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I. Introduction 
 
The Gates Family Foundation celebrated its 70th anniversary in 2016.  Since its creation, the 
Foundation has committed more than $350 million to philanthropic activities. The vast majority of 
these investments have been focused on the people, communities and natural resources of 
Colorado. 
  
The Foundationôs activities are guided by a strategic plan.  The strategic plan identifies the 
Foundationôs core interests, key strategies and tactics, and approach to evaluating the 
effectiveness of its work.  The Foundation generally undertakes a review and update of its 
strategic plan every five to six years.  The last strategic plan was completed in 2011.  That plan 
resulted in fairly substantial changes to the Foundationôs approach and philanthropic model.  
Among the more significant changes: 
 

¶ The scale of the capital grants program was reduced, 
and the program made even more competitive. 

¶ A commitment was made to devote 60% of the 
Foundationôs resources to grant making initiated by the 
Foundation in four priority areas: K-12 Education, 
Natural Resources, Rural Communities, and Urbanism.  
The biggest commitment of resources would be to the 
Education and Natural Resources work. 

¶ The Foundation launched a Program Related 
Investment (PRI) program, providing new tools for 
advancing philanthropic objectives. 

¶ The Foundation made its first true market return, 
mission-aligned investment through its portfolio. 

¶ The Foundation staff has grown in size and in the range of skills and experience available 
to tackle some of the most important community economic, environmental, and social 
challenges facing Colorado. 

¶ The Foundation has become more outcome-oriented, and seeks to track both quantitative 
and qualitative metrics of success more effectively. 

¶ Foundation staff often play more active roles as conveners, leaders, thought partners, and 
change agents.  The Foundation also generally works more collaboratively with a wide 
range of partners in multiple areas. 

¶ The Foundation has sought to enhance the role of its trustees, engaging them more 
directly in the development of underlying strategies in addition to the approval of individual 
grant commitments. 

¶ The Foundation has created internship opportunities for the next generation of family 
members, both on its board and as part of its investment advisory committee. 

¶ The Foundation purchased the landmark Hover Building in downtown Denver and 
relocated its offices there.  The Foundation has used the Hover Building to provide office 
and meeting space to support the work of a large number of community partners and 
grantees. 

 
Probably the single most significant change was the commitment to initiate grant activity in four 
priority areas.  The commitment to this approach grew out of analysis and discussions undertaken 
as part of the development of the 2011 strategic plan.  In that plan, the trustees and staff 
committed to sustaining a focus on four significant, long-term challenges facing the state: 
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1) The challenge of educating all of 
Coloradoôs children ï A significant proportion of 
Colorado children are not achieving the minimum 
level of academic proficiency necessary for 
success later in life.  Coloradoôs public education 
system has struggled to serve children of color 
and from low-income families effectively.  As a 
result, a growing population of children faces 
limited prospects and dramatically reduced 
opportunities to participate in the economic and 
social life of Colorado communities, let alone 
function as global citizens. 
 
2) The challenge of providing responsible stewardship of the stateôs natural resources ï 
Coloradoôs natural resources face challenges due to climate change, significant declines in forest 
health, increased potential for catastrophic wildfires, and significant impacts due to energy 
development and growth of the recreational economy.  Population growth increases pressures on 
natural systems and drives the conversion of more land and water to urban use. 
 
3) The challenge of accommodating more people ï Coloradoôs population is anticipated to 
double within the next 40 years.  The kinds of communities we create to accommodate the needs 
of this much larger population will have profound implications for a variety of aspects of life in 
urban and rural communities throughout the state. 
 
4) The uncertain future of rural communities ï Rural communities and rural culture are an 
essential part of the identity and character of Colorado.  But the future facing rural communities 
is full of challenges.  Many face unprecedented growth pressures, while others are struggling to 
survive. 
 
The Foundation remains committed to focusing a substantial portion of its efforts on these four 
long-term challenges.  The 2016 strategic plan update has provided a chance to confirm the 
commitment to the philanthropic approach embraced in the 2011 plan (a strong commitment to 
initiated grant making in four priority areas; a more focused and more competitive capital grants 
program; increasing use of other tools such as PRI commitments and investments through the 
Foundation portfolio; development of the capacity of Foundation staff; and a more active role in 
leading, convening, and collaborating with partners in key areas). 
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II. 2016 Update Process 
 
The 2016 strategic plan has provided an opportunity to assess what has been learned from the 
Foundationôs experience from 2011 to 2016 operating in this different type of model.  The process 
used to develop the 2016 plan was similar in many respects to development of the 2011 plan.  
The primary difference was the ability to look back at the experience of the last five years with the 
current model.  Elements of the 2016 process included: 
 

¶ A review of Foundation grant making prior to adoption of the 2011 strategic plan 

¶ Internal analysis of grant making between 2011-2016, including internal assessments of 
the impact of Foundation grant making and convening/leadership efforts in priority areas 

¶ Third party feedback from education, natural resources and community development 
partners and grantees (collected through consultants to ensure as much candor as 
possible in responses) 

¶ Analysis of changes in the Colorado context over the last five years 

¶ Analysis of population and demographic, economic, public policy/political, and nonprofit/ 
philanthropic trends and projections in Colorado 

¶ Analysis of changes in financial markets and associated challenges of portfolio 
management and ensuring the long-term sustainability of the Foundation 

¶ Analysis of changes occurring or projected in the Foundationôs core areas of interest ï 
public education, natural resources and urban and rural community development 

¶ Framing of key issues for board consideration 

¶ Review of staff recommendations at the annual board retreat in June of 2016 

¶ Drafting of an updated strategic plan in late summer for board review and refinement in 
September and final approval in December 

¶ Communication of the content of the new plan and updating of the Foundation website in 
the fourth quarter of the year  
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III. 2011-2016 Grant Making Summary 
 
Following adoption of the strategic plan in 2011, the Foundationôs grant program began a process 
of transition.  Between 2011 and 2015, the Foundation shifted from a model where nearly all of 
the its grant resources were committed through a responsive capital grant making process to a 
program with an emphasis on initiated grant making in priority areas and a smaller and more 
competitive capital grants program.  This transition can be seen in the table below: 
 

Category 2011-15 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 
       
Education 8,349,891 150,000 820,000 1,958,500 2,229,247 3,192,144 
Natural Resources 4,737,087 110,000 726,049 937,232 1,283,806 1,600,000 
Rural Communities 1,597,000 0 165,500 621,500 468,000 422,000 
Urbanism 1,457,250 5,000 95,000 105,000 340,750 911,500 
Total Initiated 16,141,228 265,000 1,806,549 3,622,232 4,321,803 6,125,644 
Total Capital 27,697,154 8,358,740 6,417,614 4,982,300 4,639,700 3,298,800 
Total Grants 43,838,382 8,623,740 8,224,163 8,604,532 8,961,503 9,424,444 
       
% Capital Grants 63.2% 97% 78% 58% 52% 36% 
% Initiated Grants 36.8% 3% 22% 42% 48% 64% 

 
Note:  In the table above and the charts and tables that follow in this section, grants labeled Rural 
Communities reflect only those grants made through the Foundationôs initiated grant making 
program focused on community planning, alternative economic futures and urban-rural food 
linkages.  Overall, more than one-third of all of the Foundationôs grant making in Colorado is 
focused on rural communities.  Grants benefitting rural communities and projects exist in every 
category of Foundation activity, not just those grants specifically labeled Rural Communities. 
 

Capital and Initiated Grant Spending (2011-2015)
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The general mix of capital spending across categories has remained fairly constant over many 
years.  In the capital grants program, Education tends to be the largest category of spending.  The 
Well-being of Children, Youth and Families is usually second.  Either Arts and Culture or Parks 
and Recreation is typically the third largest category.   
 
As noted above, the direction defined in the 2011 strategic plan required the scale of the capital 
grants program to decrease by roughly half in order to free up resources to be used in the initiated 
grant making areas.  Capital grant spending and commitments for the years 2011-2015 are shown 
below: 
 
Capital Grant Commitments by Category 2011-
2015 

  

   
Education  5,917,800 (29%) 
Well-being of Children, Youth and Families  4,837,000 (24%) 
Arts and Culture  4,751,000 (23%) 
Parks and Recreation  2,062,000 (10%) 
Natural Resources     974,000 (  5%) 
Community Development and Revitalization     926,214 (  5%) 
Urbanism     570,000 (  3%) 
Rural Communities     255,000 (  1%) 
Total            20,293,014  

 
 

 

 
 

  

Capital Grant Commitments by Category
(2011-2015)
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Arts and Culture (23%) Parks and Recreation (10%)

Natural Resources (5%) Community Development and Revitalization (5%)

Urbanism (3%) Rural Communities (1%)
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Capital Grants Spending by Category 2011-2015  
  
Education 10,036,500 (36%) 
Well-being of Children, Youth and Families   6,447,000 (23%) 
Arts and Culture   5,243,000 (19%) 
Parks and Recreation   2,986,000 (11%) 
Natural Resources   1,014,940 (  4%) 
Community Development and Revitalization      979,714 (  4%) 
Urbanism      600,000 (  2%) 
Rural Communities      330,000 (  1%) 
Total            27,637,154 

 
 

 
 
Other observations regarding the capital grants program during the period 2011-2015: 
 

¶ Total commitments during this period were just over $20 million, indicating success in 
scaling new commitments to fit the current Foundation model where capital grant making 
is approximately 40% of total grant making.  Actual capital grant spending during this 
period was higher at $27.6 million.  The higher spending number reflects the reality of 
paying off larger grants and larger overall commitments of capital made prior to 2011. 

¶ When the top five largest capital grants awarded in each year are reviewed, it is evident 
that much has changed in the capital grants program.  Other than a $1 million commitment 
made early in 2011, the largest capital grant commitments have been in the $250,000 to 
$400,000 range.  There is no longer as much capacity to make capital grant commitments 
of $1 million or more.   

¶ In most of the years since 2011, the top five largest grants by year included grants as 
small as $125,000 to $175,000.  In comparison, for the years 2006-2010 the largest capital 
grant commitments ranged from $600,000 to $1.5 million.   

¶ A slightly different trend is noticeable in the average and median size of capital grants.  In 
the period prior to 2011, the average grant size was $100,000, and the median grant size 
was $50,000.  At present, the average grant size is closer to $62,000 (reflecting fewer very 

Capital Grants Spending by Category
(2011-2015)

Education (36%) Well-being of Children, Youth and Families (23%)

Arts and Culture (19%) Parks and Recreation (11%)

Natural Resources (4%) Community Development and Revitalization (4%)

Urbanism (2%) Rural Communities (1%)
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large grants skewing the average) 
and the median grant size is 
approximately $40,000.  So the 
median (typical) grant has not 
declined much in size.  

¶ The mix of capital grants by category 
of spending is fairly diverse.  No 
single category dominates, but the 
three categories of Education, the 
Well-being of Children, Youth and 
Families (largely social services 
organizations), and Arts and Culture 
collectively represent just over three 
quarters of all the capital grant 
commitments in the last five years. 

¶ In terms of capital grant spending (as opposed to capital grant commitments) over the last 
five years, Education spending is the dominant category.  Education grants paid out were 
the highest amount of any category in four of the five years, and only $75,000 short of 
being the highest in the fifth year.  This pattern reflects the reality of paying off large capital 
commitments made prior to 2011 to two higher education institutions.   
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IV. Foundation Mission, Approach, Values and Governance 
 
Mission 
The mission of the Foundation is to make philanthropic investments statewide that contribute to 
the quality of life in Colorado, create opportunities for youth, and support stewardship of this 
extraordinary place.  In carrying out its mission, the Foundation strives to maintain a long-term 
perspective and to focus on the challenges and opportunities that will have the greatest impact 
over time on the people, communities, and resources of the state. 
 

Approach 
The Foundationôs mission is broad, its scope is statewide, and its primary areas of activity include 
many complex challenges.  The Foundationôs asset base is significant, but any one of the 
Foundationôs areas of interest could easily absorb all of the resources available for distribution in 
any given year.  As a family foundation, the goal is also to balance current expenditures and 
impact with the ability to sustain the asset base so that future generations can also engage in 
philanthropic activity, give back to the state, and address the needs and opportunities they 
perceive to be most important in their time. 
 
The Foundation remains committed to focusing in areas that are consistent with the interests of 
the institutionôs founders, where it believes the state will face long-term challenges, and where 
the Foundationôs participation can add value and make a difference.  The trustees also continue 
to recognize the role the Foundation has played for 70 years as one of the few statewide 
philanthropic resources available to assist communities and nonprofit organizations in 
undertaking significant capital projects.  The commitment to both initiated activity and responsive 
capital grant making is an attempt to balance these two roles. 
 
Ultimately, the trustees and staff are most concerned with impact.  Both want the Foundation to 
have an impact on the state well beyond what the scale of the Foundationôs own assets might 
suggest is possible.  The Foundation uses many approaches to achieve this goal.  The current 
vision and aspirations for the Foundation include the following: 
 

¶ A high impact organization, with a collaborative and creative culture, skilled at leveraging 
other resources and advancing complex concepts and projects, and always focused on 
outcomes 

¶ Increasingly good at using all of the Foundationôs assets (dollars, people, relationships, 
credibility, access, convening capability, physical space) to maximize impact 
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¶ Directly contributing to reductions in the achievement gap between low-income students 
and their more affluent peers 

¶ Playing a leadership role in driving important long-term outcomes in land and water 
resource management 

¶ Contributing in meaningful ways to the long-term viability and quality of life in rural 
communities 

¶ Playing a leadership role in managing the challenges of population growth and 
urbanization of the state, while continuing to improve the quality of life and promote 
innovation in urban areas 

¶ Committing scarce capital dollars in a manner that is thoughtful and creative 

¶ Becoming increasingly effective in evaluating the impact of Foundation commitments 
through the use of metrics, data, and other tools 

¶ Using an increasing percentage of the Foundationôs financial assets in mission-aligned 
ways 

¶ Influencing the priorities, activities and investment of resources by others, leveraging 
additional resources and impact in priority areas 

¶ Providing broader civic leadership when appropriate, serving as a valued convener and 
thought partner 

¶ Providing an attractive, flexible platform for expanded family philanthropy 

¶ Managing the organization and acting in a manner that is consistent with the values and 
interests of the founders and the Gates family, and ensuring the long-term sustainability 
of the institution 

 
Values 
The legacy of the Gates family in 
Colorado has been shaped by a set of 
core values, including a strong belief in 
the importance of innovation, citizenship, 
free enterprise, self-reliance, striving for 
excellence, and an entrepreneurial spirit.  
The Foundationôs founders and their 
descendants have also displayed a 
strong commitment to providing access 
to opportunity, particularly for young 
people, and a deep respect for nature.  
The work of the Foundation aspires to be 
in alignment with these values.  The 
Foundationôs own culture also continues 
to place a heavy emphasis on the 
following attributes: 
 

¶ Being strategic ï staying focused on impact, value added and leverage 

¶ Being forward looking ï taking a long-term view 

¶ Staying grounded and humble, not ego driven 

¶ Being good partners ï approachable, supportive, and respectful of partners and 
collaborators 

¶ Being data and information driven 

¶ Remaining intellectually curious and eager to learn 

¶ Being flexible, adaptable and open to new perspectives and new ideas 

¶ Being rigorous 
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¶ Operating with integrity 

¶ Being fair, pragmatic and non-partisan 

¶ Striving to be an agent for constructive change 

¶ Willing to lead, where appropriate 

¶ Willing to take risk intelligently, and fail and learn when necessary 

¶ Valuing and respecting the diversity of the communities within which the Foundation works 

¶ Remaining a place that can continue to attract, retain, and empower talented people 
 
Governance 
The Foundationôs governance 
structure is atypical for a family 
foundation, in that it involves a 
hybrid of family and community 
control.  Ultimate authority 
rests with six family members, 
each representing a branch of 
the Gates family.  These 
members approve the selection 
of the seven trustees that serve 
as the Foundationôs board.  Many years ago, the decision was made to give majority control of 
the board of trustees to non-family members from the community.  The current Gates Family 
Foundation board reflects this configuration, with four non-family members and three family 
members.  The Foundationôs Investment Advisory Committee also includes community members 
that are neither family members nor trustees.  This configuration makes available a diverse set of 
skills and experience to assist with the management of the Foundationôs portfolio of assets.  
Together, these practices ensure access to a talented and experienced pool of leaders, and keep 
the Foundation more closely grounded in Colorado. 
 
In addition to majority community control of the board of trustees, the Foundation has instituted 
term limits (12-year maximum term).  The Foundation has also created both a board intern role 
(two-year term, non-voting status) for family members as well as an emeritus trustee role (three-
year term, non-voting status).  These latter roles were created in part to facilitate the transition of 
the next generation of family members onto the board, providing opportunities for learning prior 
to board service as well as mentoring and coaching support for next generation board members 
once on the board.  The Foundation also made the decision a number of years ago to restrict its 
philanthropic activity to the state of Colorado.  The Foundationôs asset base, while large, would 
be insufficient to have meaningful impact in multiple states. 
 
One other innovation in the Foundationôs structure is the opportunity for Gates family members to 
create family funds to be housed and administered at the Foundation.  The family fund structure 
allows family members to place assets at the Foundation to support their personal philanthropy.  
Given the geographic diversity of the places of residence of family members, this opportunity 
provides a counter balance to the main Foundationôs restriction of its activities to Colorado.  The 
geographic focus and missions of these family funds are, in most cases, very different than those 
of the main foundation.  Family funds essentially make the infrastructure of the Foundation 
available at little cost to encourage philanthropy beyond the direct work of the main Foundation.  
As of the end of 2016, there are seven family funds housed at the Foundation.  
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V. Philanthropic Model 
 
The current philanthropic model employed by the Foundation has its roots in the 2011 strategic 
plan.  The Foundation pursues its mission through a combination of initiated grant making, 
responsive capital grant making, Program Related Investments (PRIs), mission related investing, 
and the selective commitment of staff resources to play convening, leadership or other roles 
where critical to the success of a particular strategy or initiative.  Each of these elements is 
described below. 
 
Initiated Grant Making 
The heart of the Foundationôs current activity is initiated grant making focused on the four long-
term challenges described previously: closing the achievement gap for low-income students while 
raising the academic bar for all children; being effective stewards of Coloradoôs natural resources; 
supporting the long-term health of rural communities; and, continuing to improve the quality of 
urban life even as the state accommodates an anticipated doubling of population in the next 40 
years.  Currently 60% of the Foundationôs grant making annually is committed to initiated grant 
making in these areas.  Initiated grant making can take many forms.  The goal is to provide the 
most effective form and scale of support to ensure the success of key partners.  The Foundation 
has also invested in an expanded staff with more skills and capacity to drive activity in these 
areas. 
 
Responsive Capital Grant Making 
The Foundation continues to operate a responsive capital grants program.  The range of projects 
eligible for consideration has changed little over time, but the program has become much more 
competitive.  Roughly 40% of the Foundationôs grant making is allocated to the capital grants 
program.  The Foundation uses the capital grants program to support multiple objectives.  Among 
these objectives are: 
 

¶ Reinforcing the Foundationôs objectives and strategies in K-12 education, natural 
resources and community development 

¶ Supporting investments in rural communities that face greater challenges in accessing 
capital for capital projects 

¶ Maintaining a presence in the worlds of basic human needs/social services, arts and 
culture, parks and recreation, and civic capacity that would otherwise not be targets for 
the Foundationôs initiated grant making 

 
Program Related Investments (PRIs) 
In recent years the Foundation has committed to the 
operation of a PRI program.  These PRI commitments 
are generally below market, recyclable commitments 
of capital to support activity in priority program areas.  
The Foundation has targeted having up to $10-11 
million in capital in active PRI commitments at any 
given point in time.  To date, these commitments have 
taken the form of low-interest loans and loan 
guaranties.  Since the adoption of the 2011 strategic 
plan, the Foundation has used PRI commitments to 
address land banking for affordable housing and 
community facilities in proximity to transit station sites, 
energy retrofit and renewable energy investments in 
nonprofit facilities, and the development and 
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expansion of charter school facilities.  At present, the Foundation is choosing not to count PRI 
commitments as distributions.  As a result, the Foundationôs PRI commitments are above and 
beyond the minimum 5% distribution requirement being met through the Foundationôs initiated 
and capital grant programs. 
 
Mission Related Investing 
The Foundation has started to look for opportunities to include investments within its portfolio that 
are aligned with its mission.  The first of these, the Colorado Impact Fund, is a private equity fund 
providing growth capital to Colorado companies that have potential to generate market returns 
and also provide some form of social or environmental benefit.  The Foundation continues to 
explore investment opportunities that can meet its target for returns as well as advance some 
aspect of the Foundationôs mission. 
 
Use of Staff Resources 
The Foundation has intentionally grown the 
size of its program staff and increased the 
depth of skills and experience available in 
priority subject areas.  Increasingly, the 
commitment of staff time is as important as 
the commitment of grant funds.  Selectively, 
Foundation staff are playing key roles in 
initiating projects, convening partners, and 
providing leadership on significant issues.  
Use of staff in this fashion is now an 
important component of the Foundationôs 
philanthropic model. 
 
Family Funds 
As noted previously, the Foundation provides the opportunity for Gates family members to utilize 
the Foundationôs staff and infrastructure to pursue their own philanthropic interests.  The assets 
of these family funds are managed and invested as part of the Foundationôs total portfolio.  As of 
2016, there are seven family funds distributing approximately $10 million per year. 
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VI. Context 
 
During the course of this strategic plan update process, Foundation staff and trustees reviewed a 
great deal of information regarding what Coloradoôs future might look like.  Demographic, cultural, 
and political trends, along with trends in the nonprofit and philanthropic sectors will all impact the 
landscape within which the Foundation pursues its mission.  Staff and trustees also reviewed the 
landscape ahead in the Foundationôs core areas of interest.  Highlights of the big picture context 
are summarized below: 
 
Population and Demographic 

¶ Coloradoôs future, like much of its 
recent past, will be heavily 
influenced by accelerated 
population growth.  Few states in 
the country have seen a pattern of 
sustained in-migration comparable 
to that of Colorado.  Colorado has 
experienced net in- migration 
every year since 1970 except four 
years during the 1980s recession.  
The state demographer estimates 
that Coloradoôs population will 
grow from its current level of 5.35 
million to 8.69 million by 2050. 

¶ Population growth will continue to be concentrated in total numbers on the Front Range, 
but 7 of the 10 fastest growing counties in the state will be in western Colorado.  Eagle, 
Garfield, and Routt counties will be among the fastest growing. 

¶ Many communities in eastern and southern Colorado will continue to see stagnant or 
declining populations. 

¶ Who is living here also continues to change dramatically.  In 2010, Aurora became the 
first majority minority community among major Colorado cities.  The entire state is 
projected to be a majority minority state somewhere between 2045 and 2050. 

¶ More than 85% of Colorado residents now live in urban areas. 

¶ Coloradoôs population is simultaneously getting older and younger.  More than 1 million 
residents will age out of the workforce over the next 20 years.  Baby boomers represented 
26% of the stateôs population in 2010.  The stateôs population of 65+ year old residents 
will be 125% larger by 2030 (accounting only for aging of the current population, and not 
considering in-migration).  But the state is also experiencing significant growth in young 
adults due to in-migration. 

¶ Within the Denver metropolitan area, poverty is being suburbanized and decentralized at 
an accelerating rate. 

¶ Rural areas are also seeing dramatic change.  Garfield County, for example, is projected 
to grow to 108,000 by 2040, a population increase of 89%.  That population will be 
significantly more diverse than the countyôs current population.  As a rural county, Garfield 
County currently has few of the tools necessary to cope with the housing, transportation, 
and conservation challenges that will accompany this kind of urbanization. 
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Economic 

¶ Colorado has, in many respects, been an economic juggernaut in recent years.  Between 
2010 and 2014, the state added roughly 280,000 jobs.  During this period of time, the 
Denver metropolitan area became the number one destination for millennials within the 
United States. 

¶ The benefits of economic growth have been uneven.  Poverty is still highly concentrated 
in the San Luis Valley, the Arkansas Valley, and portions of northwest Colorado. 

¶ Housing costs in Denver and other parts of the Front Range have been escalating in recent 
years at 10% or more annually.  Gentrification, displacement, and significant challenges 
in providing affordable housing are now a permanent part of the Front Range Colorado 
landscape.  Similar dynamics exist in a number of mountain communities as well. 

 
Cultural 

¶ The state has been living with the many ramifications following the legalization of 
marijuana. 

¶ Same sex marriage has become the law of the land, and has been largely embraced within 
the state. 

¶ The gaps in cultural understanding between rural and urban Colorado in some respects 
are at an all-time high.  And yet, some progress has been made in uniting urban and rural 
constituencies through efforts to develop win-win water solutions. 

¶ Continued in-migration, population growth, gentrification, and demographic change have 
all put a greater strain on the stateôs social fabric. 

¶ The political environment locally and nationally reflects a lack of public trust in institutions 
and a desire for change and for voices from beyond the status quo. 

 
Public Policy/Political 

¶ The state currently operates under 
a conflicting set of mandates that 
include the TABOR Amendment 
(Taxpayers Bill of Rights), the 
Gallagher Amendment, and 
Amendment 23. Together, these 
measures simultaneously constrain 
revenue and spending growth, shift 
property tax burdens from 
residential property to commercial 
property, and compel education 
spending to grow regardless of the 
state revenues available.  Left 
unaddressed, the stateôs fiscal 
circumstance is unsustainable.  The current course will continue to push all general fund 
spending out of the state budget, and allocate the resources available to declining 
education spending and funding growing Medicaid obligations. 

¶ The fiscal pressures noted above will put increasing pressure on every currently dedicated 
revenue stream ï including lottery funds for parks and open space, severance taxes for 
investments in local infrastructure, gaming revenues for historic preservation, etc.  The 
certainty these committed revenue streams have provided regarding the stateôs ability to 
invest in these priorities will clearly be in jeopardy. 

¶ Politically, the state may be less polarized and dysfunctional than at the federal level.  But 
the general climate has become more partisan over time, and less centrist and pragmatic. 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiditSTiL_OAhVG7WMKHUJXAC8QjRwIBw&url=http://www.cpr.org/news/story/pot-health-care-rain-barrels-11-highlights-2015-legislature&psig=AFQjCNHosBzC1o77jVrM972KB_Sr1ug7Bw&ust=1471200760374559
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¶ Voters still show a strong propensity to legislate at the ballot.  Between 1990 and 2014, 
proponents placed 68 constitutional amendments on the ballot for voter consideration.  
Coloradoôs constitution has been amended more than any state constitution in the United 
States.  At present, Colorado remains one of the easiest states in the union in which to 
get a measure on the ballot.  As a result, voters see not only locally driven measures, but 
a number of national campaigns looking for an early win.   

 
Nonprofit and Philanthropic Sector 

¶ Total charitable giving in Colorado has 
been in the $4-5 billion range in recent 
years.  Foundation giving represents 
20-25% of this giving.  A 2014 survey 
identified more than 28,000 nonprofits 
operating in Colorado, with total 
revenues exceeding $30 billion. 

¶ The availability of philanthropic funding 
for capital projects appears to be 
declining over time. 

¶ Impact investing is on the rise.  
Philanthropic organizations locally and 
nationally are re-thinking the way they 
invest their assets and are seeking to direct more of the assets in their portfolios toward 
mission-relevant investments. 

¶ There is growing interest in the role market mechanisms can play in addressing 
community needs.  Approaches using social enterprise models are on the rise. 

¶ The first generation of ñpay for successò models are also gaining traction. 

¶ There is increasing experimentation with collective impact approaches, where multiple 
funders and partners try to align around common strategies. 

¶ In general, there is a diversification of philanthropic models occurring, and a greater 
emphasis on strategic philanthropy that is more focused on outcomes and makes greater 
use of data and metrics of success. 

¶ A stronger equity lens is being applied to many issues.  There are more funders and 
nonprofits seeking to engage the people they desire to serve, and to empower those 
voices and engage them meaningfully in decision making. 

¶ The CEO of Community Wealth Partners recently summed up what the new context for 
solving social problems might look like: 

o Bottom-up approaches and unlikely partnerships will play an increasingly powerful 
role in driving social change 

o The foundation for solving problems will not be institutions, but rather networks 
o Everything will be more open and more transparent 
o Solutions to problems will be hyper-local, but complex and interconnected 
o Racial equity and inclusion will be at the forefront of solving problems 
o Lived experience will be viewed as equally valuable as expertise and intellect in 

solving problems 
o Leadership will be redefined, with major concessions and dispersions of power 

creating shared leadership structures 
o Mechanisms for funding social change will continue to emerge, unlocking new, 

large sums of capital from players such as major corporations and governments 
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VII. 2016 Strategic Plan Highlights 
 
The balance of this document describes the Foundationôs strategic direction in more detail.  In 
general, the board and staff of the Foundation are largely satisfied with the direction and model 
outlined in the 2011 strategic plan.  The board and staff also believe that the current target 
allocation of resources (25% for Education, 25% for Natural Resources, 10% for Community 
Development (urban and rural), and 40% for the Capital Grants Program should be maintained.  
This 2016 update, however, does include some changes and refinements to that direction and 
approach.  Highlights of those changes include the following: 
 

¶ Combining the urban and rural focused work in a 
single Community Development category ï work 
will be organized in five areas of activity and 
funding: Access to Economic Opportunity; 
Community Planning; Multi-Modal Access and 
Infrastructure; Placemaking; and, Food Systems 
and Agriculture 

¶ Growing the size of the program staff to create two 
teams of three, one team working in Education and 
the other in Natural Resources/Community 
Development 

¶ Expanding the role of the Vice President for Finance and Administration to include more 
involvement in both the Foundationôs PRI program and its mission investing activities 

¶ Maintaining the current structure of the capital grants program, but moving to three review 
cycles per year rather than four 

¶ Growing the Foundationôs focus on communications, sharing, and convening 

¶ Increasing the Foundationôs focus on freshwater solutions 

¶ Increasing the Foundationôs focus on land trust community capacity issues ï  including 
mergers and consolidations, orphan easements, and long-term stewardship obligations 

¶ Capitalizing to a greater extent on opportunities to grow resource stewardship capacity 
and increase the diversity of participants 

¶ Increasing the emphasis on access to economic opportunity as part of the Foundationôs 
Community Development work 

¶ Focusing the Foundationôs work in Education on five categories: Charter and Choice 
Alternatives; Innovation and Incubation; System Reform; Human Capital; and, Advocacy 

¶ Increasing the focus on diversifying school models and supporting emerging next 
generation school models 

¶ Increasing support for competency-based approaches to learning 

¶ Continuing the Foundationôs work with innovation zones in multiple settings, and district 
reform work such as the Foundationôs partnership 
with the Lake County School District 

¶ Increasing focus on human capital issues in the 
public education sector 

¶ Growing capacity for grass roots and grass tops 
public education advocacy 

¶ Expanding the Foundationôs current efforts to build 
collaborative education strategies and funding 
structures with local and national foundation 
partners 

 


