EDUCATION

BLACK SASH TRUST — Cape Town, South Africa
To support a human rights organization. $ 460,000 —

ELECTORAL INSTITUTE OF SOUTH AFRICA (EISA) — Auckland Park, South Africa
To support the development of a civic education — $ 150,000
project focusing in the Eastern Cape province.

INDEPENDENT PROJECTS TRUST — Durban, South Africa
To enable a conflict-resolution and democracy-building — 150,000
organization to develop a research and advocacy
department.

PLANACT — Braamfontein, South Africa
To address the changing needs of new local 75,000 —
government structures and the communities they serve
in South Africa.

TEACHER TRUST — Braamfontein, South Africa
To support resource pages in a new monthly 75,000 —
publication designed to develop, encourage and share
information among teachers.

UNIVERSITY OF CAPE TOWN — Cape Town, South Africa
To help rural communities in the Western and 150,000 —
Northern Cape to understand their legal rights.

To increase economic and budget literacy. 75,000 150,000

$ 230,000

75,000

75,000

75,000

37,500

75,000

75,000

$ 230,000

75,000

75,000

37,500

75,000

150,000



UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

UNIVERSITY OF NATAL — Durban, South Africa
To support a project that provides assistance in law $ 200,000 $ 75000 $ 275,000
and legal rights to rural Kwa-ZuluNatal and parts of
the Eastern Cape.

UNIVERSITY OF THE WESTERN CAPE — Bellville, South Africa
To bring local community representatives together to — 150,000 —
address the needs of the community versus budget
constraints.

UNIVERSITY OF THE WITWATERSRAND — Braamfontein, South Africa
To support an effort to uncover the human rights 100,000 -50,000 50,000
violations of the past and encourage a culture of
human rights and tolerance for the future.

$ 150,000

SUBTOTAL: DEMOCRACY EDUCATION $ 1,135,000 $ 625,000 $ 967,500

$ 792,500

WOMEN'’S PARTICIPATION

AGENDA — Durban, South Africa
To support the publication of a journal focusing on — $ 50,000 —
women'’s issues.

AGISANANG DOMESTIC ABUSE PREVENTION & TRAINING — Johannesburg, South Africa

To support an organization that works to address the $ 75,000 — $ 37,500
issue of violence against women in the home and
community.

BLACK HOUSEWIVES LEAGUE OF SOUTH AFRICA — Johannesburg, South Africa
To support a voluntary organization that mostly serves — 75,000 37,500
rural women.

ComMMIsSION ON GENDER EQUALITY — Braamfontein, South Africa
To support project costs for a series of workshops, — 230,000 230,000
research and a public awareness campaign.

GAUTENG’S SELF-EMPLOYED WOMEN’S ASSOCIATION — Johannesburg, South Africa
To support a membership association that provides 50,000 — 50,000
services, training and referrals to self-employed
women in the townships surrounding Johannesburg.

GENDER ADVOCACY PROGRAMME — Cape Town, South Africa
To raise awareness among women about their rights — 100,000 —
and educate them about the legislative process, policy
formation and decisionmaking.

HLOMELIKUSASA - SKILLS FOR THE FUTURE — Durban, South Africa
To support an organization that empowers rural — 40,000 20,000
women with skills and confidence to participate fully
in their families, society and government.

INSTITUTE FOR DEMOCRACY IN SOUTH AFRICA — Cape Town, South Africa
To support efforts to analyze the impact of the — 50,000 50,000
governmental budget on women.

MasIMANYANE WOMEN’S SuPPORT CENTRE — East London, South Africa
To support a women'’s center working to prevent 75,000 — 37,500
violence.

SOUTHERN AFRICAN NGO NETWORK — Johannesburg, South Africa
To increase communication and information exchange — 75,000 37,500
among women and enhance the ability of
organizations to be informed of activity occurring
around the country.

UNIVERSITY OF CAPE TOWN — Cape Town, South Africa
To inform women workers about the country’s — 50,000 —
changing economy and the impact of globalization.

WOMEN ON FARMS PROJECT — Stellenbosch, South Africa

To address the needs of women working on farms in — 75,000 37,500
the Western Cape province.

$ 50,000

37,500

37,500

100,000

20,000

37,500

37,500

50,000

37,500
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UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

WOMEN’S INSTITUTE FOR LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT & DEMOCRACY — Johannesburg, South Africa
To support an organization that focuses on leadership $ 150,000 — $ 150,000
development and democracy education for women.

WOMEN’S LEADERSHIP & TRAINING PROJECT — Johannesburg, South Africa

To support a project targeting young black women and 75,000 — 37,500
girls in nine communities.

$ 37,500

SUBTOTAL: WOMEN’S PARTICIPATION $ 425,000 $ 745,000 $ 725,000

$ 445,000

OTHER

INTERNATIONAL FOUNDATION FOR EDUCATION AND SELF-HELP — Phoenix, Arizona
To provide opportunities for African American — $ 150,000 $ 100,000
graduate students to work in South Africa.

UNIVERSITY OF CAPE TOWN FUND, INC. — New York, New York
To support a fund for the new vice-chancellor to use — 10,000 10,000
for a variety of purposes of her choosing.

UNIVERSITY OF THE WESTERN CAPE — Bellville, South Africa

To enable the Centre for Adult and Continuing $ 75,000 — 75,000
Education to replicate and disseminate its work.

$ 50,000

SUBTOTAL: OTHER $ 75,000 $ 160,000 $ 185,000

$ 50,000

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: South Africa $ 2,355,833 $ 2,505,451 $ 2,919,618

$ 1,941,666

UNITED STATES

NONPROFIT SECTOR

ALASKA COMMUNITY FOUNDATION — Anchorage, Alaska
To study Alaska’s charitable giving patterns and — $ 115750 $ 67,310
survey philanthropic attitudes.

APPLIED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE INTERNATIONAL, INC. — Denver, Colorado
To support a project to identify and assess nonprofit $ 179,213 37,556 216,769
management assistance providers in the United States.

ASIAN AMERICANS/PACIFIC ISLANDERS IN PHILANTHROPY — New York, New York

To support an organization that works to increase 15,000 45,000 30,000
funders’ awareness of and responsiveness to Asian
Pacific Islanders and their communities.

ASPEN INSTITUTE, INC. — Washington, DC
To support independent research on the nonprofit — 300,000 —
sector.

ASSOCIATION OF SMALL FOUNDATIONS — Washington, DC
To provide support to a membership organization — 225,000 75,000
dedicated to serving the needs of foundations with few
or no staff.

BARUCH COLLEGE FUND — New York, New York

To support standardized record-keeping and reporting 5,000 — 5,000
requirements for government grants and contracts
received by nonprofits.

BrowARD COMMUNITY FOUNDATION — Fort Lauderdale, Florida
To provide a 2:1 challenge to the community 10,000 — 10,000
foundation in conjunction with its $5-million
endowment campaign.

CouNciIL oF MICHIGAN FOUNDATIONS — Grand Haven, Michigan
To support a statewide membership organization — 50,000 50,000
representing Michigan grantmakers.

To support a campaign focusing on potential donors to 75,000 — 75,000
community foundations in Michigan.

CouNciL ON FOUNDATIONS, INC. — Washington, DC
To support a national membership organization of — 45,000 45,000
private foundations, community foundations and
corporate funders dedicated to promoting and
enhancing responsible and effective philanthropy.

$ 48,440

30,000

300,000

150,000



UNPAID UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS Dec. 31,1997
CouUNCIL ON FOUNDATIONS, INC. — Washington, DC
To expand and strengthen international activities for $ 200,000 — $ 100,000 $ 100,000
council members and international colleagues.
To strengthen the organizational, marketing and 105,000 — 55,000 50,000
program capacities of 24 regional associations of
grantmakers.
ExecuTIVE SERVICE CORPS OF CHICAGO — Chicago, Illinois
To support a consulting service that will provide 30,000 — 30,000 —
technical assistance and training services in revenue
generation, strategic planning and board governance to
nonprofits in the Chicago area.
Focus PrROJECT, INC. — Washington, DC
To support planning activities for a communications 100,000 — 100,000 —
infrastructure and public education initiative for the
U.S. nonprofit sector.
To support nine demonstrations of how newer — $ 600,000 200,000 400,000
information technologies can be of use to nonprofit
organizations.
FouNDATION CENTER — New York, New York
To support a national organization that collects, — 50,000 50,000 —
organizes, analyzes and disseminates information on
foundations and corporate giving.
To support publication of the second edition of a book — 35,000 35,000 —
on the structure and operation of the nonprofit sector
in the United States.
FOUNDATION-ADMINISTERED PROJECT
To disseminate to the community foundation field and — 115,300 115,300 —
other funders lessons learned from the Neighborhoods
Small Grants Program.
HisPANICS IN PHILANTHROPY — Berkeley, California
To support a grantmaking group created to promote a — 75,000 25,000 50,000
stronger partnership between organized philanthropy
and Latino communities.
To examine Latinos and their relationship to — 47,200 47,200 —
philanthropy.
INDEPENDENT SECTOR — Washington, DC
To support a national membership organization 431,500 — 143,834 287,666
dedicated to promoting philanthropy, volunteering and
nonprofit sector development.
MiICHIGAN NONPROFIT FORUM — East Lansing, Michigan
To assist in the creation of an endowment fund to — 150,000 150,000 —
increase and improve volunteerism in Michigan.
NATIONAL ALLIANCE FOR CHOICE IN GIVING — Washington, DC
To support an organization that conducts workplace- 25,000 — 25,000 —
giving campaigns in the United States.
NATIONAL BLACK UNITED FUND, INC. — Newark, New Jersey
To support a national coordinating and planning body 37,500 — 37,500 —
for 20 local Black United Funds, which raise money
primarily through employee payroll deduction and
then distribute the funds to community-based
nonprofits serving the African American community.
NATIONAL CHARITIES INFORMATION BUREAU — New York, New York
To support the implementation of a business and — 200,000 200,000 —
marketing plan for a national charity watchdog
organization.
NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR RESPONSIVE PHILANTHROPY — Washington, DC
To support a national advocacy organization dedicated — 15,000 15,000 —

to increasing the responsiveness and accessibility of
philanthropic organizations to minorities and the
disadvantaged.
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UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR RESPONSIVE PHILANTHROPY — Washington, DC
To support a national technical assistance program to — $ 75,000
strengthen and expand workplace fundraising
campaigns for non-United Way charities.

NATIONAL CouNcIL OF NONPROFIT ASSOCIATIONS — Washington, DC
To support a program designed to expand and $ 225,000 —
strengthen state and regional associations of nonprofits.

NATIVE AMERICANS IN PHILANTHROPY — Lumberton, North Carolina
To provide general support. 10,000 —

NONPROFIT RISk MANAGEMENT CENTER — Washington, DC
To increase financial sustainability and improve — 64,000
products and services provided to the nonprofit sector
on risk management and insurance issues.

PHILANTHROPY ROUNDTABLE — Washington, DC
To support a national association that provides services — 5,000
and activities for grantmakers.

PoINTS OF LIGHT FOUNDATION — Washington, DC

To support the continuation of an assessment of — 49,125
volunteer centers.

To encourage effective volunteerism and citizen action — 250,000
with the goal of improving conditions and prospects
for young people in communities throughout America.

SOUTHEASTERN COUNCIL OF FOUNDATIONS — Atlanta, Georgia
To strengthen community foundations in a 12-state 94,750 —
region in the South.

SOUTHERN RURAL DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE, INC. — Raleigh, North Carolina
To expand the philanthropic capital base and build the 100,000 —
capacity of nontraditional foundations and funds in the
rural South.

UNION INSTITUTE — Cincinnati, Ohio
To support a program to help the nonprofit sector 113,333 150,000
anticipate and address significant sectorwide issues.

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA — Athens, Georgia
To contribute to the development of a national — 50,000
infrastructure of statewide nonprofit databases.

VOLUNTEER CONSULTING GROUP, INC. — New York, New York
To support a national project to recruit and train volun- 46,250 —
teer leaders for nonprofit boards and commissions.

WOMEN & PHILANTHROPY — Washington, DC

To support a national membership organization of 5,000 —
grantmakers interested in mobilizing the resources of

the philanthropic community to achieve equity for

women and girls.

To support a program to establish gender and racial 70,000 —
equity as a measure of grantmaking effectiveness.

WOMEN’S FUNDING NETWORK — St. Paul, Minnesota
To support a membership organization of women’s 20,000 —
funds and female donors in the United States and
Canada.

To support the implementation of a database and 10,000 —
reporting system that will integrate the organization’s
financial, operational and grantmaking data.

$ 75,000

125,000

10,000

44,000

5,000

49,125

250,000

50,000

188,333

50,000

46,250

5,000

30,000

20,000

10,000

$ 100,000

20,000

94,750

50,000

75,000

40,000

SUBTOTAL: NONPROFIT SECTOR $ 1,907,546 $ 2,748,931

$ 2,860,621

$ 1,795,856

RACE RELATIONS

APPLIED RESEARCH CENTER — Oakland, California
To examine organizations that explicitly claim to be — $ 35,000
engaged in anti-racist work in low-income
communities.

$ 35,000



UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY FOUNDATION — Los Angeles, California
To support a multiethnic cross-section of community- — $ 100,000
based service and advocacy organizations seeking
solutions to interethnic conflict in the Los Angeles area.

CENTER FOR DEMOCRATIC RENEWAL AND EDUCATION, INC. — Atlanta, Georgia
To support the replication of a project that addresses $ 200,000 —
the problems of racially motivated violence and
institutional bigotry.

CENTER FOR IMMIGRANT RIGHTS, INC. — New York, New York
To address the intersection of racism and immigration — 75,000
in the United States.

FOUNDATION-ADMINISTERED PROJECT
To convene leading civil rights activists for a strategic — 12,426
dissemination plan of a race relations survey.

HARVARD UNIVERSITY — Cambridge, Massachusetts

To address the need for better legal and historical 50,000 —
analysis regarding the continued existence of
affirmative action programs.

To assess the prospects for justice and equal — 500,000
opportunity of racial and ethnic minorities in the
United States.

$ 100,000

75,000

12,426

25,000

MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL DEFENSE AND EDUCATIONAL FUND — Los Angeles, California

To support a collaborative of leading civil rights — 150,000
organizations.

NATIONAL ASIAN PAcCIFIC AMERICAN LEGAL CONSORTIUM — Washington, DC
To assist Asian Pacific American communities in — 100,000
building their leadership capacity to address
community and civil rights issues on a local level.

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF CHRISTIANS AND JEWS — New York, New York
To support a conference for the planning, 220,000 —
implementation and evaluation of dialogue activities in
communities across the country.

NATIONAL IMMIGRATION FORUM — Washington, DC
To build upon previous work that identified and — 200,000
reported on successful, innovative race relations
projects in four American cities.

PEOPLE FOR THE AMERICAN WAY — Washington, DC
To evaluate a program that examines racial discrimina- 100,000 —
tion and prejudice, and promotes tolerance and respect
among youth.

PEOPLE’S INSTITUTE FOR SURVIVAL AND BEYOND — New Orleans, Louisiana
To evaluate and replicate a training and community — 30,837
organizing project that works with low-income
communities of color to combat racism.

PROGRESSIVE, INC. — Madison, Wisconsin
To support a program to increase African American 50,000 —
participation in public debate.

SOUTHERN EDUCATION FOUNDATION — Atlanta, Georgia

To examine and document contemporary patterns of — 300,000
relations between whites and persons of African
descent in three countries.

SOUTHERN REGIONAL COUNCIL — Atlanta, Georgia
To better understand attitudes among white Americans — 24,500
about race-based remedies.

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA FOUNDATION — Minneapolis, Minnesota

To support a project created to address the issue of — 180,000
deteriorating race relations and widening inequality
through debate and dialogue.

50,000

110,000

100,000

100,000

30,837

50,000

150,000

24,500

60,000

$ 100,000

100,000

25,000

500,000

150,000

50,000

110,000

100,000

150,000

120,000
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UNPAID UNPAID

GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS Dec. 31,1997
UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA — Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

To promote new strategies for thinking, talking and $ 150,000 — $ 150,000 —

collaborating about race and other important societal

issues.
WoMEN MAKE MoVIES, INC. — New York, New York

To support the filming of a play, based on the upheaval — $ 1,000,000 500,000 $ 500,000

in Los Angeles following the beating of Rodney King,

and to support ongoing community dialogues.
SUBTOTAL: Race Relations $ 770,000 $ 2,707,763  $ 1,572,763 $ 1,905,000
PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: United States $ 2,677,546 $ 5,456,694  $ 4,433,384 $ 3,700,856

GLoBAL NONPROFIT SECTOR AND OTHER

ARAB GULF PROGRAMME FOR UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS — Riyadh, Saudi Arabia

To support a conference on non-governmental $ 50,000 —
organizations in the Middle East.

ARIAS FOUNDATION FOR PEACE AND HUMAN PROGRESS — San Jose, Costa Rica
To strengthen civil society and the nonprofit sector in 200,000 —
Central America.

ASSOCIATION FOR INNOVATIVE COOPERATION IN EUROPE — Brussels, Belgium

To support improved interethnic relations in Europe. — $ 75,000
ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNITY TRUSTS AND FOUNDATIONS — London, England
To support a membership organization of community — 475,000

foundations in the United Kingdom.

CENTRO MEXICANO PARA LA FILANTROPIA, A.C. — Mexico City, Mexico
To support a membership organization dedicated to 200,000 —
promoting a philanthropic culture and strengthening
citizen participation in Mexico.

CIVICUS: WOoRLD ALLIANCE FOR CITIZEN PARTICIPATION, INC. — Washington, DC
To support an international alliance of organizations — 200,000

and individuals dedicated to strengthening citizen
action and civil society throughout the world.

To support preparatory meetings for the World — 33,000
Assembly of CIVICUS.
CoMMUNITY FOUNDATIONS OF CANADA — Ottawa, Ontario

To support a membership association that promotes 100,000 —
the growth and development of community
foundations in Canada.

CouNCIL ON FOUNDATIONS, INC. — Washington, DC
To support the first international meeting of — 25,000
membership organizations serving grantmakers.

DAEDALUS ALLIANCE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION — San Diego, California
To support a binational planning effort to improve 16,000 —
coordination of social and community services in the
San Diego-Tijuana border region.

EARTHACTION ALERTS NETWORK — Amherst, Massachusetts

To increase participation of the citizen sector — 60,000
worldwide in decisions and policies made by large
multilateral organizations.

ESQUEL GRoUP FOUNDATION, INC. — Washington, DC
To support a national membership organization of 75,000 —

nonprofits in Latin America dedicated to improving
social and economic conditions for the poor in the

region.
EurOPEAN FOUNDATION CENTRE — Brussels, Belgium
To support a membership organization of private 13,500 27,000

funders in Europe.

To support the position of information and publication 120,000 —
services coordinator.

$ 50,000

100,000

75,000

172,200

100,000

200,000

33,000

50,000

25,000

16,000

60,000

75,000

13,500

60,000

$ 100,000

302,800

100,000

50,000

27,000

60,000



UNPAID UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS Dec. 31,1997

EurROPEAN FOUNDATION CENTRE — Brussels, Belgium
To provide technical assistance enabling the center to — $ 146,400 $ 146,400 —
strengthen the development of community
philanthropy in Europe.
FUNDACION ESQUEL-ECUADOR — Quito, Ecuador
To develop and strengthen a climate of civic $ 50,000 — — $ 50,000

responsibility, altruism and philanthropy in Ecuador,
particularly to benefit impoverished sectors of the

population.
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR VOLUNTEER EFFORT — Washington, DC
To support an organization created to build alliances — 50,000 — 50,000

and promote voluntary citizen action worldwide.

INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR JOURNALISTS — Washington, DC
To support a training program for radio journalists in — 150,000 50,000 100,000
Hungary, Poland and South Africa on coverage of
environmental issues.

INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR NOT-FOR-PROFIT LAW — Washington, DC
To support an organization created to promote the — 50,000 50,000 —
development of civil society by encouraging the
growth of the nonprofit sector.

INTERNATIONAL YOUTH FOUNDATION — Baltimore, Maryland
To support an organization whose principle aim is to 350,000 — 350,000 —
identify, strengthen, expand and replicate existing
successful programs for children and youth.

JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY — Baltimore, Maryland
To support the development of the nonprofit sector at — 100,000 32,400 67,600
the international level.

To support an international research group that 50,000 — — 50,000
encourages, supports and provides legitimacy to the
study of the nonprofit sector around the world.

To support the second phase of an international study 165,000 — 85,000 80,000
to document and compare the role of the nonprofit

sector in a cross-section of countries throughout the

world.

To promote the development of the nonprofit sector at — 83,434 83,434 —
the global level.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR NONPROFIT BOARDS — Washington, DC
To support a project to expand domestic education and 500,000 — 250,000 250,000
training programs for nonprofit boards and to establish
a new international program.

Puerto Rico COMMUNITY FOUNDATION — Hato Rey, Puerto Rico

To support a project that works to strengthen 100,000 — 50,000 50,000
community-based philanthropy in the Caribbean.

SYNERGOS INSTITUTE, INC. — New York, New York
To support a five-year program to increase indigenous 275,000 — 175,000 100,000
sources of funding for nonprofit organizations in
selected countries.

UNITED NATIONS ASSOCIATION IN CANADA — Ottawa, Ontario
To examine how civil society, represented by the non- — 30,000 30,000 —
governmental sector, relates to the United Nations and
its associations.

UNITED WAY INTERNATIONAL — Alexandria, Virginia

To support an organization that promotes philanthropy — 200,000 100,000 100,000
and volunteerism throughout the world.

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Global Nonprofit
Sector and Other $ 2,264,500 $ 1,704,834  $ 2,431,934 $ 1,537,400

PROGRAM TOTAL: Civil Society $11,281,257 $19,124,019  $20,677,230 $ 9,728,046

35



<‘| he Mott Foundation became
involved in the reform of
multilateral development
banks (MDBs) soon after the
issue was identified by an outside consul-
tant as an “uncrowded beach,” i.e., one
receiving little or no funding attention,
and as an area providing tremendous
opportunity for Mott to make a differ-
ence. This finding led to the growth of a
systematic grantmaking program that
has developed over the past decade and
yielded significant results.

Since 1988, Mott has collaborated
with other private donors* on MDB
reform efforts. Among those foundations,
Mott has been the longest and single
largest funder of such activities, granting
almost $10.6 million through 1997.

In broad terms, Mott’s long-term
grantmaking has helped to catalyze a
global set of non-governmental organi-
zations (NGOs) concentrated on MBD
reform issues, especially in key donor
countries, and increased acceptance
worldwide that civil society has a
legitimate role in MDB affairs. Further,
the growing grassroots resistance in
developing countries to destructive MDB
projects and policies through the 1980s
and 1990s was instrumental in bringing
these issues to the attention of the
northern NGOs. The result has been
greater public transparency and
accountability of MDB policymaking,
and positive changes in MDB lending
policies and practices.

MDBs, which include the World

*The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur and

W. Alton Jones foundations; the Wallace Global,
Moriah and Rockefeller Brothers funds; and the
Carnegie Corporation.
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Bank Group and six regional banks, have been the most critical outside
institutions affecting Third World development. As the major official
sources of international financing for development, the banks have a
mixed record in addressing the issues for which they were established:
economic growth and poverty alleviation in developing countries.

During the late 1980s, the banks underwrote projects totaling $40
billion to $60 billion annually in such fields as agriculture, irrigation,
dam construction and fossil fuel development. Several MDB-financed
projects turned out to be highly publicized environmental catastrophes.
In addition to causing extensive damage to globally unique ecosystems,
such as tropical rainforests, major development projects funded by
MDBs dislocated tens of thousands of people and generated strong local
resistance.

The World Bank, as the largest MDB and the most important
source of development financing in the world, was heavily scrutinized.
Owned by 178 governments, it has a $148-billion loan portfolio
covering a broad range of projects and considerable clout in both
influencing the global development agenda and crafting national
development policies.

Despite the World Bank’s poor track record, Mott believed that
with reform, MDBs had the potential to be a positive force for
advancing sustainable development. It seemed clear that the most viable
way to achieve this reform was by strengthening an emerging network
of NGOs to press for more environmentally sound and socially just
funding policies.

In the late 1980s, a group of individuals representing five large
U.S. environmental groups — the Environmental Defense Fund, the
Environmental Policy Institute (now Friends of the Earth), the National
Wildlife Federation, the Natural Resources Defense Council and the
Sierra Club — were working informally to apply their advocacy, policy
research and coalition-building skills to bring about meaningful MDB
reform. These groups viewed their role as working in partnership with
groups from developing countries to help ensure that their concerns
were reflected in high-level policy discussions in the MDB arena.

Building on the successes of prior grant relationships it had with
many of these organizations, Mott made annual grants of $40,000 to
each of the five environmental NGOs from 1988 to 1991 to develop a
strategic campaign that would use advocacy and collaboration between
NGOs from the Northern and Southern hemispheres to reform the
MDBs — the first foundation initiative in this arena.

This work is exemplified by Friends of the Earth (FoE). The
organization’s location (Washington, D.C.) and access to the World
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GRANT ACTIVITY BY PROGRAM AREA

Reform of International
Lending & Trade Policies
$2,645,600 / 24.4%

Prevention of Toxic Pollution
$2,677,425 | 24.7%

Protection of Great Lakes Ecosystem
$2,498,137 / 23%

Sp@cﬁaﬂ [nitiatives
$3,019,529 / 27.9%

Total: $10,840,691

Bank make it a conduit for NGOs in affected communities seeking to
reshape the bank’s decisions.

A recipient of $827,000 in Mott funding for MDB-related
activities since 1988, FoE has become a leader in advocating reform of
the World Bank and other MDBs, as well as the International Monetary
Fund (IMF), through a worldwide network of national and grassroots
groups.

The group’s campaign efforts have led to increased awareness
among policy makers of the lack of accountability and limited public
disclosure of information at the IMEF, a sister organization of the
World Bank whose purpose is to lend money to developing countries
that face serious balance-of-payment deficits. FoE’s advocacy has
prompted the IMF to review the need for making more information
available to the public. Further, through FoE’s international network of
more than 50 partner organizations, an increasing number are now
tracking the IMF’s role in imposing policies on governments which have
led to environmental damage and the loss of safety nets for society’s
most impoverished.

With increased funding, FoE and other groups also became
effective at influencing U.S. policy specifically related to the MDBs.
Successes include the creation of an “early warning system” used to



identify proposed World
Bank development loans that
may have harmful
environmental impacts,
measures to identify projects
not accompanied by an
adequate environmental
impact statement, and the
creation of a World Bank
inspection panel to probe
citizens’ complaints about
specific projects.
Relations between
U.S. NGOs and
government
representatives and MDB
officials have advanced
significantly since the
1980s. Today, NGOs
have much greater access
to senior officials in the
U.S. government, which
has contributed to
considerably improved
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staffing and monitoring related to the environmental performance of the
MDBs and improved coordination among relevant agencies.

Based on the progress made in these early years and the potential
for further reform, Mott staff in 1992 committed to look at funding
reform-oriented NGOs in the other most industrialized countries in the
world (the so-called G-7 countries). Because the banks are multilateral
institutions, changes in U.S. policy alone are not sufficient to ensure
progress at the MDBs themselves. This decision expanded the
geographic scope of efforts in the field.

Mott grantees in Europe, Canada and Japan have worked to
increase the membership in their coalitions and to educate ministry
officials, parliamentarians, the media and public audiences about MDBs
and other financial institutions. Added scrutiny in Europe and Canada
has helped increase the transparency and accountability of MDB
decisionmaking in these countries and, in several cases, has pushed the
governments to play a more active role in shaping the banks’ policies

and operations.

The Berne Declaration in Zurich has been an influential voice in



GRANT ACTIVITY BY PROGRAM AREA & OBJECTIVE

Reform of International

Lemﬂing & deing Policies
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MDB reform efforts since 1992, when Switzerland became a member of
the World Bank. With $200,000 in Mott funding since 1994, the group
has succeeded in creating a strong public interest in MDB policies in
Switzerland and in influencing the positions of the responsible Swiss
government agencies.

The Berne Declaration has been one of the most active members of
the international NGO network that monitors and prepares case studies
on unsustainable MDB projects. In addition, since 1995, the group has
monitored the Three Gorges dam project in China, which will turn a
large section of the Yangtze River into a reservoir and displace more
than one million people in the process. These monitoring activities have
helped to turn Swiss public opinion against the project. The resulting
public opposition has helped to improve environmental and social
guidelines at the Swiss Export Risk Guarantee Agency.

More recently, the Berne Declaration has joined in the efforts to
analyze the World Bank Group’s private-sector operations as well as
other private-sector projects. It has helped shape the understanding of
such issues by the international NGO community and to coordinate key
NGO campaigns to monitor private-sector projects. In 1997, the
organization led a campaign to stop the Bakun Hydroelectric Project in
Malaysia, which would have been the largest independent power project
in the world. As a result of these efforts and economic changes in
Malaysia, private investors withdrew support for the project and it has



been indefinitely delayed by the Malaysian government.

Another organization that has recently focused its attention on the
role of private-sector international financing is the U.S.-based
Environmental Defense Fund.

For more than a decade, EDF has been a pioneer in the reform of
MDBs and other financial lending institutions worldwide. A recipient of
$410,000 in Mott support for MDB-related work since 1988, the group
has been effective in using its two-pronged approach of policy dialogue
and advocacy at the highest levels of World Bank management and
collaborative case study research and advocacy with other NGOs on
specific projects to push for positive, sustained reform. They have begun
using this same approach to address increased concerns related to
private-sector financing.

The private-sector arms of the World Bank, the International
Finance Corporation and the Multilateral Investment Guarantee
Agency, are by far the fastest-expanding parts of the bank’s operations,
growing 20 percent a year since the early 1990s.

Further, private-sector investment by other private financial
institutions increasingly is becoming a dominant source of funding for
international development in many parts of the world where natural
resources are at risk. Unfortunately, many of these institutions have
weaker environmental assessment, information access and social policies
than the World Bank. EDF estimates that the public accountability of
these institutions is where the World Bank was 10 to 15 years ago.

A key challenge in the coming years will be how NGOs, with limited
resources, can influence these huge flows of private-sector investment.

The political and legal environment for NGO advocacy is much
more difficult in Japan. Still, even Japanese NGOs have succeeded in
engaging more systematically with public officials on MDB reform
issues. The U.S.-based National Wildlife Federation received a Mott
grant of nearly $250,000 to assist Japanese NGOs in the formation of a
national coalition for MDB reform. Through this grant, the federation
provided extended guidance and financial assistance to the Japanese
environmental organizations active on reform issues.

While NGOs in the U.S. and Europe have made considerable
progress, the MDB reform movement is not as well-established in less
industrialized countries. It was clear to Mott that sustained, worldwide
reform would require U.S. and European groups to develop strong
working relationships with their Third World counterparts.

The Bank Information Center (BIC) is one of a few NGOs dedicated
exclusively to expanding citizen participation in World Bank projects and
strengthening environmental and information policies at the MDBs. Its
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primary goal is to empower
NGOs in developing
countries by providing them
with information about the
social and environmental
impacts of bank lending.
Maintaining ties with almost
250 NGOs in developing
countries, BIC facilitates
cross-organizational dialogue
and coordination and serves
as an information
clearinghouse.

BIC, a recipient of
nearly $600,000 in Mott
funding since 1989, has
worked with partners in the
United States and around
the world. The group brings
public attention to the
potential harms caused by

failure to consider the social and
environmental effects of large, high-

profile MDB projects, and the need to

take the concerns of affected populations into account. After a decade

of campaigning by BIC and others, the World Bank has adopted six “do
no harm” policies that protect the rights of affected peoples, strengthen
public information disclosure and require environmental assessments on
major projects.

Perhaps nowhere has the significance of early and ongoing funding

support and the importance of coalition-building related to MDB
reform been more definitively demonstrated than in the Hidrovia
Commercial Navigation Project in South America.

The project, initiated in 1989, called for the re-engineering of

2,000 miles of a major river system that runs through Argentina,
Bolivia, Brazil, Paraguay and Uruguay in order to enable year-round
commercial navigation. Dredging, rock removal, river straightening and
widening all would be necessary to accomplish this at an estimated cost
of up to $1 billion. Included in the river’s ecosystem is the Pantanal, the
world’s largest freshwater wetland, encompassing 700,000 square miles
in Brazil. A biological hot spot, the Pantanal provides habitat for a wide
variety of fish, birds and other wildlife and is home to 17 million



people, representing 19 indigenous groups.

From the start, many environmental organizations and indigenous
peoples challenged the project. The proposed changes to the river would
irreversibly affect the wetlands; increase deforestation; and exacerbate
already deteriorating water quality, fisheries and flooding conditions
throughout the river system.

Between 1994 and 1996, Mott gave more than $630,000 in grants
related to Hidrovia. This money went to support the work of six
environmental groups in the United States and 13 organizations in the
five affected countries. As work on the project progressed, the Rios
Vivos coalition, consisting of over 300 NGOs from the five countries
affected by the project as well as groups from the United States and
Europe, was formed in late 1994 to help coordinate commentary and
review of the project.

Collective pressure from these groups led to unprecedented public
hearings, a commitment by the Brazilian government not to develop the
ecologically rich Pantanal region, and increased scrutiny of recently
completed environmental and engineering studies. In addition, NGO
pressure prompted the Inter-American Development Bank, a regional
MDB that was providing funds to the project for environmental and
engineering studies, to conduct its own independent audit of the
studies.*

The Hidrovia campaign stands apart from other MDB campaigns
because, with foundation support, NGOs were able to become involved
during planning and design stages, before the project became a fait
accompli. Because these organizations started so early in the process,
they were able to help frame the debate on Hidrovia and ensure that
environmental studies are completed before engineering work begins.

Although the ultimate fate of the Hidrovia project has not been
determined, its design has already been altered to spare some of the
most ecologically sensitive areas of the Pantanal.

NGOs working on MDB reform issues have emphasized
multidisciplinary solutions and have sought to grow a community of
activists in many nations including environmental, development, human
rights, religious, indigenous, and other interests. As recently as 10 years
ago, NGO oversight of financing practices and advocacy of socially and

*Independent studies have confirmed that the official studies for the Paraguay-Parana
Hidrovia waterway project are insufficient for government use in deciding to begin
engineering works. In January 1998, a Federal Court in the Brazilian state of Matto
Grosso issued a restraining order suspending all studies and engineering works by the
Brazilian federal government for the implementation of the project.
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environmentally sustainable financing policies was considered
unnecessary or even inappropriate by some of the MDBs. In contrast,
NGOs are now an integral part of the process.

A measure of the importance of the work these NGOs are doing
came in late 1997 from the World Bank itself. An analysis of policy
compliance prepared by the Operations Policy and Strategy Group of
the bank concluded: “It appears that the quality of compliance is
relatively better in the areas where much of the external scrutiny — and
criticism — of the bank has been concentrated (i.e., environmental
assessment), while it is less so in some traditional areas (i.e., financial
management). This reflects the important role of external disclosure and
monitoring in enhancing bank accountability and performance.”

A further testament to reform efforts is the fact that 15 years ago
the World Bank employed one environmental expert; today, it has a
staff of over 300 charged with minimizing the adverse effects of its
lending on the global ecosystem.

While significant policy changes have taken place among MDBs in
the past decade, sustained work is critical to ensure systemic changes in
the structure and operations of these financial institutions. The growing
role of private investment in affecting global environmental
sustainability and the necessity of continued public vigilance to ensure
that policy reforms are implemented and enforced means that NGOs
will continue to be needed in the reform of public and private financial
institutions.

By building the capacity of NGOs in both industrialized and
developing nations, promoting NGO collaboration and networking, and
fostering public accountability, Mott will continue to help advance this
process into the next century.

During 1988, the Foundation’s staff, management and Trustees will
conclude a planning process to identify future grantmaking priorities for
the Environment program. New guidelines for the program will go into
effect on January 1, 1999. Information about the new funding priorities
will be available in the fall of 1998 on the Foundation’s Web site
(http://www.mott.org) and in published documents.



ENVIRONMENT
MISSION

To support efforts to achieve a
healthy global environment capable of
sustaining all forms of life.

rervreyyeyam Reform of International Lending and Trade Policies OBJECTIVES
To promote the transition to more sustainable Multilateral Development Banks
forms of economic activity by reforming Trade Agreements and Institutions

international lending and trade policies.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Prevention of Toxic Pollution T

To improve and sustain human and ecosystem Pollution Prevention in Manufacturing
health by reducing-and,-where possible, Pesticide Use-Reduction
eliminating the use of toxic substances and Toxics in Latin America

their release into the environment.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Protection of the Great Lakes Ecosystem OBJECTIVES
To restore and protect the health, diversity Water Quality
and functioning of the Great Lakes ecosystem. Natural Areas
Urban Areas

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Special Initiatives

To support efforts that contribute to the
resolution of environmental problems of
national or global significance.
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UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

REFORM OF INTERNATIONAL LENDING AND TRADE POLICIES

MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT BANKS

BANK INFORMATION CENTER — Washington, DC

To provide information and technical assistance to $ 80,000 $ 5,600
groups in Latin American dealing with multilateral
development bank issues.

BERNE DECLARATION (ERKLARUNG VON BERN) — Zurich, Switzerland
To support efforts to effect significant policy changes in 50,000 —
the major multilateral development banks.

BoTH ENDS FOUNDATION — Amsterdam, Netherlands

To reform environmental policies of multilateral — 140,000
development banks in the Netherlands and the
developing world.

CENTER FOR INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAW — Washington, DC

To test the independence and effectiveness of the — 115,000
inspection panels of the World Bank and Inter-
American Development Bank.

CENTRO INTERNAZIONALE CROCEVIA — Rome, Italy
To enable an Italian non-governmental organization to 89,000 30,000
operate Italy’s first multilateral development bank
information clearinghouse.

CONSERVATION INTERNATIONAL FOUNDATION — Washington, DC
To reform the environmental policies of multilateral — 108,100
development banks.

ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND, INC. — New York, New York
To support efforts to harmonize public- and private- 60,000 —
sector environmental policies within the World Bank.

EUROPEAN NATURAL HERITAGE FUND — Bonn, Germany

To effect long-lasting changes in the way the lending of 40,000 —
European multilateral development banks impacts the
environment and people.

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH — Washington, DC
To effect positive changes in the World Bank’s private- 75,000 15,000
sector lending toward more sustainable, participatory
and accountable development.

INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR ENERGY CONSERVATION, INC. — Washington, DC

To create a strong market in Latin America for — 150,000
sustainable energy projects.

$ 85,600

50,000

70,000

65,000

119,000

54,050

60,000

40,000

90,000

75,000

$ 70,000

50,000

54,050

75,000

INTERNATIONAL UNION FOR CONSERVATION OF NATURE & NATURAL RESOURCES-US — Washington, DC

To promote the integration of environment and 182,500 —
economics in systems of national accounting and
lending strategies of multilateral development banks.

IPS - INTER PRESS SERVICE — Rome, Italy
To enable a worldwide media services organization to 90,110 —
provide systematic coverage of multilateral
development bank issues.

LEs AMmIs DE LA TERRE — Paris, France

To enable a group of French organizations to address 98,000 —
World Bank and International Monetary Fund
accountability issues in France.

MILLENNIUM INSTITUTE — Arlington, Virginia
To help the World Bank revise and upgrade its 160,000 —
operational development model.

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. — New York, New York

To promote energy efficiency and renewable energy — 150,000
sources in Latin America and improve multilateral
lending for sustainable energy projects.

182,500

90,110

98,000

80,000

150,000

80,000



UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

NATURE CONSERVANCY — Arlington, Virginia
To support the conservation and sustainable use of — $ 38,000
natural resources by improving the transparency and
effectiveness of the Global Environment Facility.

OVERSEAS DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL — Washington, DC
To support an organization that works to promote — 375,000
multilateral responses to global problems.

UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME — New York, New York

To foster and support the development of national — 54,500
environmental trust funds.

URGEWALD — Sassenberg, Germany
To provide timely and accurate information about $ 50,000 —
multilateral development bank activities to interested
German parties.

WOoRLD EcoNnOMY, ECOLOGY AND DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION — Bonn, Germany
To provide timely and accurate information about 50,000 —
multilateral development bank activities to the German
government, parliament and the public.

WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE — Washington, DC
To mainstream biodiversity conservation priorities into — 350,000

decisions made by the international financing
community.

$ 38,000

54,500

50,000

50,000

195,000

$ 375,000

155,000

SUBTOTAL: Multilateral Development Banks $ 1,024,610 $ 1,531,200

$ 1,696,760

$ 859,050

TRADE AGREEMENTS AND INSTITUTIONS

BORDER ECOLOGY PROJECT — Bisbee, Arizona

To enable the organization to play a key role in future — $ 80,000
trade negotiations between the United States and
Mexico.

CANADIAN ENVIRONMENTAL LAwW ASSOCIATION — Toronto, Ontario
To explore links between international trade and $ 50,000 120,000
environmental protection.

CENTER FOR INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAW — Washington, DC
To promote the integration of environmental protection — 110,000
and public participation in trade negotiations in the
Western Hemisphere.

CENTRO MEXICANO DE DERECHO AMBIENTAL, A.C. — Mexico City, Mexico
To support the involvement of a Mexican public 100,000 —
interest environmental law organization in
international trade policymaking.

CoMMUNITY NUTRITION INSTITUTE, INC. — Washington, DC
To examine mutual recognition agreements and share — 140,000
findings with environmental and consumer non-
governmental organizations and the public.

DEVELOPMENT GROUP FOR ALTERNATIVE PoOLICIES, INC. — Washington, DC
To integrate environmental and social objectives into 80,000 —
Western Hemisphere trade and economic integration
policies.

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH — Washington, DC
To support an international investment liberalization — 60,000
accord currently in negotiation.

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH INTERNATIONAL — Amsterdam, Netherlands
To facilitate participation of member organizations in 75,000 —
the trade and environment policy debate at the World
Trade Organization.

INSTITUTE FOR AGRICULTURE AND TRADE POLICY — Minneapolis, Minnesota
To shape and promote environmentally and 150,000 —

economically sound international trade policies and
agreements.

$ 40,000

50,000

110,000

50,000

70,000

40,000

60,000

75,000

75,000

$ 40,000

120,000

50,000

70,000

40,000

75,000
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UNPAID UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS Dec. 31,1997
INSTITUTE FOR PoLICY STUDIES — Washington, DC
To monitor the effects of the North American Free — $ 47800 $ 47,800 —
Trade Agreement in the United States, Canada and
Mexico.

INTERNATIONAL UNION FOR CONSERVATION OF NATURE AND NATURAL RESOURCES — Gland, Switzerland

To meet the information and communications needs of $ 225,000 —
non-governmental organizations regarding the World
Trade Organization.

NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY, INC. — New York, New York
To coordinate efforts of non-governmental 35,000 45,000
organizations on trade and environmental issues
throughout the Western Hemisphere.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION — Vienna, Virginia
To support a capacity-building initiative designed to — 55,000
help environmental groups engage private
international financial institutions.

SIERRA CLUB FOUNDATION — San Francisco, California
To educate the public about the need for — 200,000
environmentally responsible trade policies.

SIERRA CLUB LEGAL DEFENSE FUND, INC. — San Francisco, California
To ensure that international trade policies, agreements 50,000 —
and institutions promote domestic and global
environmental protection.

SIERRA CLUB OF CANADA FOUNDATION — Ottawa, Ontario

To support a coalition of Canadian non-governmental 60,000 116,600
organizations interested in issues that may be impacted
by the World Trade Organization.

WoRLD WILDLIFE FUND, INC. — Washington, DC

To support a vehicle for international environmental — 140,000
governance that addresses the linkages between trade
and environmental concerns.

225,000

80,000

55,000

100,000

50,000

118,300

70,000

$ 100,000

58,300

70,000

SUBTOTAL: Trade Agreements and Institutions $ 825,000 $ 1,114,400

$ 1,316,100

$ 623,300

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Reform of International
Lending and Trade Policies $ 1,849,610 $ 2,645,600

$ 3,012,860

$ 1,482,350

PrREVENTION OF Toxic PoLLUTION

PoLLUTION PREVENTION IN MANUFACTURING

CCHW: CENTER FOR HEALTH, ENVIRONMENT AND JUSTICE — Falls Church, Virginia
To strengthen the grassroots movement for — $ 180,000
environmental justice and health by enhancing the
skills and technical knowledge of grassroots groups.

EcoLocy CENTER OF ANN ARBOR — Ann Arbor, Michigan
To promote pollution prevention in the automobile — 100,000
manufacturing sector.

ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND, INC. — New York, New York
To advance the adoption of pollution prevention — 100,000
practices and policies.

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH — Washington, DC

To support efforts to reach an agreement on proposals — 75,000
for improving the environmental performance of the
iron and steel industry.

NATURAL RESOURCES CouUNCIL OF MAINE — Augusta, Maine
To promote pollution-prevention techniques in the $ 50,000 —
paper industry in Maine.

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. — New York, New York

To determine whether the present environmental 100,000 25,000
regulatory structure is effective in advancing pollution-
prevention practices.

$ 80,000

100,000

100,000

75,000

50,000

125,000

$ 100,000
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SILICON VALLEY Toxics COALITION — San Jose, California
To promote pollution prevention in the electronics — $ 100,000
industry.

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN — Ann Arbor, Michigan

To serve as a national focal point for incorporating $ 150,000 —
pollution-prevention concepts in university curricula
and outreach.

UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE-KNOXVILLE — Knoxville, Tennessee

To create opportunities to link non-governmental — 99,250
organization pollution-prevention leaders with
technical specialists.

WASHINGTON Toxics COALITION — Seattle, Washington
To support an alliance interested in advancing 50,000 —

pollution prevention in the Pacific Northwest and
British Columbia.

$ 100,000

75,000

99,250

50,000

$ 75,000

SUBTOTAL.: Pollution Prevention in Manufacturing $ 350,000 $ 679,250

$ 854,250

$ 175,000

PEsTICIDE USE REDUCTION

Bio-INTEGRAL RESOURCE CENTER — Berkeley, California
To reduce pesticide use among participating California $ 85,000 —
processing tomato growers and refine a model for
pesticide use reduction outreach.

CALIFORNIA RURAL LEGAL ASSISTANCE FOUNDATION — Sacramento, California
To develop and promote a set of pesticide policies in — $ 158,000
California.

CALPIRG AT SAN DIEGO CHARITABLE TRUST — Santa Barbara, California
To promote public policies to reduce overall — 97,000
agricultural pesticide use in California and phase out
the use of the most highly toxic pesticides.

CENTER FOR RURAL AFFAIRS — Walthill, Nebraska
To support a network of Midwestern organizations — 3,000
advocating for farm policy reforms to promote
sustainable agriculture and pesticide use reduction.

To promote and monitor effective implementation of 120,000 —
federal agricultural programs that facilitate reduced

pesticide use and adoption of resource-conserving

farming systems.

COMMUNITY ALLIANCE WITH FAMILY FARMERS FOUNDATION — Davis, California
To assist mainstream farmers in California to reduce 120,000 —

and, where possible, eliminate pesticide use and other
synthetic agrichemicals.

To support a project established to promote pesticide — 60,000
use reduction, sustainable agricultural systems and
community food security.

CONSUMER PoLIcy INSTITUTE — Yonkers, New York
To promote the widespread adoption of bio-intensive — 30,000
integrated pest management systems.

HENRY A. WALLACE INSTITUTE FOR ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURE — Greenbelt, Maryland

To evaluate federal policy options with the potential to — 150,000
remove barriers to the wider adoption of sustainable
agricultural practices and systems.

ILLINOIS STEWARDSHIP ALLIANCE — Rochester, lllinois
To support a cooperative effort to reduce agricultural 59,972 —
pesticide pollution in Illinois.

LAND STEWARDSHIP PROJECT — White Bear Lake, Minnesota
To promote changes in farm management that will 60,000 —

reverse the detrimental impact of agriculture on the
environment.

$ 45,000

79,000

97,000

3,000

60,000

120,000

25,000

30,000

75,000

59,972

60,000

$ 40,000

79,000

60,000

35,000

75,000
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MICHAEL FIELDS AGRICULTURAL INSTITUTE, INC. — East Troy, Wisconsin
To build public support for federal sustainable $ 70,000 — $ 37,000
agriculture programs.

MICHIGAN AGRICULTURAL STEWARDSHIP ASSOCIATION — Kalkaska, Michigan
To enable Michigan farmers to share lessons learned — $ 70,000 35,000
and develop collaborative approaches to sustainable
agriculture.

MINNESOTA PROJECT — St. Paul, Minnesota

To transform a campaign into a permanent organiza- 70,000 — 70,000
tion that will provide a national voice for sustainable
agriculture policy.

To reduce water pollution from Midwestern agriculture — 71,500 36,000
by promoting whole farm planning.

ORGANIC FARMING RESEARCH FOUNDATION — Santa Cruz, California
To encourage the U.S. Department of Agriculture to — 30,000 30,000
increase its support for research to meet the needs of
organic farming.

PesTicIDE AcTION NETWORK NORTH AMERICA REGIONAL CENTER — San Francisco, California
To reduce agricultural use of pesticides in California 50,000 80,000 130,000
and throughout the United States.

PEesTICIDE WATCH EDUCATION FUND — San Francisco, California
To provide information about pesticide use and — 95,000 64,000
pesticide policy in California to the public.

RURAL ADVANCEMENT FOUNDATION INTERNATIONAL - USA — Pittsboro, North Carolina
To encourage public input in the final stages of the — 30,000 30,000
process to develop binding federal standards to define
organic food labeling.

SUSTAINABLE COTTON PROJECT — Oroville, California
To promote organic cotton production within the — 60,000 60,000
farming industry and the manufacturing sector.

WiscoNsIN RURAL DEVELOPMENT CENTER, INC. — Mount Horeb, Wisconsin

To support a grassroots organizing and public 90,000 — 45,000
education project to reduce pesticide use by farmers in
Wisconsin.

WoRLD WILDLIFE FUND, INC. — Washington, DC

To develop a national policy framework for pesticide — 70,000 40,000
use reduction.

$ 33,000

35,000

35,500

31,000

45,000

30,000

SUBTOTAL: Pesticide Use Reduction $ 724,972 $ 1,004,500 $ 1,230,972

$ 498,500

Toxics IN LATIN AMERICA

EL PAso CoMMUNITY FOUNDATION — EI Paso, Texas
To reduce air pollution in sister cities in Mexico, New $ 100,000 — $ 100,000
Mexico and Texas.

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH COALITION — San Diego, California
To reduce toxic pollution at the U.S.-Mexico border. — $ 270,000 90,000

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW ALLIANCE WORLDWIDE — Eugene, Oregon
To strengthen the emerging field of public interest 96,150 — 96,150
environmental law in Mexico.

INTERHEMISPHERIC RESOURCE CENTER — Silver City, New Mexico
To address the serious environmental problems facing — 105,000 35,000
the U.S.-Mexico border by gathering and distributing
information to groups on both sides of the border.
To address the environmental information needs of — 300,000 100,000
citizens and organizations on both sides of the U.S.-
Mexico border.

PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY — Washington, DC

To develop a community-based environmental health 80,000 11,100 91,100
program for environmentally induced illnesses.

$ 180,000

70,000

200,000
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SOUTHWEST RESEARCH AND INFORMATION CENTER — Albuquerque, New Mexico

To promote public participation and information —
disclosure policies at the U.S.-Mexico border.
TexAs CENTER FOR PoLICY STUDIES — Austin, Texas

To promote the development of a binational U.S.- $ 90,000
Mexico network of non-governmental organizations
committed to a better environment.

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA — Tucson, Arizona

To improve environmental and public health —
conditions along the U.S.-Mexico border.

$ 150,000

157,575

$ 75,000

90,000

71,052

$ 75,000

86,523

SUBTOTALS: Toxics in Latin America $ 366,150

$ 993,675

$ 748,302

$ 611,523

PROGRAM AREA TOTALS: Prevention of Toxic Pollution $ 1,441,122

$ 2,677,425

$ 2,833,524

$ 1,285,023

PROTECTION OF THE GREAT LAKES ECOSYSTEM

WATER QUALITY

CiTizeENs ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION, INC. — Albany, New York
To support water quality protection within the —
binational Great Lakes region.

CounNciIL oF MICHIGAN FOUNDATIONS — Grand Haven, Michigan
To increase the involvement of Great Lakes shoreline —
community foundations in projects that address the
protection and restoration of the Great Lakes
ecosystem.

$ 50,000

475,000

EARTH APPEAL - THE ENVIRONMENT FUND FOR ONTARIO — Toronto, Ontario

To support an organization created to increase —
workplace giving for the environment in Ontario.

ENVIRONMENTAL FUND FOR INDIANA — Martinsville, Indiana

To support a federation of Indiana environmental $ 15,000
groups raising funds through workplace-giving
programs.

FUND FOR THE ENVIRONMENT — East Lansing, Michigan
To support a federation of environmental organizations 15,000
formed to provide its members access to workplace-
giving programs in Michigan.

GREAT LAKES UNITED — Buffalo, New York

To support a coalition whose mission is to protect and 55,000
restore the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River ecosystem.

To provide support services to grassroots environ- 15,000
mental organizations in the Lake Superior basin.

INSTITUTE FOR CONSERVATION LEADERSHIP — Takoma Park, Maryland
To provide training and technical assistance in 42,540
membership recruitment and development to
environmental and conservation organizations in the
Great Lakes region.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION — Vienna, Virginia
To implement the commitment made in the Great 100,000
Lakes Water Quality Agreement to eliminate the
discharge of toxics into the Great Lakes ecosystem.

OHI10 ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL — Columbus, Ohio
To generate public support for implementation of the —
Great Lakes Water Quiality Initiative in Ohio.

OHI0 FUND FOR THE ENVIRONMENT — Columbus, Ohio

To support an organization formed to allow 15,000
environmental groups in Ohio to participate in
workplace-giving programs.

SIERRA LEGAL DEFENCE FUND SOCIETY — Vancouver, British Columbia
To support a branch office in Ontario that will provide 40,000

legal and scientific services to organizations working to
protect Canada’s environment.

25,000

23,550

13,853

132,820

$ 50,000

107,500

25,000

15,000

15,000

78,550

15,000

56,393

100,000

132,820

15,000

40,000

$ 367,500
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SOKAOGON CHIPPEWA COMMUNITY OF THE MOLE LAKE BAND OF CHIPPEWA INDIANS — Crandon, Wisconsin
To enable the band to protect tribal land from the $ 25,000 — — $ 25,000
potential impacts of a massive mining project proposal.

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN — Ann Arbor, Michigan
To provide public radio listeners throughout the region — $ 150,000 $ 75,000 75,000
with information about the Great Lakes ecosystem.

WISCONSIN’S ENVIRONMENTAL DECADE INSTITUTE — Madison, Wisconsin

To strengthen public outreach and improve electronic 100,540 — 100,540 —
communication capabilities within Wisconsin’s
environmental movement.

SUBTOTAL: Water Quality $ 423,080 $ 870,223 $ 825,803 $ 467,500

NATURAL AREAS

ALGONQUIN WILDLANDS LEAGUE — Toronto, Ontario

To establish a protected areas network in northern $ 50,000 — $ 50,000 —
Ontario.

AMERICAN RIVERS, INC. — Washington, DC
To restore river systems in the Great Lakes basin 75,000 — 75,000 —

through changes in the operation of hydropower dams.

CoAsT ALLIANCE — Washington, DC
To support a national environmental group devoted to 35,000 — 35,000 —
improved management of coastal resources.

Ducks UNLIMITED, INC. — Memphis, Tennessee
To support a voluntary wetlands conservation and 50,000 — 50,000 —
restoration program focused on private property in the
Lake Erie and Lake St. Clair watersheds.

EAST MICHIGAN ENVIRONMENTAL AcCTION COUNCIL — Bloomfield Hills, Michigan
To improve the capacity for watershed protection in 20,422 — 20,422 —
Southeast Michigan.

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW AND PoLicy CENTER OF THE MIDWEST — Chicago, lllinois

To support an organization that provides scientific, 50,000 — 50,000 —
technical and legal services to environmental
organizations in the Great Lakes region.

FEDERATION OF ONTARIO NATURALISTS — Don Mills, Ontario

To protect a globally rare ecosystem found in the Great 68,000 — 68,000 —
Lakes basin.
To support a joint strategy to participate in the land- — $ 250,000 125,000 $ 125,000

use planning process in Ontario, Canada.

HuURON RIVER WATERSHED COUNCIL — Ann Arbor, Michigan
To protect the Huron River watershed through 51,685 — 51,685 —
sustainable development and land-use planning.

LAND INFORMATION ACCESS ASSOCIATION — Traverse City, Michigan
To improve public knowledge of land-use change in 145,000 — 75,000 70,000
Michigan and the potentially adverse impacts of
poorly planned developments.

LAND TRUST ALLIANCE, INC. — Washington, DC
To establish a matching grants program to strengthen — 225,000 75,000 150,000
land trusts in the Great Lakes region.

LoNG PoINT BIRD OBSERVATORY — St. Williams, Ontario
To ensure the protection of key habitats for bird species — 347,815 115,939 231,876
for which a site-based approach is appropriate.

MicHIGAN ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL — Lansing, Michigan

To support policy reforms that will provide local 105,040 20,000 125,040 —
governments with improved tools to implement
coordinated land-use planning.

MICHIGAN LAND USE INSTITUTE — Benzonia, Michigan

To conduct a project of research, writing and strategic — 50,000 25,000 25,000
communications planning in support of efforts to
reform land-use decisionmaking in Michigan.
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MINNESOTA CENTER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL ADVOCACY — St. Paul, Minnesota
To improve forest management practices in Minnesota $ 45,000 —
and ensure biodiversity and the continued productivity
of land and water resources.

NATURE CONSERVANCY — Arlington, Virginia
To support the development of a comprehensive — $ 300,000
conservation plan for the Great Lakes region.

SIERRA CLUB FOUNDATION — San Francisco, California

To increase public awareness of the importance of 40,000 —
conserving biological diversity in the Great Lakes

region and influence forest management decisions to

protect biodiversity.

STATE OF MICHIGAN LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL — Lansing, Michigan

To generate new interest in urban issues on the part of — 25,710
Michigan’s elected, business, educational and nonprofit
leaders.

Tip oF THE MITT WATERSHED COUNCIL — Conway, Michigan
To support citizen efforts to protect wetlands and 419,604 —
aquatic habitat in the Great Lakes basin.

To explore recommendations for improving land-use — 59,389
management in northern Michigan.

$ 45,000

150,000

40,000

204,052

25,000

$ 150,000

25,710

215,552

34,389

SUBTOTAL: Natural Areas $ 1,154,751 $ 1,277,914

$ 1,405,138

$ 1,027,527

URBAN AREAS

CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD TECHNOLOGY — Chicago, Illinois
To launch a community-driven process that links $ 150,000 —
environmental cleanup with social and economic
community development goals.

CHICAGO LEGAL CLINIC, INC. — Chicago, lllinois
To provide residents of poor Chicago metropolitan 120,000 —
communities with access to legal information and
representation relating to environmental issues.

CITIZENS FOR A BETTER ENVIRONMENT — Chicago, Illinois
To reduce the effects of toxic pollution on low-income 50,000 $ 100,000
and minority communities in the Midwest.

DETROITERS WORKING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE — Detroit, Michigan
To support an organization created to promote — 50,000
environmental justice.

ENVIRONMENTAL CAREERS ORGANIZATION, INC. — Boston, Massachusetts

To improve environmental leadership in the Great — 60,000
Lakes region.

$ 75,000

40,000

100,000

25,000

30,000

MAURICE AND JANE SUGAR Law CENTER FOR ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL JUSTICE — Detroit, Michigan

To provide legal support to low-income and minority — 100,000
communities involved in environmental justice issues

and improve environmental regulations and

enforcement mechanisms that affect them.

SOUTHWEST DETROIT ENVIRONMENTAL VISION PROJECT — Detroit, Michigan
To support efforts to promote alternative economic — 40,000

development plans that integrate environmental
concerns in southwest Detroit.

50,000

20,000

$ 75,000

80,000

50,000

25,000

30,000

50,000

20,000

SUBTOTAL: Urban Areas $ 320,000 $ 350,000

$ 340,000

$ 330,000

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Protection of the
Great Lakes Ecosystem $ 1,897,831 $ 2,498,137

$ 2,570,941

$ 1,825,027

SPECIAL INITIATIVES

ALASKA CLEAN WATER ALLIANCE — Haines, Alaska

To develop a sustainable economy for the Copper — $ 50,000
River Delta area of south-central Alaska.

$ 50,000
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ALASKA CONSERVATION FOUNDATION — Anchorage, Alaska
To support the protection of the Alaska temperate $ 100,000 —
rainforest ecosystem.

ASPEN INSTITUTE, INC. — Washington, DC
To support a consensus-building approach to — $ 100,000
environmental management through a series of
dialogues.

CENTER FOR A NEW AMERICAN DREAM — Takoma Park, Maryland

To support an organization whose mission is to reduce — 100,000
natural resource consumption and improve the quality
of life in North America.

CENTER FOR RURAL AFFAIRS — Walthill, Nebraska
To support hiring a full-time development director and 100,000 —
other efforts to implement a new organizational
development program.

To support a challenge grant to promote endowment 1,000,000 —
contributions.

CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES — Washington, DC
To engage key stakeholders, policy experts and 60,000 50,000
political leaders in an effort to promote comprehensive
reform of the U.S. environmental regulatory system.

CONSERVATION LAW FOUNDATION, INC. — Boston, Massachusetts

To support a pollution prevention partnership with a 125,000 —
Maine paper company, along with a consensus-

building approach to relicensing hydroelectric dams in

New England.

CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY, INC. — San Francisco, California

To support an organization that provides information 20,000 —
on planning and opportunities for collaborative
grantmaking in biological diversity issues.

To increase public awareness of the importance of — 70,000
biodiversity protection.

EARTHLIFE CANADA FOUNDATION — Vancouver, British Columbia
To support forest conservation campaigns in British 75,000 —
Columbia.

ECOTRUST — Portland, Oregon
To support forest conservation and sustainable 50,000 —
economic development in southeastern Alaska.

EcoTrusT CANADA — Vancouver, British Columbia

To support integrated efforts in forest conservation, — 180,000
cultural restoration and environmentally sustainable
development in regions of British Columbia.

ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND, INC. — New York, New York

To expand the role of science and scientists in public 125,000 125,000
interest work to protect the environment and human
health.

ENVIRONMENTAL SUPPORT CENTER, INC. — Washington, DC

To support an organization serving the interests and 160,000 —
needs of groups working on environmental issues.

To bring together leaders of independent state 15,000 —
environmental organizations to share ideas and
experiences.

To create a revolving loan fund to help small — 225,000
environmental organizations stabilize, increase and
diversify their long-term funding sources.

Focus PrROJECT, INC. — Washington, DC

To support a project that promotes public interest 40,000 —
science.

$ 100,000

100,000

50,000

100,000

500,000

110,000

125,000

20,000

70,000

90,000

250,000

80,000

15,000

210,000

40,000

$ 50,000

500,000

75,000

50,000

90,000

80,000

15,000
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FOUNDATION-ADMINISTERED PROJECTS
To provide travel expenses for six non-governmental — $ 4,504
organizations' representatives to participate in an
international climate change consensus-building
meeting prior to treaty negotiations.

To provide technical assistance to the Environmental — 3,150
Grantmakers Association.

IDR ASSOCIATES — Bethesda, Maryland
To support the publication of a manual for businesses — 75,000
and non-governmental organizations interested in
using collaborative processes to resolve environmental
problems.

INSTITUTE FOR FOOD AND DEVELOPMENT PoLIcY, INC. — Oakland, California
To promote interchange between Cuban and U.S. $ 100,000 —
organic farming movements.

LIGHTHAWK — San Francisco, California
To support continued efforts aimed at reforming 60,000 —
forestry practices, and conservation and improved
management of temperate rainforests.

MINERAL PoLicy CENTER — Washington, DC
To support continued efforts to encourage reform of 50,000 —
the 1872 Mining Law.

NATIONAL RELIGIOUS PARTNERSHIP FOR THE ENVIRONMENT — New York, New York
To support a partnership dedicated to integrating 200,000 —
issues of environmental sustainability and justice into
all aspects of organized religious life.

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. — New York, New York
To mobilize and coordinate grassroots organizations to — 100,000
improve federal, state and local water policies.

NATURE CONSERVANCY — Arlington, Virginia
To create new income streams for non-governmental — 400,000
conservation organizations in Latin America by
assisting them in developing profit-making enterprises.

OzoNE ACTION, INC. — Washington, DC
To support an organization dedicated to the issue of 120,000 —
ozone depletion.

RADIO AND TELEVISION NEWS DIRECTORS FOUNDATION — Washington, DC
To educate reporters about important environmental — 150,000
issues.

Rocky MOUNTAIN INSTITUTE — Snowmass, Colorado
To support an organization that employs advanced — 300,000
technologies and creative market strategies to increase
resource efficiency.

SAN FRANCISCO DEVELOPMENT FUND — San Francisco, California
To create an innovative model program to finance the 200,000 —
cleanup of contaminated land in urban areas.

SIERRA LEGAL DEFENCE FUND SOCIETY — Vancouver, British Columbia

To support a policy to minimize negative — 120,000
environmental impacts of timber harvests in the
temperate rainforests of British Columbia.

SUSTAINABILITY INSTITUTE — Plainfield, New Hampshire

To support an organization created to provide — 50,000
information, analysis and practical demonstrations to

foster the transition to sustainable systems at all levels

of society.

THIRD MILLENNIUM FOUNDATION — Paciano, Italy
To support a global environmental organization. — 100,000

$

4,504

3,150

75,000

100,000

60,000

50,000

100,000

100,000

60,000

75,000

100,000

200,000

60,000

50,000

$ 100,000

400,000

60,000

75,000

200,000

60,000

50,000

50,000
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THOREAU INSTITUTE — Oak Grove, Oregon
To find agreement between ranchers and — $ 61,875
environmentalists on principles for rangeland
management reform.
UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING — Laramie, Wyoming
To promote informed decisionmaking on $ 130,000 —

environmental and natural resource issues affecting the
West.

WASHINGTON OFFICE ON ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE — Washington, DC
To support an organization formed to give regional 60,000 —

environmental justice networks around the nation a
voice in Washington.

$ 41,250

130,000

60,000

WORLD ENGINEERING PARTNERSHIP FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT — Arlington, Virginia

To support an organization that uses engineering tools — 30,000
to resolve environmental and public health problems in
both the developing and industrialized worlds.

WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE — Washington, DC
To support an initiative to minimize the impacts of — 200,000
climate change while maintaining sustainable
economic activity.

WoRrLD WILDLIFE FUND, INC. — Washington, DC
To make policymakers aware of the impact of — 150,000
endocrine disruptors on human and wildlife health.

WORLDWATCH INSTITUTE — Washington, DC

To support a nonpartisan research center that provides — 375,000
global environmental information and analysis.

30,000

200,000

75,000

125,000

$ 20,625

75,000

250,000

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Special Initiatives $ 2,790,000 $ 3,019,529

$ 3,608,904

$ 2,200,625

PROGRAM TOTAL: Environment $ 7,978,563 $10,840,691

$12,026,229

$ 6,793,025
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hile the Mott Foundation
makes grants worldwide,
it began its work in Flint,
Michigan, and has always
made the area a top priority. Indeed, the
Foundation has had a grantmaking
program directed at its home community
for more than seven decades, which is
unusual among national funders.

As a corporate and community
citizen, the Foundation has been an
active participant in every change that
the community has experienced. While
the area has undergone massive
economic, demographic and social shifts
over the years, the long-term relationship
between the community and the
Foundation has endured.

In 1905, New York engineer
Charles Stewart Mott was attracted to
Flint by auto pioneer Billy Durant and
found his fortune building axles for
Buick Motor Company in what became
the booming “Vehicle City.” Within
years, Mott’s Weston-Mott plant was the
world’s largest axle manufacturer, and he
became a director (a position he held for
60 years) and then a vice president of
General Motors Corporation.

Appreciation for what he had —
and a sense of civic responsibility —
compelled Mott to dedicate much of his
life to improving living conditions for
neighbors in his adopted hometown. The
three-term Flint mayor believed firmly
that institutions should do what they can
to enhance people’s lives.

“In the simplest terms, Flint has
given me much that is good; I try, in
return, to make available to the people
of Flint much that is good, placing
human values first,” he once said.



A R E A

That belief led to the founding of the Mott Foundation in 1926
with an endowment of $320,000. In 1935, the Foundation’s first major
programming began when C.S. Mott teamed up with a Flint school
physical education supervisor, Frank ]J. Manley, to fight juvenile
delinquency in their town. The Foundation made a $6,000 grant to help
set up pilot after-school recreation programs in five Flint schools.

That creative partnership soon evolved and broadened across the
entire school system. The successful “Flint Model” of community
education attracted visitors from around the world, including First Lady
Eleanor Roosevelt in 1936.

As the idea was replicated nationwide over the next several
decades, the Mott Foundation recognized the need for a training
program, which led to the development of the Mott Inter-University
Clinical Preparation Program in 1963. Two years later, the National
Center for Community Education (NCCE), a successor to the Mott
Leadership Center, began offering courses in Flint to train community
school directors nationally and internationally. The National
Community Education Association (NCEA), a professional membership
organization, was established a year later.

The value of this enduring grantmaking has been manyfold over the
years. First, the importance of working at the community level has become
imbedded in Mott’s other grantmaking programs, including the work it
has done internationally, with community foundations and in the Poverty
program. Second, it has given the Foundation a deeper understanding of
its home community as different needs have unfolded over the years and
an appreciation of the value of supporting the development of core
community institutions or centers of strength. Finally, it has positioned the
Foundation for future work in community/school partnerships.

Indeed, more than six decades after the first Mott grant in Flint,
the community/school movement has taken on exciting new life
nationally with the U.S. Department of Education’s 21st Century
Community Learning Centers initiative. The $40-million program for
fiscal year 1998 will create hundreds of community-based, after-school
programs nationwide, and two of the Foundation’s original partners,
NCCE and NCEA, will be key players in this effort. Moreover, the
White House has asked Congress to expand this effort over the next
five years, beginning in fiscal 1999.*

The Foundation’s grantmaking in community education has spread

* In January 1998, as part of an unusual public/private partnership, the Mott
Foundation pledged up to $55 million in support of training, access/equity, public will
and evaluation of this expansion. This project falls under the Improving Education
area of the Poverty program, and represents an example of how lessons learned under
one program have been applied across the Foundation’s grantmaking.
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With its belief that
people are our greatest resources, the
Foundation has partnered for years with many Flint-area
institutions to effect social change. It has invested more than $430 million
since 1926 ($1.13 billion in 1997 dollars) in such areas as education,
children’s health care, a regional park system, urban renewal and culture.
Gifts of land and dollars from the Foundation for planning and
capital construction helped establish Flint Junior College (known today
as Mott Community College) and the state’s first University of Michigan
extension campus. Beyond this, the Foundation has supported two other
institutions of higher learning — Baker College of Flint and Kettering
University (formerly GMI Engineering & Management Institute) — that
are located within a few miles of downtown. All four are in the process
of or contemplating expansion programs of one type or another.
Partnerships between community residents, the community’s key
institutions and the Mott Foundation will be critical as Flint moves
from what was once a retail and government center to an education,
cultural and government center.
Over the years, Mott’s grantmaking has changed with the ebbs and
flows of the community. When wrenching social change challenged the
accepted roles of many trusted institutions in the 1960s and 1970s, the



GRANT ACTIVITY BY PROGRAM AREA & OBJECTIVE

Regular
Programs

Arts & Recreation
$428,150

Economic & Community Development
$590,000

Education
$5,644,403

Other Activities
$2,389,163

Total: $9,051,716

Foundation diversified its grantmaking to include research and
programming dealing with problems of urban living and urban renewal.
And increasingly it brought lessons learned on the national scene to
local scale.

A boomtown based on one industry, Flint has suffered with General
Motors downsizing. Once a beacon of opportunity for workers, it is now
a community struggling with urban ills, including unemployment,
economic disinvestment, urban blight and racial tensions.

Recognizing that no foundation has pockets deep enough to keep
an entire community afloat, Mott began to ask how to best use its
resources to help the community help itself. To that end, the Foundation
undertook a comprehensive, two-year investigation into the community,
its inner workings and its prospects for the future.

Working with Foundation staff, consultants compiled economic
and demographic data about the region, met with 75 leaders and polled
more than 800 households around the county. In addition, focus groups
were convened by the Harwood Group of Bethesda, Maryland, with
citizens from 18 neighborhoods to give meaning to the numbers and to
acquire firsthand opinions about life in Genesee County.

The results showed that people wanted a community with a sense of
place, personal responsibility, self-examination, safety, health, celebration,
an inclusive environment and the ability to get things done together.
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Staff recognized that the Foundation needed not only to help build
and support centers of strength, but also to engage citizens, support
networks of people, encourage indigenous leadership, and develop and
support economic efforts and education in Flint.

While the Foundation represents a tremendous financial and
technical resource to the area, it also recognizes the value — indeed,
necessity — of joining hands with community partners for lasting
results. That partnership will continue into the future under a new
grantmaking plan, set to start in 1998 and designed to revitalize public
life within the Flint area.

Working hand-in-hand with local organizations, Mott hopes to
“foster a well-functioning, connected community that is capable of
meeting the economic, social and racial challenges ahead.”

The grantmaking plan is in effect a process, which will unfold and
change over time — as the community does. The Foundation will seek
to re-establish strong connections among citizens, institutions and
leaders; strengthen and diversify leadership; and foster the work of
catalytic organizations capable of building networks of people working
together for a positive future.

This plan isn’t so much about grantmaking as it is about building
relationships, networking with the community, providing technical
assistance and using the resources it has gathered from its consultants to
share with the community.

Grantmaking will be organized around four program areas:

* Developing Public Capital,

 Creating National/Regional Models,

* Building Upon Legacy, and

e Effecting Public Policy.

The plan represents a long-term commitment on the part of the
Foundation that Mott is part of the Flint area community and cares
about it. Evaluation benchmarks, both programmatic and community-
based, will be important in ensuring that the Foundation continues to
work in tandem and sync with the community.

The Foundation recognizes that as this new plan unfolds, many of
the area’s key institutions will continue to play an important role. Mott
long has recognized the value of funding centers of strength to exist
long into the future as the bedrock of the community. Here is a brief
look at three of them.

What is now called the University of Michigan-Flint was
established in 1955 as an upper-division program offering the junior and
senior years of a four-year college education, sharing a part of one
building on the campus of what was then called Flint Community Junior



College. It became a four-year
liberal arts college in 1965 and
was accredited in 1970.

In 1971, through the
combined efforts of influential
citizens and city government, the
university acquired 42 acres
along the south bank of the Flint
River to relocate its campus in
the heart of downtown Flint.
Indeed, that campus has now
become the centerpiece of
downtown Flint. And in 1997,
another 25 acres of land, along
the river’s north bank, including
some owned by Mott, was
transferred to the university for
campus expansion. The
Foundation has made $8.5 million
in grants to help this effort, $6.3
million of which will be used for a
planned 180,000-square-foot
classroom building on the new site.

But for the Foundation
living and working in Flint and
seeing UM-Flint’s potential
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happened. In all, since the school was established, the Foundation has
made grants totaling $35.4 million in support of growth, programs and
buildings for UM-Flint.

Another center of strength for education, youth and community
enrichment is the Flint Cultural Center, established in 1957 by
community leaders. Today, it contains many institutions that add to the

community’s quality of life in the areas of arts, humanities and sciences.

The cultural center, located in a campuslike setting on land
donated by C.S. Mott just east of downtown, includes Bower Theater,
Longway Planetarium, Sloan Museum, Whiting Auditorium, the Flint
Institute of Arts, the Flint Institute of Music, the Flint Public Library,
the Flint Youth Theatre and Sarvis Center. The first four have been run
since 1994 by the nonprofit Flint Cultural Center Corporation.

The Foundation has made grants of almost $700,000 to the
corporation toward operation and programs through the end of 1997.

63



64

One recent project that gained Mott support was the Flint Youth
Theatre’s The 7th Dream. The production, based on the writings of
Flint area youth about violence, originally had a 13-performance run
for local audiences in Flint in April 1996. Because of Mott support
totaling $298,502 (including a 1998 grant increase), the play turned
into a national touring company. And the final two of the play’s 101
performances before a total of 30,000 people came in February 1998
on Capitol Hill before members of Congress and others.

In the offing for the Cultural Center is a major face-lift for
Whiting Auditorium, which attracts major entertainers and shows to
the area. This will be paid for by money from a capital campaign as
well as the Flint Cultural Center Endowment Fund, to which the
Foundation has made a $5.5-million grant. This Mott money also
helped leverage a $1.5-million grant from the Kresge Foundation.

The Mott Foundation has long believed that community
foundations can play a unique role in strengthening the fabric of the
communities they serve. Mott has provided support for their
development and nurturing nationally since 1979 and on a limited basis
internationally since 1988.

Based on its knowledge in this field, the Foundation played a key
role in the merger of two local philanthropic institutions — the Flint
Public Trust and the Flint Area Health Foundation — to form the
Community Foundation of Greater Flint (CFGF) in 1988. In less than a
decade, assets have grown from $10.6 million to $76 million in 183 funds.

Today, grants by CFGF are made in seven fields: arts and
humanities, advancing philanthropy, community services, education,
environment and conservation, health, and human and social services.
They have covered such areas as community arts, AIDS prevention,
neighborhoods, violence prevention and summer youth programs. The
community foundation’s emphasis is on programs that benefit children
under the age of 10 and that address the persistent and pervasive
poverty that afflicts many area families.

Through 1997, Mott has made $24 million in grants to strengthen
CFGF and its predecessor organizations. And in March 1998, the Mott
Foundation announced a $10-million endowment challenge grant to
help the community foundation become one of a small number of
community foundations nationwide with an endowment of $100
million or more.

As it enters its 72nd year of funding in the Flint area, the Mott
Foundation, like its founder, wants to be known by its deeds. The years
ahead offer a challenge to both the Foundation and the Flint
community — a challenge that will depend on deeds, not just money.



FLINT AREA

MISSION FOR 1997

To help strengthen the capacity of local institutions
in the Foundation’s home community to respond
to economic|and social needs.

Regular Programs OBJECTIVES

Arts and Recreation

Economic and Community Development
Education

Philanthropy

Other Activities

MISSION FOR 1998

To foster a well-functioning, connected community
that is capable of meeting the economic,
social and racial challenges ahead.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Developing Public Capital

To support small- and large-scale projects that
encourage people and organizations to connect
with one another or that create entry points
that support residents” and community leaders’
efforts to enter and engage in public life.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Creating National/Regional Models

To support outstanding local and regional
projects as well as introduce successful
national model programs that citizens can use
to address local issues effectively.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Building Upon Legacy

To support capital improvement/
endowment activities that support local
“centers of strength” — those groups,
organizations and institutions that have
the mind-set, skills and capacities that lead
to change.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Effecting Public Policy

To share the lessons learned in order to
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of
state and national policymakers.
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UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996

GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

REGULAR PROGRAMS

ARTS AND RECREATION

COMMUNITY FOUNDATION OF GREATER FLINT — Flint, Michigan
To investigate the feasibility of establishing a fund to $ 75,000
provide small grants and technical assistance to organi-
zations desiring to broaden participation in the arts.

CREATIVE EXPRESSIONS DANCE STUDIO, INC. — Flint, Michigan
To support a leadership training program to enhance 36,000
the self-esteem of underprivileged minority girls.

FAIR WINDS GIRL ScouT COUNCIL — Swartz Creek, Michigan
To support the development of a new model of service 500,000
delivery for girls in foster care.

FLINT CuLTURAL CENTER CORPORATION, INC. — Flint, Michigan

To further support a multimedia live theater —
production based on the writings of Flint area students
who have experienced violence.

To educate Flint and Southeastern Michigan area —
residents about the Holocaust and its implications for
today.

FLINT INSTITUTE OF ARTS — Flint, Michigan
To support an exhibition that will promote an —
understanding of the culture of South Africa.

FLINT INSTITUTE OF MusIC — Flint, Michigan
To support an organization that provides quality music —
and dance training and performances for Genesee
County.

FLINT, CITY OF — Flint, Michigan
To support a family-oriented, four-day festival in Flint. 75,000

GENESEE COUNTY PARKS & RECREATION COMMISSION — Flint, Michigan

To support the design and construction of a factory 650,000
replica museum of the history of the labor movement
in the United States.

GENESEE INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL DISTRICT — Flint, Michigan
To enable eight members of the Mott Middle College —
Steel Drum Band to attend a music competition in
London.

GREATER FLINT ARTS COUNCIL — Flint, Michigan
To support an organization that provides a forum for 25,000
local artists, including gallery and studio space as well
as equipment and financial support.

NATURE CONSERVANCY — Arlington, Virginia
To support maintenance and management of —
properties in the Flint Cultural Center area.

NEw DIRECTION YOUTH PROGRAM — Flint, Michigan

To support an organization for youth that promotes —
structured activities and positive role models.

$ 101,500

84,650

25,000

99,000

3,000

70,000

45,000

40,000

24,000

100,000

101,500

84,650

25,000

99,000

30,000

3,000

25,000

70,000

25,000

$ 35,000

12,000

400,000

45,000

650,000

20,000

SUBTOTAL.: Arts and Recreation $ 1,361,000

$ 428,150

627,150

$ 1,162,000

Economic AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

CoMMUNITY CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION — Flint, Michigan

To support an organization dedicated to economic —
development projects, with emphasis on assisting low-
income, minority entrepreneurs.

COMMUNITY FOUNDATION OF GREATER FLINT — Flint, Michigan

To provide a match for community contributions —
toward operating funds for a neighborhood-based
community service and recreation center.

$ 115,000

250,000

$ 115,000

$ 250,000



UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

CoURT STREET VILLAGE NON-PROFIT HOUSING CORPORATION — Flint, Michigan
To support resident involvement, community — $ 100,000
organizing and leadership training for residents of five
neighborhoods adjacent to downtown Flint.
GENESEE AREA Focus CouNciL, INc. — Flint, Michigan
To create a climate and infrastructure for the retention — 25,000
and growth of the auto industry in Flint/Genesee
County.
GRAND BrLAaNC CHAMBER oF COMMERCE — Grand Blanc, Michigan
To support a community visioning process. $ 33,000 —

METRO HOUSING PARTNERSHIP, INC. — Flint, Michigan
To provide technical assistance to community — 100,000
development corporations and neighborhood
organizations in Flint and Genesee County.
To support a coalition to develop and implement a 235,600 —
grassroots neighborhood revitalization project.

MT. MORRIS TOWNSHIP — Mt. Morris, Michigan
To assist the community in razing blighted structures. 387,000 —

$ 33334

25,000

33,000

30,000

235,600

387,000

$ 66,666

70,000

SUBTOTAL: Economic and Community Development $ 655,600 $ 590,000

$ 858,934

$ 386,666

EDUCATION

AMERICAN NATIONAL RED CROSS - GENESEE-LAPEER CHAPTER — Flint, Michigan
To initiate a fire prevention and safety education $ 99,000 —
program throughout Genesee and Lapeer counties.

COMMUNITY FOUNDATION OF GREATER FLINT — Flint, Michigan
To support a fund that provides financial assistance to — $ 50,000
Flint youth pursuing post-secondary education.

FLINT COMMUNITY SCHOOLS — Flint, Michigan

To support an experimental middle school utilizing the 82,500 —
artistic and scientific resources of Flint Cultural Center
institutions.

To support the planning process necessary to redesign — 289,500
community education for the 21st Century.

To support efforts to investigate possible solutions for — 100,000
continued provision of public library services.

FLINT DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY — Flint, Michigan
To support the transfer of the AutoWorld property to 1,023,498 -58,144
the University of Michigan-Flint.

To support the transfer of ownership of the McDonald — 580,000
Dairy property to the Flint Downtown Development
Authority.

FOUNDATION-ADMINISTERED PROJECT
To provide technical assistance to the Flint Community — 8,047
Schools to develop a community school plan.

GENESEE INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL DISTRICT — Flint, Michigan
To enable staff members to share the story about Mott 32,200 —
Middle College throughout the United States.

KETTERING UNIVERSITY — Flint, Michigan
To support the continued development of a national 2,000,000 —
engineering institute.

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN — Ann Arbor, Michigan
To sharpen teachers' skills at two magnet schools 32,663 —
where a performance-based Work Sampling System for
students is being implemented.

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN - FLINT — Flint, Michigan
To assist the university in developing the AutoWorld — 2,275,000
site and expanding its academic programs.

To bring outside experts to the campus. 50,000 —

$ 49,000

82,500

289,500

100,000

965,354

580,000

8,047

21,000

2,000,000

32,663

2,275,000

50,000

$ 50,000

50,000

11,200
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UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996

GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN - FLINT — Flint, Michigan
To support a center created to encourage $ 300,000
community/university partnerships to address the
development needs of the Flint community and
enhance university learning.

To increase the university’s ability to better educate —
teachers and enhance support of community education
in area school districts.

VALLEY SCHOOL — Flint, Michigan
To support renovation activities for an independent —
school in Flint.

$ 500,000

1,500,000

400,000

$ 300,000

400,000

$ 500,000

1,500,000

SUBTOTAL: Education $ 3,619,861

$ 5,644,403

$ 7,153,064

$ 2,111,200

PHILANTHROPY

COMMUNITY FOUNDATION OF GREATER FLINT — Flint, Michigan
To support a project working to reduce pervasive and $ 610,000
persistent poverty in the Flint area.

To support a program created to enhance the lives of 35,000
women and girls in Flint.

UNITED WAY OF GENESEE AND LAPEER COUNTIES — Flint, Michigan
To match contributions in order to jump-start the 1995 75,000
campaign.

To re-establish a cash reserve fund. 300,000

$ 330,000

35,000

75,000

200,000

$ 280,000

100,000

SUBTOTAL: Philanthropy $ 1,020,000

$ 640,000

$ 380,000

OTHER ACTIVITIES

CoMMUNITY COALITION — Flint, Michigan
To support an organization that provides resources and $ 90,000
information to help individuals and groups in Genesee
County address individual, community and social
change.

To support a project that will assist the Flint area —
community in building local capacity to deal with
issues of racism and race relations.

COMMUNITY FOUNDATION OF GREATER FLINT — Flint, Michigan
To support various summer youth employment, —
recreation and community service programs for Flint
area young people.

To support a coalition committed to reducing violence —
in the Flint area.

FLINT COMMUNITY SCHOOLS — Flint, Michigan
To promote empathy and mutual understanding —
among people of different racial and ethnic
backgrounds in Genesee County.

FLINT EXEcUTIVE SERVICE CORPS, INC. — Flint, Michigan
To assist an organization that provides management 45,000
consultation to nonprofit and public organizations in
expanding services, increasing volunteers and
improving marketing efforts.

FOUNDATION-ADMINISTERED PROJECT
To support consulting and focus group activities, the —
results of which will be shared with the greater Flint
community.
GENESEE COUNTY FReEe MEDICAL CLINIC — Burton, Michigan
To support the remodeling of a free clinic created to —

serve the health care needs of uninsured, employed
adults in Genesee County.

$ 90,000

89,500

450,000

200,000

103,830

5,674

125,000

$ 180,000

450,000

100,000

25,000

5,674

125,000

$ 89,500

100,000

103,830

20,000



UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996

GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

HARWOOD INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC INNOVATION — Bethesda, Maryland
To create the conditions necessary for people to see —
their connection to public life and one another in
Flint/Genesee County.

To create linkages and networks among existing and —
emerging community groups in Flint/Genesee County

and provide a gathering space for people to exchange
ideas.

To provide expertise in addressing the various —
challenges and opportunities of engaging the Flint
community.

JEWISH FAMILY & CHILDREN’S SERVICES — Flint, Michigan
To support efforts to resettle Soviet refugees in the Flint ~ $ 10,000
community.

SHELTER OF FLINT, INC. — Flint, Michigan
To support an organization dedicated to helping 125,000
homeless families work toward permanent stability.

WHALEY MEMORIAL FOUNDATION — Flint, Michigan

To support an endowment fund campaign for —
programs serving children in need.

$ 181,224

296,910

37,025

10,000

800,000

$ 20,000

75,000

800,000

$ 181,224

296,910

37,025

50,000

SUBTOTAL: Other Activities $ 270,000

$ 2,389,163

$ 1,780,674

$ 878,489

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Regular Programs $ 6,926,461

$ 9,051,716

$11,059,822

$ 4,918,355

PROGRAM TOTAL: Flint Area $ 6,926,461

$ 9,051,716

$11,059,822

$ 4,918,355
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P OV ERTTY

hen a foundation

begins to devise a new

grantmaking strategy,

work on several fronts
over a considerable period of time may
be necessary for the effort to truly bear
fruit. Such was the case when the Mott
Foundation set about assisting low-
income people to become entrepreneurs
as part of its overarching interest in
expanding economic opportunities for
the disadvantaged.

Micro- In the early 1980s, it was apparent
enterprice to those in the economic development
Programg o{]{}“ field that, despite a national trend
Classroon, toward small-business ownership,
bracn: entrepreneurship remained out of reach
g ag for all but the middle and upper classes.
part OF thelr Thus, the Foundation in 1985 created a
Wpport ¢, grantmaking strategy that would fund
o d -pe demonstration sites to provide financial
entrep and technical assistance to entrepreneurs,
"eneurs, and reveal through evaluation the

effectiveness of the initiative. Mott had
been inspired by a sense that there is
much untapped entrepreneurial interest
and talent in low-income communities,
and by a belief that business ownership
should be an option open to all
Americans regardless of socio-economic
status.

In short order, it became apparent
that practitioners in the field needed
opportunities for networking and
training, prompting the addition of
another prong in the strategy: support
for the creation of a national trade
association.

Over time, additional components
have been added, including funding for
federal policy development affecting
micro-enterprise and, most recently,



support for the creation of a
national intermediary to
sustain and grow the field.
Establishing and
growing the field of micro-
enterprise has been a critical
piece of the Poverty program’s
Expanding Economic
Opportunity grantmaking
portfolio for more than a
dozen years, with investments
totaling $23.5 million.
During that time, the
field has expanded from a
handful of micro-enterprise
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programs to some 328 today,
providing training and/or
credit to thousands of clients to s
each year. More specifically, supporker
$126 million has been loaned
to more than 170,000
entrepreneurs. Research on the
field further reveals that these
programs are creating jobs and
benefiting low-income
populations at costs comparable to leading job-training and business
development strategies.

Such findings have caused interest to mushroom, with both the
federal and numerous state governments now helping to fund a number
of innovative and important micro-enterprise initiatives.

Indeed, the field has achieved a size and scope that make it both
feasible and appropriate for Mott to cease supporting local demon-
strations and instead fund a few intermediaries and infrastructure
supports to maintain and expand the field.

Still, how the germ of an idea grew into a thriving field is a rich
story that offers some important insights into one approach for
designing and executing a grantmaking strategy.

From the beginning, Mott understood that demonstration and
evaluation were both necessary to create an effective intervention
strategy. So the Foundation provided seed funds to a group of 11
revolving loan funds in both urban and rural settings to offer small
amounts of capital to low-income individuals wishing to start a

ongtime
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GRANT ACTIVITY BY PROGRAM AREA

Building Communities
$4,509,369 / 14.8%

Expamdﬁng Economic Opportunity
$16,370,585 / 53.8%

Improving Education
$3,034,718 / 10.0%

S{tnﬂemgﬂhenﬁng Families
$2,999,088 / 9.9%

Cross-Cutting Initiatives
$3,495,983 / 11.5%

Total: $30,409,743

business. In addition, those loan programs provided budding entre-
preneurs with technical assistance to strengthen their business skills,
and with opportunities for them to garner peer support. Through the
years, the Foundation has seeded the startup of more than 40 such
programs nationally.

Among the first loan funds to receive Mott funding was the
Women’s Self Employment Project in Chicago. WSEP, formed in 1986,
seeks to help low- and moderate-income women raise their income and
degree of economic self-sufficiency through self-employment. To that
end, it provides business planning, personal development and support,
technical assistance, and loan financing.

A pioneer in helping women become micro-entrepreneurs, WSEP
has an impressive track record for innovation, and has earned
numerous accolades, including being one of seven organizations in
1997 to be presented with a “Presidential Award for Excellence in
Microenterprise Development.”

WSEP has distributed more than $1.3 million in small, short-term
loans to women with micro-enterprises; provided business tools and
information to more than 5,000 women; provided training and
technical assistance to more than 1,800 women; and completed three
self-employment demonstrations with welfare recipients in Illinois. In
fact, WSEP played a role in passage of state legislation addressing the



issue of self-employment for welfare recipients.

WSEP serves a largely minority clientele: 83 percent are African
American, 4 percent Latina and 10 percent white. In addition, 34
percent of clients receive some form of public assistance.

Using WSEP’s array of services and support, aspiring entrepreneurs
have turned widely varying interests — from cosmetology, food
preparation and apparel to arts and crafts, child care, and accounting
— into viable businesses.

In all, Mott made seven grants to WSEP totaling $665,000
through the end of 1997.

At roughly the same time that Mott began supporting micro-loan
programs, it began funding the Corporation for Enterprise Development
(CFED) in Washington, D.C., to conduct multiyear monitoring of the
portfolio. It was anticipated that careful, long-term evaluation would
help build a knowledge base, reveal important lessons learned and
provide direction not only for Mott’s developing micro-enterprise
program but also for the field.

In all, Mott granted $269,155 over 11 years to CFED to assess the
portfolio’s performance. CFED’s research findings were used by the
Foundation to write the first report on micro-enterprise in the United
States, Small Steps Toward Big Dreams, published in 1990. Periodically,
CFED produced updates of that report for broad dissemination.

Over time, CFED’s research findings served to inform and
enlighten the field about many aspects of micro-enterprise, including
loan default and delinquency rates, the importance of technical
assistance for budding entrepreneurs, and the difficulties they face
marketing their goods and services.

Similarly, the Aspen Institute in Washington, D.C., was funded by
Mott in 1990 to launch the Self-Employment Learning Project (SELP) to
more closely examine the effects of business ownership on entrepreneurs
and their families over time. That work has been especially illuminating
for those promoting micro-enterprise as an antipoverty or welfare
reform strategy.

SELP, which combines practitioner-oriented evaluation,
documentation, networking and technical assistance, has generated a
number of noteworthy statistics. For example, 25 percent of households
that had been in poverty in the first year of the survey had moved out
of poverty by the third year, and 60 percent of entrepreneurs either had
increased their business income or increased their business assets over a
two-year period.

Still, perhaps the most important finding uncovered by SELP is the
propensity among low-income entrepreneurs to combine self-

13
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SELP’s role in promoting
the field of micro-enterprise
and in driving practitioners to

higher levels of performance
earned it a “Presidential Award

for Excellence in Microenterprise
Development” in 1997.

Mott funding for SELP,
which continued through 1997,
has totaled $1,511,527.

Although SELP brought a
group of practitioners together for
training and information-sharing,
the need to provide such
opportunities to a broader group of
practitioners had become apparent
by 1991. With that as a key goal,

Mott provided the seed funding to
create the Association for Enterprise
Opportunity (AEO) in Chicago, a
member-based, national trade group
for micro-enterprise-development
organizations.

Starting with roughly 150

members, today the group boasts a
membership of about 800, including a

number of organizations as well as some individuals.
In addition to hosting a national conference each year, AEO hosts

regional training sessions and conferences, provides public policy
advocacy to increase awareness of micro-enterprise as an economic
development strategy, develops materials for the field, and seeks to

expand the funding base for programs.
AEOQ is viewed by Mott as an important part of the micro-

enterprise infrastructure needed to sustain the field. To that end, Mott

has provided AEO with grants totaling $560,000.
Finally, the need for broad policy advocacy has been important to

the micro-enterprise field since promising findings first began to emerge

from evaluation work. Therefore, beginning in 1992, Mott provided

funding to CFED for the Microenterprise Policy Project. The purpose

14



was to support and stimulate the development of federal and state
policies affecting micro-enterprise and self-employment.

To that end, CFED provides sub-grants to encourage the formation
of state micro-enterprise associations, promotes interstate conferences to
exchange policy innovations, and provides information and analysis to
practitioners so they can better understand and contribute to the
policymaking process.

Mott support for this work, which will continue in 1998, totals
$822,740.

By carefully seeding, fertilizing and tending to micro-enterprise’s
many facets — including demonstration, evaluation and dissemination
— the field now has deep enough roots for Mott to begin the process of
shifting its grantmaking away from support for individual projects and
toward activities that will sustain the field far into the future.

To that end, in late 1997 the Foundation made a five-year, $1.9-
million commitment to establish the Fund for Innovation, Effectiveness,
Learning and Dissemination (FIELD) through the Aspen Institute. It is
expected that FIELD will carry on much of the demonstration work
initiated by Mott.

FIELD, which will concentrate on how micro-enterprise affects

GRANT ACTIVITY BY PROGRAM AREA & OBJECTIVE

Building Communities
@ Community Organizing & Development $2,655,954
@ Community Leadership Development $342,817

(B) LC 0 @ Violence Prevention $1,510,598

Expamdling Economic Opportunity
Ph) @ Sectoral Employment Development $4,564,290
@ Private Capital Development $615,800
Pr @ Enterprise Development $5,092,494
@ Income Security $6,098,001

(K L Improving Education
@ School-Community Initiatives $3,034,718

S{tmng{tﬂmeming Families
@ Teen Pregnancy Prevention 1,993,363
@ Family & Parenting Support $205,330
@ Early Childhood Development $800,395

Cross-Cutting Initiatives
@ Comprehensive Revitalization $845,983
@ Exploratory & Special Projects $2,650,000




those with low-incomes, is designed to identify, develop and
communicate best practices within the micro-enterprise field; document
the impact and cost-effectiveness of micro-enterprise development as a
poverty alleviation strategy; use this information to educate funders;
and leverage new financial support to increase the sustainability of
micro-enterprise in poor communities.

Given those goals, FIELD will make demonstration grants to
practitioner agencies or others attempting to identify and develop best
practices for micro-enterprise development in poor communities. Using
its documentation and dissemination capacity, FIELD will then share
results of the demonstration grants, thereby educating the industry
about what works and influencing public policy development.

Several other foundations, including Ford, Citibank and Levi
Strauss, are joining Mott in providing early core support for FIELD.

In addition to funding FIELD, Mott issued two Requests for
Proposals in late 1997 related to micro-enterprise. One sought
demonstration projects that will test whether self-employment can offer
supplemental income to former welfare recipients entering the low-wage
labor market, and how entrepreneurship can become a viable
alternative to employment for certain individuals. The other RFP
focused on testing innovative methods for helping low-income
entrepreneurs market their goods and services.

Three-year grants were awarded to 17 projects (10 in the welfare-to-
work category and seven focused on marketing techniques) in spring 1998.

Aspen Institute will evaluate all of the projects and use them to test
and illustrate FIELD’s capacity to conduct future demonstration work.

Mott also will continue to make grants to a few organizations that
provide infrastructure for the field, including AEO to continue serving
as the trade association for the field, and CFED to continue policy
development work.

Thus, while support for FIELD in some ways represents Mott’s
exit from the micro-enterprise field — and a chance to move on to
other potentially fertile areas — it is far from an abandonment. Instead,
the Foundation will leave in place a healthy support system to continue
the important work of building and expanding the field.

In addition to all these activities, the Poverty program is also
doing work in a number of other areas, such as community-building,
income security, school-community initiatives and teen pregnancy
prevention. The diagram on the facing page breaks down the program
by area and objective.



POVERTY
MISSION

To nurture systemic change, create opportunities
that empower people and identify new paradigms
for alleviating poverty.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Building Communities T
To help neighborhoods in or at risk of poverty Community Organizing and Development
to rebuild a sense of community and increase Community Leadership Development
their capacity and resources to organize, Violence Prevention

sustain, revitalize, and regenerate safe and
diverse environments.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Expanding Economic Opportunity OBJECTIVES
To improve economic opportunity for those Sectoral Employment Development
in or at risk-of persistent poverty by fostering Private Capital Development
job creation, income security and economic Enterprise Development
empowerment through linkages to Income Security

knowledge, capital, markets and the
formation of effective public policy.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Improving Education OBJECTIVES

To improve the effectiveness of public School-Community Initiatives
education in low-income communities

by reconnecting parents, residents and

communities with schools, creating systemic

change to increase student achievement.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Strengthening Families T
To strengthen families within low-income Teen Pregnancy, Prevention
communities as the primary resource for Family apd Parenting Support
fostering the development of infants Early Childhood Development
and children.

PROGRAM AREA GOAL Cross-Cutting Initiatives T
To promote creative thinking and Comprehensive Reyitalization
multi-disciplinary approaches toward Exploratory and Special Projects

reducing poverty for children, youth
and families.
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UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

BuiLDING COMMUNITIES

CoMMUNITY ORGANIZING AND DEVELOPMENT

ACT - AcTION THROUGH CHURCHES TOGETHER — Virginia, Minnesota
To support a community-based organization on the $ 10,000 — $ 10,000
Iron Range of Minnesota.

APPLIED RESEARCH CENTER — Oakland, California
To document and assess the performance of the 189,715 — 189,715
Intermediary Support for Organizing Communities
program.

CAMBODIAN AMERICAN LEAGUE OF LOWELL, INC. — Lowell, Massachusetts

To support an organization that works to promote — $ 45,000 15,000
economic and community empowerment for Southeast
Asian residents in Massachusetts.

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY CHANGE — Washington, DC
To support an organization that provides technical — 150,000 —
assistance to low-income community groups.

To provide seed grants and technical assistance to — 300,000 300,000
emerging community-based organizations serving low-
income neighborhoods.

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF COMMUNITY — Sante Fe, New Mexico
To support a project that will focus on research and 25,000 — 25,000
training programs to rebuild a sense of community.

CoMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT — New York, New York
To support a community-building demonstration that 184,000 — 122,000
tests strategies for restoring the positive aspects of
community in low-income neighborhoods.

COMMUNITY TRAINING AND ASSISTANCE CENTER, INC. — Boston, Massachusetts
To provide seed grants and technical assistance to — 300,000 300,000
emerging community-based organizations serving low-
income neighborhoods.

CONGREGATIONS UNITED FOR COMMUNITY ACTION — St. Petersburg, Florida
To support a grassroots coalition in St. Petersburg, 10,000 — 10,000
Florida.

CoNSsEJO VECINAL PRO-DESARROLLO DE LA PENINSULA DE CANTERA, INC. — San Juan, Puerto Rico
To support a community-based organization that helps — 45,000 15,000
residents address community issues in Puerto Rico.

CONSENSUS ORGANIZING INSTITUTE — Pittsburg, Pennsylvania
To support a national community-organizing 20,000 — 20,000
intermediary that focuses on leadership development
in neighborhoods.

EAST SIDE ORGANIZING PROJECT, INC. — Cleveland, Ohio
To support a community-based organization that helps — 45,000 15,000
residents address community issues in Ohio.

FOUNDATION-ADMINISTERED PROJECT
To plan and disseminate a report about the role of — 12,754 12,754
intermediary support organizations.

GAMALIEL FOUNDATION — Chicago, lllinois

To promote a collaboration of community — 40,000 40,000
organizations to address regional issues affecting urban
communities.

GRASSROOTS LEADERSHIP — Charlotte, North Carolina
To design and implement a training program that will 50,000 — 50,000
serve as a resource for community organizers in the
southeastern United States.

HARVARD UNIVERSITY — Cambridge, Massachusetts

To support a research project to expand ideas for 150,000 — 150,000
revitalizing community life in low-income America.

$ 30,000

150,000

62,000

30,000

30,000



UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

JERSEY COUNSELLING & HOUSING DEVELOPMENT, INC. — Camden, New Jersey
To support a neighborhood development organization $ 15,000 — $ 15,000
that provides counseling services and affordable
housing for low- and moderate-income individuals.

LocAL INITIATIVES SUPPORT CORPORATION — New York, New York
To support a multi-city capacity-building initiative in 200,000 — 100,000
Michigan.
To focus the efforts of community development 150,000 — 150,000
corporations on the social needs of their
neighborhoods through financial support and technical
assistance.

MississiPpl ACTION FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION — Greenville, Mississippi
To provide technical assistance to emerging — $ 110,000 110,000
community-based organizations serving low-income
neighborhoods.

MOTHERS AGAINST GANGS — Phoenix, Arizona
To support a community-based gang prevention 10,000 — 10,000
organization in Phoenix.

NATIONAL Civic LEAGUE OF COLORADO, INC. — Denver, Colorado
To support an effort to further define social capital and — 123,200 123,200
develop ways to measure it.

NATIONAL CONGRESS FOR COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, INC. — Washington, DC
To support a national trade association that represents — 50,000 50,000
the interests of community development corporations.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF LA RAZzA — Washington, DC

To support an organization dedicated to reducing — 300,000 300,000
poverty and discrimination, and improving life
opportunities for Hispanic Americans.

To provide seed grants and technical assistance to — 250,000 250,000
emerging community-based organizations serving low-
income neighborhoods.

NATIONAL NETWORK OF GRANTMAKERS — San Diego, California
To support activities designed to strengthen the field of 115,000 — 115,000
community organizing.

NATIONAL ORGANIZERS ALLIANCE — Washington, DC
To support a national network of individuals involved — 75,000 40,000
in community organizing across the country.

NATIONAL TRAINING AND INFORMATION CENTER — Chicago, Illinois
To provide seed grants and technical assistance to — 420,000 420,000
emerging community-based organizations serving low-
income neighborhoods.

NEew LAKE DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION, INC. — Jackson, Mississippi
To support an organization that provides educational 10,000 — 10,000
and career development programs for low-income
residents of Jackson.

PeopLE ACTING FOR COMMUNITY TOGETHER — Miami, Florida
To support an organization that provides leadership — 45,000 15,000
training and skill-building activities for religious
leaders serving low-income communities in Florida.

REGENERACION DEL NORTE — Questa, New Mexico
To support plans for economic regeneration of a hard- 15,000 — 15,000
pressed New Mexico community.

RoGUE VALLEY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION — Medford, Oregon

To support a nonprofit organization in rural Oregon. 15,000 — 15,000
SEVENTH GENERATION FUND FOR INDIAN DEVELOPMENT, INC. — Arcata, California
To provide seed grants and technical assistance to — 240,000 240,000

emerging, community-based organizations serving
low-income neighborhoods.

$ 100,000

35,000

30,000
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UNPAID UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS Dec. 31,1997
SUNFLOWER COMMUNITY ACTION — Wichita, Kansas
To support a citizen-based organization formed to — $ 45000 $ 15,000 $ 30,000

improve conditions in Kansas.

TONATIERRA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE — Phoenix, Arizona
To support a community-based organization whose $ 10,000 — 10,000
mission is to improve the lives of the Xicano/Mexicano
immigrant community in Arizona.

UNITED COMMUNITY HOUsING COALITION — Detroit, Michigan

To help a resident-owned public housing initiative 15,000 -15,000 —
become an independent organization geared to
restoring low-income homes.

VIRGINIA EASTERN SHORE ECONOMIC EMPOWERMENT AND HOUSING CORPORATION — Nassawadox, Virginia

To support a community-based organization that 10,000 — 10,000
provides a variety of services to low-income residents
in Virginia.

WATTS/CENTURY LATINO ORGANIZATION — Los Angeles, California
To support an organization working to improve the — 45,000 15,000
quality of life for residents of the Watts community in
Los Angles.

WEST ELMwWOOD HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION — Providence, Rhode Island
To support a neighborhood development organization 15,000 — 15,000
in Rhode Island.

WEST JACKSON COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION — Jackson, Mississippi
To support a community development corporation in 10,000 — 10,000
Jackson.

WHITE EARTH LAND RECOVERY PROJECT — Ponsford, Minnesota

To support an organization working to restore the land, — 30,000 15,000
culture and economy of Native Americans on the
White Earth Reservation.

30,000

15,000

SUBTOTAL: Community Organizing and Development $ 1,228,715 $ 2,655,954  $ 3,342,669

$ 542,000

COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

ACADEMY FOR EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, INC. — Washington, DC
To develop and integrate knowledge and understand- — $ 88239 $ 88,239
ing of exemplary programs for young minority males.

AMERICAN LEADERSHIP FORUM — Stanford, California

To stimulate the development of practical tools and — 25,000 25,000
sustainable processes to address the critical issues
facing many low-income communities.

EAsT BAY AsIAN YoOuTH CENTER — Berkeley, California

To support a collaborative of nonprofit Asian $ 50,000 — 25,000
community organizations focused on youth leadership
development in northern California.

FRIENDS OF ISLAND ACADEMY — New York, New York

To support a program that focuses on turning young 25,000 — 25,000
African American and Latino men, recently released
from incarceration, into peer leaders.

MAD DADS, INC. — Omaha, Nebraska

To provide on-site technical assistance to newly — 199,578 66,526
established and existing organizational chapters of
MAD DADS.

NATIONAL TRUST FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF AFRICAN-AMERICAN MEN — Adelphi, Maryland
To increase the capacity of a networking and 200,000 — 100,000
information system that serves researchers and
practitioners focused on African American males.

NATIONAL URBAN COALITION — Washington, DC

To provide in-depth leadership training to emerging — 30,000 30,000
African American leaders in urban communities.

$ 25,000

133,052

100,000



UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996

GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

SOC EDbUCATION FUND, INC. — Louisville, Kentucky
To increase the level of community organizing among $ 50,000
student and youth groups.

YOUTHACTION — Albuquerque, New Mexico

To analyze, refine and document successful models of 25,000
youth organizing in the United States.

$ 50,000

25,000

SUBTOTAL: Community Leadership Development $ 350,000

$ 342817

$ 434,765

$ 258,052

VIOLENCE PREVENTION

CouNciIL OF MICHIGAN FOUNDATIONS — Grand Haven, Michigan
To increase public awareness about the problems of $ 210,000
violence and the opportunities for community
collaborative prevention strategies.

EDUCATIONAL BROADCASTING CORPORATION — New York, New York
To address the relationship between youth and gun —
violence.

EDUCATORS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY — Cambridge, Massachusetts
To support a model for preventing violence in schools. —

HARVARD UNIVERSITY — Cambridge, Massachusetts

To support a project created to provide opportunities —
for survivors of violence to engage in public policy and
community-building efforts around violence

prevention.

Hoprl FOUNDATION — Hotevilla, Arizona
To support the prevention of violence and its effects on 150,000
Central American refugees in southern Arizona.

ILLINOIS CouNcCIL AGAINST HANDGUN VIOLENCE — Chicago, Illinois
To support a coordinated effort to address the issue of 105,000
firearms violence.

JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY — Baltimore, Maryland

To develop an annotated bibliography of firearms- —
related literature to assist organizations working to
promote sensible firearms policies.

LocAL INITIATIVES SUPPORT CORPORATION — New York, New York
To strengthen, expand and promote collaborations —

between community policing programs and
community development corporations.

$ 120,000

150,000

100,000

-105,000

5,100

535,554

NATIONAL FUNDING COLLABORATIVE ON VIOLENCE PREVENTION — Washington, DC

To support a collaborative effort to address the national 200,000
violence crisis.

NATIONAL PARENTING ASSOCIATION — New York, New York
To support a task force created to examine issues 50,000
related to youth violence and provide parents with a
forum and information to address the problem.

NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY — Boston, Massachusetts
To support a detailed examination of lethal and non- —
lethal youth violence.

RAINBOW RESEARCH, INC. — Minneapolis, Minnesota
To document and evaluate a project to promote the 274,000
prevention of firearms violence.

RHEEDLEN FOUNDATION, INC. — New York, New York
To support a violence preventionAouth leadership 200,000
development project.

VIOLENCE PoLicy CENTER — Washington, DC
To address the issue of firearms violence. 105,000

600,000

104,944

$ 210,000

120,000

75,000

75,000

5,100

370,554

200,000

50,000

104,944

91,333

200,000

105,000

$ 75,000

100,000

75,000

165,000

600,000

182,667

SUBTOTAL.: Violence Prevention $ 1,294,000

$ 1,510,598

$ 1,606,931

$ 1,197,667

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Building Communities $2,872,715

$ 4,509,369

$ 5,384,365

$1,997,719

31



UNPAID UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS Dec. 31,1997

ExPANDING EcoNOMIC OPPORTUNITY

SECTORAL EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT

AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE FOR PuUBLIC PoLICY RESEARCH — Washington, DC
To research, evaluate and disseminate information on $ 200,000 — — $ 200,000
how career-oriented education can improve the quality
of life for disadvantaged young people.

APPALACHIAN By DESIGN, INC. — Lewisburg, West Virginia

To support an organization created to provide — $ 210,000 $ 70,000 140,000
economic opportunities for residents of rural
Appalachia through sustainable self-employment.

ASIAN NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN, INC. — San Francisco, California

To support the replication of a training program that 200,000 — 200,000 —
links low-income residents to wood-specialty
industries.
ASPEN INSTITUTE, INC. — Washington, DC
To evaluate the effectiveness of sectoral employment — 493,090 246,511 246,579

development projects.
BRANDEIS UNIVERSITY — Waltham, Massachusetts

To support a mapping and assessment of the current — 90,000 90,000 —
school-to-work program activity in the Flint
community.
CENTER FOR COMMUNITY CHANGE — Washington, DC
To support the development of a plan to launch — 125,000 125,000 —

sectoral development initiatives through community-
based organizations.
CHicAGo JoBs COUNCIL — Chicago, Illinois
To support the preparation of a report highlighting — 30,548 30,548 —
effective training practices and career path building
offered in the health care industry throughout Chicago.
CHiLDsPACE DAY CARE CENTER, INC. — Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
To redesign and create jobs held by primarily low- 100,000 — 100,000 —
income women in the field of child care.

ENTERPRISE FOUNDATION — Columbia, Maryland

To establish employment partnerships in four cities. — 450,000 150,000 300,000
FOUNDATION FOR THE MID SOUTH — Jackson, Mississippi
To support the creation of state-of-the-art job training 533,900 — 390,000 143,900
programs.
MANPOWER DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH CORPORATION — New York, New York
To support an evaluation of career academies to — 475,000 80,000 395,000

determine whether such initiatives improve labor
market entry and success for at-risk youth.

MICHIGAN FUTURE, INC. — Ann Arbor, Michigan

To evaluate trade academies designed to help at-risk — 75,000 37,500 37,500
youth in Southeast Michigan prepare for livable wage
jobs in the regional economy.

MipwesT CENTER FOR LABOR RESEARCH — Chicago, Illinois
To provide employment skills and opportunities while — 150,000 150,000 —
supporting a vital industry in Chicago.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR THE EARLY CHILDHOOD WORK FORCE OF WASHINGTON, DC — Washington, DC
To expand efforts to improve the work environment of — 450,000 150,000 300,000
child-care workers.

NATIONAL EcoNnomICc DEVELOPMENT AND Law CENTER — Oakland, California

To provide continued support to a program that — 340,000 170,000 170,000
provides access to mainstream jobs and resources to
overcome barriers to self-sufficiency.

NATIONAL TELECOMMUTING INSTITUTE, INC. — Boston, Massachusetts

To develop and train the homebound disabled for the — 310,652 105,361 205,291
telecommunications industry.



UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

NEew MEexico CoMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND — Albuquerque, New Mexico
To support a sectoral development initiative designed — $ 80000 $ 40,000
to provide low-income women the opportunity to earn
a consistent income.

PARAPROFESSIONAL HEALTHCARE INSTITUTE — Bronx, New York
To support the replication of a home health care — 435,000 435,000
company.
To provide health-care services to the disabled and — 600,000 400,000
better employment opportunities for low-income
residents of the Bronx who are pursuing health-care
careers.

PuBLIC/PRIVATE VENTURES — Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
To support coherent work-force development strategies — 100,000 100,000
that help low-income people attain family-sustaining
jobs.

To improve work-force development interventions — 150,000 150,000
practiced by the nonprofit, public and private sectors.

$ 40,000

200,000

SUBTOTAL: Sectoral Employment Development $ 1,033,900 $4564,290  $ 3,219,920

$ 2,378,270

PrIvATE CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT

ACCION INTERNATIONAL — Somerville, Massachusetts
To attract new capital markets to invest in micro- $ 60,000 — $ 30,000
lending efforts.

CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AND TRAINING — Oakland, California
To support an organization that helps small businesses 50,000 — 50,000
and other job-creation projects gain access to private
capital and technical support.

CALVERT SOCIAL INVESTMENT FOUNDATION — Bethesda, Maryland
To support a new and innovative demonstration for 200,000 — 100,000
fundraising in the field of community and economic
development.

INTERNATIONAL FOUNDATION FOR EDUCATION AND SELF-HELP — Phoenix, Arizona
To develop a new investment vehicle in inner cities — $ 450,000 300,000
and low-income rural areas.

NATIONAL COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT COALITION — Washington, DC
To educate low-income individuals and small business — 120,000 120,000
owners on financial issues.

SHOREBANK CORPORATION — Chicago, Illinois
To assist in the creation of a development bank that — -4,200 —
will focus on housing and commercial development in
Detroit.

SouTH BRONX OVERALL EcoNomIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION — Bronx, New York

To strengthen the capacity of community-based 50,000 — 50,000
organizations and local community development credit

unions to offer basic banking services and to stimulate

small business development.

STEEL VALLEY AUTHORITY — Homestead, Pennsylvania
To support a network of regional investment funds — 50,000 50,000
across the United States.

$ 30,000

100,000

150,000

-4,200

SUBTOTAL: Private Capital Development $ 360,000 $ 615800 $ 700,000

$ 275,800

ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT

ACCION INTERNATIONAL — Sommerville, Massachusetts
To create a micro-loan fund for entrepreneurs with $ 200,000 — $ 100,000
disabilities.

ANN ARBOR CENTER FOR INDEPENDENT LIVING, INC. — Ann Arbor, Michigan

To create a micro-loan fund for entrepreneurs with — $ 100,000 81,000
disabilities.

$ 100,000

19,000

83



UNPAID UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS Dec. 31,1997

APPALACHIAN CENTER FOR EcoNoMIC NETWORKS — Athens, Ohio

To provide marketing assistance to low-income — $ 240,000 $ 120,000 $ 120,000
entrepreneurs.

ARKANSAS ENTERPRISE GROUP — Arkadelphia, Arkansas
To develop and begin to implement a community $ 250,000 — — 250,000

development strategy to improve the quality of life for
residents of the Mississippi Delta region.

ASPEN INSTITUTE, INC. — Washington, DC

To expand the knowledge of what is effective in micro- 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
enterprise assistance.
To build the capacity of the micro-enterprise industry — 1,900,000 — 1,900,000

in the United States to better serve the poor.

ASSOCIATION FOR ENTERPRISE OPPORTUNITY — Chicago, Illinois
To support an organization whose mission is to 100,000 — 100,000 —
increase the capacity of self-employment organizations
to serve people and communities with limited
€conomic resources.

BUSINESS & EcoNomIC DEVELOPMENT & REVITALIZATION CORPORATION — Riviera Beach, Florida
To support a peer lending system designed to foster — 100,000 100,000 —
social and business development to low-income people
who are unable to access conventional credit and
banking services.

CALMEADOW — Toronto, Ontario
To help replicate the Self-Employment Learning Project 37,000 — — 37,000
within Canada.

CENTER FOR RURAL AFFAIRS — Walthill, Nebraska
To support a conference on improving farming self- — 25,000 25,000 —
employment opportunities.

CoLorADO CAPITAL INITIATIVES — Denver, Colorado

To support a program designed to encourage — 165,000 55,000 110,000
commercial banks to make nontraditional small

business loans by reducing the risk of insufficient

collateral and limited experience.

CORPORATION FOR ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT — Washington, DC

To provide information and feedback that can improve — 150,000 150,000 —
federal and state policy initiatives.

To support a conference to facilitate communication — 50,000 50,000 —
between practitioners and policymakers on job-creation
strategies.
DETROIT ENTREPRENEURSHIP INSTITUTE, INC. — Detroit, Michigan
To support an organization that provides — 300,000 100,000 200,000

entrepreneurial training, technical assistance and start-
up capital for low-income individuals in the Detroit

area.
ENTERPRISE CORPORATION OF THE DELTA — Jackson, Mississippi

To provide general support. 200,000 — 200,000 —
FIRST NATIONS DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE — Fredericksburg, Virginia

To assist Native American tribes, nonprofit 1,000,000 — 665,000 335,000

organizations and individuals with economic
development projects in their communities.

LUTHERAN CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICE OF EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA — Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
To create a sense of community in West Philadelphia — 231,944 125,000 106,944
through business formation, job creation and dialogue.

MicHIGAN COMMUNITY COORDINATED CHILD CARE ASSOCIATION — East Lansing, Michigan
To support a demonstration to establish family child- — 50,000 50,000 —
care homes in low-income neighborhoods.

MINORITY BUSINESS LEGAL DEFENSE AND EDUCATION FUND, INC. — Washington, DC

To support the creation of an umbrella organization to — 130,000 130,000 —
represent the interests of minority trade associations in
the United States.
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Ms. FOUNDATION FOR WOMEN — New York, New York
To support the technical assistance element of a program $ 100,000 — $ 100,000
created to counter the obstacles faced by the women’s
economic development community nationwide.

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CREDIT UNIONS — New York, New York
To support efforts to increase the number of credit 131,250 — 131,250
unions and their capacity to provide capital to micro-
enterprises.

NORTHEAST ENTREPRENEUR FUND, INC. — Virginia, Minnesota
To provide intensive marketing assistance to low- — $ 58,000 58,000
income business owners in order to improve their
ability to access existing and new markets.

NORTHWEST MICHIGAN CouNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS — Traverse City, Michigan
To support a fund to assist lower-income individuals — 30,000 30,000
achieve self-sufficiency through small business
development.

OHio CDC ASSOCIATION — Columbus, Ohio
To provide technical assistance to the counties and 25,000 — 25,000
micro-enterprise programs participating in Ohio’s self-
employment waiver.

PEER PARTNERSHIPS, INC. — Cambridge, Massachusetts
To enable the organization, Working Capital, to better — 75,000 75,000
understand the impact of its program on business
owners and their communities.

RESULTS EDUCATIONAL FUND, INC. — Washington, DC

To support an effort to reach 100 million of the poorest 50,000 — 50,000
families in the world with credit.

To provide credit and other services for self-employ- — 300,000 100,000
ment to the world’s poorest families by the year 2005.

RURAL EcoNomic DEVELOPMENT CENTER, INC. — Raleigh, North Carolina

To expand the entrepreneurial base in rural and small — 170,000 85,000
communities throughout North Carolina.

SHOREBANK CORPORATION — Chicago, Illinois
To assist in the creation of a development bank that 1,500,000 — 1,495,800
will focus on housing and commercial development in
Detroit.

SHORETRUST TRADING GROUP — Ilwaco, Washington
To establish an initiative designed to market and sell — 225,000 225,000
value-added special forest products.

WATERMARK ASSOCIATION OF ARTISANS, INC. — Camden, North Carolina
To assist a cooperative in increasing its employees and 250,000 — 125,000
their incomes by providing resources to reach national
market opportunities.

WEST ENTERPRISE CENTER, INC. — Ukiah, California
To expand a marketing assistance program for small — 75,000 75,000
business operators in rural northern California.

WOMEN’s ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY TEAM CORP — Albuquerque, New Mexico
To provide sales and marketing assistance to low- — 67,550 67,550
income entrepreneurs in northeast New Mexico.

WORKING CAPITAL PARTNERS FOR SELF EMPLOYMENT — Miami, Florida

To support the expansion of a nonprofit, community- — 450,000 274,000
based, micro-enterprise development organization in
Florida.

$ 200,000

85,000

4,200

125,000

176,000

SUBTOTAL: Enterprise Development $ 4,043,250 $5,092,494  $5,167,600

$ 3,968,144

INCOME SECURITY

4C-CoMMUNITY COORDINATED CHILD CARE — Milwaukee, Wisconsin
To use existing child-care centers to help build capacity — $ 200,000 $ 100,000
for new child-care providers to legitimize their
businesses.

$ 100,000
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CENTER FOR COMMUNITY CHANGE — Washington, DC
To support efforts to contribute to the welfare reform $ 75,000
process.

CENTER FOR LAW AND SOCIAL PoLicy — Washington, DC
To support effective income-support policies and 200,000
programs to reduce poverty among poor families with
children.

CENTER ON BUDGET AND PoLicy PRIORITIES — Washington, DC
To support efforts to build state-based capacity to 250,000 $
address issues of budget priorities, revenue systems,
program design and the alleviation of poverty.

CENTER ON FATHERS, FAMILIES, AND PuBLIC PoLICY — Madison, Wisconsin
To support an organization created to promote policies —
that support the emotional, physical and financial
presence of parents of children who receive public
assistance.

CORPORATION FOR ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT — Washington, DC
To support the implementation of a program to —
establish Individual Development Accounts in low-
income communities across the country.

EcoNomic PoLicy INSTITUTE — Washington, DC
To support comprehensive research on the impact of —
two policy changes on the low-wage labor market.

EDUCATIONAL BROADCASTING CORPORATION — New York, New York
To support the production of a documentary to —
determine how people are faring under the new
welfare law.

FINANCE PROJECT — Washington, DC
To facilitate reforms that promote the well-being of 200,000
children and families, and lasting economic changes
for individuals and communities.

FiscaL PoLicy INSTITUTE — Latham, New York
To continue building capacity for tax and budget 100,000
analysis on behalf of low-income populations.

FOUNDATION-ADMINISTERED PROJECTS
To provide research on the role of small business in —
welfare reform and to share the results with the field.

To provide technical assistance to the Grantmakers —
Income Security Task Force.

GREATER BIRMINGHAM MINISTRIES, INC. — Birmingham, Alabama
To continue building capacity for tax and budget 100,000
analysis on behalf of low-income populations.

HUDSON INSTITUTE — Indianapolis, Indiana
To support the design, implementation and evaluation 250,000
of changes in welfare policies and programs.

INDEX, INC. — Tulsa, Oklahoma
To support a program to provide on-the-job training in 100,000
a manufacturing setting, as well as customized
education.

INDIANAPOLIS PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL, INC. — Indianapolis, Indiana
To support an initiative that focuses on contracting out —
employment and training services.

INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL AND EcONOMIC DEVELOPMENT — lowa City, lowa
To support a follow-up study to extend and refine the —
analysis of lowa’s comprehensive welfare initiative.

MAINE CENTER FOR ECONOMIC PoLICY — Augusta, Maine

To continue building capacity for tax and budget 50,000
analysis on behalf of low-income populations.

75,000

100,000

312,000

100,000

250,000

54,609

4,000

200,000

230,000

150,000

$

75,000

200,000

325,000

100,000

312,000

100,000

250,000

200,000

50,000

54,609

4,000

50,000

450,000

100,000

230,000

150,000

$ 50,000

50,000

50,000
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MANPOWER DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH CORPORATION — New York, New York
To support a study of the development and implemen- $ 50,000 — $ 50,000
tation of revised welfare programs in four states.

To support an evaluation to determine how large cities 325,000 $ 2,000,000 525,000
respond to the conversion of cash assistance programs
into a block grant to states.

To provide continued technical assistance to states and — 300,000 —
localities as they redesign and implement new social
welfare safety nets.

MICHIGAN LEAGUE FOR HUMAN SERVICES — Lansing, Michigan
To continue building capacity for tax and budget 50,000 — —
analysis on behalf of low-income populations.

MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES — St. Paul, Minnesota
To evaluate child outcomes as a result of welfare — 175,000 75,000
changes.

NATIONAL EMPLOYMENT LAW PROJECT, INC. — New York, New York
To address the problem of low-wage and women — 100,000 50,000
workers being disproportionately excluded from the
unemployment compensation system.

NORTH CAROLINA JUSTICE AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CENTER — Raleigh, North Carolina
To continue building capacity for tax and budget 50,000 — 50,000
analysis on behalf of low-income populations.

NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY — DeKalb, Illinois
To analyze the employment prospects of current — 143,529 143,529
welfare recipients in six Midwestern states.

STATE OF COLORADO — Denver, Colorado
To support efforts to raise public awareness about the 80,000 — 80,000
importance of engaging fathers and changing the
policies that affect low-income, noncustodial fathers.

TAX EQUITY ALLIANCE FOR MASSACHUSETTS EDUCATION FUND — Boston, Massachusetts
To continue building capacity for tax and budget 50,000 — —
analysis on behalf of low-income populations.

TIDES FOUNDATION — San Francisco, California
To support a group of funders concerned with issues of — 25,000 25,000
poverty.

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN — Ann Arbor, Michigan
To support a study of potential barriers to employment — 400,000 400,000
for Flint-area welfare recipients.

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON — Madison, Wisconsin
To determine new strategies and identify new data 142,857 — 142,857
elements for measuring welfare reform.

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-PARKSIDE — Kenosha, Wisconsin
To communicate the reality of living day-to-day in — 78,863 78,863
poverty in order to change public consciousness and
impact policy decisionmaking.

URBAN INSTITUTE — Washington, DC
To support a project that will monitor, analyze and — 1,000,000 500,000
report on the nation’s far-reaching experiment in
decentralizing social programs.

WASHINGTON WORKS — Seattle, Washington
To support a welfare-to-work program that focuses on 125,000 — 125,000
current skills needed in the job market.

WELFARE LAW CENTER, INC. — New York, New York
To support a collaborative to address workfare issues. — 200,000 200,000

$ 1,800,000

300,000

50,000

100,000

50,000

50,000

500,000

SUBTOTAL: Income Security $ 2,197,857 $ 6,098,001 $ 5,195,858

$ 3,100,000

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Expanding Economic
Opportunity $ 7,635,007 $16,370,585  $14,283,378

$ 9,722,214
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IMPROVING EDUCATION

ScHOOL-COMMUNITY INITIATIVES

CoMMUNITY EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT CENTRE — Coventry, England
To support a project designed to revitalize commu- — $ 80,000
nities in England and Wales through community
education principles.

CoMMUNITY TRAINING AND ASSISTANCE CENTER, INC. — Boston, Massachusetts
To implement significant structural change and build — 500,000
the capacity of urban communities to recreate public
schools as community-involving, community-
sustaining institutions.

Cross City CAMPAIGN FOR URBAN SCHOOL REFORM — Chicago, Illinois
To support an organization that promotes improve- — 200,000
ment of public education for all urban youth.

EASTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY FOUNDATION — Ypsilanti, Michigan
To support efforts to expand the university’s role in — 381,000
urban schools in Michigan, with an emphasis on
community-school partnerships.

EASTERN WASHINGTON RESTRUCTURING NETWORK — Spokane, Washington
To support an organization whose mission is to build $ 100,000 —
capacity and intensify the development of a regional
network for school and community change.

INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL INQUIRY — Seattle, Washington
To support a comprehensive assessment of the 250,000 —
methods, strategies and initiatives of the educational
delivery system.

INSTITUTE FOR LEARNING AND TEACHING — St. Paul, Minnesota
To fully implement four Community Learning Center 40,000 —
sites and strengthen the potential of each site to sustain
itself.

INSTITUTE FOR RESPONSIVE EDUCATION — Boston, Massachusetts

To establish models of comprehensive school reform in 100,000 —
low-income districts.

INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY EDUCATION ASSOCIATION — Cheshire, England
To support the administration and operation of the 130,000 27,630
association.

Los ANGELES EDUCATIONAL PARTNERSHIP — Los Angeles, California
To support the creation of durable neighborhood- 150,000 —
school partnerships.

MAINE CENTER FOR EDUCATIONAL SERVICES — Auburn, Maine
To address the need for increased parent and commu- 120,000 —
nity involvement in rural schools by piloting site-based
work in four low-income Maine communities.

MoONASH UNIVERSITY — Victoria, Australia
To support the development of community education 3,300 —
in the Solomon Islands and Fiji.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION — Flint, Michigan
To support the transition of the center to a nationally 500,000 220,000
recognized, 21st century leadership training center.

To provide technical assistance to help strengthen the — 136,088
community school field.

NATIONAL COMMUNITY EDUCATION ASSOCIATION — Fairfax, Virginia
To enable the organization to increase its capacity to — 300,000
inform policy concerning current state and federal
initiatives.

PuBLIcC AGENDA FOUNDATION — New York, New York

To support efforts soliciting grassroots deliberation 60,000 —
and discussion on the issue of American educational
reform.

$

80,000

200,000

100,000

100,000

83,334

40,000

100,000

80,000

60,000

3,300

720,000

136,088

100,000

60,000

$ 300,000

100,000

381,000

166,666

77,630

150,000

60,000

200,000
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SACRED HEART SOUTHERN MIssIONS HOUSING CORPORATION — Walls, Mississippi

To support a community education program in rural —
Mississippi.

ScHOOLS OF THE 21sT CENTURY CORPORATION — Detroit, Michigan
To support an organization created to promote —
comprehensive school improvement within the Detroit
Public Schools.

SERVERMONT — Chester, Vermont
To support the completion of student service learning —
materials designed for teachers and retired teachers.

TeEXAS INTERFAITH EDUCATION FUND — Austin, Texas

To combine strategies that tap community resources, $ 200,000
involve parents in school, and change the way teaching
and learning take place in the classroom.

$ 60,000

1,000,000

30,000

$ 60,000

165,000

200,000

$ 835,000

30,000

TownNsHIP HIGH ScHooL DisTRICT 214 COMMUNITY EDUCATION FOUNDATION — Arlington Heights, Illinois

To support the development of appropriate community —
education programs for immigrant families.

100,000

100,000

SUBTOTAL: School-Community Initiatives $ 1,653,300

$ 3,034,718

$ 2,387,722

$ 2,300,296

IMPROVED LEARNER OUTCOMES

CounciL ofF CHIEF STATE ScHooL OFFICERS — Washington, DC
To ensure that students in schools with large $ 100,000
enrollments of low-income children benefit from
effective implementation of Title I.

DEVELOPMENTAL STUDIES CENTER — Oakland, California
To support a collaboration to implement a literature- 335,000
based approach to K-8 reading and language arts
instruction.

Tipes CENTER — San Francisco, California
To support a project that provides opportunities for 14,000
foundation representatives to discuss issues of concern
in the field of education.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA - LOS ANGELES — Los Angeles, California
To support a collaborative effort with Santa Monica- 121,905
Malibu Unified School District to study the efficacy of
the district’s efforts to implement an inquiry-based
school reform.

UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH — Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
To provide educators with current knowledge about 200,000

the learning process and ways to create high
performance learning environments.

$ 100,000

210,000

7,000

200,000

$ 125,000

7,000

121,905

SUBTOTAL: Improved Learner Outcomes $ 770,905

$ 0

$ 517,000

$ 253,905

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Improving Education $ 2,424,205

$ 3,034,718

$ 2,904,722

$ 2,554,201

STRENGTHENING FAMILIES

TEEN PREGNANCY PREVENTION

ADVOCATES FOR YOUTH — Washington, DC

To meet the demand for information on preventing $ 100,000
teenage pregnancy, including comprehensive and
culturally appropriate programs.

ALAN GUTTMACHER INSTITUTE — New York, New York
To support a project aimed at understanding the —
differing factors between men and women that are
significant in avoiding unintended pregnancy.

CHILD TRENDS, INC. — Washington, DC

To support the publication and distribution of statistics 39,997
on teenage pregnancy.

$ 75,000

207,993

$ 175,000

207,993

39,997
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CHILD TRENDS, INC. — Washington, DC
To support a study aimed at gaps within existing $ 231,888 $ 35,000
research on youth development and reproductive
health service delivery.
To analyze state-level variations in teen pregnancy and — 56,021
childbearing.

CHILDREN’s AID SOCIETY — New York, New York
To bring a program with a long-term, holistic approach 930,942 —
to working with high-risk young people to a mature
stage of development.

CORNERSTONE CONSULTING GROUP, INC. — Houston, Texas
To support the management and replication of a teen — 150,000
outreach program.

ERIKSON INSTITUTE — Chicago, Illinois
To examine models of positive youth development for — 75,790
disadvantaged girls and young women.

$ 155,024

56,021

445,826

75,000

75,790

GEORGIA CAMPAIGN FOR ADOLESCENT PREGNANCY PREVENTION, INC. — Atlanta, Georgia

To support an organization devoted to teen pregnancy — 200,000
prevention and the promotion of youth development
strategies.

HEALTH WATCH INFORMATION AND PROMOTION SERVICE — Brooklyn, New York

To support a national teleconference addressing health 50,000 —
and life outcome issues for low-income African
American and Latino teenagers.

JOHNS HoPKINS UNIVERSITY — Baltimore, Maryland
To help reframe the national discussion on the issues of — 99,451
adolescent sexual behavior and parenting.

Los ANGELES WOMEN’S FOUNDATION — Los Angeles, California
To support an initiative to develop economic — 100,000
empowerment for high-risk girls and young women.

NATIONAL CAMPAIGN TO PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY — Washington, DC

To support efforts to review the body of research and — 100,252
program experience of teen pregnancy prevention
efforts.

OUNCE OF PREVENTION FUND — Chicago, Illinois

To support the design, implementation and evaluation — 450,000
of a new teen pregnancy prevention model.

50,000

99,451

100,000

150,000

PLANNED PARENTHOOD OF CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN INDIANA, INC. — Indianapolis, Indiana

To support a national replication of a model youth 150,000 —
program to prevent teenage pregnancy.

75,000

$ 111,864

485,116

75,000

200,000

100,252

300,000

75,000

SEXUALITY INFORMATION AND EDUCATION COUNCIL OF THE UNITED STATES, INC. — New York, New York

To increase and support sexuality education for 50,000 —
minority and low-income communities and youth.

URBAN INSTITUTE — Washington, DC
To support a research project to evaluate the long-term — 225,000
effects of AIDS and sex education messages received
by teenage males.

YWCA oF THE U.S.A. — New York, New York
To improve the teen pregnancy prevention programs of — 218,856
a national organization and contribute to the national
effort to reduce teen pregnancy.

50,000

112,500

93,064

112,500

125,792

SUBTOTAL: Teen Pregnancy Prevention $ 1,552,827 $ 1,993,363

$ 1,960,666

$ 1,585,524

FAMILY AND PARENTING SUPPORT

CENTER FOR ASSESSMENT AND PoLIicy DEVELOPMENT — Bala Cynwyd, Pennsylvania
To expand the use of schools for improving outcomes $ 45,000 —
for pregnant and parenting teens and their children.

$

45,000
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MANPOWER DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH CORPORATION — New York, New York
To support a multisite demonstration project known as $ 400,000 — $ 200,000
Parents' Fair Share, which offers job training, personal
support and incentives for improving the earnings,
child-support payments and parenting of noncustodial
fathers in welfare-dependent families.

NATIONAL COALITION OF COMMUNITY FOUNDATIONS FOR YOUTH — Kansas City, Missouri
To promote increased community foundation 50,000 — 50,000
involvement in strengthening the contribution of
fathers to their children.

NATIONAL PARENTING ASSOCIATION — New York, New York
To enable the organization to develop, produce and — $ 27,500 27,500
disseminate material about its efforts.

NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY — Evanston, Illinois
To support a conference to discuss evaluation research — 20,000 20,000
findings from programs aimed at teen parents.

TiDes CENTER — San Francisco, California
To support a project that assembles foundation 10,000 — 10,000
representatives to discuss issues of concern in the areas
of family support, youth and child development.

UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA — Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
To support a center founded to improve the lives of 162,500 — 162,500
children by promoting the involvement of fathers.

URBAN FAMILY INSTITUTE — Washington, DC
To support the replication of a community-based — 157,830 69,515
program for children after school.

YALE UNIVERSITY — New Haven, Connecticut
To support a follow-up study on the impact of school- 201,702 — 98,301
based intervention programs on teen mothers and the
indirect impact on their children.

$ 200,000

88,315

103,401

SUBTOTAL: Family and Parenting Support $ 869,202 $ 205,330 $ 682,816

$ 391,716

EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT

CALIFORNIA CHILD CARE RESOURCE & REFERRAL NETWORK — San Francisco, California
To support the replication of a Spanish language $ 127,000 — $ 80,000
recruitment and training program in Florida.

CHILD CARE AcTION CAMPAIGN — New York, New York
To support an inventory of successful partnerships — $ 200,395 105,690
between early childhood programs and public schools
in order to enable more low-income communities to
create such partnerships.

CHILDREN’S TELEVISION WORKSHOP — New York, New York
To enrich the educational quality of informal family — 300,000 100,000
child care.

DEeTROIT EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION FOUNDATION — Detroit, Michigan
To develop a flexible and integrated curriculum for 75,000 — 75,000
caregivers to promote a safe and enriching
environment for the growth of a small child.

INTERACTION INSTITUTE — Cambridge, Massachusetts
To enhance collaboration between Latino community 130,710 — 54,010
leaders and Head Start, and encourage increased
awareness of the needs of Latino children.

MicHIGAN CoOMMUNITY COORDINATED CHILD CARE ASSOCIATION — East Lansing, Michigan
To improve child care for children from low-income 178,000 — 178,000
families in Michigan.

MICHIGAN’S CHILDREN — Lansing, Michigan
To support an organization committed to improving 100,000 300,000 100,000
the well-being of children and families in Michigan.

$ 47,000

94,705

200,000

76,700

300,000
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UNIVERSITY OF MissouRrI-KANsAS CITY — Kansas City, Missouri
To develop a program to build the leadership and $ 154,000
management capacity of early childhood education
leaders in the Midwest.

$ 78,000

$ 76,000

SUBTOTAL.: Early Childhood Development $ 764,710 $

800,395

$ 770,700

$ 794,405

OTHER

CHILDREN’S DEFENSE FUND — Washington, DC

To support the Black Community Crusade for $ 500,000
Children.

To provide lead support for an endowment and 2,250,000
matching-fund challenge to sustain the Black

Community Crusade for Children and the operations

of the Alex Haley farm in Tennessee.

HANDSNET, INC. — Cupertino, California
To support a national electronic communications 75,000

network working on behalf of vulnerable children,
youth and families.

$ 250,000

750,000

75,000

$ 250,000

1,500,000

SUBTOTAL: Other $ 2,825,000 $

0

$ 1,075,000

$ 1,750,000

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Strengthening Families $ 6,011,739 $ 2,999,088

$ 4,489,182

$ 4,521,645

CRO0OSs-CUTTING INITIATIVES

COMPREHENSIVE REVITALIZATION

ASPEN INSTITUTE, INC. — Washington, DC
To inform and assist organizations that fund or are $ 50,000
interested in community-based, multidisciplinary
initiatives.

CALIFORNIA TOMORROW — San Francisco, California
To strengthen the ability of comprehensive community — $
initiatives to address issues of race, language, culture
and class.

GLADES COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION — Belle Glade, Florida
To support a community development organization 275,000
dedicated to reducing the intense and chronic poverty
in the Glades region of Florida.

MississiPPl ACTION FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION — Greenville, Mississippi

To strengthen the infrastructure of community-based 450,000
organizations working to improve living conditions in
the Mississippi Delta.

Ms. FOUNDATION FOR WOMEN — New York, New York

To support a collaborative fund designed to back 200,000
initiatives benefiting girls aged 9-15, particularly low-
income and minority.

New Hopre PRrROJECT, INC. — Milwaukee, Wisconsin

To support an antipoverty program to test the effects of 200,000
ensuring jobs and, as needed, wage supplements,

health benefits and child care to bring unemployed

individuals and families out of poverty.

SOUTHERN RURAL DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE, INC. — Raleigh, North Carolina

To support a collaboration of intermediary 800,000
organizations working in persistently poor, rural
communities in a 12-state Southern region.

ST. THOMAS/IRISH CHANNEL CONSORTIUM — New Orleans, Louisiana
To support a partnership of social service agencies and 75,000
organizations in New Orleans formed to strengthen
their community.

URBAN STRATEGIES COUNCIL — Oakland, California

To support a national network that addresses issues of 75,000
persistent poverty in distressed neighborhoods.

145,983

400,000

300,000

$ 50,000

72,992

150,000

300,000

200,000

600,000

250,000

175,000

75,000

$ 72,991

125,000

150,000

550,000

200,000
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WARREN/CONNER DEVELOPMENT COALITION — Detroit, Michigan
To meet the multiple needs of chronically jobless $ 100,000
families within Detroit.

$ 100,000

SUBTOTAL: Comprehensive Revitalization $ 2,225,000

$

845,983

$ 1,972,992

$ 1,097,991

EXPLORATORY AND SPECIAL PROJECTS

AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR QUALITY CONTROL — Milwaukee, Wisconsin
To promote the use of industrial concepts and tools for —
school improvement.

ASPEN INSTITUTE, INC. — Washington, DC
To support an evaluation of the impact of the Eagle $ 55,000
Staff Fund on reservation communities.

BENTON FOUNDATION — Washington, DC
To support a project to equip nonprofit leaders and 125,000
organizations in low-income communities to benefit
from new technology.

BROOKINGS INSTITUTION — Washington, DC
To examine the impact of welfare reform on distressed —
urban communities and the inter-relationship of other
federal programs within those neighborhoods.

CENTER FOR GOVERNMENTAL STUDIES — Los Angeles, California

To provide access to a growing data base of —
opportunities for employment, job training, and

community and political involvement to those

currently most distanced from it.

CoLumMBIA UNIVERSITY IN THE CITY oF NEW YORK — New York, New York

To determine the feasibility of conducting a national —
campaign regarding child poverty.
COMMUNITY TECHNOLOGY INSTITUTE — Seattle, Washington

To provide phoneless and homeless people with access 73,333
to a 24-hour voice mail service.

HuUDSON INSTITUTE — Indianapolis, Indiana
To support the research and design of a new urban —
strategy for Michigan.

INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP, INC. — Washington, DC
To support the continued operation of the Center for 5,000
Demographic Policy, which provides demographic
data and insights to educational and human service
institutions.

To improve public policy for building comprehensive 450,000
youth development and school-to-work transition
systems.

LocAL INITIATIVES SUPPORT CORPORATION — New York, New York

To support a collaborative designed to strengthen the 150,000
capacity of 16 Detroit-based community development

corporations engaged in low-income housing

development, commercial development and

neighborhood revitalization.

MICHIGAN FUTURE, INC. — Ann Arbor, Michigan
To improve economic opportunities and outcomes for —
residents of Michigan’s core cities.

NATIONAL YOUTH EMPLOYMENT COALITION, INC. — Washington, DC
To support an organization working to increase 75,000
employment, education and training opportunities for
America’s youth.

NEIGHBORHOOD FUNDERS GROUP — McLean, Virginia

To support a membership organization that provides —
grants or loans to neighborhood-based efforts.

25,000

450,000

100,000

1,000,000

100,000

150,000

65,000

$ 25,000

55,000

125,000

100,000

1,000,000

73,333

100,000

5,000

150,000

50,000

150,000

75,000

35,000

$ 450,000

300,000

100,000

30,000
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UNPAID UNPAID

GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS Dec. 31,1997
PuBLIC/PRIVATE VENTURES — Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

To support youth development through involvement in — $ 400,000 $ 400,000 —

community revitalization in low-income

neighborhoods.
STATE HIGHER EDUCATION EXECUTIVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION — Denver, Colorado

To examine state initiatives that realign college — 60,000 60,000 —

admissions policies with education reform and school-

to-work initiatives.
YouTHBuUILD USA, INC. — Somerville, Massachusetts

To provide small grants to local YouthBuild affiliates. — 300,000 300,000 —
SUBTOTAL: Exploratory and Special Projects $ 933,333 $ 2,650,000 $ 2,703,333 $ 880,000
PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Cross-Cutting Initiatives $ 3,158,333 $ 3,495,983  $ 4,676,325 $ 1,977,991
PROGRAM TOTAL: Poverty $22,101,999 $30,409,743  $31,737,972 $20,773,770




T S

ecognizing the important role

of this nation’s historically

black colleges as a path out

of poverty and a training
ground for future African American
leaders, the Mott Foundation has
supported these unique institutions since
1978, when it made a $1-million grant
to the United Negro College Fund.

In 1979, the Foundation announced
its intention to commit $20 million over
10 years to strengthen historically black
colleges and universities (HBCUs). Much
of this money was awarded in the form of

B endowment challenge grants to selected
private institutions. Since then, the
Collegeg Foundation has far exceeded that original
can oFFe,. program, awarding more than $32
a paty o million in grants to 64 private and public

institutions and support organizations.
The Foundation is currently in

the process of planning for the future of

its long-standing commitment to HBCUs,

and anticipates announcing a new grant

program in the near future.

GRANT ACTIVITY BY PROGRAM AREA

Historically & Predominantly
Black Colleges & Universities
$683

Sp@cﬁalﬂ Projects
$2,004,000

Total: $2,004,683
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UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996 GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

HISTORICALLY AND PREDOMINANTLY BLACK COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

FOUNDATION-ADMINISTERED PROJECT
To provide partial support for a meeting of — $ 683
representatives of historically black colleges and
universities.

UNITED NEGRO COLLEGE FUND, INC. — Fairfax, Virginia
To support implementation of a program to resolve the $ 500,000 —

fiscal and management problems confronting members
of the fund.

$ 683

250,000

$ 250,000

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Historically and
Predominantly Black Colleges
and Universities $ 500,000 $ 683

$ 250,683

$ 250,000

SPECIAL PROJECTS

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION — Washington, DC
To support efforts to improve education and work — $ 25,000
force preparation systems.

ASHOKA — Arlington, Virginia
To support a global professional association of social — 600,000
change-makers.

ASPEN INSTITUTE, INC. — Washington, DC
To support a series of meetings on U.S. domestic social $ 150,000 —
issues.

ETV ENDOWMENT OF SOUTH CAROLINA, INC. — Spartanburg, South Carolina
To support a documentary series on examples of — 250,000
Americans resolving community conflicts at the state
or local level.

LONGYEAR FOUNDATION — Brookline, Massachusetts
To support a campaign to build a museum that will — 50,000
house the Mary Baker Eddy collection.

MicHIGAN AIDS FUND — Grand Rapids, Michigan
To support an organization that provides a coordinated — 200,000
and comprehensive response to the AIDS epidemic in
Michigan.
To support a series of conferences on the changing — 100,000
nature of the AIDS epidemic, and implications for the
future of AIDS care and prevention.

NATIONAL PEACE FOUNDATION — Washington, DC
To support the development of a meaningful peace — 50,000
agenda.

NEw YORK UNIVERSITY — New York, New York
To bring extensive scientific data to bear on the — 100,000
marijuana debate.

PRINCIPIA CORPORATION — St. Louis, Missouri
To establish a scholarship fund in memory of Henry — 50,000
Holt, Jr.

PusLIC RADIO INTERNATIONAL — Minneapolis, Minnesota
To support the start-up phase of a daily radio program — 200,000
that seeks to highlight meaningful connections
between American life and the world.

RADDA BARNEN (SWEDISH SAVE THE CHILDREN) — Stockholm, Sweden
To assess the impact of the U.N. Convention on the — 100,000
Rights of the Child.

SOUTHERN CENTER FOR INTERNATIONAL STUDIES — Atlanta, Georgia

To support an independent center for thought and — 35,000
opinion on international affairs and U.S. foreign policy.

$ 25,000

200,000

75,000

50,000

200,000

100,000

50,000

100,000

100,000

100,000

35,000

$ 400,000

75,000

250,000

50,000

100,000



UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31, 1996

GRANTS

PAYMENTS

UNPAID
Dec. 31,1997

SOUTHERN CENTER FOR INTERNATIONAL STUDIES — Atlanta, Georgia
To support efforts to broaden public understanding of —
international affairs and their impact on the United
States.

STATE OF THE WORLD FORUM — San Francisco, California
To support an organization that explores the —

fundamental global issues of our times and seeks to
shape a just, equitable and sustainable human future.

$ 50,000

50,000

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA - GREENSBORO — Greensboro, North Carolina

To support the collection and publication of legislative —
and county court petitions from throughout the South
relating to race and slavery.

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-PARKSIDE — Kenosha, Wisconsin

To help women from the East and West build skills by —
blending local and global perspectives to confront
challenges facing their communities.

114,000

30,000

$ 50,000

50,000

57,000

30,000

$ 57,000

PROGRAM AREA TOTAL: Special Projects $ 150,000

$ 2,004,000

$ 1,222,000

$ 932,000

PROGRAM TOTAL: Exploratory and Special Projects $ 650,000

$ 2,004,683

$ 1,472,683

$ 1,182,000

EXPLORATORY
AND SPECIAL PROJECTS

MISSION

To support exploratory initiatives and unexpected

opportunities that offer opportunities for resolution of significant

international and/or national problems or that may or may not lead

to a formal program area over time.

Historically and Predominantly Black Colleges and Universities

Special Projects
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EMPLOYEE AND TRUSTEE

In addition to its regular grantmaking, the Foundation also encourages
charitable giving by its Trustees and staff. The Foundation’s contribution
to these activities is included as part of its total grant budget.

UNPAID UNPAID
GRANTEE/PROJECT Dec. 31,1996 GRANTS PAYMENTS Dec. 31,1997

EmMPLOYEE AND TRUSTEE MATCHING GRANTS AND TRUSTEE INITIATED

EMPLOYEE AND TRUSTEE MATCHING GRANTS

To match Trustees' and employees' contributions to — $ 381,346 $ 381,346 —
charity on a two-to-one basis.

TRUSTEE INITIATED GRANTS

To provide limited support to charities selected by — 184,000 184,000 —
Trustees.
PROGRAM TOTAL: Employee and Trustee Matching
Grants and Trustee Initiated $ 0 $ 565,346 $ 565,346 $ 0
TOTALS: All Grants $48,938,280 $71,996,198 $77,539,282 $43,395,196




FINANCE
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PROFILE OF 1997 GRANTMAKING ACTIVITIES

1997 GRANT DOLLARS BY PROGRAM (In Millions) NUMBER OF 1997 GRANTS BY PROGRAM
Flint Area Flint Area
Exploratory $9.052 Environment EE)S( ploratory 31 Environment

$2.004 $10.841 92

Civil Society
Civil Society 186

$19.124

ToTAL: $71,996,198 ToTAL: 461 GRANTS

10 - YEAR STATISTICAL PROFILE

1988-97 SELECTED FINANCIAL INFORMATION (In Millions)

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Total Assets -

Market Value ~ $838.8 | $961.8 | $929.5|$1,093.7 | $1,162.1 | $1,273.3 | $1,201.6 | $1,496.0 | $1,673.4|$1,962.4

Total Assets -
1997 Dollars 1,138.0 | 1,2449 | 11414 | 12888 | 1,329.4 | 14143 1,301.3 1,575.6 1,711.8 | 1,962.4

Total Income 415 449 477 45.1 44.9 427 43.1 46.9 54.2 54.2
Total Income -

1997 Dollars 56.3 58.1 58.6 53.1 51.4 47.4 46.7 49.4 55.4 54.2
Total Grants

Awarded 338 38.6 39.4 439 44.0 49.0 56.9 59.9 64.0 72.0
Total

Distributions 316 49.7 444 49.0 54.1 575 63.0 60.4 82.0 92.7

NOTE: Total distributions include grant payments, administration expenses, excise tax and investment expenses.
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10 - YEAR STATISTICAL PROFILE

GRANT AWARDED 1988 — 1997

Millions of Dollars

80

60

40

20

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

GRANT ACTIONS BY PROGRAM 1988 — 1997

Millions of Dollars
80

60

40

20

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

- Civil Society - Environment - Flint Area
- Poverty Exploratory - Employee/Trustee Matching
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REPORT OF INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS

To the Board of Trustees of
the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation:

We have audited the accompanying statements of financial
position of the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation as of
December 31, 1997 and 1996, and the related statements of
activity and changes in net assets and cash flows for the years
then ended. These financial statements are the responsibility of
the Foundation’s management. Our responsibility is to express
an opinion on these financial statements based on our audits.

We conducted our audits in accordance with generally
accepted auditing standards. Those standards require that we
plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance
about whether the financial statements are free of material
misstatement. An audit includes examining, on a test basis,
evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the
financial statements. An audit also includes assessing the
accounting principles used and significant estimates made by
management, as well as evaluating the overall financial
statement presentation. We believe that our audits provide a
reasonable basis for our opinion.

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above
present fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of
the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation at December 31, 1997 and
1996, and the results of its operations and changes in net assets
and its cash flows for the years then ended in conformity with
generally accepted accounting principles.

Coopers & Lybrand, L.L.P.
A Professional Services Firm

Detroit, Michigan
March 20, 1998
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STATEMENTS OF FINANCIAL POSITION

December 31, 1997 and 1996

ASSETS

Marketable securities, at market value:
Common and preferred stock
U.S. Government obligations
Corporate bonds
Cash equivalents

Cash and interest bearing deposits

Land

Building and improvements net of
accumulated depreciation of $1,979,929 in 1997
and $1,990,873 in 1996

Other assets

LIABILITIES AND UNRESTRICTED NET ASSETS

Grants payable, net
Deferred excise tax
Accounts payable and other liabilities

Unrestricted net assets

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

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

1997

$1,502,163,853
329,227,830
56,324,531
35,754,933
1,923,471,147
1,061,728

397,852

2,046,642
35412794

$ 36,771,020
17,630,000
5,225,714
59,626,734
1,902,763,429

1996

$1,188,264,901
385,374,375
37,519,215
22,430,604
1,633,589,095
711,974

397,852

2,139,205
36,566,842

$ 39,318,449
13,750,000
4,797,372
57,865,821
1,615,539,147
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STATEMENTS OF ACTIVITY

For the years ended December 31, 1997 and 1996 Charles Stewart Mott Foundation
1997 1996
Income:
Dividends $ 21,640,235 $ 23,502,206
Interest 32,585,574 30,652,139
54,225,809 54,154,345
Less:
Investment expenses 2,454,357 2,627,603
Provision for excise tax 552,300 554,891
3,006,657 3,182,494
Other income, net 5,325,762 4,663,655
Net investment income 56,544,914 55,635,506
Grants and expenses:
Grants, net 74,098,584 64,719,124
Foundation-Administered Projects 535,691 327,003
Administration expenses 10,123,249 9,316,002
84,757,524 74,362,129
Grants and expenses in excess of income (28,212,610) (18,726,623)

Realized gain on sale of assets, net of excise tax
of $1,320,628 in 1997 and $1,477,826 in 1996 130,797,141 146,304,822

Change in market value of securities, net of
change in deferred excise tax of

$3,880,000 in 1997 and $1,085,000 in 1996 184,639,751 53,416,877

Change in net assets 287,224,282 180,995,076
Unrestricted net assets:

Beginning of year 1,615,539,147 1,434,544,071

End of year $1,902,763,429 $1,615,539,147

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

Casn FLows

For the years ended December 31, 1997 and 1996

Cash flows from operating activities:
Grants and expenses in excess of income

Adjustments to reconcile grants and expenses
in excess of income to net cash
used by operating activities:
Depreciation expense
Decrease (increase) in other assets
(Decrease) in grants payable
Increase (decrease) in accounts payable and
other liabilities

Total adjustments
Net cash used in operating activities

Cash flows from investing activities:

Proceeds from sales or redemptions of investments;

Common and preferred stock

U.S. Government obligations

Corporate bonds

Cash equivalents
Purchases of investments:

Common and preferred stock

U.S. Government obligations

Cash equivalents

Corporate bonds
Acquisition of building improvements, net
Excise tax on realized gain on sale of assets

Net cash provided by investing activities

Net increase (decrease) in cash
Cash, beginning of year

Cash, end of year

Continued

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

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

1997

$ (28,212,610)

239,139
1,154,048
(2,547,429)

428,342
(725,900)
(28,938,510)

238,746,429
88,001,211
3,508,450
684,024,033

(234,356,203)
(30,217,187)
(697,348,362)
(21,657,903)
(91,576)
(1,320,628)

29,288,264

349,754
711,974
$ 1,061,728

1996

$(18,726,623)

227,008
(13,006,698)
(1,526,371)

(3,194,249)
(17,500,310)

(36,226,933)

262,080,799
59,107,266
6,596,115
709,063,634

(119,355,461)
(164,190,859)
(691,238,185)
(24,046,455)
(519,617)
(1,477,826)

36,019,411

(207,522)

919,496

$ 711,974
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STATEMENTS OF CAsSsH FLOWS (CONTINUED)

For the years ended December 31, 1997 and 1996

Supplemental schedule of investing activities:

Realized gain (loss) on sale of assets:
Common and preferred stock
U.S. Government obligations
Corporate bonds
Other

Supplemental schedule of noncash investing activities:

Increase (decrease) in market value of securities:
Common and preferred stock
U.S. Government obligations
Corporate bonds

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

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

1997

$131,420,540

694,643
(52,414)

55,000

$152.117,760

$186,868,638
942,836
708,277

$188,519,751

1996

$143,688,781
2,196,964
1,896,903

$147,762,648

$ 74,304,079
(16,930,245)

(2,871,957)
$ 54,501,877



NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

A. Mission & Grant Programs:

The Charles Stewart Mott Foundation is a private grantmaking foundation established in 1926 in
Flint, Michigan. The Foundation’s mission is “to support efforts that promote a just, equitable and
sustainable society.” Grantmaking is organized into four major programs: Civil Society, Environment,
Flint Area and Poverty. Other grantmaking opportunities, which do not match the major programs,
may be investigated through the Foundation’s Exploratory and Special Projects program.

B. Accounting Policies:
The following is a summary of significant accounting policies followed in the preparation of
these financial statements.

Estimates

The preparation of financial statements in conformity with generally accepted accounting
principles requires management to make estimates and assumptions that affect the reported amounts
of assets and liabilities and disclosure of contingent assets and liabilities at the date of the financial
statements and the reported amounts of revenues and expenses during the reporting period. Actual
results could differ from those estimates.

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.
Trustee and Executive Committee grant actions are recognized on the date of the action. Grants by the
President or Executive Committee by specific authority conferred by the Trustees are recognized on
the date the authority is exercised. In addition, the Foundation has a Matching Gift Program, whereby
amounts gifted by eligible employees and Trustees are matched by the Foundation at a rate of $2 for
each $1 gift.

Marketable Securities

Marketable securities are recorded on the trade date and are stated at market value based
primarily on December 31 published quotations. Gains and losses from sales of securities are
determined on an average cost basis.

Other Assets

Included in other assets is land that was donated to the Foundation and is recorded at the
market value at the date of receipt. Investments in partnerships are recorded at cost, adjusted for the
Foundation’s proportionate share of undistributed earnings or losses. The remaining assets included
in other assets are recorded at cost. Gains and losses on investments in partnerships are included in
Other income, net in the Statements of Activity.

Land, Building and Improvements

Land, building and improvements are recorded at cost. Upon sale or retirement of land, building
and improvements, the cost and related accumulated depreciation are eliminated from the respective
accounts, and the resulting gain or loss is included in current income. Depreciation of building and
improvements is provided over the estimated useful lives of the respective assets on a straight line
basis.

Costs of office furnishings and equipment are consistently charged to expense, because the
Foundation does not deem such amounts to be sufficiently material to warrant capitalization and
depreciation.

Continued
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NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS (CONTINUED)

Pension Costs

The Foundation maintains a defined benefit 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.

Cash Equivalents
Cash equivalents with original maturities of three months or less are reflected at market value
and include short-term notes and commercial paper.

C. Marketable Securities:
Marketable securities held at December 31, 1997 and 1996, were as follows (in thousands):

1997 1996

Market Cost Market Cost

Value Basis Value Basis

Common and preferred stock $1,502,164 $ 621,773 $1,188,265 $494,742
U.S. Government obligations 329,228 317,862 385,374 374,951
Corporate bonds 56,324 56,001 37,519 37,904
Cash equivalents 35,755 35,755 22,431 22,431
$1,923471  $1,031,391 $1,633,589 $930,028

The market value of the above securities as of February 28,1998, was approximately
$2,019,400,000.

D. Excise Tax & Distribution Requirements:

The Foundation is exempt from federal income taxes under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code. In accordance with the provisions of the Tax Reform Act of 1969, the Foundation is
subject to an excise tax on net investment income, including realized gains as defined in the Act.

The liability for excise tax is composed of the following (in thousands):

1997 1996
Currently refundable $ (708) $(1,460)
Deferred 17,630 13,750
$16,922 $12,290

The deferred excise tax represents the tax on unrealized marketable security gains. Excise tax
payments of $1,120,428 and $3,500,000 in 1997 and 1996, respectively, were made.

The Foundation will be required to make qualifying distributions of approximately $54,100,000
during 1998 to meet distribution regulations of the Internal Revenue Code for private foundations.

Continued



NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS (CONTINUED)

E. Grants Payable:
Grants payable at December 31, 1997, are expected to be paid as follows:

Payable in Year Ending December 31

Programs 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Total
Civil Society $7,952,063 $1,625,983 $ 150,000 — — $ 9,728,046
Environment 5,321,087 841,938 — — — 6,163,025
Flint Area 2,081,133 737,222 400,000 $ 400,000 $300,000 3,918,355
Poverty 11,379,520 3,996,500 677,750 775,000 75,000 16,903,770
Other* 982,000 200,000 — — — 1,182,000
Grants payable 27,715,803 7,401,643 1,227,750 1,175,000 375,000 37,895,196
Less: Unamortized

Discount — 579,852 184,831 255,083 104,410 1,124,176

Grants payable, net  $27,715,803 $6,821,791  $1,042,919 $ 919,917 $270,590  $36,771,020

In addition, the Foundation has also approved grants that require certain conditions to be met by
the grantee. Conditional grants excluded from the Foundation’s financial statements totaled $5,500,000

and $8,777,941 as of December 31, 1997 and 1996, respectively.

*Includes Exploratory and Special Projects

Grant activity, including the Matching Gift Program, for the years ended December 31, 1997 and

1996, was as follows:

1997

Grants payable, January 1 $ 40,160,339
Grants approved 75,274,139
115,434,478

Less grants paid by program
Civil Society 20,677,230
Environment 12,026,229
Flint Area 11,059,822
Poverty 31,737,972
Othert 2,038,029
77,539,282
Grants payable, December 31 $ 37,895,196

tIncludes Exploratory and Special Projects, and Matching Gifts

Continued

1996

$ 41,771,054
65,319,108

107,090,162
15,982,186
9,928,986
10,564,356
28,839,155
1,615,140
66,929,823

$ 40,160,339



NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS (CONTINUED)

F Postretirement Benefits:

The Foundation has a defined benefit pension plan covering substantially all of its employees.
The benefits are based on years of service and the employee’s compensation during the last five years
of employment. At December 31, 1997, pension plan assets were $6.3 million, while the projected
benefit obligation was approximately $7.5 million of which $4.7 million was vested. The assumed rate
of return was 8.5 percent in 1997 and 1996. Pension expense was $444,439 and $390,232 in 1997 and
1996, respectively.

In addition, the Foundation maintains a defined contribution retirement plan for all eligible
employees, which was approved under Section 401(k) of the Internal Revenue Code. The Foundation
contributes an amount based upon eligible compensation as defined in the plan and participants are
allowed to make voluntary contributions to the plan. For the years ended December 31, 1997 and
1996, the Foundation contributed $163,080 and $157,097 to the plan, respectively.

The Mott Foundation sponsors a postretirement plan for its salaried employees. The plan has an
annual limitation or cap on the dollar amount of the employer’s share of the cost of covered benefits
incurred by a plan participant. The retiree is responsible, therefore, for the amount by which the cost
of the benefit coverage under the plan incurred during a year exceeds that cap. For 1997 and 1996,
the annual cap was $4,500 and $4,000, respectively. The Foundation charges to expense the expected
cost of postretirement benefits during the years that the employee renders service. Under this plan,
the Foundation incurred expenses of $118,621 and $63,517 for 1997 and 1996, respectively.

ADMINISTRATION AND INVESTMENT EXPENSES

For the year ended December 31, 1997 Charles Stewart Mott Foundation
Administration Investment
Total Office
Salaries $ 3,902,787 $1,701,015
Other personnel costs 1,452,946 313,846
Operations 1,493,166 216,224
Professional fees 1,690,584 186,977
Travel and business expense 1,002,686 36,295
Publications 581,080 —

$10,123,249 $2,454,357
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How TO APPLY FOR A GRANT

OUR INTERESTS

The Mott Foundation makes grants in the
United States and, on a limited geographic
basis, internationally. About 20 percent of our
grants are international.

In all our grantmaking, we are particularly
interested in:

= fresh approaches to solving community
problems in our defined program areas;

= approaches that, if proven successful, can
generate long-term support from other sources
and/or that can be replicated in other
communities when appropriate;

= public policy development as well as
research and development activities to further
existing programs as well as to explore new
fields of interest; and

= approaches and activities that lead to
systemic change.

Beyond our specific program goals and
objectives, we also may consider activities of a
non-grant nature that help to achieve program
objectives. Thus, funds may be made available
for direct technical, fundraising or consulting
assistance, or for assisting with the
dissemination of findings. In addition, we
make program-related investments when they
further our program goals and objectives.

LIMITATIONS

While we endeavor to maintain a high
degree of flexibility in our programming, we
observe the following limitations:

= No grants or loans are made to
individuals.

= Qutside the Flint area, support for capital
development and endowment is made only
when it is considered necessary to carry out or
advance other Foundation objectives.

= Support for research is provided only
when it is instrumental for planning,
implementing or evaluating grantmaking
activities in a particular program area or for
strengthening relevant public policy.

= No support is extended for religious
activities or programs that serve, or appear
to serve, specific religious groups or
denominations. However, if a proposal
submitted by a church-based or similar
organization falls clearly within program
guidelines and is intended to serve as broad a
segment of the population as the program of a
comparable non-religious organization, we will

consider the proposal on the same basis as
proposals from other agencies.

= Qutside the Flint area, grants are not
made for local projects unless the projects are
part of a national demonstration or
Foundation-planned network of grants and
have clear and significant implications for
replication in other communities.

SUBMITTING PROPOSALS

Although proposals may be submitted at
any time, we strongly encourage applicants to
submit their proposals during the first quarter
of the year for which funding is requested.
Applicants should be aware that grant funds
for any given year are committed by September
1 of that year. Both multi- and single-year
proposals are acceptable, as are those for
shorter periods.

Applicants should understand that funds
are spent according to the Foundation’s areas
of interest and the level of maturity of a given
program area. Therefore, available grant funds
vary among programs and program areas
within the Foundation.

We observe strict conflict of interest rules
for both staff and Trustees. Therefore, all
applications must follow the Foundation’s
standard processing procedures.

Proposals are reviewed by program staff
for initial recommendation of denial or
approval. The Proposal Review Committee,
composed of senior management, makes the
final recommendation. The proposal may then
be approved by the President under delegated
authority or referred to the Board of Trustees,
which meets quarterly, for further action.

The entire review process takes up to four
months from the time the proposal is received.
Therefore, proposals should be submitted at
least four months prior to the start of the
proposed grant period.

GRANT OVERSIGHT

Program staff monitors all grants and grant
reports and makes site visits as appropriate.
Upon completion of projects, program staff
completes a final assessment as part of the
Foundation’s close-out procedure.

APPLICATION PROCEDURES
The Foundation has no formal application
form. Letters of inquiry, including a brief



description of the project and the range of
needed funding, are acceptable for initial
contact.

Videotapes are discouraged. They should
be attempted as a method of application only
if the Foundation requests them. Tapes will not
be returned.

Formal proposals should contain the
following:

1. A cover letter detailing the amount of
money requested and the grant period and
signed by the person ultimately responsible for
signing grant contracts on behalf of grant
applicant.

2. The project description, including an
explanation of why the project is needed, who
will be served and what will be accomplished
during a specific period of time.

3. Information on the feasibility and
sustainability of the proposed grant activity.

4. Information on lasting benefits to the
organization, program participants, the
community or other organizations working in
the field.

5. An appropriate plan for evaluation,
reporting and dissemination.

6. A documented line-item budget and
projected sources of funds for the proposed
grant period.

7. Information about the organization
seeking funds, including its staff, board of
directors, legal classification, and history and
accomplishments.

Because we believe in the importance of
accountability for the nonprofit community, an
applicant will be required to submit copies of
its published annual report and its audited
financial statements (if available) before any
grant is made. If these are not available, a
domestic organization will be asked to submit a
copy of its latest IRS Form 990 return.

Proposals or letters of inquiry should be
clearly marked GRANT PROPOSAL and
addressed:

Office of Proposal Entry

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

1200 Mott Foundation Building

Flint, MI 48502-1851

U.S.A.

ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS
FOR FOREIGN ORGANIZATIONS

Foreign applicants are urged to submit
either a letter of inquiry or a brief proposal and
not prepare a lengthy, detailed proposal exclu-
sively for the Mott Foundation unless advised
to do so by Foundation staff. All letters and
proposals must be in English, and must be sub-
mitted by a bona fide charitable, educational or
governmental organization. Two copies of the
letter and/or proposal are required for projects
in Central/Eastern Europe, Russia and the
Republics, and South Africa.

U.S. government regulations require the
Foundation to collect from all applicants except
governmental units or organizations an affi-
davit and public support schedule to determine
equivalence as a tax-exempt institution under
U.S. law before a grant can be made. The
Foundation’s program staff will provide the
forms as well as assistance in filling them out.
All submitted materials, such as articles and
bylaws, must be in English.

Proposals or letters of inquiry relating
to Central/Eastern Europe, Russia and the
Republics should be sent either to our Flint
office or to our field office in Prague, Czech
Republic:

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

Zitna 6/8

120 00 Prague 2

CZECH REPUBLIC

Proposals or letters of inquiry relating to
South Africa should be sent to our field office
in Johannesburg:

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

P.O. Box 32088

Braamfontein 2017

SOUTH AFRICA

For more information about our programs,
we offer specific guidelines and grant summary
booklets for each. These are available without
charge by writing us, sending an E-mail
message to infocenter@mott.org or calling the
Foundation’s Publications Hot Line. In the
United States and Canada, the number is
(800) 645-1766; elsewhere it is (414) 273-9643.
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PUBLICATIONS AND MATERIALS AVAILABLE

MoTT FOUNDATION

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation 1997 Annual
Report.

Facts on Grants 1997. A companion to the
Annual Report, printed for the Civil Society,
Environment and Poverty programs, containing
summaries of each of the 461 grants made last
year.

Philosophy, Programs & Procedures. A general
guide to the Foundation’s philosophy and
grantmaking. Also printed for the Civil Society,
Environment, Flint Area and Poverty programs.

InFocus. A periodic magazine of the
Foundation, focusing on specific program topics
of interest.

@mott.now. A periodic newsletter of the
Foundation, focusing on general interest items.

In Memoriam. A booklet about the life of
Charles Stewart Mott.

OTHER MATERIALS
CIvIL SOCIETY

The Credibility Chasm — The Accountability
Imperative. A reprint of Foundation Chairman
William S. White’s 1992 Annual Message,
stressing the importance of accountability for the
nonprofit sector.

Neighbors. A periodic publication high-
lighting the work being done by community
foundations at the neighborhood level.

A Sector of the People ... by the People... for
the People. A reprint of Foundation Chairman
William S. White’s 1996 Annual Message,
stressing the importance of the nonprofit sector
in the United States and abroad.

ENVIRONMENT

Great Lakes, Great Stakes: The Environmental
Movement in Reflection. A 1996 report of the Great
Lakes Environmental Community Project, looking
at the state of environmental movement in the
region.

People of Color Environmental Groups: 1994-95
Directory. A directory of grassroots environ-
mental, civil rights and legal groups working on
environmental and economic justice issues in the
United States, Canada and Mexico.

PoVvERTY

Community Education: A Vision, A Task, A
Hope. The text of a speech delivered by Mott
Foundation Chairman William S. White at the
1990 annual meeting of the National Community
Education Association and reflecting the
Foundation’s concerns about poverty, education
and integration of services.

Jobs and the Urban Poor: Privately Initiated
Sectoral Strategies and Jobs and the Urban Poor:
Publicly Initiated Sectoral Strategies. Two 1996
reports that assess the potential of emerging
economic interventions — or sectoral strategies —
as a tool for alleviating urban poverty.

Piece by Piece: Government, Banking and
Community Collaboration Is the Key to Community
Reinvestment. The text of a speech delivered in
1995 by Mott Foundation Chairman William S.
White at a meeting of the Federal Reserve Bank in
Dallas and reflecting the Foundation’s current
thinking about partnerships.

Small Steps Toward Big Dreams: 1994 Update.
The latest in a series of annual assessments of the
Mott Foundation’s investment in low-income
entrepreneurship.

Widening the Window of Opportunity: Strategies
for the Evolution of Microenterprise Loan Funds. A
1992 report intended to provide practical tools
and a framework for self-assessment for micro-
enterprise loan fund practitioners.

The Foundation also reprints the special
sections of selected Annual Reports. Currently
available are:

America’s Tattered Tapestry: Can We Reclaim
Our Civility Through Connectedness? (1995)

A Fine Line: Losing American Youth to Violence
(1994)

Joining Forces: Communities and Schools
Working Together for a Change. (1993)

Replication: Sowing Seeds of Hope. (1990)

The Fraying Fabric: A Portrait of America’s
Poverty. (1989)

Copies of these publications are available
without charge by writing us, sending an E-mail
message to infocenter@mott.org or calling the
Foundation’s Publications Hot Line. In the
United States and Canada, the number is
(800) 645-1766; elsewhere it is (414) 273-9643.
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ACCION International ............................ 83
ACT - Action Through Churches Together ............ 78
Advocates for Youth .............. ... .. ... 89
Agenda. . ... 29
Agisanang Domestic Abuse Prevention & Training. . . .. 29
Alan Guttmacher Institute ......................... 89
Alaska Clean Water Alliance. ... .................... 53
Alaska Community Foundation. .................... 30
Alaska Conservation Foundation. ................... 54
Albanian Civil Society Foundation .................. 18
Algonquin Wildlands League. .. .................... 52
American Council on Education .................... 96
American Enterprise Institute for Public

Policy Research. . ......... ... ... . ... .. ... 82
American Leadership Forum ....................... 80
American National Red Cross - Genesee-Lapeer

Chapter. ... 67
American Rivers, Inc. ............ .o i 52
American Society for Quality Control ................ 93
Ann Arbor Center for Independent Living, Inc......... 83
Appalachian By Design, Inc......................... 82
Appalachian Center for Economic Networks . ......... 84
Applied Research and Development Institute

International, Inc........... ... ... . .. 30
Applied Research Center. . ...................... 32,78
Arab Gulf Programme for United Nations Development

Organizations. . ...t 34
Arias Foundation for Peace and Human Progress . . . . .. 34
Arkansas Enterprise Group ... 84
Ashoka . ... 96
ASICenter ... 18
Asian Americans/Pacific Islanders in Philanthropy. . ... 30
Asian Neighborhood Design, Inc. ................... 82
Aspen Institute Berlin . ................... ... ... 26
Aspen Institute, Inc. .......... 26, 30, 54, 82, 84, 92, 93, 96
Assistance Center for Nongovernmental

Organizations. . ..., 18
Association for Enterprise Opportunity .............. 84
Association for Innovative Cooperation in Europe .. ... 34
Association for Regional Development............... 24
Association for the Defense of Human Rights in Romania-

Helsinki Comm. ................... .. ... ... 18
Association for the Forum

of Non-governmental Initiatives.................. 18
Association of Community Trusts and Foundations .. .. 34
Association of Small Foundations ................... 30
Atlantic Council of the United States................. 24
B.
Bank Information Center........................... 46
Baruch College Fund. . .............. . ............. 30
Belarusian Non-Governmental Organization

“United Way” . . ... 18
Benton Foundation ............... ... ... 93
Berne Declaration (Erklarung vonBern) .. ............ 46
Bio-Integral Resource Center ....................... 49
Black Housewives League of South Africa . ........... 29
Black Sash Trust............ ..o i 28
Border Ecology Project ............... ... 47
Both Ends Foundation. ........................o... 46
Brandeis University . . ................ ... 82
Brookings Institution. . ............. ... ... . . 93
Broward Community Foundation ................... 30
Bulgarian Charities Aid Foundation ................. 18
Business & Economic Development & Revitalization

Corporation. . ... 84

C.
California Child Care Resource & Referral Network . . .. 91
California Community Foundation .................. 33
California Resources and Training................... 83
California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation ... ...... 49
California Tomorrow . . ..., 92
Calmeadow ........ ..ot 84
CALPIRG at San Diego Charitable Trust. ............. 49
Calvert Social Investment Foundation................ 83
Cambodian American League of Lowell, Inc........... 78
Canadian Environmental Law Association............ 47
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace ......... 24
CCHW: Center for Health, Environment and Justice . . . 48
CDR ASSOCIAtES . ..o 23
Center for a New American Dream . ................. 54
Center for Assessment and Policy Development . ... ... 90
Center for Citizen Initiatives. . ................ 18, 24, 26
Center for Community Change ............... 78, 82, 86
Center for Democratic Renewal and Education, Inc. . . .. 33
Center for Development of Nonprofit Organizations. . . . 18
Center for Educational Initiatives. ................... 18
Center for Environmental Public Advocacy ........... 18
Center for Environmental Studies (Budapest). ......... 18
Center for Experiential Education for Social Change &
DemoCracy . ... 18
Center for Governmental Studies. ................... 93
Center for Immigrant Rights, Inc. ................... 33
Center for International Environmental Law . ...... 46, 47
Center for Law and Social Policy .. .................. 86
Center for Neighborhood Technology ................ 53
Center for Rural Affairs...................... 49, 54, 84
Center for Russian Environmental Policy ............. 18
Center for Strategic & International Studies . . . .. 23,24, 54
Center for the Study of Community ................. 78
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities............... 86
Center on Fathers, Families, and Public Policy. ... ..... 86
Centro Internazionale Crocevia ..................... 46
Centro Mexicano de Derecho Ambiental, AC.......... 47
Centro Mexicano para la Filantropia, A.C. ............ 34
Charitable Foundation “Soprichastnost”. ............. 18
Charities Aid Foundation .................... 18, 23, 26
Charities Evaluation Services. . ..................... 19
Charity Foundation Creative Center Counterpart .. .. .. 19
Chicago Jobs Council. . ............. ... ... ..., 82
Chicago Legal Clinic, InC......................... .. 53
Child Care Action Campaign . ...................... 91
ChildrenoftheEarth.............................. 19
Children’s Aid Society. . ... 90
Children’s Defense Fund. . ......................... 92
Children’s Television Workshop. .................... 91
Childspace Day Care Center,Inc..................... 82
Child Trends, InC............cooviiiin.. 89, 90
Citizens Environmental Coalition, Inc. ............... 51
Citizens for a Better Environment ................... 53
Civic Forum Foundation........................... 19
CIVICUS: World Alliance for Citizen Participation, Inc.. 34
Civil Society . ... 10
Civil Society Development Foundation - Hungary ... .. 19
Civil Society Development Foundation - Poland . . . . . .. 19
Civil Society: Central/Eastern Europe, Russia and the
Republics. ... 18
Civil Society: Central/Eastern Europe, Russia and the
Republics - Conflict Resolution. .................. 23
Civil Society: Central/Eastern Europe, Russia and the
Republics - Nonprofit Sector. .................... 18
Civil Society: Central/Eastern Europe, Russia and the
Republics-Other ................. ...t 26
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Civil Society: Central/Eastern Europe, Russia and the

Republics - Political/Economic Structures. ... ...... 24
Civil Society: Global Nonprofit Sector and Other. . ... .. 34
Civil Society: South Africa ......................... 27
Civil Society: South Africa - Democracy Education . . . .. 28
Civil Society: South Africa - Nonprofit Sector. ... ...... 27
Civil Society: South Africa-Other................... 30
Civil Society: South Africa - Women’s Participation. . . .. 29
Civil Society: United States. . ....................... 30
Civil Society: United States - Nonprofit Sector......... 30
Civil Society: United States - Race Relations. .......... 32
CoastAlliance ..., 52
Colorado Capital Initiatives . ....................... 84
Columbia University in the City of New York ......... 93
Commission on Gender Equality .................... 29
Committee for Economic Development............... 78
Community Alliance with Family Farmers Foundation . 49
Community Capital Development Corporation ... ... .. 66
Community Coalition . ............ ... ... 68
Community Development Resource Association .. ... .. 27
Community Education Development Centre .......... 88
Community Foundation of Greater Flint........ 66, 67, 68
Community Foundationsof Canada . ................ 34
Community Nutrition Institute, Inc. ................. 47
Community Technology Institute. .. ................. 93
Community Training and Assistance Center, Inc.. . .. 78, 88
Conflict Resolution, Research and Resource Institute . . . 23
Congregations United for Community Action ......... 78
Consejo Vecinal Pro-Desarrollo de la Peninsula de

Cantera, InC. . ... o 78
Consensus Organizing Institute . .. .................. 78
Conservation International Foundation............... 46
Conservation Law Foundation, Inc................... 54
Consultative Group on Biological Diversity, Inc. ... .... 54
Consumer Policy Institute. . ........................ 49
Cornerstone Consulting Group, Inc. ................. 90
Corporation for Enterprise Development .......... 84, 86
Council of Chief State School Officers................ 89
Council of EUrOpe ... ... 23, 26
Council of Michigan Foundations ............. 30, 51, 81
Council on Foundations, Inc. ................. 30, 31, 34
Court Street Village Non-Profit Housing Corporation. . . 67
Creative Expressions Dance Studio, Inc. .............. 66
Crimean Regional Branch of the International

Renaissance Foundation ........................ 19
Cross City Campaign for Urban School Reform. .. .. ... 88
D.

Daedalus Alliance for Environmental Education .. ... .. 34
Detroit Educational Television Foundation............ 91
Detroit Entrepreneurship Institute, Inc.. . ............. 84
Detroiters Working for Environmental Justice ......... 53
Developmental Studies Center...................... 89
Development Group for Alternative Policies, Inc. ... ... 47
Development Resources Trust ...................... 27
Ducks Unlimited, Inc. ........... ... ... ... it.. 52
E.

EarthAction Alerts Network. . ...................... 34
Earth Appeal - The Environment Fund for Ontario .. . .. 51
Earthlife Canada Foundation ....................... 54
East Bay Asian Youth Center ....................... 80
Eastern Cape NGO Coalition ....................... 27
Eastern Michigan University Foundation . ............ 88
Eastern Washington Restructuring Network. .......... 88
East Michigan Environmental Action Council ......... 52
East Side Organizing Project, Inc..................... 78
Ecologists Linked for Organizing Grassroots Initiatives

and Action. . ... 19
Ecology Center of AnnArbor....................... 48

Economic Policy Institute .. ........................ 86
EcoPravo - Kyiv. ... ... ..o 19
ECOtrust. . . ...t 54
EcotrustCanada. ..., 54
Educated Choices Heighten Opportunities, Inc.. . ...... 26
Educational Broadcasting Corporation ............ 81, 86
Educators for Social Responsibility .................. 81
El Paso Community Foundation .................... 50
Electoral Institute of South Africa (EISA) ............. 28
Employeeand Trustee. . ...............covvveiin... 98
Employee and Trustee Matching Grants .. ............ 98
Enterprise Corporation of the Delta. ................. 84
Enterprise Foundation. . ............... ... .. ...... 82
Environment. .......... .. ... 36
Environmental Careers Organization, Inc. ............ 53
Environmental Defense Fund, Inc.............. 46, 48, 54
Environmental Fund for Indiana .. .................. 51
Environmental Health Coalition..................... 50
Environmental Law Alliance Worldwide ............. 50
Environmental Law and Policy Center of the Midwest . . 52
Environmental Law Institute ....................... 19
Environmental Management and Law Association . . . .. 19
Environmental Support Center, Inc.. .. ............... 54
Environment: Prevention of Toxic Pollution........... 48
Environment: Prevention of Toxic Pollution - Pesticide

Use Reduction ..., 49
Environment: Prevention of Toxic Pollution - Pollution

Prevention in Manufacturing .................... 48
Environment: Prevention of Toxic Pollution - Toxics in

Latin AMerica. . ....covvve e 50

Environment: Protection of the Great Lakes Ecosystem. . 51
Environment: Protection of the Great Lakes Ecosystem -

Natural Areas. ..., 52
Environment: Protection of the Great Lakes Ecosystem -
Urban Areas ...........coiviiiiiiinai e, 53
Environment: Protection of the Great Lakes Ecosystem -
Water Quality . ... 51
Environment; Reform of International Lending and Trade
Policies ... 46
Environment; Reform of International Lending and Trade
Policies - Multilateral Development Banks . ..... ... 46
Environment: Reform of International Lending and Trade
Policies - Trade Agreements and Institutions . ... ... 47
Environment: Special Initiatives. .................... 53
Erikson Institute. . ............ ... oo 90
Esquel Group Foundation, Inc....................... 34
ETV Endowment of South Carolina, Inc............... 96
Eurasia Foundation . ...................... ... ..., 19
European Anti-Poverty Network . . .................. 19
European Foundation Centre . ............. 19, 20, 34, 35
European Natural Heritage Fund. . .................. 46
European Roma Rights Center...................... 26
Executive Service Corps of Chicago. . ................ 31
Exploratory and Special Projects .................... 95
Exploratory and Special Projects: Historically and
Predominantly Black Colleges and Universities . . . .. 96
Exploratory and Special Projects: Special Projects . . . ... 96
F.
Fair Winds Girl Scout Council ...................... 66
Federation of Ontario Naturalists ................... 52
Finance Project. ... ... 86
First Nations Development Institute ................. 84
Fiscal Policy Institute. .....................ccoovvet. 86
FlintArea ......... 58
Flint Area: Regular Programs. . ..................... 66
Flint Area: Regular Programs - Arts and Recreation . .. . 66
Flint Area: Regular Programs - Economic and
Community Development. ...................... 66
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Flint Area: Regular Programs - Education. ............ 67
Flint Area: Regular Programs - Other Activities........ 68
Flint Area: Regular Programs - Philanthropy .......... 68
Flint, Cityof . . ......... e 66
Flint Community Schools ....................... 67, 68
Flint Cultural Center Corporation, Inc. .. ............. 66
Flint Downtown Development Authority . ............ 67
Flint Executive Service Corps, Inc.................... 68
Flint Institute of Arts. . ... 66
Flint Institute of Music ............................ 66
Focus Project, InC.. . ... 31,54
Former Members of Congress, Inc. .................. 24
Forum for Intercultural Communication. ............. 25
Forum of Polish Foundations....................... 20
Foundation-Administered

Projects . ........... 20, 27, 31, 33, 55, 67, 68, 78, 86, 96
FoundationCenter. ... 31
Foundation for a Civil Society, Ltd. ............... 20, 23
Foundation for Support of Local Democracy .......... 25
Foundation for the Development of Polish Agriculture. . 25
Foundation for the Mid South ...................... 82
Foundation in Support of Local Democracy ........... 26
Foundation on Inter-Ethnic Relations ................ 23
4C-Community Coordinated Child Care.............. 85
FREESA Development Fund for South Africa.......... 27
Friends of Island Academy . ........................ 80
FriendsoftheEarth...................... ... 46, 47, 48
Friends of the Earth International ................... 47
Fund for the Environment ......................... 51
Fundacion Esquel-Ecuador......................... 35
Fundacja “Partners” Polska ........................ 27
G.
Gamaliel Foundation. ............. ... ... ..., 78
Gauteng’s Self-Employed Women’s Association. . . .. ... 29
Gender Advocacy Programme . ..................... 29
Genesee Area Focus Council, Inc.. ................... 67
Genesee County Free Medical Clinic................. 68
Genesee County Parks & Recreation Commission . . . . .. 66
Genesee Intermediate School District. . ............ 66, 67
Georgia Campaign for Adolescent Pregnancy

Prevention, InC.. . ........... .o i 90
German Marshall Fund of the United States. ....... 20, 27
Glades Community Development Corporation .. ... ... 92
Grand Blanc Chamber of Commerce................. 67
Grassroots Leadership. ............. ..., 78
Greater Birmingham Ministries, Inc. ................. 86
Greater FlintArtsCouncil.......................... 66
Great LakesUnited .............. ..., 51
H.
HandsNet, INC..............oi i 92
Harvard University ......................... 33,78, 81
Harwood Institute for Public Innovation ............. 69
Health Watch Information and Promotion Service. . . . .. 90
Healthy City Foundation - Community Foundation of

Banska Bystrica. . .......... ... .. i 20
Helsinki Foundation for Human Rights .............. 20
Henry A. Wallace Institute for Alternative Agriculture . . 49
Hispanics in Philanthropy. ................ ... ... .. 31
Hlomelikusasa - Skills for the Future................. 29
Hnuti DUHA - Friends of the Earth Czech Republic. . .. 20
Hopi Foundation..........................ooiun 81
Hudson Institute .............. ... ... 86, 93
Hungarian Chamber of Nonprofit Human Services. . . .. 20
Hungarian FoundationCentre .. .................... 20
Hungarian Foundation for Self-Reliance (Autonomia

Alapitvany)............ 20
Huron River Watershed Council .................... 52

l.
IDR ASSOCIAES . . . vt v vttt 55
Illinois Council Against Handgun Violence ........... 81
Illinois Stewardship Alliance . ...................... 49
Independent Ecological Center...................... 20
Independent Projects Trust . . .. ...t 28
Independent Sector ............. . i 31
INdEX, INC.. . ..o 86
Indianapolis Private Industry Council, Inc.. . .......... 86
Information Center for Foundations (Informacni

Centrum Nadaci, Praha) . ....................... 20
Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy............. 47
Institute for Conservation Leadership................ 51
Institute for Democracy in Eastern Europe - Warsaw . . . 21
Institute for Democracy in South Africa ........... 27,29
Institute for EastWest Studies, Inc................. 21,27
Institute for Educational Inquiry .................... 88
Institute for Educational Leadership, Inc.............. 93
Institute for Environmental Policy................... 21
Institute for Food and Development Policy, Inc.. ... . ... 55
Institute for Learning and Teaching.................. 88
Institute for Policy Studies ......................... 48
Institute for Responsive Education .................. 88
Institute for Social and Economic Development. ... . ... 86
Institute for Sustainable Development................ 21
Interaction Institute . . .............. ... ... ... 91
Interhemispheric Resource Center................... 50
International Alert. ............... ... ... ... 23
International Association for Volunteer Effort ......... 35
International Center for Journalists .................. 35
International Center for Not-for-Profit Law ........... 35
International Community Education Association. . . . ... 88
International CrisisGroup ......................... 23
International Executive Service Corps. ............... 25
International Foundation

for Education and Self-Help .................. 30, 83
International Foundation for Election Systems......... 25
International Human Rights Law Group. ............. 23
International Institute

for Energy Conservation, Inc. ................. 21, 46
International Rescue Committee, Inc. ................ 21
International Union for Conservation of Nature and

Natural Resources ..., 48
International Union for Conservation of Nature and

Natural Resources-US ....................oovet. 46
International Youth Foundation.................. 21,35
IPS - Inter Press Service. . .........c.ovvviinienn.. 46
ISAR 21,27
J.
Jersey Counselling & Housing Development, Inc. . . .. .. 79
Jewish Family & Children’s Services . ................ 69
Johns Hopkins University . ................ 21, 35, 81, 90
K.
Kettering Foundation ............................. 24
Kettering University ............ ..., 67
King Baudouin Foundation United States, Inc.......... 21
Krakow Development Forum....................... 27
L.
Land Information Access Association ................ 52
Land Stewardship Project. . ........................ 49
Land Trust Alliance, Inc. .. ............ ... int. 52
Lawyers Alliance for World Security . ................ 25
LesAmisdelaTerre ............ i, 46
LightHawk . .......... ..o i 55
Local Initiatives Support Corporation .. ........ 79, 81, 93
Long Point Bird Observatory ....................... 52
Longyear Foundation ............... ... 96

119



120

PROGRAM AND GRANTEE INDEX

Los Angeles Educational Partnership ................ 88
Los Angeles Women’s Foundation................... 90
Lutheran Children and Family Service of Eastern

Pennsylvania. .. .......... ... .. i 84
M.
MAD DADS, INC.. vt 80
Maine Center for Economic Policy................... 86
Maine Center for Educational Services ............... 88
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 82, 87, 91
Masimanyane Women'’s Support Centre. . ............ 29
Maurice and Jane Sugar Law Center for Economic and

Social Justice. . ... 53
Mercy Corps International ......................... 24
Metro Housing Partnership, Inc. .................... 67
Mexican American Legal Defense and

Educational Fund. . .............. .. ... oL 33
Michael Fields Agricultural Institute, Inc.............. 50
Michigan Agricultural Stewardship Association ... . ... 50
Michigan AIDSFund. ...t 96
Michigan Community Coordinated Child Care

ASSOCIAtIoON . ... 84,91
Michigan Environmental Council ................... 52
Michigan Future, Inc.. .....................oo.. 82,93
Michigan Land Use Institute. . ...................... 52
Michigan League for Human Services. . .............. 87
Michigan Nonprofit Forum......................... 31
Michigan’s Children .............. ... .. ... ...... 91
Midwest Center for Labor Research.................. 82
Millennium Institute .. ............... .. ... ... 46
Mineral Policy Center ..................cooviiin 55
Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy. . ... ... 53
Minnesota Department of Human Services ........... 87
Minnesota Project. . . ... i 50
Minority Business Legal Defense and Education

Fund, Inc. ... 84
Mississippi Action for Community Education . . . . .. 79,92
Monash University ..., 88
Mothers Against Gangs. . .. ......ovvvi i 79
Ms. Foundation for Women ..................... 85, 92
Mt. Morris Township. ..., 67
N.
National Alliance for Choice inGiving . .............. 31
National Asian Pacific American Legal Consortium . . .. 33
National Audubon Society, Inc. ..................... 48
National Black United Fund, Inc..................... 31
National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy . . ...... 90
National Center for Community Education ........... 88
National Center for Nonprofit Boards................ 35
National Center for the Early Childhood Work Force of

Washington,DC . .................. ... ... 82
National Charities Information Bureau . .............. 31
National Civic League of Colorado, Inc. . ............. 79
National Coalition of Community Foundations

forYouth........ ... i 91
National Committee for Responsive Philanthropy . . . 31, 32
National Community Education Association . ......... 88
National Community Reinvestment Coalition ......... 83
National Conference of Christians and Jews. .......... 33
National Congress for Community Economic

Development,Inc. ............... . ....L. 79
National Councilof LaRaza........................ 79
National Council of Nonprofit Associations........... 32
National Economic Development and Law Center . . . .. 82
National Employment Law Project, Inc. .............. 87
National Federation of Community Development

CreditUnions. ..., 85
National Funding Collaborative on Violence Prevention. 81
National Immigration Forum....................... 33

National Network of Grantmakers .................. 79
National Organizers Alliance . ...................... 79
National Parenting Association .................. 81,91
National Peace Foundation...................... 24, 96
National Religious Partnership for the Environment. . .. 55
National Telecommuting Institute, Inc. . .............. 82
National Training and Information Center ............ 79
National Trust for the Development of African-

AmericanMen . ... 80
National Urban Coalition .......................... 80
National Wildlife Federation. .................... 48, 51
National Youth Employment Coalition, Inc............ 93
Native Americans in Philanthropy................... 32
Natural Resources Council of Maine . ................ 48
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc......... 46, 48, 55
Nature Conservancy. ............oooovnn.. 47, 53, 55, 66
Neighborhood Funders Group...................... 93
Network of Non-profit Associations and Foundations

inEstonia ........... .. . 21
New Direction Youth Program...................... 66
New Hope Project, Inc. ..., 92
New Lake Development Foundation, Inc.............. 79
New Mexico Community Development Loan Fund . ... 83
New York University. ...t 96
Nonprofit Foundation............................. 21
Nonprofit Information and Training Center Foundation. 21
Nonprofit Risk Management Center ................. 32
North Carolina Justice and Community Development

Center ... 87
Northeast Entrepreneur Fund, Inc. .................. 85
Northeastern University ..................ooo... 81
Northern Illinois University . ....................... 87
Northern Province NGO Coalition. . ................. 28
Northwestern University .......................... 91
Northwest Michigan Council of Governments. ........ 85
Nova Zagora Community Foundation ............... 21
O.
Ohio CDC Association. . ............oooiiiiinnn... 85
Ohio Environmental Council ....................... 51
Ohio Fund for the Environment..................... 51
Olga Havel Foundation. ........................... 21
Olive: Organisation Development and Training . ... ... 28
Open Society Fund-Sofia. . ......................... 21
Open Society Institute . . ..............o it 27
Opportunity Associates - Romania .................. 21
Opportunity International. . ........................ 25
Organic Farming Research Foundation............... 50
Ounce of PreventionFund ......................... 90
Overseas Development Council . .................... 47
Ozone Action, INC. . ...t 55
P.
Pacific Environment and Resources Center. ........... 22
Paraprofessional Healthcare Institute ................ 83
Parents, Teachers & Students for Social Responsibility . . 24
Partners for Democratic Change .................... 24
Peer Partnerships, Inc.............................. 85
People Acting for Community Together .............. 79
People for the AmericanWay . ...................... 33
People in Need Foundation ..................... 22,27
People’s Institute for Survival and Beyond. . .......... 33
Pesticide Action Network North America

Regional Center .............oviiiiiiinn.., 50
Pesticide Watch EducationFund .................... 50
Philanthropy Roundtable .......................... 32
Physicians for Social Responsibility.................. 50
Planact. . . ... 28
Planned Parenthood of Central and Southern

Indiana, Inc. ........ ... . 90



PROGRAM AND GRANTEE INDEX

Points of Light Foundation......................... 32
Policy Education Centre on Assistance to Transition . ... 25
Polish Children and Youth Foundation............... 22
Polish Ecological Club - National Board . . ............ 22
Poverty . ... 70
Poverty: Building Communities..................... 78
Poverty: Building Communities - Community Leadership
Development ... 80
Poverty: Building Communities - Community Organizing
and Development. ............. ... i, 78
Poverty: Building Communities - Violence Prevention . . 81
Poverty: Cross-Cutting Initiatives ................... 92
Poverty: Cross-Cutting Initiatives - Comprehensive
Revitalization .. .......... ... ... L 92
Poverty: Cross-Cutting Initiatives - Exploratory and
Special Projects. . ...........o i 93
Poverty: Expanding Economic Opportunity........... 82
Poverty: Expanding Economic Opportunity - Enterprise
Development . .......... .o o 83
Poverty: Expanding Economic Opportunity - Income
SECUNItY . ..o 85
Poverty: Expanding Economic Opportunity - Private
Capital Development. .......................... 83
Poverty: Expanding Economic Opportunity - Sectoral
Employment Development...................... 82
Poverty: Improving Education...................... 88
Poverty: Improving Education - Improved Learner
OULCOMES ... 89
Poverty: Improving Education - School-Community
Initiatives .......... ... 88
Poverty: Strengthening Families..................... 89
Poverty: Strengthening Families - Early Childhood
Development ... 91
Poverty: Strengthening Families - Family and Parenting
SUPPOIt . .o 90
Poverty: Strengthening Families - Other . ............. 92
Poverty: Strengthening Families - Teen Pregnancy
Prevention............. ... ... i, 89
Prince of Wales Business Leaders Forum ............. 27
Princess Margarita of Romania Foundation ........... 22
Principia Corporation ............................. 96
Pro Democracy Association. . .................... 25, 27
Progressive, INC... ... 33
Public Agenda Foundation......................... 88
Public/Private Ventures. ........................ 83, 94
Public Radio International ......................... 96
Puerto Rico Community Foundation................. 35
Pylyp Orlyk Institute for Democracy................. 22
R.
Radda Barnen (Swedish Save the Children) ........... 96
Radio and Television News Directors Foundation. . . . .. 55
Rainbow Research, Inc................. ... ... .. ... 81
Reconstruct Trust. . ... 28
Regeneracion Del Norte .................ccoivinn. 79
Regional Fund Foundation......................... 22
Research and Publishing Center for Political Studies in
RUSSIA .. ... 25
Research Triangle Institute .. ....................... 25
RESOLVE, INC. ..o vt 24
RESULTS Educational Fund, Inc..................... 85
Rheedlen Foundation, Inc. ......................... 81
Rocky Mountain Institute . .. ....................... 55
Rogue Valley Community Development Corporation. .. 79
Romanian Young Journalists Foundation ............. 22
Rural Advancement Foundation International - USA . .. 50
Rural Economic Development Center, Inc. . ........... 85
Russian-American Group on Human Rights .......... 22
Russian Center for Citizenship Education. ............ 25

S.
Sacred Earth Network . . ..............covvviin.... 22
Sacred Heart Southern Missions Housing Corporation. 89
Salzburg Seminar in American Studies, Inc............

San Francisco DevelopmentFund ................... 55
Schools of the 21st Century Corporation. ............. 89
SerVermont. .. ... 89

Seventh Generation Fund for Indian Development, Inc. . 79
Sexuality Information and Education Council of the

United States, InC.. . . ..., 90
Shelter of Flint, Inc. . ........... . i 69
Shorebank Corporation......................... 83, 85
ShoreTrust Trading Group ..., 85
Sierra Club Foundation......................... 48, 53
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, Inc.................. 48
Sierra Club of Canada Foundation. .................. 48
Sierra Legal Defence Fund Society................ 51,55
Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition ...................... 49
Slovak Academic Information Agency - SCTS ......... 22
Slovene Independent Nonprofit Center............... 22
Sluzhenye Association of Non-Governmental Not-for-

Profit Organizations. . .......................... 22
SOC Education Fund, InC.. . ...t 81
Society for International Development ............... 27
Socio-Ecological Union ................. ... o, 22
Sokaogon Chippewa Community of the Mole Lake Band

of Chippewa Indians . . ......................... 52
South African National NGO Coalition............... 28
South Bronx Overall Economic

Development Corporation. ...................... 83
Southeastern Council of Foundations ................ 32
Southern African Grantmakers Association ........... 28
Southern African NGO Network . ................ 28,29
Southern Center for International Studies.......... 96, 97
Southern Education Foundation. .................... 33
Southern Regional Council ... ...................... 33
Southern Rural Development Initiative, Inc.. ... .... 32,92
Southwest Detroit Environmental Vision Project ... . . .. 53
Southwest Research and Information Center .......... 51
Soyuz Ukrainok LvivBranch . ...................... 25
State Higher Education Executive Officers Association . . 94
Stateof Colorado . ...t 87
State of Michigan Legislative Council ................ 53
State of the World Forum . ......................... 97
Steel Valley Authority .......................... ... 83
Stichting East-West Parliamentary Practice Project. . . . .. 25
Stichting Sarajevo International - SAINT. ............. 25
St. Thomas/Irish Channel Consortium ............... 92
Sunflower Community Action . ..................... 80
Support Office for the Movement of Self-Help Initiatives

(BORIS) . oot 22
Sustainability Institute. ............................ 55
Sustainable Cotton Project ......................... 50
Synergos Institute, Inc. ............... .. . 35
T.

Tax Equity Alliance for Massachusetts Education Fund . 87
Teacher Trust . ... 28
Texas Center for Policy Studies ..................... 51
Texas Interfaith Education Fund .................... 89
Third Millennium Foundation ...................... 55
Thoreau Institute . . ... 56
TidesS Center . ...t 89, 91
TidesFoundation. ..., 87
Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council ................... 53
Tlhavhama Training Initiative ...................... 28
Togliatti Russian-American Cultural Center........... 25
Tonatierra Community Development Institute......... 80

121



122

PROGRAM AND GRANTEE INDEX

Township High School District 214 Community Education

Foundation.......... ..., 89
Trustee Initiated Grants. .. ..., 98
U.

Union Institute. . ... 32
Union of Bulgarian Foundations and Associations . . . .. 23
Union of Young Lawyers of the Russian Federation .. .. 26
United Community Housing Coalition............... 80
United Nations Associationin Canada .. ............. 35
United Nations Development Programme ............ 47
United Negro College Fund, Inc..................... 96
United Way - ESE Social Center Foundation. .......... 23
United Way International ....................... 23,35
United Way of Genesee and Lapeer Counties. . ........ 68
University of Arizona . .................ccoovvii... 51
University of California - Los Angeles................ 89
University of Cape Town. .. ...............oae. 28, 29
University of Cape Town Fund, Inc. ................. 30
University of Georgia . ...t 32
University of lowa Foundation ..................... 26
University of Michigan ................ 26, 49, 52, 67, 87
University of Michigan - Flint. ................... 67, 68
University of Minnesota Foundation.............. 23,33
University of Missouri-Kansas City . ................. 92
Universityof Natal ............................... 29
University of North Carolina - Greensboro. ........... 97
University of Pennsylvania. ..................... 34,91
University of Pittsburgh ........................... 89
University of Port Elizabeth .. ...................... 28
University of Tennessee-Knoxville................... 49
University of the North. . ....................... ... 28
University of the Western Cape .................. 29, 30
University of the Witwatersrand ................. 28, 29
University of Wisconsin-Madison ................... 87
University of Wisconsin-Parkside. . ............... 87,97
University of Wyoming. ........................... 56
University Research Corporation, International . . . ... .. 26
Urban Family Institute ............................ 91
UrbanInstitute................ i, 87,90
Urban Strategies Council .......................... 92
Urgewald ....... ... 47
U.S.-Ukraine Foundation .......................... 26
V.

Valley School ................... i i 68

Violence Policy Center. ............................ 81
Virginia Eastern Shore Economic Empowerment and
Housing Corporation. . ......................... 80
Voluntary Organizations Initiative in Central & Eastern
Europe/Eurasia ... 23
Volunteer Consulting Group, InC.. . .................. 32
W.
Warren/Conner Development Coalition .............. 93
Washington Office on Environmental Justice .......... 56
Washington Toxics Coalition........................ 49
Washington Works. . .................... oL 87
Watermark Association of Artisans, Inc. .............. 85
Wiatts/Century Latino Organization.................. 80
Welfare Law Center, Inc.. . ..., 87
West EImwood Housing Development Corporation . . .. 80
West Enterprise Center, Inc. ........................ 85
West Jackson Community Development Corporation . . . 80
Whaley Memorial Foundation ...................... 69
White Earth Land Recovery Project. ................. 80
Wisconsin Rural Development Center, Inc............. 50
Wisconsin’s Environmental Decade Institute .......... 52
Women & Philanthropy. .................. ... ..., 32
Women Make Movies, InC. ... 34
Women on Farms Project. . ................ .. ... ... 29
Women'’s Economic Self-Sufficiency Team Corp........ 85
Women’s Funding Network . ....................... 32
Women'’s Institute for Leadership Development &
DemoCraCy . ... 30
Women'’s Leadership & Training Project . ............. 30
Working Capital Partners for Self Employment ........ 85
World Conference on Religion and Peace . ............ 24

World Economy, Ecology and Development Association 47
World Engineering Partnership for Sustainable

Development . ... 56
World Resources Institute . .. .................... 47,56
World Vision International . ........................ 26
Worldwatch Institute. .................coviiiii. 56
World Wildlife Fund, Inc. .................... 48, 50, 56
Y.

Yale University. ... 91
YouthAction............ .. i 81
YouthBuild USA, INC.. ... 94
YWCAofthe USA. ... ..o 90



Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

1200 Mott Foundation Building

Flint, Michigan 48502-1851

Phone (810) 238-5651

Publications Hot Line:
In the United States and Canada: (800) 645-1766
Elsewhere: (414) 273-9643

Fax: (810) 766-1753

Web site: http://www.mott.org

PRODUCTION CREDITS

TEXT
Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

PHOTO CREDITS

cover - Aran D. Kessler, Valparaiso, Indiana

page 3 - The Stock Market (Charles Krebo)

page 5 - Superstock, Inc.

pages 10 (top), 70 - George Waldman, Detroit, Michigan
page 10 (bottom) - Motlhalefi Mahlabe, Johannesburg, South Africa
page 11 - Independent Sector

pages 36, 39, 42 - International Rivers Network

page 58 (top) - Val Osowski, Okemos, Michigan

page 58 (bottom) - Mark Abraham, Greenbelt, Maryland
page 60 - Jane Hale, Flint, Michigan

page 63 - John Dickson, Flint, Michigan

pages 71, 74 - Michael Hayman, Louisville, Kentucky

GRAPHIC DESIGN AND PRODUCTION
Karl Olmsted Associates, Inc., Flint, Michigan

COMPOSITION
Alpine Typesetting, Davison, Michigan

PRINTING
The McKay Press, Inc., Midland, Michigan

@ Recycled @9 Recyclable @EK‘:

The cover paper for this report contains 15 percent post-consumer waste. The text paper contains
50 percent recycled fibers, including 25 percent post-consumer waste, and is acid-free. The report is
printed with corn and soybean oil-based ink and is fully recyclable.



|

CHARLES STEWART
MOTT FOUNDATION

1200 Mott Foundation Building Flint, Michigan 48502-1851



