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The Rockefeller Brothers Fund
New York City Program

New York City has always been home to the Rockefeller Brothers Fund,
and local giving has always been an important part of the F'und’s philan-
thropic program. The five Rockefeller brothers—who established the Fund
in 1940 and were joined by their sister in serving as its first trustees—grew
up on West 54th Street, in the heart of Manhattan. New York City, then,
provided their first professional and cultural home. When they started
the Fund for the purpose of coordinating their philanthropic interests,
they envisioned it as an organization that would act as an individual
citizen responsible to a community. And while the brothers and their
sister applied the concept of community nationally and internationally,
in the most immediate sense their community, and the Fund’s, was New

York City.

A large proportion of the grants made during the Fund’s first years went
to support the general operating expenses of local cultural and social service
organizations and local parishes. These annual grants to organizations of
city-wide scope constituted the Fund’s “‘recurring citizenship program.”’
In the 1940s, New York City citizenship grants supported such groups as
the Community Council of Greater New York, the Legal Aid Society, the
United Hospital Fund of New York, the Urban League, the Community
Service Society, and regional councils of YMCAs, YWCAs, Boy Scouts,
and Girl Scouts.

By the end of the decade, the postwar period had wrought fundamental
changes in New York City and in the needs of its citizens and their institu-
tions. In 1951, a gift of $58 million from John D. Rockefeller, Jr. gave the
Fund the capacity not only to increase local giving, but also to add specific
project support—some of it experimental-—to regular general budgetary
grants. These added grants included projects in social services and for the
purpose of developing a more sophisticated understanding of the
metropolitan complex and assessing its current and future needs in a
varlety of areas.

The turmoil of the 1960s in New York City required a more swift and flexi-
ble response from local philanthropy. Thanks in large part to a bequest of
approximately $65 million from John D. Rockefeller, Jr., in 1960, the
RBF was able to react quickly to a series of crises in 1968. At that time,
trustees waived the policy of supporting only those agencies that had a



city-wide effect in order to assist discrete, deprived sections of New York.
One new entry point was support for the arts, as many local groups from
all areas of the city poured their energies into street theaters, festivals,
music, painting, and dance.

1971 marked an mmportant change in the Fund’s policy of giving in New
York City. Based on the experience of the preceding several years, trustees
concluded that the Fund should curtail its recurring citizenship grants in
order to concentrate on a few, interrelated critical problems.

At this point, the New York City program shifted from an emphasis on the
city’s institutions to an emphasis on the city itself. The philanthropic
challenge thus became how first to identify and then to address the city’s
important needs through existing or new organizations.

In 1972, New York City was viewed by many as ‘‘a paradox of poverty
amidst plenty.”” Serious economic, demographic, and governmental im-
balances contributed to dysfunctions in the city, marring its attraction as
a place to live and work. On one hand, the ongoing transition from blue-
collar to white-collar employment opportunities was expected to ac-
celerate through the 1970s and 1980s, partially in response to an antici-
pated increase in office space available for national headquarters opera-
tions. On the other hand, two decades of ‘‘suburbanization’” had
markedly altered the character of the metropolitan workforce. The white
population, especially the 25-44 age group, had dropped sharply, leaving
by 1970 a minority population of over 30 percent that had not, in general,
received the education or training to be prepared for the growing number
of white-collar jobs. The resulting employment situation was described
as ‘‘a cruel mismatch between jobs and people in New York.”” The same
demographic trend contributed to a growth in the number of New York
City residents caught in the ‘‘poverty cycle’” of poor education,
underemployment, and lack of opportunity, greatly straining the city’s
ability to meet the demand for housing, education, services, and welfare.

The situation was exacerbated by fiscal difficulties of the City of New
York. Expenditures were growing at a rate two to three times that of
revenues; the tax base was eroding, and state and federal aid was slowing.
It was clear that the city needed to improve its ability to render services
with the dollars on hand, and to gain control of its major spiralling costs.

In the belief that balanced, coordinated patterns of development could
best contribute to minimizing both current and future problems in New
York City, in 1972 the RBF began to concentrate New York City program
resources on housing and community development, public education,
social welfare, and cultural affairs.



For example, during the period of the early 1970s, the Fund made grants
to the Settlement Housing Fund to help low- and moderate-income
tenants become cooperative building owners, to the Cooperative Exten-
sion Service of Cornell University to help maintain new and redeveloped
housing, and to the City Planning Department Fund to help a west side
Manhattan neighborhood withstand the pressures of encroaching com-
mercial development.

In education, the Fund aimed to increase expertise in teaching, to help
parents, foundations, and public and private agencies improve the school
system, and to encourage coordination among assistance agencies
through grants to organizations such as the Institute of Educational
Development and the Public Education Association.

The RBF began moving toward its broad goal of increasing efficiency and
coordination among social service agencies by sponsoring such groups as
United Neighborhood Houses to set up a cooperative program planning
and development unit among settlement houses in several areas of the
city, the Day Care Council of New York to decrease fragmentation among
daycare programs, and the Community Council of Greater New York to
establish a clearinghouse on social welfare.

Recognizing the contribution that cultural programs and institutions
make to the vitality of the city, the RBF made grants to service organi-
zation, such as the Theatre Development Fund and Opportunity
Resources for the Performing Arts. Grants intended to strengthen the
arts and education went to the Museums Collaborative, to major institu-
tions such as the City Center of Music and Drama, and to community arts
groups such as the Studio Museum in Harlem.

The Fund also acknowledged the importance to the city of major private
institutions by initiating a series of two- to three-year grants to institu-
tions having a broad impact within areas of traditional Fund involve-
ment: population growth and distribution, conservation, equal oppor-
tunity, education, and quality of life, including religion, ethics, and the
arts. The Pratt Institute, St. Mark’s Church in-the-Bowery, the
Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center, the Lenox Hill Neighbor-
hood Association, the Riverside Church, Rockefeller University, and the
Fresh Air Fund were among the recipients during the 1970s.

New York City ended its 1974-75 fiscal year in an unprecedented financial
crisis; cash and credit were exhausted and there was an accumulated
deficit of nearly $2.8 billion. While the difficulty arose from a number of
problems, long and short term, social and political, it was generally
recognized that to survive New York needed, among other changes, to
develop long-range plans involving the redesign of service dehivery, with



an Increased reliance on private sector participation and an emphasis on
job retention and creation.

The decline in jobs during the years 1969-1975 had diminished employ-
ment gains made during the 1960s. The negative impact of the city’s
financial situation and the resulting possibility of increased taxes caused
apprehension that employers would abandon New York, thereby ending
its historic position as a central point of entry for racial and ethnic groups
seeking new economic opportunities.

While continuing to work in the areas of housing, public education, social
services, and culture and the arts, the RBF began in 1976 to look for
opportunities to support private and governmental responses to the city’s
fiscal problems. As part of the private sector, the Fund saw its initial role
as one of monitoring projects already underway and developing recom-
mendations for new efforts.

For example, in 1976, the Fund provided initial funding to create the
Educational Priorities Panel, which brought together a diverse group of
parents, civic, and educational organizations to monitor and suggest
alternatives to New York City school budget revisions stemming from the
1975 fiscal squeeze. Pointing to cutbacks in instructional time and special
subjects in public schools, and increases in administrative spending and
non-instructional costs, EPP members took action on the grounds that
the success of an educational system depends not only on the number of
dollars available, but also on how and where they are spent. From 1976 to
1979, EPP succeeded in making available $130.6 million in additional
funds for classroom instruction, through reallocations and savings.

The RBF made periodic contributions, during the second half of the
1970s, to the New York Interface Development Project, which was
organized in 1975 for the purpose of bringing the talents and resources of
New York’s university community to bear on public service problems
within the city. Interface served as a kind of ‘‘portable think tank’” in a
wide range of fields, beginning with cultural activities, police operations,
economic development, education, and health services. The Fund sup-
ported Interface’s efforts in 1978 to eliminate duplication in the efforts of
third-sector organizations to assist public education in New York City,
and in 1979 to increase coordination among employment training, public
education, and economic development agencies. A 1981 RBF grant sup-
ported Interface’s Industrial Retention Project to secure and expand the
city’s base of manufacturing and industrial jobs.

Beginning in 1977, the Fund made a series of grants to the Nova Institute
to assist citizen efforts to improve New York City government, especially
at the community level, by providing community boards with informa-



tion about city activities that affected their districts. The Fund also sup-
ported Nova’s study of the impact of local regulations on maintaining
business in and attracting new business to New York.

In 1978, the Fund supported the start-up of the Private Industry Council,
designed to attract over $15 million in federal funds for training and plac-
ing workers in private-industry jobs. In the area of city government plan-
ning, RBF grants to the New School for Social Research and Columbia
University supported a study group on municipal priorities that
generated new perspectives on New York’s annual budget and success-
fully shared them with city and state leaders.

In addition to its grants for city-wide planning, the Fund identified
specific parts of the city in need of improvement, such as 42nd Street.
Joining with several other foundations in a major effort to reverse the
deterioration of this Manhattan thoroughfare, which had become as famous
for drug traffic, pornography, and prostitution as for legitimate theater,
the RBF concentrated on three areas: 1) the westerly end of 42nd Street,
which was the focus of projects of the 42nd Street Redevelopment Corpo-
ration; 2) the area between 7th and 8th Avenues, which was dealt with by
the ““City at 42nd Street’” project; and 3) the Bryant Park/New York
Public Library area from 5th to 6th Avenues, which was addressed by the
work of the Parks Council and the Bryant Park Restoration Corporation.

New York City’s fiscal condition had improved by 1980, though long-
term budget balancing remained a challenge. Employment, which had
fallen 13 percent between 1968 and 1978 in New York City (compared to a
15 percent expansion nationwide), continued to be a significant problem,
especlally in the boroughs outside of Manhattan. Economic projections
foresaw slow growth in the metropolitan area. Believing that a strong
economy 1s the root from which New York City has flourished as
America’s leading business, cultural, and social center, the RBF trustees
revised the New York City program in 1981 around the theme of
economic development. Attention shifted from several areas where the
Fund had been active for a decade or more, including housing and certain
aspects of public education, social services, and arts and culture, to new
goals related directly to the city’s economic health. The 1981 program
aimed to help New York to: function as an effective and accountable
municipality, retain and attract business, enable its residents to become
productive citizens, and continue as a center of cultural preeminence.

The RBF supported more than 45 New York City institutions, organiza-
tions, and projects in 1981. Grants intended to develop a skilled work
force and to increase employment among the city’s youth went to the New
York City Partnership on Youth Employment (a program of the Economic
Development Council of New York City) and to the Fund for the City of
New York, Inc.: Corporation for Youth Energy Corps.



The RBF has become increasingly concerned, in recent years, for the
long-term financial health and self-sufficiency of nonprofit organiza-
tions, in the face of rapidly rising costs and decreasing funding from all
sources. Several New York City program grants reflect this concern, par-
ticularly the New York Interface Development Project’s study of income-
producing ventures feasible for nonprofit organizations. The study led to
the establishment of New Ventures, Inc., a service for nonprofit organi-
zations seeking appropriate profit-making entrepreneurial activities.
Other grants intended to help develop a secure institutional financial
base went to the Brooklyn Academy of Music’s Local Development Cor-
poration and to 42nd Street Theatre Row.

During 1981, the RBF continued to encourage stable patterns of develop-
ment within the city by supporting a variety of projects designed to
strengthen neighborhood groups, plan for the zoning and development of
Manhattan’s midtown, analyze the city’s annual budget, improve the
mass transit system, and strengthen industry and small businesses in
New York.

Gifts for the purpose of enhancing the creative living environment for
New York City residents went to the Municipal Art Society of New York to
develop citizen awareness of the city’s physical attributes through pro-
grams at the Urban Issues Center, to the Northside Center for Child
Development, a Harlem clinic for emotionally disturbed children, and
toward the expansion of the volunteer division of the Legal Aid Society.

Also 1n 1981, grants were made to major institutions with which the Fund
has long been associated: the Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts, the
Museum of Modern Art, and the Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer
Center. A gift to the Bryant Park Restoration Corporation supported the
effort to reclaim for the public the grounds surrounding the New York
Public Library at 42nd Street.

For the past 40 years, the Rockefeller Brothers Fund has acted as a citizen
of New York City through a series of grants that has evolved as the Fund
has matured and the city changed. What began as a relatively simple pro-
gram of across-the-board philanthropy in 1940 had grown, by the 1960s,
both larger and more complex. As New York has become an increasingly
complicated place to maintain, to govern, and to live in, the Fund has
attempted to refine and direct its philanthropic program in order to re-
spond to the city’s needs as directly and specifically as possible.
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The Rockefeller Brothers Fund
and Its Program

The RBF was founded in 1940 as a vehicle through which the five sons
and daughter of John D. Rockefeller, Jr., could share a source of advice
and research on charitable activities and combine some of their philan-
thropies to better effect. John D. Rockefeller, Jr., made a substantial gift
to the Fund in 1951, and in 1960 the Fund received a major bequest from
his estate. Together, these constitute the basic endowments of the Fund.

In the last four years, the Fund has made several gifts from capital (see the
RBF Annual Report for 1978), which have so far reduced the principal
endowment by over $74 million. The assets of the RBF at the end of 1981
were $148,084,544 and its 183 payments during the year amounted to
$26,608,206, including approximately $16 million in gifts from
principal. Since 1940, the RBF has disbursed a total of $289,552,491 in
grants.

The Fund makes grants in three program areas—national, New York City,
and international—under policy guidelines established by the board of
trustees.

The National Program
Total expenditures in 1981: $15,110,906 (71 payments)

Domestic Development Finance. Emphasis: support of efforts to focus
public and private investment on critical national needs. Special atten-
tion 1s given to forums, research, and other public information activities
designed to insure broad public debate, and to private sector implemen-
tation of public policy objectives 1n this field.

Producing and Conserving Basic Resources:

Preserving America’s Farmland. Emphasis: efforts to reduce
the loss of prime agricultural land and to preserve this vital na-
tional resource. The Fund will support projects that inform
and educate both the general public and decision-makers in
the public and private sectors on governmental and economic
issues that promote farming opportunity and the retention of
land for agricultural use.
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Conserving America’s Water. Emphasis: efforts to spread
the implementation of innovative water management that em-
phasizes resource recovery systems; also national policy
research projects, and water policy activities of conservation-
oriented research and advocacy groups.

Employment Policy and Job Development. Emphasis: strengthening
private-sector remedies to unemployment through local economic
development training and other economic development activities.

The Wellbeing of the Private, Nonprofit Sector. Emphasis: projects
that affirm for the public, government officials, and corporate leaders
the unique, dynamic, and constructive qualities that the nonprofit sector
brings to society. The Fund is especially interested in ways to encourage
increased personal and corporate giving in the United States, and in ways
to broaden the sources of support for private, nonprofit organizations.

Other Critical Issues. In keeping with the diverse interests of the trustees
of the RBF, grants are made to projects that further the three broad objec-
tives of the Fund: (1) to improve and make more responsive democratic
institutions and systems; (2) to enhance American enterprise as one of the
best means for fulfilling basic human needs; and (3) to encourage cultural
pluralism and opportunity and make possible the full expression of the
individual.

The New York City Program

Total expenditures in 1981: $9,889,800 (50 payments). The emphasis of
the New York City program 1s on economic development in New York
City. Specifically, the Fund seeks selected opportunities in the four fields
described below.

Governmental Efficiency. To help the city function as an accountable
municipality. Emphasis: projects that provide objective evaluative
analysis and long-range perspective for the city government’s fiscal plan-
ning process, and that demonstrate a built-in capacity for informing
policy decisions in government programs.

Economic Growth and Stabilization. To help the city retain and attract
business. Emphasis: research and action programs related to doing
business in New York City. Special attention will be given to technical
assistance projects that help local development groups coordinate public
and private resources.

Employment and Skill Development. To help the city enable its resi-
dents to become more productive citizens. Emphasis: projects that bring



the city and the business community together and that integrate educa-
tion, social services, and job-training to upgrade skills and employability.

Creative Living Environment. To help the city continue as a center of
cultural preeminence. Emphasis: improved financial management and
the development of carned income for cultural institutions; strengthening
partnerships between nonprofit and public agencies delivering essential
human services; improved management of and assistance to mergers of
human service agencies that will result in more efficient use of resources.

The International Program

Total expenditures in 1981: $1,607,500 (62 payments). Grants here are
directed at three objectives—improved international cooperation, con-
servation efforts through eco-development, and enhancement of human
dignity, individual liberties, and the law.

International Cooperation. Emphasis: relations between the People’s
Republic of China and the United States and multilateral relations in the
Pacific Community. The Fund tries to nurture creative efforts to increase
understanding between the PRC and the United States and harmony
within the Pacific Community through projects that facilitate analysis
and discussion of issues of common concern, as well as through exchanges
of people and translation of foreign-language material for broader
distribution.

Eco-Development. Geographical focus: the wider Caribbean area, in-
cluding the islands of the Greater and Lesser Antilles and the coastal
countries of Central America, Mexico, and Colombia. The Fund’s aim is
to draw together conservation and the use and management of land and
marine resources through projects in planning, training, education, and
regional cooperation and through experimental ventures. Particular
attention is given to self-help programs in the Caribbean that demon-
strate wise use of natural resources and generate employment.

Human Dignity, Individual Liberties and the Law. Emphasis: legal
protection of human dignity and individual liberties. For example, Fund
grants have encouraged the legal profession in the United States and
other countries to become more actively involved in the protection of civil
and political liberties and the promotion of economic and social rights.

The Rockefeller Brothers Fund Awards in Arts Education
In 1981 the Fund began the first cycle in what is intended to be a five-year

series of annual awards to public elementary and secondary schools with
outstanding programs in arts education. Awards go to schools whose
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arts programs are marked by high quality and significant achievement,
worthy of national recognition and emulation. Through the awards pro-
gram, the Fund hopes to enhance the quality and quantity of students’
engagement with the arts by encouraging schools to sustain and expand
outstanding programs, and by making these programs widely known.
The first awards were announced in February of 1982. Application infor-
mation is available in a separate brochure which is available from:

Loonna Jones, Director

Rockefeller Brothers Fund Awards in Arts Education
1290 Avenue of the Americas

New York, New York 10104

How to apply for a grant

To qualify for a grant from RBF, as from most other foundations, a pros-
pective grantee must be either a tax-exempt organization or an organiza-
tion seeking support for a project that would qualify as tax-exempt. A
grantee must also be engaged in work that fits generally within one of the
three areas of program activity outlined here.

Proposals to the RBF should include a complete description of the purpose of
the project or organization, the background and the research that have
led to the development of the proposal, the methods by which the project
1s to be carried out, the qualifications and experience of the project’s or
organization’s principal staff members, a list of those who serve as board
members or advisers to the project, and a carefully prepared realistic
budget. Attached to each proposal must be a copy of the organization’s
tax exemption notice and classification from the Internal Revenue
Service, dated after 1969, and a copy of its most recent financial state-
ment, preferably audited. Proposals from former grantees of the Fund
will be considered only after earlier grants have been evaluated and
grantees have submitted necessary reports of expenditures of those
grants. Proposals should be addressed to:

Benjamin R. Shute, Jr., Secretary
Rockefeller Brothers Fund

1290 Avenue of the Americas
New York, New York 10104

Although the RBF has made substantial gifts to organizations and pro-
grams in which it has considerable interest, most grants run between

$10,000 and $75,000, the average between $25,000 and $35,000.
It should be noted that the Fund does not make grants to individuals, nor

does it, as a general rule, support research, graduate study, or the writing
of books or dissertations by individuals.
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Grant procedure

Each proposal to the RBF is reviewed by one or more members of the
staff, who try to be prompt in notifying applicants if their proposals do not
fit the current program guidelines or budgetary restraints. If a project is
taken up for grant consideration, staff members may ask for further
information and almost certainly for a meeting with the principal
organizers of the project. Grants are awarded by the trustees, who meet
regularly throughout the year.

Fund grantees are required to submit financial and narrative reports at
specified intervals and at the end of each grant period. In addition, RBF
staff members are expected to follow projects along throughout the life of
the grant and to evaluate the project at the end of the period. The evalua-
tions become part of the Fund’s permanent records.



Grants and Contributions Paid or Approved
for Future Payment During the Year

NATIONAL PROGRAM: Domestic Development Finance
($195,000—Paid)

Total Paid in Payment in Unpaid
Recipient and Purpose Appropriation Previous Years 1981 Balance
American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research
Washington, D.C.
Toward the Institute’s Urban Revitalization Policy Project which will help
redesign federal economic development programs to complement the tax in-
centive approach stimulating economic development in distressed urban
communities. 40,000 $ $ 40,000
National Rural Center, The
Washington, D.C.
Toward the current operating expenses of the Center whose primary pur-
pose is to provide reliable information and analysis about the impact on
rural areas of existing and proposed federal policies and programs. 50,000 50,000
Northeast Economic Action Research Corporation
Boston, Massachuselts
Toward an evaluation and training program to improve the effectiveness
and efficiency of federal credit programs in meeting the needs of businesses
and economic development projects in the Northeast. 150,000* 75,000 75,000
Princeton University, Trustees of
Princeton, New Jersey
Toward projects of the Princeton Urban and Regional Research Center, in-
cluding a case study evaluation of the cumulative impact of federal grants-
in-aid in 12 major American cities, an updated review of revenue sharing,
and a comparative analysis of economic development policies and programs
in four Western Nations (the United States, Great Britain, West Germany,
and France). 65,000 65,000
Vermont, State of, Department of Agriculture
Montpelier, Vermont
Toward an intensive production and marketing assistance project to im-
prove existing techniques and business planning for fruit and vegetable
farmers. 40,000 40,000
NATIONAL PROGRAM: Farmland Preservation
($875,000—Paid)
American Farmland Trust
Washington, D.C.
For general budgetary support of this newly-created national organization
which aims to demonstrate techniques of farmland preservation through
open market intervention and policy research. 350,000 350,000
American Land Forum, The
Washington, D.C.
For the Forum’s policy research and publications program in agricultural
land preservation. 60,000 60,000

*Appropriation made prior Lo 1981 18



Total Pard in Payment in Unpard
Recipient and Purpose Appropriation Previous Years 1981 Balance
Land Conservation Trust, The
Beverly, Massachusetts
Toward the general budgetary expenses of this Massachusetts organization
which attempts to intervene in the open market to preserve farmland in
agricultural production. $ 60,000 $ $ 60,000 $
National Association of State Departments of Agriculture
Research Foundation
Washington, D.C.
Toward the support of the foundation’s special Farmland Preservation Task
Force which aims to review and analyze the work of the National
Agricultural Lands Study and to help implement the Study’s recommenda-
tions at the state level. 130,000 130,000
National Center for Policy Alternatives
Washington, D.C.
Toward the joint project of the Center’s agricultural clearinghouse and the
American Farmland Trust which tracks agricultural policy development in
all 50 states and several localities, makes this information available to
legislators and local officials, and sponsors conferences and workshops on
state and local policies that preserve American agricultural land and pro-
mote farming opportunities. 70,000 70,000
New England Regional Commission
Boston, Massachusetts
Toward the Commission’s project to demonstrate that modern methods of
sheep production provide a profitable way to maintain small acreages of
farmland in New England. 75,000 75,000
Oregon Land Use Project
Portland, Oregon
Toward the activities of this citizens advocacy organization which provides
technical and legal assistance to the Land Conservation and Development
Commission, a state agency created in 1973 to protect coastal areas, forests,
agricultural land, and other natural resource areas of importance to
Oregon’s economy. 55,000 55,000
Southern Development Foundation
Lafayette, Louisiana
For general budgetary support of the Foundation’s program of technical,
managerial, and financial assistance to agricultural cooperatives in the
South and toward its work in organizing the Southern Rural Policy Congress. 75,000* 25,000 50,000(D)
Winrock International Livestock Research and Training Center, Inc.
Mornlton, Arkansas
Toward an agricultural planning project designed to help the state of Alaska
save its best farmland and reduce its dependence on imported food through
the development of a stronger agricultural production capacity. 75,000 75,000
NATIONAL PROGRAM: Employment Policy and Job Development
($340,000—Paid)
Corporation for Public-Private Ventures, Inc.
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Toward the establishment of a national intern and fellowship program in the
area of economic development and job creation. 450,000* 250,000 200,000

*Appropriation made prior lo 1981
(1) Rescinded and redesignated to the Rural Coalition 19



Total Pard in Payment in Unpaid
Recipient and Purpose Appropriation Previous Years 1981 Balance
National Committee for Full Employment
Washington, D.C.
Toward the initiation of ‘‘jobs in energy’’ demonstration weatherization
projects in seven cities; also toward the operation of a national clearing-
house and technical assistance center for communities, towns, and cities
that want to start job-generating energy projects. $ 75,000 $ $ 75,000 $
National Development Council
Washington, D.C.
Toward the Local Economic Development Training Program of the Coun-
cil, an organization that promotes urban and neighborhood economic
development through the provision of technical and management assistance
to businesses and local development projects that create jobs and business
growth in high unemployment areas. 65,000 65,000
NATIONAL PROGRAM: The Wellbeing of the Private,
Nonprofit Sector ($153,975—Paid)
Center for Policy Research, Inc.
New York, New York
Toward the preparation of a survey report, ‘‘Enterprise in the Nonprofit
Sector,”” which will include an overview of nonprofit institutions engaged in
enterprise, a discussion of related issues and problems, and suggested ways
in which nonprofits could determine their own potential entrepreneurial
‘‘assets’’. 48,600 48,600
Council on Foundations, Inc.
Washington, D.C.
Toward the Fund’s membership in the Council for 1982. 15,000 12,975 2,025(2)
Foundation Center, The
New York, New York
For general budgetary support of the Center, which collects and dis-
seminates information in the foundation field. 22,500 22,500
Toward the continued budgetary support of the Center. 22,500 22,500
Fund for New Communications Networks, Inc.
New York, New York
Toward the Fund’s publication series ‘‘User Guides to Telecommunica-
tions Resources,”” which will cover such subjects as competitive long dis-
tance telecommunications services and vendors and new office communica-
tions equipment. FNCN was founded to help nonprofit organizations
understand and find ways to take advantage of these technologies through
the development of new applications, public education, and policy research. 30,000 30,000
Independent Sector, The
Washington, D.C.
For the Fund’s membership contribution for 1981 to this new organization
designed to preserve and enhance the American tradition of giving and
volunteering. 5,000 4,900 100(3)
Yale University
New Haven, Connecticut
As a general budgetary contribution towards the Program on Non-Profit
Organizations of the Institution for Social and Policy Studies. 70,000 35,000 35,000

(2) Lapsed
(3) Lapsed 20



NATIONAL PROGRAM: Other Critical Issues
($13,546,931—Paid)

Total Paid in Payment in Unpaid
Recipient and Purpose Appropriation Previous Years 1981 Balance
Archaeological Conservancy, The
Sante Fe, New Mexico
Toward the Conservancy’s permanent revolving fund for acquisition of
important American archaeological sites. $  150,000* $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000
Artisans Cooperative, Inc.
Chaddsford, Pennsylvania
Toward the mail order pilot project of the Cooperative, created to provide a
critically needed link between artisan groups in depressed rural areas and
markets in affluent parts of the country where products can be sold more
profitably. 20,000 20,000
Arts, Education and Americans, Inc., The
New York, New York
For general budgetary support of this organization, which sponsors work-
shops, conferences, and public information programs on art education. 250,000* 119,712 124,931 5,357
Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies
Aspen, Colorado
For general budgetary support of this organization, devoted to thought and
action in areas of contemporary life that will be most affected by the changes
transforming the modern world. 300,000* 225,000 75,000
Center for Community Change
Washington, D.C.
Toward the general program expenses of the Center, which provides
technical assistance on a regular basis to local organizations which operate
businesses, housing projects, medical clinics, and employment, manpower
training, education, and crime control programs. 50,000 50,000
Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, Inc., The
Williamsburg, Virginia
Toward the general purposes of the Foundation, which operates the
Colonial Williamsburg restoration. 4,000,000 2,600,000 1,400,000
Conservation Foundation, Inc., The
Washington, D.C.
Toward the national water policy forum focusing on programs such as
municipal waste treatment plant construction and adequate protection
against groundwater contamination, and toward a report and conference on
soil erosion. 50,000 50,000
Cooperative Assistance Fund
New York, New York
Toward the development campaign of the Cooperative Assistance Fund, a
consortium of foundations providing start-up funding for minority enterprises. 10,000 10,000
Cornell University
lthaca, New York
Toward the Program in Agricultural and Environmental Values of the Col-
lege of Agriculture and the Life Sciences, which focuses on agricultural,
religious, and ethical issues relevant to the environment. 25,000 25,000
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Enterprise Foundation, Inc., The
Columbia, Maryland
Toward the start-up costs of this foundation which will seek to link the real
estate development business with the housing needs of the poor, and thereby
construct a model by which other business enterprises might be encouraged
to work directly for social purposes. $ 150,000 $ $ 150,000
Joint Center for Political Studies, Inc., The
Washington, D.C.
Toward the research aspects of the Center’s Voter Law Policy Project. 75,000 75,000
Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund
San Francisco, California
Toward the voter law policy work of MALDEF, founded in 1968 to over-
come discrimination against Mexican-Americans, which conducts a pro-
gram of litigation, legal education, community leadership development,
community education, research, and public policy analysis. 35,000 35,000
National Audubon Society
New York, New York
Toward the establishment of the Society’s new Environmental Policy
Department which assists the general public and policymakers in develop-
ing a more thorough understanding of critical environmental issues that
confront the nation. 75,000 25,000 50,000
National Center for Policy Alternatives
Washington, D.C.
For general budgetary support of the Center’s agricultural policy clearing-
house and toward the clearinghouse’s Family Farm Development Act
monitoring project. 70,000* 55,000 15,000
National Urban League, Inc.
New York, New York
For general budgetary support of the League, which plays a leading role in a
wide variety of concerns relating to black citizens, including housing,
health, employment, and education. 50,000* 30,000 20,000
Toward the League’s Leadership Development Program. 500,000 390,000 110,000
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
New York, New York
Toward the Council’s efforts to protect and improve water quality. 150,000 150,000
Neurosciences Research Foundation, Inc.
Jamaica Plain, Massachusetls
Toward the Foundation’s Neurosciences Institute, which aims to develop
further interdisciplinary approaches to some of the most important basic '
questions about higher brain function. 105,000 35,000 70,000
New Alchemy Institute
Woods Hole, Massachusetts
For general budgetary support and for support of a study of the economic
viability of the Institute’s agricultural bioshelters. 120,000* 110,000 10,000
Toward strengthening the Institute’s efforts to disseminate the results of its
research to a wider public. 35,000 35,000
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New York Institute of Technology
Old Westbury, New York
Toward the fundraising program of the Institute’s College of Osteopathic
Medicine. $ 200,000* $ 125,000 $ 75,0004
Toward the development campaign of the Institute’s New York College of
Osteopathic Medicine. 2,500,000* 225,000 300,000 1,975,000
Northeast-Midwest Institute, The
Washington, D. C.
Toward a series of regional hearings on critical water issues such as the use of
ground water, water quality standards, and responsibility for waste-water
treatment. 65,000 65,000
Toward the Institute’s program of policy research in areas of concern to the
regions it serves, including: tax policies to assist employment and economic
redevelopment; methods to assist American industries threatened by low-
cost imports; administrative procedures to improve the federal govern-
ment’s role in preserving farmland; and the promotion of interregional
dialogue and cooperation. 75,000 75,000
Partners for Livable Places
Washington, D.C.
For general budgetary support of this nonprofit membership corporation of
individuals and organizations working to improve the physical environment
in our nation’s communities. 50,000* 25,000 25,000
Toward the Economics of Amenity Program, a 30-city effort designed to
show that communities that invest in amenities—parks, and open spaces,
well-designed buildings, cultural facilities, historic preservation, and clean
air and water—have their dollars multiplied and returned to them through
new businesses that are attracted, jobs which are created, increased tax
revenues, and a growth in tourism. 150,000 15,000 135,000
Population Council, Inc., The
New York, New York
To assist the Council in sustaining and furthering its objectives. 3,650,000* 2,250,000 1,400,000
A supplemental contribution to assist the Council in sustaining and further-
ing its objectives. 2,600,000* 1,000,000 500,000 1,100,000
Potomac Institute, Inc.
Washington, D.C.
Toward the Institute’s Immigration and Refugee Policy Project. 25,000 25,000
Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Education Fund
New York, New York
For general budgetary support of this organization, which protects and pro-
motes the civil rights of Puerto Ricans and other Spanish-speaking citizens. 100,000* 40,000 30,000 30,000
Rockefeller University, The
New York, New York
Toward the general purposes of this graduate research institution for the
sciences. 15,000,000* 11,250,000 3,750,000
Toward a fund functioning as endowment for the University’s Rockefeller
Archive Center. 1,000,000* 660,000 340,000
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In support of a project on clinical research and advanced clinical training to
be conducted by Memorial Sloan Kettering Cancer Center, New York
Hospital—Cornell Medical Center, and the University. $ 650,000 $ $ 300,000 $ 350,000
As a contribution to support the joint M.D./Ph.D. program sponsored by
the Cornell University Medical College and Rockefeller University. 400,000 200,000 200,000
Toward the capital funds program of the university. 7,500,000 2,500,000 5,000,000
Rural Coalition
Washington, D.C.
As a general budgetary contribution to the Coalition whose long-term mis-
sion is to help formulate and implement national public policies that will
benefit rural America. 50,000 50,000
Sleepy Hollow Restorations, Inc.
Tarrytown, New York
Toward the general purposes of this historical restoration complex in the
lower Hudson River valley. 1,000,000* 625,000 375,000
Toward the principal of the Pocantico Estate Plan. 15,000,000 15,000,000
As a contribution toward its expenses in connection with the development of
the Kykuit Historic Park at Pocantico Hills. 75,000 75,000
Spelman College
Atlanta, Georgia
Toward the College’s Centennial Financial Development Program. 4,200,000* 3,200,000 1,000,000
United Negro College Fund, Inc.
New York, New York
Toward UNCF’s special Capital Resources Development Program. 750,000* 200,000 190,000 360,000
Zen Center
Rochester, New York
Toward the development and long-term planning work in connection with
the establishment of a new training center near Sante Fe, New Mexico,
which will meet the need for an additional Center suited to intensive train-
ing and meditation and able to accommodate a sufficient number of people
to meet the growing demand. 32,000 32,000
Zen Center, A Corporation Sole
San Francisco, California
For general budgetary support of the Center and its effort to translate
Buddhist ideas and sense of community into direct involvement with its own
neighborhood. 50,000* 40,000 10,000
NEW YORK CITY PROGRAM: Governmental Efficiency
($105,000—Paid)
Columbia University in the City of New York, The Trustees of
New York, New York
Toward the interdisciplinary project, under the auspices of Columbia
University and the New School for Social Research, to provide continuing
analyses of New York City’s annual budget. 70,000* 35,000 35,000

*Appropriation made prior lo 1981 24



Total FPaid in Fayment in Unpard
Recipient and Purpose Appropriation Previous Years 1981 Balance
Community Council of Greater New York, Inc.
New York, New York
Toward a research project to address the impact of expected federal govern-
ment budget cuts on the delivery of human services and the quality of life in
New York City and New York State. $ 50,000 $ $ 50,000 $
Federation of Protestant Welfare Agencies, Inc.
New York, New York
For the cost of staff and program activities of the Citizen’s Independent
Committee to Monitor Implementations of the Recommendations of the
Mayor’s Task Force on Foster Care. 20,000 20,000
NEW YORK CITY PROGRAM: Economic Growth and Stabilization
($372,000—Paid)
Brooklyn Academy of Music
New York, New York
Toward the initial cost of the formation of the Brooklyn Academy Local
Development Corporation, an entity which will enable the Academy to take
an active role in projects which will benefit the residential survival, commer-
cial viability, and architectural quality of its neighborhood, and which
promise to diversify the sources of the Academy’s income. 50,000 25,000 25,000
Citizens Committee for New York City
New York, New York
Toward the general budgetary expenses of this group, which serves as a
catalyst to spur self-help activities among neighborhood organizations
through the provision of cash incentives, recognition awards, technical
assistance, organization assistance, and publication of model programs and
manuals. 40,000 25,000 15,000
City Planning Department Fund
New York, New York
Toward the costs of completing the final work on a New York City Planning
Commission Task Force Study on midtown Manhattan planning and
development strategy. The Task Force efforts have included a major re-
vision of the zoning regulations and changes in tax incentive policy, public
investment, and the delivery of city services. 10,000 10,000
Economic Development Council of New York City, Inc.
New York, New York
Toward a joint project with the New York Partnership to assist the
Metropolitan Transportation Authority in revitalizing the City’s mass
transit system. The Partnership Task Force has proposed some 56 projects
that might be helpful in restructuring basic management activities, reassess-
ing labor relations, changing data processing techniques, police coordina-
tion, and maintenance of equipment. 50,000 50,000
42nd Street Local Development Corporation
New York, New York
Toward an emergency revolving reserve fund for the Corporation’s work to
develop the 42nd Street area. 150,000* 50,000 100,000
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42nd Street Theatre Row, Inc.
New York, New York
Toward helping Theatre Row restructure and reorganize its management
and become more financially self-sufficient, thereby aiding in the revitaliza-
tion of West 42nd Street. The project aims to maximize the use of all theatre
and rehearsal space on Theatre Row to make the five theatres and addi-
tional rehearsal spaces available to more performing arts organizations and
to develop new sources of earned income. $ 25,000 $ 25,000
Institute of Public Administration
New York, New York
Toward the costs of an experimental seminar program to help manufactur-
ing firms, hurt by foreign competition, design and implement recovery
plans and strengthen operations. 25,000 25,000
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
New York, New York
Toward the Council’s efforts to speed the improvement of the mass transit
network serving the New York region. 40,000 40,000
New York Chamber of Commerce Educational Foundation, Inc.
New York, New York
Toward a project aimed at the expansion of federal procurement contracts
for small New York City manufacturing firms. 50,000 50,000
New York Interface Development Project, Inc.
New York, New York
Toward a special Industrial Retention Project which aims to increase
coordination among economic development, employment training, and
educational institutions of the city; promote economic growth; establish a
solid data base providing a valuable resource to city and community agen-
cies; and raise public awareness of the importance of industry to the city’s
economy. 62,000 37,000 25,000
Nova Institute, Incorporated, The
New York, New York
Toward the initiation of a project to examine municipal regulations that
have serious cost implications for business activity and employment levels,
and that therefore impede economic development. 45,000 40,000 5,00005)
Pratt Institute
Brooklyn, New York
Toward the Institute’s Center for Community and Environmental
Development, which provides technical assistance to co