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Process
 1.  First we discussed and made some general decisions around structure:
· Not to be a matching gift-- too burdensome for nonprofit at this time of year and for small amount of $ 
· Not to be employee matching--the $1,000 should just be given as reflection of Blueprint as an organization's commitment to philanthropy 
· Client relationships - it was OK if grantee was a current, past or potential client 
· Grant could be to operating costs, endowment, or program—we would give the money to a strong organization and not be concerned whether it would be used for program or operations.  
· Geography did not need to be split between SF and Seattle, mission would drive decision  
· One lump sum for most leverage 
· Not limited to a 501c3 
· We would not require reporting or tangible, hard outcomes as a prerequisite, but the organization’s history of accomplishment would be taken into consideration. We were looking for evidence of strong organizations with clear missions which their programming effectively addressed.
· Issue/subject should be aligned with Blueprint's work.  
2.  Then we came up with 4 criteria that we thought were in line with Blueprint's values and mission as an organization, and well as our staff values:
· Philanthropic impact 
· Diversity/culturally competent flavor 
· Leveraging potential --money or opportunities 
· Impact potential relative to amount to be given
3.  Then we tossed around categories that seemed to align with Blueprint's values and mission:
· Philanthropic-related organization 
· Scholarship/fellowship for diverse students to enter philanthropy 
· (Progressive) Political action 
· Targeted nonprofit --either to endowment or to very discrete service where $1,000 would directly benefit.
4.  We voted on one area to do some further research about what was out there and voted on the scholarship/fellowship category. We also discussed the options before voting and discussed the vote outcome – there was some consensus building and an effort to make sure that everyone was heard.
5.  We did about two hours of web research and came up with 5 fellowship/ scholarship opportunities relating to philanthropy.

6.  We decided we did not like the fellowship/scholarship options we identified because (1) most would benefit graduate students, who arguably are already a privileged class and (2) the scholarships were already funded.
7.  We revisited some original organizations we liked and reopened the categories for consideration.  We decided on four organizations to research further, based on:
· Direct benefit, maximum impact for small amount of money (Global Green Grants) 
· Philanthropic systems change work (Changemakers) 
· Bringing grassroots leaders into philanthropy (Tides fellowship) 
· Political action (Rockridge Institute.)

8.  Using a mix of “dot voting” and discussion/consensus building, the group chose Changemakers.  
Reflections from the Group

- We felt like we had a donor intent issue on our hands—(what would be most in line with Blueprint’s mission and what we felt our colleagues would support & value).
- At one point one of us said something to the effect of “I want my money to…”  
- Concern about how a small amount of money ($1000) would make a difference.
- Tension between knowing that aggregating the money with other dollars would be strategic and wanting to “see” the benefit of this $1,000, which pushes decisions away from aggregation (like foundations carving out turf in a community, rather than working together).
- Tension between wanting to give the $ to a specific nonprofit with a concrete need that the $ could fill (like a new computer) and wanting to contribute to addressing larger systemic issues. 
- Recognized that giving $ to an organization is potentially the beginning of a relationship with them (which adds a layer of responsibility on to decision) This is a different point than the client relationship building point.
- Difficulty in making a choice between good options– if we are going to fund X, that means we are not going to fund Y.
- Determining the most appropriate way to make decisions (vote, consensus, compromise) seems similar to what a family foundation board might through.

- Just how much time planning and creating systems is justified for $1,000?  Which begs the questions:  How do your philanthropic investment strategies change when you have such a small amount of money?  Do they?  Should they? 

WHO WE CHOSE

Changemakers is a national public foundation that models and supports community-based social change philanthropy. They work within the philanthropic sector to shift WHERE money is directed--to address root causes of social and environmental problems--and HOW it is given, urging individual donors and philanthropic organizations to become more accountable, strategic, inclusive, collaborative, democratic and creative.
WHY WE CHOSE THEM

· As a philanthropic entity, Changemakers is attractive in that they work at multiple levels of the philanthropic system--directing $ to local communities, providing outreach and advocacy, and offering effective donor education and leadership. As a values-based organizations, their commitment to social change and social justice resonates with the values of BRD staff.

· Focuses on communities that have not been served by the field of philanthropy. Most of these are ethnically-based and/or communities of color. Substantially all are economically disadvantaged.
· Changemakers grantmaking dollars are focused on strengthening the field of community based philanthropy. Plus, their donor education work is far more than events and seminars. Changemakers offers high impact leadership training to donor activists so that they have the tools to become advocates and champions in raising money in support of progressive causes in their communities. 
· Changemakers' stated commitment to helping philanthropy become more "accountable, strategic, inclusive, collaborative, democratic, and creative" is very much aligned with our values (not to mention the language in LB's book!)
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