
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
December	
  30,	
  2013	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  Board	
  Members,	
  
	
  
The	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  enthusiastically	
  offers	
  this	
  final	
  proposal	
  for	
  your	
  
consideration	
  and	
  approval.	
  	
  We	
  look	
  forward	
  to	
  presenting	
  this	
  proposal	
  to	
  you	
  in	
  person	
  on	
  
Tuesday,	
  January	
  14,	
  2014.	
  
	
  
On	
  behalf	
  of	
  the	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee,	
  I	
  thank	
  you	
  all	
  for	
  giving	
  us	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  
do	
  this	
  important	
  work.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  gratifying	
  to	
  be	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  progressive	
  organization	
  that	
  is	
  led	
  by	
  a	
  
forward-­‐thinking	
  board.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
As	
  we	
  begin	
  Impact	
  Austin’s	
  next	
  chapter,	
  this	
  proposal	
  lays	
  the	
  groundwork	
  for	
  a	
  positive	
  
future	
  of	
  innovative	
  grantmaking.	
  	
  And,	
  it	
  will	
  help	
  cement	
  our	
  reputation	
  as	
  a	
  ‘progressive	
  
leader	
  in	
  women’s	
  philanthropy’…both	
  locally	
  and	
  nationally.	
  
	
  
Gratefully,	
  
	
  

Rebecca Powers 
	
  
Rebecca	
  Powers,	
  Founder	
  	
  	
  
Impact	
  Austin	
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-­‐	
  -­‐	
  -­‐	
  
	
  
Innovation	
  refers	
  to	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  a	
  better	
  and,	
  as	
  a	
  result,	
  novel	
  idea	
  or	
  method,	
  whereas	
  invention	
  refers	
  to	
  
the	
  initial	
  creation	
  of	
  the	
  idea	
  or	
  method	
  itself.	
  
	
  
Innovation	
  refers	
  to	
  the	
  notion	
  of	
  doing	
  something	
  different,	
  whereas	
  improvement	
  refers	
  to	
  doing	
  the	
  
same	
  thing	
  better.	
  

	
  -­‐	
  -­‐	
  -­‐	
  
	
  
I.	
  The	
  Committee	
  
	
  
At	
  the	
  direction	
  of	
  Impact	
  Austin’s	
  Board	
  of	
  Directors,	
  Rebecca	
  Powers	
  formed	
  a	
  Grants	
  
Innovation	
  Committee	
  in	
  August	
  2013.	
  The	
  committee’s	
  charge	
  (also	
  See	
  Appendix	
  A,	
  
“Statement	
  of	
  Work.”)	
  was	
  to:	
  
	
  

“Explore	
  innovative	
  grantmaking	
  options	
  that	
  add	
  value	
  to	
  the	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  
member	
  experience	
  and	
  align	
  with	
  the	
  organization’s	
  mission/vision	
  and	
  
values.	
  
	
  

Make	
  recommendations	
  to	
  the	
  board	
  in	
  December	
  [2013].”	
  
	
  
Committee	
  Members	
  included:	
  

Rebecca	
  Powers	
   Founder,	
  Committee	
  Chair	
  
Donna	
  Benson-­‐Chan	
  	
   Interim	
  ED	
  
Lisa	
  Fielder	
  	
  	
   	
   Member,	
  past	
  Community	
  Partner	
  
Melissa	
  Gray	
  	
  	
   	
   Founding	
  Member	
  and	
  past	
  Board	
  Member	
  
Meeta	
  Kothare	
   	
  	
   Member,	
  past	
  Director	
  of	
  Operations,	
  past	
  Board	
  Member	
  
Jacqueline	
  Rixen	
   Current	
  Board	
  Member	
  
Sarah	
  Swords	
  	
  	
   	
   Member,	
  past	
  FAC	
  Chair,	
  past	
  FAC	
  liaison,	
  past	
  CP	
  Liaison	
  Chair	
  
Kathrine	
  Weaver	
  	
  	
  	
   Member,	
  past	
  Exec.	
  Administrator	
  
Kay	
  Wilemon	
  	
  	
   	
   Founding	
  Member,	
  past	
  Beyond	
  Impact	
  Co-­‐Chair	
  

	
  
The	
  committee	
  worked	
  under	
  the	
  following	
  assumptions:	
  

• Impact	
  Austin’s	
  infrastructure	
  and	
  annual	
  budget	
  can	
  support	
  the	
  committee’s	
  final	
  
recommendation(s);	
  

• Impact	
  Austin’s	
  board	
  intends	
  to	
  act	
  on	
  the	
  committee’s	
  recommendation(s);	
  
• Planning,	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  committee’s	
  recommendation(s),	
  will	
  begin	
  January	
  2014;	
  
• Implementation	
  of	
  recommendation(s)	
  will	
  begin	
  FY	
  2015;	
  and	
  
• Impact	
  Austin	
  will	
  have	
  500	
  members	
  in	
  FY	
  2015.	
  

	
  



The	
  Committee’s	
  goals	
  were	
  to	
  understand	
  grantmaking	
  needs	
  within	
  the	
  Central	
  Texas	
  
community,	
  research	
  progressive	
  grantmaking	
  practices,	
  and	
  submit	
  final	
  recommendations	
  to	
  
Impact	
  Austin’s	
  Board	
  of	
  Directors.	
  	
  
	
  
II.	
  	
  Planning	
  the	
  Work	
  
	
  
Before	
  the	
  Committee’s	
  initial	
  meeting,	
  Ms.	
  Powers	
  established	
  a	
  discussion	
  framework	
  by	
  
distributing	
  information	
  about	
  current	
  and	
  emerging	
  trends	
  in	
  grantmaking	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  B,	
  
“Research	
  Materials”).	
  
	
  
The	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  convened	
  on	
  September	
  7,	
  under	
  the	
  facilitation	
  of	
  Impact	
  
Austin	
  member	
  Carol	
  Lauder,	
  to	
  discuss	
  and	
  understand	
  its	
  task,	
  assumptions,	
  parameters,	
  
timeline,	
  and	
  goals	
  –	
  and	
  to	
  develop	
  a	
  course	
  of	
  action.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
III.	
  Nonprofit	
  Focus	
  Groups	
  
	
  
A	
  meeting	
  of	
  previous	
  Community	
  partners	
  was	
  held	
  on	
  October	
  3,	
  2013	
  in	
  the	
  office	
  of	
  College	
  
Forward,	
  under	
  the	
  facilitation	
  of	
  Committee	
  members	
  Melissa	
  Gray,	
  Meeta	
  Kothare,	
  and	
  Kay	
  
Wilemon	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  C,	
  “Notes	
  from	
  Community	
  partner	
  Focus	
  Group”	
  for	
  attendees	
  and	
  
meeting	
  notes).	
  
	
  
Notable	
  outcomes	
  of	
  this	
  discussion	
  included	
  the	
  following:	
  

• Restricting	
  grant	
  funding	
  to	
  new	
  or	
  expansion	
  programs	
  is	
  a	
  burden.	
  Not	
  only	
  do	
  
nonprofits	
  need	
  to	
  sustain	
  existing	
  programs,	
  but	
  funding	
  only	
  new/expansion	
  programs	
  
can	
  create	
  long-­‐term	
  sustainability	
  challenges.	
  

• Nonprofits	
  need	
  unrestricted	
  funding	
  (“general	
  operating	
  funds”),	
  which	
  will	
  enable	
  
them	
  to	
  increase	
  their	
  capacities	
  to	
  serve	
  community	
  needs.	
  

	
  
A	
  separate	
  meeting	
  of	
  nonprofits	
  that	
  have	
  not	
  received	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  funding	
  (whether	
  or	
  not	
  
they	
  have	
  submitted	
  an	
  LOI)	
  was	
  held	
  on	
  October	
  11,	
  2013	
  in	
  the	
  office	
  of	
  College	
  Forward,	
  
under	
  the	
  facilitation	
  of	
  Committee	
  members	
  Melissa	
  Gray	
  and	
  Meeta	
  Kothare	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  D,	
  
“Notes	
  from	
  Non-­‐Funded	
  Nonprofits	
  Focus	
  Group”	
  for	
  attendees	
  and	
  meeting	
  notes).	
  
	
  
Notable	
  outcomes	
  of	
  this	
  discussion	
  included	
  the	
  following:	
  

• Restricting	
  grant	
  funding	
  to	
  new	
  or	
  expansion	
  programs	
  is	
  a	
  burden.	
  Not	
  only	
  do	
  
nonprofits	
  need	
  to	
  sustain	
  existing	
  programs,	
  but	
  funding	
  only	
  new/expansion	
  programs	
  
can	
  create	
  long-­‐term	
  sustainability	
  challenges.	
  

• Nonprofits	
  need	
  unrestricted	
  funding	
  (also	
  called	
  “general	
  operating	
  funds”).	
  
• Nonprofits	
  need	
  capacity-­‐building	
  funding,	
  to	
  cover	
  necessary	
  but	
  non-­‐programmatic	
  

items	
  such	
  as	
  technology	
  and	
  marketing.	
  
	
  
IV.	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  Member	
  Focus	
  Groups	
  
	
  
The	
  Committee	
  recommended	
  that	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  Member	
  focus	
  groups	
  include	
  members	
  who	
  
have	
  played	
  significant	
  roles	
  within	
  the	
  organization,	
  or	
  who	
  represent	
  significant	
  
constituencies,	
  including:	
  

Committee	
  Cabinet	
  leadership;	
  



Beyond	
  Impact	
  members;	
  
Past	
  board	
  members;	
  
FAC	
  organization	
  (i.e.	
  FAC	
  chairs/liaisons);	
  and	
  
Girls	
  Giving	
  Grants.	
  

	
  
The	
  following	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  members	
  were	
  invited	
  to	
  attend	
  either	
  of	
  two	
  focus	
  group	
  sessions,	
  
held	
  on	
  November	
  4	
  or	
  November	
  7,	
  2013	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  F,	
  “Notes	
  from	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  Member	
  
Focus	
  Group	
  Discussions”	
  for	
  attendees	
  and	
  meeting	
  notes):	
  

Betsy	
  Blair	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Susan	
  Blount	
  
Patricia	
  Burgess	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   Melynda	
  Caudle	
  
Chris	
  Cavner	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Judith	
  Cayton	
  
Phylis	
  Donelson	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   Patti	
  DeNucci	
  
Debbie	
  Dupin	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Krista	
  Fergason	
  
Sherri	
  Frachtman	
   	
   	
   	
   Laura	
  Green	
  
Becky	
  Griner	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Glenda	
  Holmstrom	
  
Debbie	
  Johnson	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   Joyce	
  Lauck	
  
Carol	
  Lauder	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Connie	
  Lawyer	
  
Dina	
  Mavridis	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Stepanie	
  McCollum	
  
Suzy	
  Rowley	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Dawn	
  Skinner	
  
Debra	
  Templeton	
   	
   	
   	
   Colleen	
  Tulloh	
  
Gail	
  Whitfield	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Nancy	
  Word	
  
Rebecca	
  Yerly	
  

	
  
The	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  met	
  on	
  October26,	
  2013,	
  to	
  synthesize	
  results	
  from	
  the	
  
nonprofit	
  focus	
  groups	
  and	
  to	
  develop	
  meaningful	
  questions	
  for	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  Member	
  focus	
  
groups	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  E,	
  “Notes	
  from	
  October	
  26,	
  2013	
  GIC	
  Meeting”).	
  Questions	
  were	
  designed	
  
to	
  explore	
  Member’s	
  openness	
  to	
  alternative	
  grantmaking	
  models,	
  and	
  to	
  determine	
  the	
  limits	
  
beyond	
  which	
  Members	
  became	
  uncomfortable	
  with	
  change.	
  
	
  
Notable	
  outcomes	
  of	
  member	
  focus	
  group	
  discussions	
  included	
  the	
  following:	
  

• Based	
  on	
  years	
  of	
  feedback	
  from	
  nonprofits,	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  Members	
  recognize	
  a	
  need	
  
for	
  more	
  innovative	
  grantmaking	
  –	
  but	
  Members	
  must	
  be	
  educated	
  about	
  the	
  need	
  and	
  
the	
  process	
  if	
  this	
  innovation	
  is	
  to	
  be	
  successful.	
  

• Members	
  are	
  very	
  open	
  to	
  the	
  idea	
  of	
  funding	
  existing	
  or	
  ongoing	
  programs.	
  
• Members	
  do	
  not	
  want	
  to	
  provide	
  “reserve”	
  funding;	
  Community	
  Partners	
  must	
  invest	
  

Impact	
  Austin	
  funding	
  in	
  such	
  a	
  way	
  as	
  to	
  produce	
  measurable	
  results	
  within	
  the	
  grant	
  
period.	
  

• Members	
  prefer	
  restricted	
  funding	
  for	
  “new”	
  and	
  “startup”	
  nonprofits,	
  but	
  are	
  more	
  
trusting	
  of	
  “established”	
  nonprofits	
  (perhaps	
  previous	
  Community	
  Partners)	
  to	
  steward	
  
and	
  invest	
  unrestricted	
  funding	
  wisely.	
  

• The	
  current	
  grant	
  review	
  process	
  is	
  not	
  in	
  any	
  way	
  “broken;”	
  it	
  increases	
  Member	
  
engagement	
  and	
  works	
  very	
  well	
  for	
  program	
  grants.	
  

• The	
  implementation	
  of	
  non-­‐program	
  grantmaking	
  will	
  require	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  a	
  
new	
  grant	
  review	
  process.	
  

• Current	
  FAC	
  members	
  and	
  committee	
  chairs	
  are	
  already	
  fully	
  committed.	
  Though	
  they	
  
are	
  happy	
  to	
  give	
  advice	
  and	
  want	
  to	
  be	
  kept	
  informed,	
  they	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  time	
  to	
  devote	
  
to	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  a	
  parallel	
  grant	
  review	
  process.	
  	
  



	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
V.	
  Analysis	
  of	
  Results	
  
	
  
The	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  met	
  on	
  November	
  23,	
  2013,	
  to	
  perform	
  the	
  following	
  
functions:	
  

• Synthesize	
  feedback	
  from	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  members	
  about	
  innovative	
  grantmaking;	
  
• Discuss	
  various	
  approaches	
  to	
  innovative	
  grantmaking;	
  
• Select	
  innovative	
  grantmaking	
  models	
  that	
  make	
  sense	
  for	
  Impact	
  Austin;	
  
• Formulate	
  final	
  recommendations	
  to	
  Impact	
  Austin’s	
  Board;	
  
• Assign	
  follow-­‐on	
  tasks;	
  and	
  
• Develop	
  a	
  high-­‐level	
  implementation	
  timeline.	
  

	
  
Based	
  on	
  its	
  research	
  and	
  the	
  outcomes	
  of	
  four	
  focus	
  groups,	
  the	
  Committee	
  rapidly	
  came	
  to	
  
the	
  following	
  conclusions:	
  

• Central	
  Texas	
  nonprofits	
  exhibit	
  clear	
  needs	
  for	
  three	
  broad	
  categories	
  of	
  grants:	
  1)	
  
smaller,	
  easily-­‐managed	
  programmatic	
  grants	
  for	
  new	
  and	
  emerging	
  organizations;	
  2)	
  
partially-­‐unrestricted	
  grants	
  for	
  growing	
  organizations	
  that	
  have	
  specific,	
  non-­‐program	
  
needs;	
  and	
  3)	
  large	
  operating	
  grants	
  for	
  established	
  organizations	
  that	
  serve	
  critical	
  
needs	
  in	
  the	
  community	
  and	
  have	
  demonstrated	
  responsibility	
  in	
  managing	
  sizeable	
  
grants.	
  	
  	
  

• Impact	
  Austin	
  Members,	
  with	
  ten	
  years	
  of	
  grantmaking	
  experience,	
  have	
  developed	
  an	
  
impressive	
  level	
  of	
  sophistication	
  about	
  philanthropy.	
  	
  Recognizing	
  that	
  our	
  current	
  
grantmaking	
  process	
  is	
  ten	
  years	
  old,	
  they	
  are	
  very	
  open	
  to	
  “refreshing”	
  our	
  process	
  and	
  
moving	
  towards	
  more	
  “progressive”	
  options	
  –	
  as	
  long	
  as	
  those	
  options	
  are	
  introduced	
  
carefully	
  and	
  thoughtfully	
  explained	
  to	
  the	
  entire	
  membership.	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  



	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
VI.	
  Recommendations	
  to	
  Impact	
  Austin’s	
  Board	
  of	
  Directors	
  
	
  
Based	
  upon	
  a	
  full	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  committee’s	
  research,	
  focus	
  group	
  discussions,	
  and	
  member	
  
surveys,	
  the	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  is	
  pleased	
  to	
  make	
  the	
  following	
  recommendations	
  
to	
  the	
  Board:	
  
	
  
In	
  FY	
  2017,	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  will	
  offer	
  three	
  grant	
  options	
  to	
  Central	
  Texas’	
  nonprofit	
  community:	
  

• $25,000	
  -­‐	
  $50,000	
  Programmatic	
  Grants	
  –	
  entrepreneurial	
  in	
  nature,	
  intended	
  
primarily	
  for	
  promising,	
  smaller	
  nonprofits.	
  Use	
  of	
  grant	
  funds	
  will	
  be	
  restricted	
  to	
  
new	
  or	
  existing	
  programs	
  that	
  serve	
  defined	
  needs.	
  

• $70,000	
  -­‐	
  $100,000	
  Capacity-­‐Building	
  Grants	
  –	
  ‘accelerator’	
  grants,	
  intended	
  
primarily	
  for	
  organizations	
  that	
  are	
  poised	
  for	
  growth	
  if	
  a	
  specific	
  need	
  is	
  met	
  (e.g.,	
  
technology,	
  development	
  salaries,	
  etc.).	
  60%	
  –	
  70%	
  of	
  grant	
  funding	
  will	
  be	
  
restricted.	
  The	
  remaining	
  30%	
  -­‐	
  40%	
  will	
  be	
  unrestricted,	
  but	
  must	
  be	
  spent	
  within	
  
the	
  grant	
  term	
  and	
  must	
  produce	
  tangible	
  results.	
  

• $150,000	
  -­‐	
  $200,000	
  Operating	
  Grants	
  –	
  for	
  mature	
  organizations	
  (perhaps	
  former	
  
Community	
  Partners).	
  Except	
  for	
  certain	
  specified	
  prohibitions	
  (e.g.	
  fundraising	
  
events,	
  reserve	
  funds,	
  etc.),	
  use	
  of	
  grant	
  funds	
  will	
  be	
  unrestricted.	
  Grant	
  funds	
  
must,	
  however,	
  be	
  expended	
  within	
  the	
  grant	
  term,	
  and	
  must	
  produce	
  tangible	
  
results.	
  

	
  
	
  



	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  recommends	
  that	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  move	
  towards	
  fulfillment	
  of	
  
the	
  2017	
  vision	
  by	
  offering	
  one	
  new	
  type	
  of	
  grant	
  in	
  FY	
  2015:	
  

• Five	
  $90,000	
  Programmatic	
  Grants	
  –	
  following	
  the	
  organization’s	
  current	
  model	
  
• One	
  $50,000	
  Capacity-­‐Building	
  Grant	
  -­‐	
  intended	
  for	
  proven	
  organizations	
  that	
  

are	
  poised	
  to	
  ‘go	
  to	
  the	
  next	
  level’	
  (see	
  above).	
  
	
  
The	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee,	
  recognizing	
  that	
  revision	
  of	
  Impact	
  Austin’s	
  grantmaking	
  
process	
  must	
  be	
  ratified	
  by	
  the	
  Board	
  of	
  Directors,	
  deferred	
  discussion	
  of	
  a	
  FY	
  2016	
  process	
  until	
  
that	
  decision	
  has	
  been	
  made.	
  
	
  
	
  
VII.	
  The	
  Road	
  Ahead	
  
	
  
The	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  recommends	
  that	
  its	
  charter	
  be	
  revised	
  and	
  extended	
  to	
  
encompass	
  the	
  development	
  and	
  implementation	
  of	
  a	
  new	
  grant	
  review	
  process.	
  This	
  process	
  
will	
  be	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  excellent	
  model	
  currently	
  in	
  use	
  by	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  FACs,	
  with	
  incremental	
  
implementation	
  towards	
  the	
  2017	
  vision.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Recognizing	
  that	
  Impact	
  Austin’s	
  current	
  Grants	
  Review	
  Committee	
  is	
  already	
  working	
  beyond	
  
capacity,	
  the	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  will	
  limit	
  our	
  demands	
  on	
  their	
  time.	
  By	
  seeking	
  their	
  
guidance	
  as	
  ad	
  hoc	
  advisors,	
  we	
  will	
  respectfully	
  draw	
  upon	
  their	
  experience	
  and	
  expertise	
  
without	
  exploiting	
  their	
  very	
  limited	
  availability.	
  	
  
	
  



By	
  June	
  30,	
  2014,	
  the	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  will	
  submit	
  the	
  following	
  to	
  Impact	
  Austin’s	
  
Board	
  of	
  Directors	
  for	
  approval	
  before	
  moving	
  forward:	
  

• Fully-­‐developed	
  frameworks	
  for	
  FY	
  2015,	
  FY	
  2016,	
  and	
  FY	
  2017	
  grantmaking;	
  
• A	
  fully-­‐developed	
  new	
  grant	
  review	
  process;	
  and	
  
• A	
  comprehensive	
  plan	
  for	
  the	
  education	
  of	
  Impact	
  Austin’s	
  membership	
  on	
  the	
  new	
  

grantmaking	
  initiatives	
  and	
  grant	
  review	
  process.	
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Project Manager: Rebecca Powers 
Sponsor: Strategic Planning Committee / Board of Directors 

Purpose:  Explore different options for grantmaking that add value to the 
member experience and align with Impact Austin’s mission/vision and 
values.   

Scope  
Major project activities 

1. Identify potential project participants and finalize team 

2. Conduct research on various grantmaking approaches (i.e. capacity 
building/operations/multi-year) 

3. Research successful grantmaking practices of other collective giving organizations (i.e. San 
Diego Women’s Foundation, Washington Women’s Foundation, Impact100 Philadelphia, 
Impact 100 Richmond) 

4. Survey Impact Austin members to gauge satisfaction with current grantmaking practices 
and willingness to enhance/add to our grantmaking opportunities 

5. Summarize results of research/survey and make recommendation to Impact Austin board 

6. Establish ‘straw’ timeline for implementation  

 

Out of scope activities that are critical to the success of the project 
  

1. Board champion/liaison (Lauren Paver?) 

2. Communications to Impact Austin members re:  establishment of Skunkworks, ongoing 
progress and results when project is completed  

3. Buy-in from Grants Committee leadership that this exploratory work is necessary and, if 
recommendations are approved, will enhance the member’s FAC experience  

4. Annual membership attainment, which will impact $$ available for grants 

5. Organizational infrastructure that can successfully support Skunkworks recommendation 

 

 

Deliverables 
1.  “Research Summary” report 

2. “Grantmaking Alternatives” recommendation 

3. “High-level Implementation Timeline” 



 

Schedule Overview 
Estimated Project Completion Date:  12/15/13 

Major Milestones 

Skunkworks team finalized        08/15/13 

Research completed                  10/15/13 

Recommendation to board         12/15/13 

External Milestones Affecting the Project 

Membership deadline                  12/31/13 

Discovery Day                             01/04/13? 

 

Impact of Late Delivery 

• Jeopardizes timely establishment of new application/review processes that 
need to be in place for 2015 grant year 

• Potentially lose members who are looking for new challenges in grantmaking 

Stakeholder Analysis* 
 

Name & Role 
 

Major Responsibility or Contribution 
Rebecca Powers • Project Manager 
Donna Benson-Chan • Interim Impact Austin ED 
Julia Cuba • Former member/CP, GENaustin ED 
Gloria DeVere • Past FAC member 
Phylis Donelson • Founding board member/2013 FAC member 
Lisa Fielder • Member/CP, College Forward ED 
Melissa Gray • Founding board member/various grants experience 
Glenda Holmstrom • Founding board member/past FAC chair 
Sarah Swords • Past FAC member, FAC Chair, CP Liaison Chair 
Kathrine Weaver • 2013 FAC member/past Exec. Admin. 

*The names listed are prospective Skunkworks participants.  
Responsibilities/Contributions will depend on finalized list of participants.  All chosen for 
their brainstorming and critical thinking skills.  Will extend invitations upon Impact Austin 
board’s acceptance of Skunkworks Statement of Work. 

Assumptions  
• Skunkworks participants can meet regularly to move the process forward at a 

brisk pace 
• Meeting space is available 
• Contacts outside of Impact Austin are responsive to our requests for information 
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Notes	
  from	
  Community	
  Partner	
  Focus	
  Group	
  
	
  

October	
  3,	
  2013	
  
College	
  Forward,	
  conference	
  room	
  

	
  
	
  

Attendees	
  
Creative	
  Action:	
   	
   Karen	
  LaShelle	
  
College	
  Forward:	
  	
  	
   	
   	
   Lisa	
  Fielder	
   	
  
Communities	
  In	
  Schools:	
  	
  	
   	
   Suki	
  Steinhauser	
  
Austin	
  Parks	
  Foundation:	
  	
  	
   	
   Colin	
  Wallis	
  
Ecology	
  Action	
  of	
  Texas:	
  	
  	
   	
   Brent	
  Perdue	
  
Emancipet:	
  	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   Amy	
  Mills	
  
GENaustin:	
  	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   Julia	
  Cuba	
  
Goodwill	
  Industries	
  of	
  Central	
  Texas:	
  	
   Jerry	
  Davis	
  
Austin	
  Child	
  Guidance	
  Center:	
  	
  	
   	
   Russell	
  Smith	
  
Capital	
  IDEA	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   Steve	
  Jackobs	
  
	
  
Impact	
  Austin:	
  Meeta	
  Kothare,	
  Kay	
  Wilemon,	
  Melissa	
  Gray	
  
	
  
Feedback	
  on	
  Current	
  Process:	
  
	
  
• Things	
  they	
  liked:	
  

o Transparency	
  
o Getting	
  to	
  know	
  the	
  women	
  
o How	
  as	
  the	
  process	
  progresses,	
  the	
  FACs	
  become	
  more	
  and	
  more	
  supportive	
  of	
  the	
  

finalists	
  
o How	
  conscientious	
  our	
  members	
  are	
  –	
  they	
  really	
  take	
  their	
  work	
  seriously	
  
o The	
  5	
  categories	
  –	
  it	
  feels	
  more	
  egalitarian	
  and	
  areas	
  that	
  aren’t	
  often	
  funded	
  have	
  

an	
  equal	
  opportunity	
  with	
  IA;	
  differentiates	
  IA	
  in	
  a	
  positive	
  way.	
  
	
  

• Things	
  they	
  wish	
  were	
  different:	
  
	
  

o Would	
  be	
  better	
  to	
  have	
  the	
  grant	
  spread	
  over	
  a	
  3-­‐5	
  year	
  period	
  so	
  it	
  doesn’t	
  create	
  
such	
  a	
  sustainability	
  issue.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  especially	
  true	
  because	
  we	
  are	
  asking	
  for	
  either	
  
new	
  programs	
  or	
  expansions.	
  
	
  

o Give	
  the	
  finalist	
  who	
  did	
  not	
  win	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  money!	
  	
  (This	
  came	
  out	
  of	
  the	
  group	
  
that	
  has	
  won.)	
  	
  The	
  suggestion	
  was	
  that	
  any	
  amount	
  over	
  $100,000	
  should	
  go	
  to	
  the	
  
other	
  finalist.	
  	
  One	
  person	
  believed	
  this	
  was	
  “critical”	
  to	
  Impact	
  Austin’s	
  success.	
  

	
  
o Fund	
  already	
  existing	
  successful	
  programs.	
  They	
  feel	
  forced	
  to	
  expand	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  

sustain	
  the	
  organization.	
  	
  Have	
  to	
  think	
  of	
  a	
  new	
  program	
  or	
  increase	
  their	
  other	
  



programs	
  just	
  to	
  get	
  some	
  money.	
  	
  One	
  organization	
  said	
  they	
  only	
  do	
  that	
  for	
  IA	
  –	
  
most	
  grants	
  they	
  apply	
  for	
  are	
  for	
  programs	
  they	
  already	
  have.	
  

§ Overall	
  costs	
  increase	
  when	
  you	
  start	
  a	
  new	
  program	
  or	
  expand	
  an	
  existing	
  
one.	
  	
  Even	
  though	
  some	
  of	
  those	
  costs	
  are	
  reflected	
  in	
  the	
  budget,	
  there	
  are	
  
some	
  costs	
  to	
  the	
  organization	
  just	
  simply	
  from	
  getting	
  bigger.	
  	
  

§ Someone	
  called	
  it	
  a	
  “fight	
  for	
  sustainability.”	
  
	
  
What	
  funding	
  our	
  Community	
  Partners	
  need	
  most	
  
	
  

• Everyone	
  around	
  the	
  table	
  agreed	
  that	
  non-­‐restricted	
  funding	
  is	
  what	
  they	
  want.	
  	
  Not	
  
simply	
  to	
  pay	
  the	
  electric	
  bill,	
  but	
  to	
  use	
  the	
  money	
  in	
  the	
  way	
  they,	
  as	
  successful	
  
leaders	
  of	
  their	
  organizations,	
  see	
  fit.	
  	
  Might	
  be	
  overhead,	
  might	
  be	
  capacity	
  building,	
  
might	
  even	
  be	
  programs.	
  

o General	
  operating	
  funds	
  are	
  a	
  “huge	
  luxury.”	
  
o Problem	
  with	
  getting	
  grants	
  for	
  general	
  operating	
  =	
  have	
  to	
  paint	
  a	
  picture	
  for	
  

funders	
  and	
  it’s	
  not	
  very	
  interesting.	
  
o Don’t	
  want	
  to	
  have	
  to	
  report	
  how	
  they	
  spent	
  the	
  money,	
  but	
  are	
  willing	
  to	
  

report	
  on	
  their	
  outcomes,	
  generally.	
  
	
  

• When	
  asked	
  if	
  it	
  would	
  be	
  too	
  burdensome	
  to	
  identify	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  projects	
  they	
  might	
  
use	
  unrestricted	
  funds	
  for,	
  the	
  CPs	
  said	
  that	
  would	
  not	
  be	
  too	
  much	
  of	
  a	
  burden	
  to	
  do	
  so	
  
in	
  a	
  grant	
  application.	
  	
  Can	
  even	
  build	
  the	
  story	
  around	
  their	
  successful	
  programs.	
  

o See	
  list	
  of	
  specific	
  funding	
  needs,	
  below.	
  
	
  
“Big	
  Ideas”	
  
	
  

• Funding	
  a	
  pilot	
  project	
  with	
  uncertain	
  outcomes.	
  	
  The	
  idea	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  nonprofit	
  sees	
  a	
  
problem,	
  doesn’t	
  know	
  how	
  to	
  fix	
  it	
  (no	
  one	
  does),	
  has	
  an	
  idea,	
  but	
  can’t	
  get	
  it	
  funded	
  
to	
  see	
  if	
  it	
  works.	
  

	
  
• Allowing	
  a	
  collaboration	
  over	
  2	
  focus	
  areas	
  and	
  awarding	
  the	
  collaboration	
  $200,000.	
  

	
  
• PRIs	
  –	
  granting	
  a	
  nonprofit	
  a	
  loan	
  at	
  either	
  no	
  interest	
  or	
  very	
  low	
  interest.	
  	
  That	
  way,	
  

the	
  risk	
  is	
  shared	
  between	
  the	
  nonprofit	
  and	
  the	
  funder.	
  	
  Currently,	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  50%	
  
default	
  rate.	
  	
  Comment	
  was:	
  “this	
  may	
  be	
  too	
  out-­‐of-­‐the-­‐box	
  for	
  Impact	
  Austin.”	
  

o One	
  organization	
  talked	
  about	
  the	
  benefit	
  of	
  being	
  given	
  a	
  chunk	
  of	
  money	
  for	
  5	
  
years	
  that	
  they	
  can	
  use	
  however	
  they	
  want.	
  	
  At	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  the	
  5-­‐year	
  term,	
  they	
  
have	
  to	
  pay	
  it	
  back.	
  

o One	
  CP	
  said	
  they	
  would	
  like	
  bridge	
  loans	
  because	
  funds	
  from	
  their	
  public	
  grants	
  
are	
  received	
  with	
  a	
  lag,	
  after	
  payments	
  are	
  made	
  and	
  proof	
  is	
  provided	
  to	
  the	
  
funding	
  agency.	
  	
  

o Another	
  idea	
  that	
  is	
  related	
  to	
  this	
  is	
  funding	
  reserves.	
  	
  The	
  CPs	
  said	
  that	
  reserve	
  
money	
  is	
  almost	
  impossible	
  to	
  get	
  because	
  people	
  want	
  you	
  to	
  spend	
  the	
  
money	
  they	
  give	
  you.	
  

	
  
• Invest	
  in	
  leadership	
  –	
  fund	
  an	
  organization,	
  not	
  just	
  a	
  program.	
  	
  Trust	
  the	
  organization	
  

to	
  know	
  what	
  to	
  do	
  with	
  the	
  money.	
  



o Most	
  people	
  in	
  the	
  room	
  supported	
  this	
  idea.	
  	
  Present	
  the	
  organization	
  to	
  IA’s	
  
members	
  to	
  vote	
  on	
  –	
  not	
  just	
  the	
  program.	
  

o Recognized	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  hard	
  to	
  “sell”	
  people.	
  
o Can	
  package	
  some	
  of	
  our	
  past	
  CPs	
  by	
  showing	
  how	
  they	
  have	
  grown	
  and	
  

evolved	
  over	
  the	
  years.	
  
• Perhaps	
  a	
  sixth	
  category	
  with	
  a	
  smaller	
  grant	
  amount	
  for	
  unrestricted	
  use.	
  

	
  
• Split	
  the	
  $100,000	
  grant	
  up	
  -­‐-­‐	
  $50,000	
  for	
  a	
  particular	
  program	
  and	
  $50,000	
  

unrestricted.	
  
o Can	
  use	
  the	
  unrestricted	
  money	
  for	
  the	
  “ecosystem”	
  around	
  the	
  program	
  and	
  

allows	
  the	
  organization	
  to	
  leverage	
  off	
  that	
  program	
  for	
  its	
  general	
  capacity	
  
building.	
  

o This	
  would	
  be	
  a	
  good	
  bridge	
  for	
  educating	
  our	
  members	
  on	
  how	
  important	
  it	
  is	
  
to	
  trust	
  the	
  organizations,	
  invest	
  in	
  leadership	
  and	
  not	
  create	
  a	
  sustainability	
  
problem.	
  
	
  

• Award	
  capacity	
  building	
  funds	
  spread	
  over	
  several	
  years	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  organization.	
  	
  
o One	
  CP	
  argued	
  that	
  this	
  would	
  allow	
  them	
  to	
  work	
  on	
  capacity	
  issues	
  with	
  a	
  

guarantee	
  of	
  recurring	
  funds	
  over	
  a	
  specified	
  period	
  of	
  time.	
  Otherwise,	
  you	
  
build	
  capacity	
  one	
  year	
  and	
  you’re	
  left	
  without	
  support	
  for	
  it	
  the	
  next.	
  For	
  
example,	
  you	
  buy	
  technology	
  one	
  year,	
  but	
  then	
  have	
  no	
  funds	
  later	
  to	
  continue	
  
to	
  maintain	
  it.	
  	
   	
  

	
  
• Investigate	
  what	
  the	
  largest	
  community	
  problems	
  are	
  for	
  a	
  particular	
  year	
  and	
  then	
  

have	
  the	
  members	
  vote	
  on	
  which	
  one	
  they	
  want	
  to	
  address	
  and	
  take	
  grant	
  applications	
  
that	
  address	
  that	
  issue.	
  

o Great	
  opportunities	
  for	
  education	
  around	
  this	
  idea.	
  	
  
o Community	
  Action	
  Network	
  can	
  help	
  us	
  identify	
  the	
  needs	
  each	
  year.	
  

	
  
• Can	
  give	
  an	
  unrestricted	
  grant	
  on	
  one	
  focus	
  area	
  each	
  year;	
  can	
  rotate	
  through	
  the	
  

focus	
  areas.	
  
• Re-­‐imagine	
  funding	
  categories	
  to	
  be	
  categories	
  like:	
  capacity	
  building,	
  new	
  programs,	
  

undesignated,	
  matching,	
  etc.	
  	
  This	
  would	
  open	
  the	
  field	
  away	
  from	
  mission	
  categories	
  to	
  
funding	
  needs.	
  	
  (This	
  was	
  a	
  suggestion	
  that	
  came	
  in	
  by	
  email	
  later.)	
  

o A	
  similar	
  idea	
  that	
  came	
  later	
  was	
  to	
  split	
  the	
  categories	
  into	
  small,	
  medium	
  and	
  
large	
  nonprofits	
  rather	
  than	
  focus	
  area.	
  

	
  
• Look	
  at	
  what	
  is	
  happening	
  with	
  public	
  funding	
  and	
  analyze	
  the	
  impact	
  on	
  community	
  

groups.	
  	
  Maybe	
  we	
  fill	
  in	
  gaps.	
  
o Can	
  be	
  a	
  subset	
  of	
  the	
  idea	
  of	
  investigating	
  largest	
  community	
  needs	
  and	
  

funding	
  those.	
  
	
  

• Encourage	
  “social	
  enterprise”	
  –	
  fund	
  those	
  projects	
  that	
  will	
  actually	
  lead	
  to	
  further	
  
sustainability.	
  	
  A	
  good	
  example	
  is	
  the	
  Child	
  Guidance	
  Center	
  grant	
  –	
  we	
  funded	
  an	
  
“experiment”	
  that	
  would	
  ultimately	
  become	
  self-­‐funding	
  once	
  insurance	
  payments	
  
started	
  coming	
  in.	
  

	
  



	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
   	
  

Specific Funding Requests 
* = every time it was mentioned 

• Strategic	
  planning****	
  
	
  

• Growth	
  planning*	
  
	
  

• Communications*	
  
	
  

• New	
  staff	
  (development	
  and	
  
communications)******	
  

	
  
• Technology	
  *********	
  

	
  
• Databases	
  **	
  

	
  
• Leadership	
  development	
  

	
  
• Marketing/Rebranding****	
  

	
  
• Fundraising***	
  

	
  
• Website	
  development**	
  

	
  
• Fund	
  development	
  capacity*	
  

	
  
• Working	
  capital	
  

	
  
• Internal	
  line	
  of	
  credit	
  

	
  
• Event	
  expenses**	
  

	
  

	
  
• Endowment*	
  

	
  
• Contingency	
  Reserve	
  

	
  
• Strategic	
  Reserve	
  

	
  
• Capital	
  investment*****	
  

	
  
• Evaluation	
  –	
  3rd	
  party	
  

large-­‐scale	
  evaluations	
  
of	
  programs**	
  

	
  
• Operating	
  reserve*	
  

	
  
• Overhead********	
  

	
  
• Capacity	
  building	
  follow-­‐

up	
  grants	
  
	
  

• Pilot	
  project	
  with	
  
uncertain	
  outcomes	
  

	
  
• Collaborations	
  

	
  
• Video/Marketing	
  

Collateral	
  
	
  

• Emergency	
  Funding	
  
	
  

• Audit	
  expenses	
  
	
  

• Staff	
  training**	
  
	
  



Appendix	
  D	
  -­‐	
  Notes	
  from	
  Non-­‐funded	
  Nonprofits	
  Focus	
  Group	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Notes	
  from	
  Nonprofit	
  Focus	
  Group	
  
	
  

October	
  11,	
  2013	
  
College	
  Forward,	
  conference	
  room	
  

	
  
	
  

Attendees	
  
	
  
Austin	
  Classical	
  Guitar	
  Society:	
  	
   	
   	
   Jeremy	
  Osborne	
  
Austin	
  Dog	
  Alliance:	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   Debi	
  Krakar	
  
Center	
  for	
  Child	
  Protection:	
  	
  	
   	
   	
   Michael	
  Torres	
  
Generous	
  Art:	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Jennifer	
  Chenoweth	
  
Helping	
  Hand	
  Home	
  for	
  Children:	
   	
   	
  Ted	
  Keyser	
  
Marathon	
  Kids:	
  	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   Jeremy	
  Kaspar	
  
My	
  Healing	
  Place:	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   Stephanie	
  Sheppard	
  
Sustainable	
  Food	
  Center:	
  	
   	
   	
   Angela	
  Osborn	
  
Texas	
  School	
  for	
  the	
  Deaf	
  Foundation:	
  	
   	
   Carol	
  Richards	
  
The	
  Breast	
  Cancer	
  Resource	
  Center	
  of	
  Texas:	
  	
   Ray	
  Ann	
  Evans	
  
The	
  Christi	
  Center:	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   Cara	
  Fox	
  
Waterloo	
  Counseling	
  Center:	
  	
   	
   	
   Loretta	
  Holland	
  
Wonders	
  and	
  Worries:	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   Meredith	
  Cooper	
  
	
  
Impact	
  Austin:	
  Meeta	
  Kothare	
  and	
  Melissa	
  Gray	
  
	
  
	
  
Feedback	
  on	
  Current	
  Process:	
  
	
  

• Things	
  they	
  liked:	
  
o The	
  nonprofit	
  workshop	
  –	
  good	
  opportunity	
  to	
  ask	
  questions.	
  
o LOI	
  process	
  –	
  glad	
  they	
  don’t	
  have	
  to	
  go	
  through	
  a	
  ton	
  of	
  work	
  before	
  they	
  

know	
  if	
  they	
  are	
  a	
  contender.	
  
	
  

• Things	
  they	
  wish	
  were	
  different:	
  
	
  

o They	
  would	
  love	
  more	
  feedback.	
  	
  Some	
  believe	
  that	
  feedback	
  should	
  be	
  
automatic	
  and	
  specific.	
  

§ They	
  said	
  that	
  “unofficial”	
  feedback	
  trickles	
  out	
  from	
  the	
  committees,	
  
so	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  in	
  IA’s	
  benefit	
  to	
  control	
  the	
  message	
  and	
  give	
  accurate	
  
feedback.	
  

	
  
o Being	
  a	
  runner-­‐up	
  is	
  “devastating.”	
  	
  There	
  should	
  definitely	
  be	
  some	
  consolation	
  

money,	
  if	
  only	
  to	
  compensate	
  the	
  organization	
  for	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  work	
  they	
  did.	
  



	
  
o Suspicious	
  of	
  absentee	
  voting	
  process	
  –	
  members	
  don’t	
  get	
  to	
  hear	
  the	
  

presentation	
  that	
  the	
  nonprofits	
  work	
  so	
  hard	
  to	
  prepare.	
  
	
  

o Annual	
  Meeting	
  feels	
  like	
  a	
  dog	
  &	
  pony	
  show.	
  
	
  

§ They	
  worry	
  that	
  the	
  speakers	
  tilt	
  the	
  balance	
  unfairly	
  and	
  so	
  the	
  vote	
  
comes	
  down	
  to	
  who	
  wins	
  the	
  crowd.	
  

• Suggestions	
  for	
  solving	
  this	
  problem	
  include:	
  
o Have	
  the	
  FAC	
  chair	
  present	
  the	
  program.	
  
o Have	
  a	
  video	
  of	
  what	
  the	
  program	
  does	
  so	
  that	
  our	
  

members	
  can	
  see	
  the	
  program	
  in	
  action.	
  	
  (This	
  gives	
  the	
  
added	
  advantage	
  of	
  the	
  nonprofits	
  having	
  a	
  piece	
  of	
  
collateral	
  they	
  can	
  use	
  for	
  fundraising.)	
  	
  Suggested	
  
partnering	
  with	
  the	
  nonprofit,	
  “Lights,	
  Camera,	
  Action.”	
  

o Hold	
  a	
  training	
  session	
  for	
  the	
  presenters.	
  
	
  

o They	
  would	
  like	
  us	
  to	
  share	
  samples	
  of	
  LOIs	
  and	
  Grant	
  Applications	
  that	
  have	
  
been	
  successful	
  in	
  the	
  past,	
  so	
  they	
  know	
  what	
  we	
  are	
  looking	
  for.	
  

	
  
o Forcing	
  them	
  to	
  fit	
  their	
  financials	
  into	
  our	
  budget	
  format	
  is	
  too	
  time-­‐

consuming.	
  
	
  

o The	
  $100,000	
  is	
  “program	
  changing,”	
  but	
  creates	
  a	
  sustainability	
  issue.	
  	
  Some	
  
said	
  they	
  had	
  to	
  “think	
  hard”	
  about	
  whether	
  they	
  need	
  that	
  amount	
  of	
  money	
  
for	
  a	
  specific	
  program,	
  i.e.,	
  “do	
  we	
  have	
  the	
  capacity	
  to	
  implement	
  it.”	
  	
  	
  

§ Also,	
  it’s	
  hard	
  to	
  achieve	
  sustainability	
  with	
  a	
  one-­‐time	
  donation	
  –	
  the	
  
longer	
  you	
  are	
  willing	
  to	
  stick	
  by	
  someone’s	
  side,	
  the	
  more	
  sustainable	
  
they	
  will	
  be.	
  

	
  
	
  
What	
  funding	
  our	
  Community	
  Partners	
  need	
  most	
  
	
  

• The	
  number	
  one	
  need	
  is	
  general	
  operating	
  expenses.	
  
o Salaries:	
  non-­‐program	
  staff	
  (i.e.,	
  accountant)	
  are	
  the	
  hardest	
  to	
  pay	
  for.	
  	
  Also,	
  

there	
  is	
  a	
  morale	
  issue	
  because	
  staff	
  do	
  not	
  get	
  increases	
  year-­‐to-­‐year.	
  	
  When	
  
people	
  leave,	
  there	
  are	
  re-­‐training	
  costs.	
  

§ Ideas	
  on	
  how	
  to	
  fund:	
  
• Pay	
  for	
  a	
  staff	
  member	
  to	
  go	
  from	
  part-­‐time	
  to	
  full-­‐time.	
  
• Cover	
  staff	
  increases	
  for	
  two	
  years.	
  	
  We	
  can	
  even	
  tie	
  it	
  to	
  some	
  

performance	
  measure,	
  i.e.,	
  reduce	
  turnover	
  by	
  30%.	
  
• Fund	
  a	
  certain	
  position	
  for	
  a	
  couple	
  of	
  years,	
  i.e.,	
  fund	
  a	
  part-­‐

time	
  physical	
  therapist.	
  
o “All	
  of	
  us	
  want	
  unrestricted	
  money!”	
  

	
  
• Capacity	
  building	
  funds	
  –	
  specific	
  requests:	
  

	
  



o Marketing	
  –	
  they	
  don’t	
  have	
  enough	
  money	
  to	
  get	
  their	
  information	
  out	
  to	
  
funders	
  or	
  clients.	
  

§ For-­‐profits	
  have	
  a	
  VP	
  of	
  sales	
  to	
  get	
  the	
  message	
  out.	
  
§ Need	
  graphic	
  designers,	
  web	
  designers,	
  photographers	
  and	
  

videographers.	
  
	
  

o Technology	
  –	
  they	
  called	
  it	
  the	
  “elephant	
  in	
  the	
  room.”	
  
§ It	
  is	
  their	
  biggest	
  overhead	
  expense.	
  
§ Vendors	
  are	
  unreliable.	
  
§ Hard	
  to	
  manage.	
  
§ Back-­‐up	
  –	
  if	
  a	
  disaster	
  hits,	
  most	
  nonprofits	
  can’t	
  recover	
  because	
  they	
  

don’t	
  have	
  their	
  stuff	
  backed	
  up	
  safely.	
  
§ These	
  days,	
  they	
  have	
  5	
  seconds	
  to	
  get	
  the	
  attention	
  of	
  anyone	
  who	
  

comes	
  onto	
  their	
  website.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  website	
  isn’t	
  working	
  well	
  or	
  
interesting	
  in	
  some	
  way,	
  people	
  click	
  away.	
  

• Website	
  has	
  to	
  be	
  “spiffy.”	
  
§ Would	
  like	
  the	
  money	
  to	
  teach	
  them	
  how	
  to	
  manage	
  technology	
  rather	
  

than	
  simply	
  having	
  them	
  buy	
  it.	
  
	
  

o Professional	
  development	
  
	
  

o Planning	
  –	
  strategic	
  planning	
  and	
  other	
  kinds	
  of	
  planning	
  (i.e.,	
  marketing	
  plan,	
  
social	
  media	
  plan,	
  etc.).	
  	
  It	
  all	
  comes	
  down	
  to	
  not	
  having	
  enough	
  resources.	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
“Big	
  Ideas”	
  
	
  

• Get	
  out	
  of	
  the	
  “program	
  box”	
  –	
  the	
  world	
  is	
  different	
  because	
  of	
  everything	
  an	
  
organization	
  does	
  –	
  not	
  just	
  its	
  programs.	
  

o It’s	
  the	
  difference	
  between	
  outcomes	
  vs.	
  outputs.	
  
o Instead	
  of	
  requiring	
  the	
  nonprofit	
  to	
  give	
  you	
  a	
  summary	
  of	
  the	
  program	
  they	
  

intend	
  to	
  spend	
  your	
  money	
  implementing,	
  ask	
  them	
  simply,	
  “what	
  would	
  you	
  
do	
  with	
  $100,000?”	
  

§ Give	
  them	
  flexibility	
  on	
  how	
  to	
  spend	
  the	
  money.	
  
§ Vet	
  an	
  organization	
  and	
  then	
  trust	
  them	
  to	
  do	
  what	
  they	
  need	
  to	
  do	
  to	
  

move	
  the	
  cause	
  forward.	
  
	
  

• Tap	
  into	
  our	
  members’	
  skills	
  and	
  connections.	
  
o We	
  have	
  a	
  wealth	
  of	
  resources	
  in	
  our	
  members	
  –	
  they	
  can	
  open	
  doors	
  for	
  the	
  

nonprofit	
  partners,	
  they	
  can	
  help	
  with	
  capacity	
  building	
  projects	
  (i.e.,	
  strategic	
  
planning,	
  web	
  design,	
  marketing,	
  etc.)	
  

o Subset	
  of	
  this	
  idea:	
  bring	
  our	
  Community	
  Partners	
  together	
  and	
  offer	
  them	
  
some	
  training	
  or	
  mentoring.	
  	
  Will	
  get	
  our	
  members	
  connected	
  with	
  the	
  
nonprofits	
  we	
  fund.	
  

§ Mentioned	
  St.	
  David’s	
  and	
  the	
  Dell	
  Foundation	
  as	
  examples	
  of	
  funders	
  
working	
  as	
  partners.	
  	
  They	
  see	
  these	
  funders	
  as	
  interested	
  in	
  developing	
  
the	
  organizations	
  they	
  fund.	
  	
  They	
  provide	
  operating	
  support	
  and	
  
leadership	
  training	
  opportunities.	
  Note:	
  Both	
  foundations	
  offer	
  such	
  



training/mentoring	
  to	
  partners	
  to	
  whom	
  they	
  had	
  originally	
  given	
  a	
  
programmatic	
  grant.	
  	
  

	
  
• Offer	
  two	
  tiers	
  of	
  grants	
  –	
  one	
  for	
  big	
  organizations	
  and	
  one	
  for	
  small	
  organizations.	
  

	
  
• Should	
  focus	
  on	
  funding	
  the	
  systemic	
  issues	
  in	
  our	
  different	
  funding	
  areas.	
  	
  It	
  will	
  allow	
  

us	
  to	
  look	
  beyond	
  the	
  programs	
  to	
  focus	
  on	
  the	
  organization	
  that	
  is	
  solving	
  those	
  
pressing	
  issues.	
  

o A	
  subset	
  of	
  this	
  idea	
  was	
  that	
  we	
  could	
  find	
  the	
  most	
  pressing	
  issues	
  in	
  Austin	
  
and	
  not	
  separate	
  it	
  by	
  focus	
  area.	
  	
  Open	
  the	
  grants	
  up	
  to	
  different	
  size	
  grants	
  
and	
  different	
  approaches	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  problems.	
  

	
  
	
  

• Impact	
  Austin	
  needs	
  to	
  determine	
  what	
  direction	
  we	
  want	
  to	
  take	
  so	
  that	
  the	
  
community	
  is	
  clear	
  about	
  our	
  focus.	
  We	
  were	
  compared	
  to	
  United	
  Way	
  when	
  it	
  
sharpened	
  its	
  focus	
  to	
  fewer	
  areas.	
  

	
  
o If	
  the	
  nonprofits	
  know	
  what	
  our	
  focus	
  areas	
  are	
  and	
  what	
  outcomes	
  we	
  are	
  looking	
  

for,	
  they	
  can	
  allocate	
  their	
  resources	
  better	
  in	
  seeking	
  funding.	
  If	
  the	
  organizations	
  
don’t	
  fit	
  within	
  OUR	
  outcomes,	
  they	
  are	
  not	
  a	
  good	
  fit.	
  For	
  example,	
  “if	
  your	
  goal	
  is	
  
to	
  serve	
  1,000	
  people,	
  that	
  is	
  not	
  us	
  and,	
  therefore,	
  I	
  shouldn’t	
  apply.”	
  
	
  

	
   	
  



Appendix	
  E	
  -­‐	
  Notes	
  from	
  October	
  26,	
  2013	
  GIC	
  Meeting	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Notes	
  from	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  Meeting	
  
	
  

Saturday,	
  October	
  26,	
  2013	
  
Home	
  of	
  Melissa	
  Gray	
  

	
  
	
  
Attendees:	
  	
  Rebecca	
  Powers,	
  Jacqueline	
  Rixen,	
  Melissa	
  Gray,	
  Lisa	
  Fielder,	
  Sarah	
  Swords,	
  
Kathrine	
  Weaver,	
  Meeta	
  Kothare,	
  Kay	
  Wilemon,	
  Donna	
  Benson-­‐Chan	
  
	
  
Introduction	
  &	
  Discussion:	
  	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  has	
  just	
  celebrated	
  its	
  10th	
  year	
  anniversary.	
  	
  
Philosophical	
  discussions	
  are	
  taking	
  place	
  within	
  leadership…..	
  	
  are	
  we	
  still	
  being	
  progressive	
  
leaders	
  in	
  women’s	
  philanthropy?	
  
	
  

• We	
  have	
  conducted	
  meetings	
  with	
  nonprofits	
  and	
  community	
  partners	
  	
  
	
  

• We	
  have	
  heard	
  from	
  many	
  of	
  our	
  members	
  and	
  also	
  know	
  from	
  research	
  in	
  the	
  field	
  
that	
  program	
  grants	
  have	
  limitations	
  
	
  

Assurances:	
  
1) Not	
  dramatically	
  altering	
  current	
  grant	
  process.	
  System	
  is	
  not	
  broken.	
  
2) Assure	
  current	
  grants	
  committee	
  that	
  this	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  more	
  work	
  
3) New	
  ideas	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  implemented	
  until	
  FY	
  2015	
  

	
  
	
  

Questions	
  (produced	
  for	
  upcoming	
  facilitated	
  sessions	
  with	
  IA	
  focus	
  groups):	
  
	
  

1) Are	
  you	
  willing	
  to	
  consider	
  some	
  innovations?	
  	
  (i.e.,	
  non-­‐program	
  grants)	
  
2) Which	
  categories/ideas	
  are	
  the	
  ones	
  you	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  support?	
  (note:	
  share	
  some	
  of	
  

the	
  high-­‐level	
  ideas	
  the	
  CP	
  and	
  NPs	
  suggested)	
  
a. Ideas	
  discussed:	
  

i. Impact	
  Austin	
  determines	
  the	
  issue	
  for	
  funding	
  
ii. General	
  operating	
  versus	
  capacity	
  building	
  

	
  
Parking	
  Lot	
  Issues:	
  	
  For	
  all	
  operational	
  “what-­‐ifs.”	
  
	
   	
  



Appendix	
  F	
  -­‐	
  Notes	
  from	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  Member	
  Focus	
  Group	
  Discussions	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Notes	
  from	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  Member	
  Focus	
  Group	
  

November	
  4,	
  2013	
  
Home	
  of	
  Rebecca	
  Powers	
  

	
  
Attendees	
  
Patricia	
  Burgess	
  
Phylis	
  Donelson	
  
Debbie	
  Dupin	
  
Sherrie	
  Frachtman	
  
Debbie	
  Johnson	
  
Dawn	
  Skinner	
  
Colleen	
  Tulloh	
  
	
  
GIC	
  Team:	
  	
  Lisa	
  Fielder,	
  Rebecca	
  Powers,	
  Sarah	
  Swords,	
  Kay	
  Wilemon	
  
	
  
Philosophical	
  issues:	
  

• Risk:	
  	
  i.e.	
  funding	
  a	
  start-­‐up	
  organization	
  is	
  scary	
  vs.	
  funding	
  a	
  start-­‐up	
  idea	
  in	
  an	
  existing	
  
nonprofit	
  

• Relationships	
  with	
  constituents:	
  	
  will	
  this	
  jeopardize	
  relationships	
  with	
  members	
  and	
  
nonprofit	
  community?	
  

• Funding	
  reserves:	
  	
  not	
  a	
  popular	
  notion	
  with	
  our	
  members	
  
• Oversight	
  of	
  an	
  operations	
  grant:	
  	
  trusting	
  a	
  non-­‐profit	
  to	
  spend	
  $$	
  it	
  deems	
  necessary	
  
• Will	
  we	
  lose	
  members?	
  

• Focus	
  group	
  liked:	
  

o Fund	
  a	
  collaboration	
  among	
  non-­‐profits	
  	
  
o Maintenance	
  funding:	
  	
  provide	
  funding	
  for	
  existing	
  programs...not	
  requiring	
  

new	
  program	
  or	
  expansion	
  of	
  current	
  program	
  	
  
o Funding	
  infrastructure	
  growth	
  (i.e.	
  helping	
  an	
  agency	
  grow	
  by	
  funding	
  

infrastructure	
  enhancements,	
  such	
  as	
  a	
  new	
  position	
  in	
  development	
  or	
  a	
  CFO	
  
that	
  has	
  deep	
  accounting	
  background).	
  	
  Funding	
  “bones”	
  of	
  the	
  agency	
  to	
  
stimulate	
  growth.	
  

Operational	
  issues:	
  

• Must	
  educate	
  and	
  empower	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  members	
  re:	
  	
  innovation	
  
• Where	
  will	
  the	
  grant	
  funds	
  come	
  from?	
  

	
  



Notes	
  from	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  Member	
  Focus	
  Group	
  
	
  

November	
  7,	
  2013	
  
Home	
  of	
  Melissa	
  Gray	
  

	
  
Attendees:	
  
	
  
Betsy	
  Blair	
  
Susan	
  Blount	
  
Cynthia	
  Hoff	
  
Glenda	
  Holmstrom	
  
Joyce	
  Lauck	
  
Dina	
  Mavridis	
  
Suzy	
  Rowley	
  
	
  
GIC	
  Team:	
  	
  Donna	
  Benson-­‐Chan,	
  Lisa	
  Fielder,	
  Melissa	
  Gray,	
  Rebecca	
  Powers	
  
	
  
Philosophical	
  issues:	
  
	
  

• Should	
  we	
  look	
  at	
  current	
  programming	
  grants	
  process	
  and	
  innovate?	
  
• Is	
  a	
  holistic	
  approach	
  that	
  includes	
  programming	
  and	
  innovative	
  grantmaking	
  

preferable?	
  
• How	
  will	
  accountability	
  and	
  measurement	
  of	
  success	
  for	
  innovative	
  grants	
  work?	
  
• Assuming	
  board	
  approves	
  GIC’s	
  high	
  level	
  recommendation,	
  how	
  will	
  members	
  of	
  GIC	
  

implementation	
  team	
  be	
  chosen?	
  
• Should	
  we	
  build	
  on	
  the	
  programs	
  we	
  already	
  have?	
  
• Keep	
  democratic	
  process:	
  	
  one	
  woman	
  =	
  one	
  vote	
  
• Where	
  does	
  the	
  money	
  come	
  from?	
  	
  Does	
  dollar	
  amount	
  for	
  programming	
  grants	
  

change?	
  
	
  
Operational:	
  
	
  

• Member	
  education	
  must	
  be	
  expanded	
  to	
  include	
  innovative	
  grantmaking	
  
• Internal	
  communications	
  must	
  be	
  clear	
  and	
  start	
  asap	
  
• Where	
  does	
  the	
  money	
  come	
  from?	
  	
  Does	
  dollar	
  amount	
  for	
  programming	
  grants	
  

change?	
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Innovation	
  refers	
  to	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  a	
  better	
  and,	
  as	
  a	
  result,	
  novel	
  idea	
  or	
  method,	
  whereas	
  invention	
  refers	
  to	
  
the	
  initial	
  creation	
  of	
  the	
  idea	
  or	
  method	
  itself.	
  
	
  
Innovation	
  refers	
  to	
  the	
  notion	
  of	
  doing	
  something	
  different,	
  whereas	
  improvement	
  refers	
  to	
  doing	
  the	
  
same	
  thing	
  better.	
  

	
  -­‐	
  -­‐	
  -­‐	
  
	
  
At	
  the	
  direction	
  of	
  Impact	
  Austin’s	
  Board	
  of	
  Directors,	
  Rebecca	
  Powers	
  formed	
  a	
  Grants	
  
Innovation	
  Committee	
  in	
  August	
  2013.	
  The	
  committee’s	
  charge	
  was	
  to:	
  
	
  

“Explore	
  innovative	
  grantmaking	
  options	
  that	
  add	
  value	
  to	
  the	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  
member	
  experience	
  and	
  align	
  with	
  the	
  organization’s	
  mission/vision	
  and	
  
values.	
  
	
  

Make	
  recommendations	
  to	
  the	
  board	
  in	
  December	
  [2013].”	
  
	
  
The	
  committee	
  met	
  in	
  September	
  2013	
  to	
  plan	
  its	
  work,	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  following	
  assumptions:	
  

• Impact	
  Austin’s	
  infrastructure	
  and	
  annual	
  budget	
  must	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  support	
  the	
  
committee’s	
  final	
  recommendation(s);	
  

• Impact	
  Austin’s	
  board	
  intends	
  to	
  act	
  on	
  the	
  committee’s	
  recommendation(s);	
  
• Planning,	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  committee’s	
  recommendation(s),	
  will	
  begin	
  January	
  2014;	
  
• Implementation	
  of	
  recommendation(s)	
  will	
  begin	
  FY	
  2015;	
  and	
  
• Impact	
  Austin	
  will	
  have	
  500	
  members	
  in	
  FY	
  2015.	
  

	
  
In	
  fulfillment	
  of	
  this	
  assignment,	
  the	
  committee	
  performed	
  the	
  following	
  actions	
  over	
  the	
  next	
  
two	
  months:	
  

• Researched	
  emerging	
  trends	
  in	
  philanthropy;	
  
• Developed	
  questions	
  for	
  focus	
  group	
  discussions	
  and	
  subsequent	
  analysis;	
  
• Convened	
  and	
  facilitated	
  discussions	
  of	
  four	
  focus	
  groups:	
  

o One	
  group	
  of	
  former	
  community	
  partners;	
  
o One	
  group	
  of	
  former	
  grant	
  applicants	
  who	
  were	
  not	
  selected	
  for	
  funding;	
  
o Two	
  groups	
  of	
  currently-­‐active	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  members;	
  and	
  

• Reviewed	
  results	
  of	
  FY	
  2012	
  and	
  FY	
  2013	
  member	
  surveys.	
  



	
  
Based	
  upon	
  a	
  full	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  committee’s	
  research,	
  focus	
  group	
  outcomes,	
  member	
  surveys,	
  
and	
  subsequent	
  discussions,	
  we	
  are	
  pleased	
  to	
  make	
  the	
  following	
  recommendations	
  to	
  the	
  
board:	
  
	
  
Central	
  Texas	
  non-­‐profits	
  exhibit	
  clear	
  needs	
  for	
  three	
  broad	
  categories	
  of	
  grants:	
  1)	
  smaller,	
  
easily-­‐managed	
  programmatic	
  grants	
  for	
  new	
  and	
  emerging	
  organizations;	
  2)	
  partially-­‐
unrestricted	
  grants	
  for	
  growing	
  organizations	
  that	
  have	
  specific,	
  non-­‐program	
  needs;	
  and	
  3)	
  
large	
  operating	
  grants	
  for	
  established	
  organizations	
  that	
  serve	
  critical	
  needs	
  in	
  the	
  community	
  
and	
  have	
  demonstrated	
  responsibility	
  in	
  managing	
  sizeable	
  grants.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
Vision	
  for	
  FY	
  2017	
  

Impact	
  Austin	
  will	
  offer	
  three	
  types	
  of	
  grants:	
  
• $25,000	
  -­‐	
  $50,000	
  Programmatic	
  Grants	
  –	
  entrepreneurial	
  in	
  nature,	
  intended	
  

primarily	
  for	
  promising,	
  smaller	
  nonprofits.	
  Use	
  of	
  grant	
  funds	
  will	
  be	
  restricted.	
  
• $70,000	
  -­‐	
  $100,000	
  Capacity-­‐Building	
  Grants	
  –	
  ‘accelerator’	
  grants,	
  intended	
  

primarily	
  for	
  organizations	
  that	
  are	
  poised	
  for	
  growth	
  if	
  a	
  specific	
  need	
  is	
  met	
  (e.g.,	
  
technology,	
  development	
  salaries,	
  etc.).	
  60%	
  –	
  70%	
  of	
  grant	
  funding	
  will	
  be	
  
restricted;	
  the	
  remaining	
  30%	
  -­‐	
  40%	
  will	
  be	
  unrestricted	
  (except	
  for	
  certain	
  specified	
  
prohibitions;	
  see	
  below).	
  



• $150,000	
  -­‐	
  $200,000	
  Operating	
  Grants	
  –	
  for	
  mature	
  organizations	
  (perhaps	
  former	
  
Community	
  Partners).	
  Except	
  for	
  certain	
  specified	
  prohibitions	
  (e.g.	
  fundraising	
  
events,	
  reserve	
  funds,	
  etc.),	
  use	
  of	
  grant	
  funds	
  will	
  be	
  unrestricted.	
  

	
  
Pilot	
  Test	
  in	
  FY	
  2015	
  

The	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  recommends	
  that	
  Impact	
  Austin	
  move	
  towards	
  
fulfillment	
  of	
  the	
  2017	
  vision	
  by	
  offering	
  one	
  new	
  type	
  of	
  grant	
  in	
  FY	
  2015:	
  

• One	
  $50,000	
  Capacity-­‐Building	
  Grant	
  -­‐	
  intended	
  for	
  proven	
  organizations	
  that	
  
are	
  poised	
  to	
  ‘go	
  to	
  the	
  next	
  level’	
  (see	
  above).	
  

• Funding	
  for	
  this	
  grant	
  will	
  be	
  obtained	
  by	
  reducing	
  the	
  five	
  programmatic	
  grants	
  
to	
  $90,000	
  each.	
  	
  The	
  five	
  $90,000	
  programmatic	
  grants	
  will	
  follow	
  the	
  
organization’s	
  current	
  application/review	
  timeline	
  and	
  model.	
  

	
  
Development	
  of	
  Grant	
  Review	
  Process	
  and	
  2015,	
  2016,	
  and	
  2017	
  Plans	
  

The	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  recommends	
  that	
  its	
  charter	
  be	
  revised	
  and	
  extended	
  
to	
  encompass	
  the	
  development	
  and	
  implementation	
  of	
  a	
  new	
  grant	
  review	
  process.	
  This	
  
process	
  will	
  be	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  excellent	
  model	
  currently	
  in	
  use,	
  with	
  incremental	
  
implementation	
  towards	
  the	
  2017	
  vision.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
However,	
  recognizing	
  that	
  Impact	
  Austin’s	
  current	
  Grants	
  Committee	
  is	
  already	
  working	
  
beyond	
  capacity,	
  the	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee	
  will	
  limit	
  its	
  demands	
  on	
  their	
  time.	
  
By	
  seeking	
  their	
  guidance	
  as	
  ad	
  hoc	
  advisors,	
  we	
  will	
  respectfully	
  draw	
  upon	
  their	
  
experience	
  and	
  expertise	
  without	
  exploiting	
  their	
  very	
  limited	
  availability.	
  	
  

	
  
-­‐	
  -­‐	
  -­‐	
  

	
  
A	
  full	
  and	
  final	
  report	
  of	
  the	
  Grants	
  Innovation	
  Committee’s	
  activities,	
  outcomes,	
  and	
  
recommendations	
  will	
  be	
  delivered	
  to	
  Impact	
  Austin’s	
  Board	
  of	
  Directors	
  on	
  January	
  14,	
  2014.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  


