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I. Executive Summary 

Record numbers of young people in the United States want to drive change in their 

communities. However, barriers to getting involved are high and disproportionately disadvantage 

people of color and other marginalized groups. As a result, our civic spaces and decision-making 

processes lack diverse participation, thereby exacerbating inequity. But this does not have to be 

the case. If we can equitably support people to build their capacity to work together and make 

change, we can unlock a virtuous cycle of engagement, trust, and more equitable policies.  

GenUnity’s mission is to build a diverse and equitable civic leadership pipeline. Our issue-

focused, community-centered civic leadership programs catalyze cohorts of diverse members to 

develop the knowledge, skills, and relationships to make change. Moreover, our programs can 

scale by tapping into market opportunities to partner with local community organizations and 

employers. Our approach draws on lessons from and complements existing collaborators and has 

been tested through market research and a pilot program. This approach is supported by a business 

model that sets GenUnity up to be financially independent from philanthropic capital over time. 

To execute on this plan, we will first focus on refining our model in Boston—expanding to 

new programs with multiple cohorts each year. Then, we will expand to new cities through a 

decentralized, community-led approach with the aspiration of achieving national scale by 2031. 

Throughout, we will measure and evaluate our impact on members, community partners, and 

employers to improve our programs and deliver on our mission. We will recruit new team 

members, facilitators, and advisors to complement the experience of the current team and 

proactively mitigate key risks. 
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We have an urgent opportunity to catalyze a generation of civic leaders to advance justice and 

promote happier, healthier communities. What follows is our plan on how to seize this chance. 

II. Problem Statement 

Today, the 76 million young, working-age adults (18-34 years old) in the United States are 

more intent than ever to affect social change in their communities, yet barriers impede their ability 

to get or stay involved. For instance, poor civic education, increasing social isolation, and complex, 

sometimes intentionally obscure, systems and power structures make people feel like they cannot 

make lasting or meaningful change. These barriers disproportionately impact people of color and 

from other marginalized communities. As a result, our individual and community wellbeing 

suffers. 

Over the last two decades, the percentage of young adults who want to help others and become 

community leaders has steadily risen. In fact, today, a record high nearly 80 percent of young 

adults say that helping others is a very important or essential personal priority, and a record 43 

percent of young adults feel similarly about becoming a community leader.1 

However, the barriers to getting engaged are high. According to a 2018 poll conducted by the 

Public Religion Research Institute, 50 percent of Americans ages 18 to 29 surveyed cited feeling 

uninformed about the issues and feeling that they cannot make a meaningful difference as primary 

reasons for not getting civically involved.2 

 
1 Stolzenberg, Ellen Bara et al. 2019. “The American Freshman: National Norms Fall 2019.” Cooperative 

Institutional Research Program at the Higher Education Research Institute at UCLA.   
2 Robert P. Jones, PhD, Daniel Cox, PhD, Rob Griffin, PhD, Maxine Najle, PhD, Molly Fisch-Friedman, and Alex 

Vandermaas-Peeler. “American Democracy in Crisis: Civic Engagement, Young Adult Activism, and the 2018 

Midterm Elections.” PRRI. https://www.prri.org/research/american-democracy-in-crisis-civic-engagement-young-

adult-activism-and-the-2018-midterm-elections 
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This widespread feeling of disempowerment among young adults stems from longstanding and 

intertwined social and institutional realities. The first contributing factor is decades of poor civic 

education that fails to prepare people to navigate civic life. In 1998, less than a quarter of 8th grade 

students scored proficient or higher on the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP).3 

Twenty years later, that proficiency rate has remained virtually the same. A 2016 poll by the 

Annenberg Public Policy Center showed that only a quarter of Americans can name all three 

branches of government.4 Our country has failed to equip a generation of Americans with the tools 

to be effective citizens.5 

Such neglect of civics in education is exacerbated by increasing distrust in institutions and each 

other, as well as record levels of social isolation. Indeed, the 2021 Edelman Trust Barometer 

reports little trust in government and the media, with only 40 percent of Americans trusting the 

U.S. government.6 Moreover, in a 2017 Civic Health report, only 28 percent of Americans said 

that they belong to a group whose leadership they deem to be both accountable and inclusive.7 It 

is perhaps, then, unsurprising that loneliness is at a record high, especially among young adults.8 

Finally, the complexity of how local governments, nonprofits, and the private sector interact 

obfuscates how our systems were designed and the possibility for change. This is exacerbated by 

efforts of some in power to create barriers to meaningful engagement through restrictive policies 

 
3 U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), various years, 1998–2018 Civics Assessments. 
4 “Americans' Knowledge of the Branches of Government Is Declining.” The Annenberg Public Policy Center of the 

University of Pennsylvania, Annenberg Public Policy Center, 18 Nov. 2020, 

www.annenbergpublicpolicycenter.org/americans-knowledge-of-the-branches-of-government-is-declining/. 
5 Note that ‘citizen’ in this context refers broadly to residents in the United States 
6 Edelman Trust Barometer, 2021. 
7 Atwell, Matthew, John Bridgeland, and Peter Levine, “Civic Deserts: America’s Civic Health Challenge,” 2017 
8 Walsh, Colleen. “Young Adults Hardest Hit by Loneliness during Pandemic, Study Finds.” Harvard Gazette, 

Harvard Gazette, 17 Feb. 2021, news.harvard.edu/gazette/story/2021/02/young-adults-teens-loneliness-mental-

health-coronavirus-covid-pandemic/. 

https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/civics/results/achievement/
https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/civics/results/achievement/
https://www.annenbergpublicpolicycenter.org/americans-knowledge-of-the-branches-of-government-is-declining/
https://www.annenbergpublicpolicycenter.org/americans-knowledge-of-the-branches-of-government-is-declining/
https://news.harvard.edu/gazette/story/2021/02/young-adults-teens-loneliness-mental-health-coronavirus-covid-pandemic/


6 
 

and exclusive practices. Georgia’s new bill restricting voting is the latest example, but structural 

issues of political duopoly and the concentration of power to diminish democratic voice have 

persisted on both sides of the aisle for decades.9  

Marginalized communities are especially disadvantaged by these barriers to entry into 

civics. This is, in part, because resources matter: a child’s socioeconomic status and their parent’s 

educational attainment play a major role in their civic growth. For example, between 1998 and 

2018, 8th grade students who qualified for free or reduced-price lunch and whose parents did not 

have a high school diploma were five times less likely to score proficient on the civics portion of 

the NAEP than their wealthier peers.10 Moreover, civic engagement requires time and flexibility 

that many do not have. Civic engagement opportunities are typically uncompensated and are often 

at times and forums that favor wealthier people with flexible schedules and means.11 People of 

color who, given systemic racism, are more likely to be lower-income, less educated, and in 

working-class jobs with less flexibility over their own schedules are less able as a practical matter 

to be as civically engaged. And even when people from marginalized communities can and do 

engage, they often face systemic challenges, from restrictive voting laws to dominant culture 

norms, that seek to minimize their voice and influence. 

These barriers and their disproportionate impact on different communities adversely 

impact people individually and society collectively. On the individual level, civic engagement can 

 
9 Gehl, Katherine M. and Michael Porter, “Why Competition in the Politics Industry is Failing America,” 2017 
10 U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), various years, 1998–2018 Civics Assessments. 
11 Hyman, James and Peter Levine. “Civic Engagement and the Disadvantaged: Challenges, Opportunities and 

Recommendations,” 2008. 

https://www.hbs.edu/competitiveness/Documents/why-competition-in-the-politics-industry-is-failing-america.pdf
https://www.hbs.edu/competitiveness/Documents/why-competition-in-the-politics-industry-is-failing-america.pdf
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lead to better mental and physical health outcomes.12 On the collective level, broader civic 

engagement enables stronger, more equitable outcomes.13 

Today, the record-high desire of young adults—especially from marginalized communities—

to affect social change is stifled by longstanding barriers such as inadequate civic education, 

increasing distrust, and systemic injustice. If this continues, our civic spaces and decision-making 

processes will lack the diverse engagement that informs more equitable and effective solutions. 

Thus, dismantling these barriers is central to achieving a more equitable, more harmonious society. 

III. Theory of Change 

If we can equitably support people in our communities to work together and make change, we 

will unlock a virtuous cycle of trust and shared purpose; more informed, equitable solutions and 

institutions; and healthier, happier individuals and communities.  

To do so, we first need to center diversity, inclusion, and equity and racial and social 

justice. That starts by supporting historically underrepresented communities such as people of 

color and other marginalized groups to deepen their civic involvement. Any intervention will need 

to be tailored to the specific challenges that underrepresented communities face such as providing 

financial support to defray the cost of uncompensated time, making the intervention accessible in 

terms of time or forum, or creating an inclusive space where diverse voices are supported and 

heard. 

 
12 Nelson, Christopher, Jennifer Sloan, and Anita Chandra, “Examining Civic Engagement Links to Health: Findings 

from the Literature and Implications for a Culture of Health,” RAND Corporation, 2019. 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR3163.html  
13 American Academy of Arts and Sciences, “Our Common Purpose: Reinvesting American Democracy for the 21st 

Century,” 2020. 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR3163.html
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Second, we need to support people to build the necessary knowledge, skills, and 

relationships to engage effectively in their communities. Research shows that people are 

motivated to engage civically by several extrinsic and intrinsic factors, including making an 

impact, personal growth, building or maintaining community with others, prestige, and expressing 

their values.14 As mentioned above, most people feel constrained by their understanding of the 

issue and their ability to make an impact. Successful interventions will support people to deepen 

their knowledge of the issue and build the skills to effect change. Equally important is the need to 

foster empathy, solidarity, and community across differences. Being an effective citizen requires 

us to understand how our actions impact the lives of others, making it necessary to learn from and 

engage with others, especially those with whom we might not interact day-to-day. Any successful 

intervention will create opportunities for people to build meaningful bridging relationships with 

peers and those in the community. 

Any intervention will also need to support enough people to make a substantial impact on 

the status quo – requiring broad appeal and sufficient growth capital. Since many people feel that 

they lack sufficient knowledge about the issue or distrust the government, any intervention would 

likely need to be non-partisan and run by a non-governmental actor. The intervention will also 

have to attract or unlock significant growth capital to achieve financial sustainability and scale.  

Successfully doing the above will unlock a pipeline of equitable, effective civic leadership 

that informs better solutions and more effective, transparent institutions. Research shows that 

 
14 Omoto, Allen M., and Mark Snyder. "Considerations of community: The context and process of 

volunteerism." American Behavioral Scientist 45.5 (2002): 846-867. 
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broader civic engagement improves local outcomes.15 This subsequently fosters trust and entices 

others to get more engaged, thereby unlocking a virtuous cycle of trust, engagement, and equity.  

IV. Theory of Action 

GenUnity’s mission is to build this equitable civic leadership pipeline. We plan to do so 

through issue-focused, community-centered civic leadership programs that catalyze cohorts of 

diverse members to develop the knowledge, relationships, and skills to work together to make 

change. 

Our programs are: 

● Diverse, inclusive, and equitable: Our programs are cohort-based (30-40 members) with 

members selected to promote equity and represent the diversity of the community. For 

lower-income members, we provide stipends of up to $900 ($30/hour) over the course of 

the program to mitigate financial barriers to participation. This allows members with 

different professional, family, and personal needs to participate and promotes a cohort that 

is truly diverse and inclusive. Members get to build relationships and learn from those they 

might otherwise never meet, turning diverse experiences and backgrounds into deeper 

empathy and collective intelligence. 

● Accessible: Our programs are part-time (3-4 months, 2-3 hours/week) and flexible to 

broaden accessibility. Each program is focused on a specific issue within a community 

(e.g., eviction and housing insecurity in Boston), allowing people to apply for programs 

most relevant to their interests. Within a program, members also have flexibility each week 

 
15 American Academy of Arts and Sciences, “Our Common Purpose: Reinvesting American Democracy for the 21st 

Century,” 2020. 
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to select the experiences they want to participate in and that will accommodate their 

schedule. 

● Anti-racist: Our programs support members to learn foundational principles of racial and 

social justice and unpack how systems and power structures shape local lived experiences. 

Over the course of four substantive program “modules,” our members center individual 

lived experiences (“People”), map service provision to local needs (“System”), and 

examine how competing interests influence the policy and funding decisions that shape the 

current system (“Power”). These learnings lay the basis for members to develop action 

plans for how they will affect change (“Change”). 

● Proximate and community-centered: We partner with individuals and organizations 

actively experiencing and addressing the issues in a community to curate a proximate, 

immersive learning experience. Our community partners—ranging from grassroots 

advocates to nonprofit staff to elected officials—are the local experts that support our 

members to gain a more comprehensive understanding of an issue while fostering dialogue 

and trust building between institutions and members. 

● Tailored for growth: Each program supports members to develop critical, transferable 

skills. These include empathy, active listening, humble inquiry, systems and power 

mapping, and action planning, as well as knowledge about issue-specific content (e.g., 

tenants’ rights) and general civics (e.g., the limits of home rule authority in Massachusetts). 

● Impact-oriented: Each program culminates in opportunities for members to share their 

learnings with local policymakers and philanthropists, decide how to deploy a $5,000 grant 

to catalyze community efforts, and develop a personal action plan to chart a course for 
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continued civic engagement after the program. This allows members to translate civic 

learning into active, targeted engagement to affect change. 

Members exit our programs with strong relationships with local community partners; civic 

leadership skills such as empathy, systems thinking, and power mapping; and a diverse, lifelong 

member community that supports them to advance more inclusive, equitable outcomes at work 

and in the community. We continue to support our lifelong member community through quarterly 

convenings, pilot funding for civic projects, and community-wide events for learning, reflection, 

and service. 

Importantly, we believe this programmatic approach can scale because GenUnity taps into a 

deep base of local community partners as immersive instructors while serving an urgent market 

need for employers. The next section describes the market need and opportunity for GenUnity to 

partner with these stakeholders. 

V. Market Opportunity  

 Community Partners 

Local community partners are on the front lines of addressing specific issues in their 

community. Among their many priorities is cultivating the people—full-time workers, volunteers, 

and donors—to support their work. To that end, while many community organizations do civic 

awareness and education activities today, these efforts are limited and are often ad hoc and at cost 

to themselves. GenUnity offers an opportunity for community partners working on the same issue 

to collaborate and share the cost of educating cohorts of aspiring leaders while delivering a more 

effective, comprehensive learning experience. Importantly, GenUnity also compensates 
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participating community partners for their time, transforming their civic education efforts from a 

cost driver into a sustainable activity.  

Employers 

Employers increasingly recognize the importance of social impact and community 

engagement on the long-term success of their employees and their organization. Like people at-

large, employees are increasingly looking for diverse, meaningful connections to others in their 

local communities; deeper understanding of social issues, power structures, and their role in 

shaping change; and to build the skills and social capital to drive change. However, employers’ 

current offerings such as employee resource groups or volunteering opportunities are not well 

suited to meet those needs. For employers, we believe that GenUnity’s value proposition falls 

under two main themes: 1) enhancing employees’ civic leadership, and 2) deepening employer’s 

community engagement and commitment to stakeholder capitalism.  

Civic Leadership: GenUnity gives employers the opportunity to empower their employees 

to deepen their connection to the local community, unpack complex civic issues, and build key 

leadership skills like systems thinking or power mapping. This civic involvement are shown to 

improve physical and mental health, which this in turn contributes to lower costs for employers 

due to lower absenteeism and healthcare costs.16 Research shows that each $1 spent on better health 

outcomes for employees reduces employer medical costs by $3.27.17 Increased civic engagement 

 
16 Nelson, Christopher, Jennifer Sloan, and Anita Chandra, “Examining Civic Engagement Links to Health: Findings 

from the Literature and Implications for a Culture of Health,” RAND Corporation, 2019. 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR3163.html  
17 Baicker, Katherine, David Cutler, and Zirui Song. 2010. “Workplace Wellness Programs Can Generate Savings.” 

Health Affairs 29(2):304–11. doi: 10.1377/hlthaff.2009.0626. 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR3163.html
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2009.0626
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2009.0626
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can also improve organizational commitment and job performance. Each $1 spent on increasing 

engagement is shown to reduce employer absenteeism costs by $2.73.16  

Many employers already offer training and development programs to employees today to 

increase productivity, engagement, and alignment with the various stakeholders with whom the 

company engages. Global spending on employee training and education is projected to be over 

$350 billion annually with over $160 billion coming from North America. Of this market, 40 

percent is outsourced to external programs.18 Within this, leadership development is estimated to 

compose $14 billion to $50 billion.19 Moreover, growing support for stakeholder capitalism and 

recent democratic instability have increased the urgency for businesses to invest in civic leadership 

development programs like GenUnity.  

Community engagement and stakeholder capitalism: Sustainable long-term growth 

requires businesses to understand and deliver on the needs of all their stakeholders, particularly 

the communities they serve. Increased civic engagement of their employees with these 

communities can elevate the diversity of lived experiences and increase understanding through 

proximity and engagement with community members. Employers also gain the advantage of deep 

partnership with and understanding of the communities their products and services cater to. 

Moreover, employers benefit through increased positive brand association coupled with concrete 

action at the community level.   

 
18 Beer, Michael, Magnus Finnström, and Derek Schrader. 2016. “Why Leadership Training Fails—and What to Do 

About It.” Harvard Business Review, October 1; “Size of the Training Industry.” Training Industry. 

(https://trainingindustry.com/wiki/outsourcing/size-of-training-industry/). 
19 Gurdijian, Pierre, Thomas Halbeisen, and Kevin Lane. 2014. “Why Leadership-Development Programs Fail.” 

McKinsey, January 1. Prokopeak, Mike. 2018. “Follow the Leader(Ship) Development Spending In Business.” Chief 

Learning Officer - CLO Media. (https://www.chieflearningofficer.com/2018/03/21/follow-the-leadership-spending/). 

https://trainingindustry.com/wiki/outsourcing/size-of-training-industry/
https://www.chieflearningofficer.com/2018/03/21/follow-the-leadership-spending/
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Companies already have a history of investing in community engagement, often through 

employee volunteerism. 47 percent of employers in the United States provide community 

volunteer programs, and 24 percent provide paid time-off for volunteering—a 50 percent increase 

over the last five years. Our discussions with industry experts reveal that employees are 

increasingly looking for new civic engagement opportunities, like GenUnity, that provide an 

opportunity for deeper collaboration and relationship building with the community. 

We believe this theory of action can build an equitable, scalable civic leadership pipeline 

and advance our vision of “a community by everyone for everyone”—that is, equitable 

ownership in how systems are designed and resources are allocated and, by extension, systems that 

equitably serve everyone in our communities. 

VI. Collaborator Landscape 

The ‘part-time’ civic education, engagement, and leadership space has a vibrant 

ecosystem of innovators and co-collaborators. Organizations like Citizen University, 

BridgeUSA, or Marnita’s Table are creating opportunities for people to reflect, connect across 

differences, and foster shared purpose. Points of Light, Catchafire, and others are helping millions 

volunteer in traditional and creative ways while generating revenue from employers to promote 

sustainability. Civic leadership organizations – such as local Boston offerings like Lead Boston, 

The Partnership, Conexión, Civic Action Project, or SPARK Boston – and political leadership 

organizations – like New Leaders Council or New Politics Academy – are supporting leaders 

across sectors to accelerate their involvement in civic issues. Community organizers are recruiting 

people into advocacy movements for structural change. Each does critical work in strengthening 
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our civic ecosystem, and our team has collaborated closely with many of them in designing 

our approach. 

GenUnity seeks to distinctly complement the efforts of these collaborators: 

● Issue-focused approach: Most young people care about 1-3 issues due to their own lived 

experience. Our programs uniquely offer people an opportunity to deep dive into an issue 

in their community.  

● Integrated with the local ecosystem: Having members learn and build relationships with 

local organizations and peers increases stickiness during and after the program - serving as 

an on-ramp into opportunities with local partners and strengthening the overall ecosystem. 

● Diversity of cohort: Our cohorts are designed to both promote equity and foster empathy 

across a wide range of lived experiences. Where other cohort-based leadership programs 

are often skewed towards highly educated professionals, we focus on recruiting a cohort 

that reflects the broader community’s diversity - enhancing both learning and solidarity. 

We also provide the financial and other support to make this participation more accessible. 

● Catalytic focus: Relative to other civic leadership programs, we target younger members 

who, while passionate about an issue in their community, still have not gotten meaningfully 

involved. While many other opportunities focus on magnifying the impact of older, more 

established leaders, we are trying to significantly expand the pipeline of leaders who are 

involved in their communities. 
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VII. Product Market Fit 

Over the last year, we tested our hypotheses for product market fit through market research 

and a pilot program. We define product market fit as providing a compelling value proposition to 

each stakeholder: members, community partners, and employers. We found strong early evidence 

to support our theory of action. 

On market research, we interviewed over 100 young people in our target demographic to 

understand why they felt unable to engage in their communities. They confirmed our hypotheses 

around accessibility, the need to learn more about the issues, and their doubt about being able to 

make an impact. We also received positive feedback that our proposed program design could be 

an effective catalyst for them to get involved. We spoke to over 60 community organizations to 

inform our curriculum design and ensure that our proposed collaboration would support their 

efforts in a sustainable way. Finally, we spoke to over 25 leaders in human resources, corporate 

citizenship, and corporate social responsibility to understand how our proposed program would 

create value for employers. 

From September to December 2020, we launched a pilot program on eviction & housing 

insecurity in Boston with 32 members, 40+ community partners, and 5 employers (Blue Cross 

Blue Shield MA, General Catalyst, ICIC, Harvard Business School, and Webster Five). Our 

members were selected from over 170 applicants and represented a richly diverse cross-section of 

the Boston area, including: 42 percent Black, 25 percent Latino, 30 percent LGBTQ, 40 percent 

with a household income per capita below $30,000, and 20 percent who had experienced 

homelessness, eviction, or housing insecurity.  
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Over 12 weeks, our members met with families who had experienced eviction or housing 

insecurity; spoke with property owners and managers who have evicted tenants; engaged nonprofit 

and government leaders from organizations like FamilyAid Boston or the Office of Housing 

Stability; mapped service provision to local needs; unpacked policy and funding decisions with 

elected officials like Andrea Campbell and Liz Miranda, advocates like Chinese Progressive 

Association and CHAPA, and philanthropists like Soni Gupta at the Boston Foundation; created 

their own action plans; and allocated $5,000 in grants to resource awareness efforts and mutual aid 

networks. Employer revenue of $40,000 covered $35,000 in program costs, including $8,500 in 

member stipends and $8,000 in community partner contributions.  

Our post-pilot surveys demonstrated a statistically significant positive shift in members’ 

understanding of and preparation to address eviction and housing insecurity issues in Boston. 

Moreover, 97% of members said that GenUnity helped them become more involved in their 

community. Members continue to be enthusiastic about the program, the community they are 

building, and the change they hope to see. They strongly endorsed the pilot program with a Net 

Promoter Score of 76, including no detractors. And since the program’s conclusion, our members 

have organized their own monthly meetings to exchange learnings and already begun to follow 

through on their action plans ranging from applying to local citizen councils to weekly 

volunteering commitments.  

Our market research and pilot demonstrate that our program meets a critical need facing 

young people and can be sustainably supported by community partners and employers. While 

future programs will refine these learnings, the early evidence is strong that our theory of action 

has promise and is worth continuing to test. 
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VIII. Business Model 

Our business model allows us to expand our approach to new programs and geographies. 

Our earned revenue plan and estimated costs align with our mission while putting GenUnity on a 

pathway to full financial sustainability. GenUnity will also incorporate as a nonprofit to ensure our 

mission comes first and equity-driven design choices such as stipends for low-income members or 

compensation for community partners are preserved. 

Revenue Structure 

We have three major sources of revenue – 1) employer revenue, 2) individual member 

revenue, and 3) non-recurring revenue from donations and grants. For the purposes of the business 

plan projections, we focus on the build-up of the first two sources of revenue.  

Initially, each cohort will have 40 percent of members sponsored by their employers 

(employer revenue) with the potential to raise this to 50 percent of members sponsored by year 10 

in each city. The choice of what percentage of members will be sponsored is a balancing act 

between financial sustainability and preserving the diversity and equity of the program. By capping 

employer sponsored members at 50 percent, we ensure member diversity and promote our mission 

to develop an equitable pipeline of community leaders. 

Based on our market research and conversations with employer sponsors who participated 

in our pilot program, we estimate that a $4,000 sponsorship price per employee matches an 

employer’s willingness to pay. Our price point is within the range of what employers might 

consider comparable programs. GenUnity’s price of $4,000 per employee is at the low end of the 

price range for comparable professional leadership development programs in Boston, which range 

from $5,000 to $10,000 per employee. Comparatively, the price point is at the high end of 
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education benefits that corporations offer to employees, which are around $1,000 to $3,000 per 

employee per year. Initially, we plan to position ourselves as a unique leadership development 

program for employees and eventually to integrate into the suite of employee benefit offerings by 

employers. We expect that this employer revenue will be our main earned revenue stream.  

In line with our mission to promote an equitable pipeline, the price for our individual (non-

employer sponsored) members depends on their ability to pay. Some pay a skin-in-the-game fee 

of $200 per member which is based on surveys of young professionals’ willingness to pay for 

leadership development or personal development programs. Others from lower-income 

backgrounds receive stipends, on average, of $500 stipend per member, approximated to serve as 

wage replacement for the opportunity cost of time given to attend the program (~$15 per hour).20 

Cost Structure 

GenUnity’s mix of fixed and variable costs evolves from 54 percent fixed, 46 percent 

variable in the first year of launch in each city to 21 percent fixed, 79 percent variable as we scale 

programs and cohorts. We define variable costs as costs that scale per cohort. These include costs 

of scholarship for non-sponsored members, program facilitator costs, food, drinks, logistics costs, 

the community reinvestment grant, and honorariums to community partners. The community 

reinvestment grant is designated at $5,000 per cohort. Average compensation for community 

partners is $10,000 per cohort. The contribution margin per cohort is approximately $29,900 (45 

 
20 The pricing difference between individuals and employers reflects the value created for our each. Individuals are 

healthier, more productive, and more effective leaders. Employers gain 1) better employee health and lower 

associated costs, 2) more inclusive and effective leaders, and 3) deeper engagement and performance. 
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percent contribution margin). The unit economics of our business model is summarized in the 

following fish-bone diagram.  

 

Figure 1: Fishbone Analysis – Contribution margin per cohort (40 members per cohort). 

GenUnity’s fixed costs are at the corporate office level and include marketing expenses, 

backend technology costs, general and administrative expenses which include central office 

overhead, program managers, and executive directors. Other cash outflow items include setup 

costs per new city and research and development expenses to cover curriculum development. See 

Appendix I for detailed financial model. 

Cash Flow Projections 

Given the above revenue and cost structure, we estimate the cash flow needs at the program 

and city level. We expect that each program, at maturity, will support at least 3 cohorts (Spring, 

Summer, Fall) per year. The total contribution margin from these cohorts will cover the program 

manager’s salary costs while supporting general overhead. At a city-level, we assume a target 

maturity profile per city in terms of the number of programs and cohorts we would be able to roll 

out till we reach a “steady state” per city. Figure 2 summarizes our build-up of the maturity profile 
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per city. We plan to reach “steady state” by year 10, at which point we target to have 10 programs 

per city and 3 cohorts per program. This is a conservative estimate of the level of programming 

that we believe we can sustain in a city. 

 
Figure 2: Targeted maturity profile of a city. 

The city level unit economics imply that we will achieve positive contribution margins in 

five years since launch in a city and achieve cash flow breakeven in nine years since launch, as 

demonstrated in Figure 3.21 

 

Figure 3: City’s pathway to financial sustainability – contribution margin projections over time. 

 
21 % earned revenue is the percentage of funding that is not philanthropic contributions. 

 

Years Since Launch 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

# of programs 1 2 3 4 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 10 

# of cohorts per program 1 1 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
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IX. Go To Market Strategy 

We hope to expand GenUnity nationwide by 2031. We plan to structure GenUnity’s 

development in two phases: Phase 1 (2021-2023) will be focused on refining and testing the 

program and business model, and Phase 2 (2024-2031) will be focused on growth and scaling. Our 

aspiration is to build a model that is increasingly decentralized, community-centered, and member-

led while being financially sustainable and scalable.  

The table below summarizes our projections for scaling across cities, programs, and 

cohorts. By 2031, we project serving 114 cities, with 466 programs, 798 cohorts, and 31,920 

members. This represents an 84% CAGR in membership growth from 2021 to 2031. This growth 

is largely driven by expansion into new cities (61% cities 2021-2031 CAGR) and rollout of new 

programs per city (26% 2021-2031 CAGR). 

 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 

New cities launched 0  0  1  2  4  6  10  20  30  40  0  

Total cumulative cities 1  1  2  4  8  14  24  44  74  114  114  

# total programs 2  3  5  8  16  30  53  95  165  273  466  

# total cohorts 2  6  9  16  29  52  95  171  301  519  798  

# total members 80  240  360  640  1,160  2,080  3,800  6,840  12,040  20,760  31,920  

# members per cohort 40  40  40  40  40  40  40  40  40  40  40  

Figure 4: Projections for GenUnity’s reach and scale. 

To ensure that our model effectively supports each of our stakeholders, we have developed 

a selection criteria and methodology to identify new program issues in each city. Figure 5 below 

summarizes our program selection criteria and methodology. 
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Figure 5: Criteria and methodology for program development and selection. 

Phase 1 - Testing Phase (2021-2023) 

Over the next three years, we plan to test key questions that will shape GenUnity’s future 

growth, specifically the program’s applicability to new issues areas in Boston and to new localities. 

Figure 6 below illustrates our detailed plan for 2021-2023.  
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Figure 6: GenUnity’s Phase I plan and sources of funding. 

In 2021, we plan to test our program model’s transferability to new issues areas in Boston. 

We plan to expand to two programs, one focused on eviction and housing insecurity and another 

on health equity. Blue Cross Blue Shield Massachusetts, one of our pilot partners, has doubled 

down on their partnership with us this year, sponsoring employees to participate in our programs 

on eviction and housing insecurity and health equity and bringing us 26 percent of the way towards 

our 2021 earned revenue target of $132,800. This will allow us to demonstrate that our program 

model can be replicated and applied to address a new issue. 

In 2022, we plan to add one new program focused on food insecurity. We will also focus 

on improving our operational efficiency and optimizing overhead costs by launching two cohorts 

per program. In 2023, we plan to add two new program issues and expand to a new city, likely 

either New York or Chicago. This will demonstrate our program replicability outside of Boston 

and contribute to decreasing reliance on philanthropic revenue, as shown in Figure 6, projecting 
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to decrease percentage of funding from philanthropic sources from 69 percent in 2021 to 49 percent 

by 2023. 

To support this phase of work, we plan to raise $2 million in philanthropic support from 

foundations and individual donors.  

Phase 2 - Growth Phase (2024-2031) 

After refining our program model, we plan to expand GenUnity nationwide by 2031. From 

2024-2026, we plan to launch operations in 12 cities as we develop a playbook on launching 

programs in new cities most efficiently and effectively. We anticipate a funding need of $6.5 

million to support this 3-year expansion. From 2027-2030, we will apply our learnings to rapidly 

scale to bring our model to 100 new cities across all 50 states. We anticipate a funding need of $51 

million or $500,000 per city] for this stage of expansion, and subsequently expect to be financially 

sustainable post 2031. 

Customer Acquisition Strategy  

We believe that GenUnity has two channels to acquire customers – 1) a B2C (business to 

consumer) channel which is focused on onboarding individual members, and 2) a B2B (business 

to business) channel which is focused on onboarding members through employer sponsors. Figure 

7 below illustrates the matrix of acquisition strategies available to us varied by customer 

acquisition costs (CAC) and ease of scaling. CAC for GenUnity in the B2C channel may include 

digital marketing spending (Facebook, Instagram, Google advertisements), GenUnity staff time 

spent by GenUnity staff marketing to partnering organizations to generate “top of the funnel” 

awareness among youth. CAC in the B2B channel may include GenUnity staff time spent 
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marketing to employer contacts in respective human resources (HR) or corporate social 

responsibility (CSR) departments and outreach done to business networks and consortiums.  

The sweet spot is to pursue acquisition strategies that are low CAC and easy to scale. For 

the B2B strategy, this includes scaling across employer networks in different cities. This will 

require winning a large national company and rolling out GenUnity to their employees in different 

cities where GenUnity operates. For the B2C strategy, low CAC / easy to scale strategy involves 

relying on member referrals and word of mouth through adjacent young communities.  

In the initial stages of GenUnity (first 3-5 years), we will likely have to rely on the higher 

CAC strategies as the low CAC strategies require a track record of success and meaningful buildup 

of brand equity and community. Therefore, in the near term, we plan to focus on high CAC / easy 

to scale strategies. For B2B, this means on-boarding employers sponsors by contacting local 

networks or community organizations, such as local chamber of commerce and mission driven 

business consortiums, and instigating a bottoms-up approach by getting employees to initiate asks 

to their employers. For B2C, this involves offering scholarships, partnerships with local youth 

organizations, community-based organizations, and schools. GenUnity is currently operating in 

the hard to scale boxes as we focus on refining our model and increasing awareness.  
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Figure 7: Customer acquisition strategy – to acquire employers and members. 

Core to our scaling strategy will be to make our model as decentralized as possible to 

leverage local expertise and deepen our impact. We recognize that our initial team will be limited 

in knowledge, connections, and lived experiences to cover the broad spectrum of scope of issues 

impacting various communities today. Therefore, we plan to share our program model as an “open 

source playbook” for entrepreneurial would-be program managers who want to build an equitable 

civic leadership pipeline in their local communities using the GenUnity model. We envision this 

to be an inbound process, as described in Figure 8 below. GenUnity’s role will be to select and 

train entrepreneurial program managers who are looking to stand up programs in their local 

communities.  
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Figure 8: An “open source playbook” model to deepen and continue impact. 

Measurement and Evaluation 

Throughout the next 10 years it will be critical for us to collect robust program data so that we 

can continually learn and refine our program and impact in our communities. For our members, 

we track the following by evaluating members’ applications, pre-program surveys, reflections, 

action plans, exit interviews, and post-program surveys: 

• Head: What knowledge do members have after the completion of the program? Do they 

cite deeper knowledge of the ecosystem of local actors, the role they play and constraints 

they face in addressing local needs, and how power and competing interests shape the 

ecosystem? 
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• Heart: How do members’ empathy for others’ lived experiences change after completion 

of the program? How does this impact their mental and emotional health and trust in others?  

• Hands: What skills (e.g., systems mapping, humble inquiry) do members learn through 

the program? Do they feel more prepared to affect change in their community? 

• Feet: What infrastructure is built through the program to continue to support members? 

Do members develop the relationships with peers and local organizations necessary to 

drive change?  

We also monitor whether our program is providing value to our community partners (as an 

additional source of revenue and as a pipeline for future volunteers, staff, and leaders). We also 

communicate regularly with our employer partners to ensure our programs are a worthwhile 

endeavor for their employees. See Figures 9-10 below for more detail.

Figure 9: Data we collect to we measure our impact on stakeholders 
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Figure 10: How we evaluate our impact on stakeholders in the short and long-term 

X. Organizational Structure and Culture 

To effectively execute on this work, we are building a team with expertise in civic learning 

and community engagement and the diversity of lived experiences to effectively deliver our 

programs. We are also fostering a culture that centers the values essential to our mission.  

Our co-founders have seen firsthand how those most proximate to local issues are often 

excluded from the decision-making process - perpetuating and exacerbating inequity. We also 

bring experience in local government, systems change, and community engagement. We have also 

recruited a Boston facilitation team with deep expertise in leadership development; diversity, 

equity, and inclusion; and racial and social justice training. Finally, our advisors - Danielle Allen, 

Michael Brown, Ash Carter, Nigel Jacob, Jenne Myers, and Scott Warren - bring expertise in civic 

learning, corporate volunteerism, and civic entrepreneurship. See appendix for team bios. 
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We also recognize that our founding team is limited in its diversity of lived experiences 

and it is a priority for us to recruit co-founders and full-time team members who are from other 

marginalized communities including Black, Indigenous, Latine, LGBTQ+, and low-income and 

proximate to the communities in which we operate. 

Finally, we need to foster a values-driven culture that aligns with our mission. These values 

include: 

● Center justice and by extension, diversity, equity, and inclusion: Effective civic 

leadership is inextricably tied to an understanding of justice and how our actions impact 

the lives of others. Our organization and those we hope to serve can only do so if our 

organization and the programs we design promote diversity, equity, and inclusion in all its 

forms. 

● Role model the transformation we hope to see in our members: We recognize that we 

are all on our own journeys to become better civic leaders. We need to give ourselves the 

space and grace to learn while holding ourselves accountable to the impact of our actions 

on others. This means building a team that is proximate to local communities, has humility 

and awareness about what we don’t know, and a willingness to engage openly and honestly 

with others to learn over time. 

● Non-partisan, learning-focused: While civic leadership development necessarily requires 

people to understand the role of politics and partisanship in shaping outcomes, we have a 

responsibility to support members to come to their own conclusions about how to address 

local issues.  
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XI. Key Risks and Mitigants 

Because GenUnity’s programs tackle pertinent social and political issues and engage a 

diverse array of stakeholders, we will need to proactively manage some risks. Below outlines some 

of the key risks of our work and how we plan to mitigate them. 

Reputational Risk 

GenUnity’s work means that the staff, program directors, facilitators, and members will be 

dealing with politically sensitive issue areas and interacting directly with vulnerable populations 

in respective communities. There is a risk that if GenUnity staff or members acted or 

communicated inappropriately while conducting or participating in the program, this could cause 

reputational harm to GenUnity. This could be potentially damaging for future growth, as the 

success of GenUnity relies on building trusting relationships with community partners.  

To mitigate this risk, we plan to comprehensively train our staff, facilitators, community 

partners, and members so they are aware of our values and norms and what conduct would be 

inappropriate. 

Legal Risk 

In order to remain a 501(c)(3) organization, GenUnity must refrain from engaging in any 

politically partisan activity. In our interactions with community partners such as government 

officials and advocacy groups, we must refrain from advocating for a certain political party, figure, 

or cause.  
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To mitigate this, we will similarly train our staff, facilitators, and members to recognize 

what statements or actions could be perceived as political partisan conducted associated with 

GenUnity. 

Revenue Risk  

Our pilot has demonstrated interest from select employers in Boston, but our ability to scale 

will depend on whether we can unlock sufficient demand from employers nationwide at a 

sustainable price point to support our programs at scale. There is a risk that leadership development 

programs and training for employees get deprioritized for financial or other reasons. As our 

financial sustainability relies on having a significant percentage of membership to come from 

employer-sponsored members, this is a direct risk to our business model.  

To mitigate this, we continue to test and refine our value proposition and willingness to 

pay with employers through market research and interactions with HR, CSR, and management 

leaders of employers we are already working with. 

Funding Risk 

During the testing phase, half our funding will come from philanthropic sources. We aim 

to bring this down to approximately 20 percent by 2031. However, during the testing phase and 

early stages of growth, philanthropic funding is necessary to bring GenUnity to scale.  

To mitigate this risk, our CEO will proactively lead fundraising efforts from philanthropic 

sources. We also rely on our network of advisors and employer partners to cultivate and strengthen 

relationships with potential donors and funders. We have so far developed an extensive network, 

having consulted 30+ foundations and philanthropists as well as 30+ employers.  
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Supply / Counterparty Risk  

The success of our model relies on high quality of work delivered by program managers 

and facilitators, as well as deep engagement and coordination on the part of community partners. 

If program managers or facilitators fail to meet the standards GenUnity expects, the experience of 

members would be negatively impacted. Relatedly, having too few engaged or active community 

partners would limit the reach and efficacy of our programs.  

To mitigate this risk, we will create vetting, training, and evaluation processes for program 

managers, facilitators, and community partners.  
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Appendix 

 

I. Financial Model 

 

 
 

 
 

 

< ---------------------------------- Phase I ------------------------><------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ ------- Phase II ---------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------->

US$

x REVENUE 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

New cities launched 0 0 1 2 4 6 10 20 30 40 0

Total cumulative cities 1 1 2 4 8 14 24 44 74 114 114

# total programs 2 3 5 8 16 30 53 95 165 273 466

# total cohorts 2 6 13 16 29 56 103 187 325 559 878

# total members 80 240 520 640 1,160 2,240 4,120 7,480 13,000 22,360 35,120

# members per cohort 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40

Corporate revenue $128,000 $384,000 $832,000 $1,024,000 $1,922,286 $3,840,000 $7,298,286 $13,677,714 $24,514,286 $43,442,286 $70,240,000

% sponsored 40% 40% 40% 40% 41% 43% 44% 46% 47% 49% 50%

# total sponsored members 32 96 208 256 481 960 1,825 3,419 6,129 10,861 17,560

$ sponsorship per employee $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000

Individual revenue $4,800 $14,400 $31,200 $38,400 $67,943 $128,000 $229,543 $406,057 $687,143 $1,149,943 $1,756,000

# non-sponsored members 48 144 312 384 679 1,280 2,295 4,061 6,871 11,499 17,560

% self-paid 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%

% on scholarship 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%

# self-paid 24 72 156 192 340 640 1,148 2,030 3,436 5,750 8,780

# on scholarship 24 72 156 192 340 640 1,148 2,030 3,436 5,750 8,780

$ avg payment per member $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 $200

Non-recurring revenue

Grants

Donations

Total revenue $132,800 $398,400 $863,200 $1,062,400 $1,990,229 $3,968,000 $7,527,829 $14,083,771 $25,201,429 $44,592,229 $71,996,000

Recurring revenue $132,800 $398,400 $863,200 $1,062,400 $1,990,229 $3,968,000 $7,527,829 $14,083,771 $25,201,429 $44,592,229 $71,996,000

< ---------------------------------- Phase I ------------------------><------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ ------- Phase II ---------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------->

US$

x COSTS OF REVENUE 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Facilitator cost $21,000 $54,000 $117,000 $144,000 $261,000 $504,000 $927,000 $1,683,000 $2,925,000 $5,031,000 $7,902,000

# facilitators per cohort 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

$ per facilitator $3,500 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000

Program manager cost $75,000 $168,750 $375,000 $600,000 $1,200,000 $2,250,000 $3,975,000 $7,125,000 $12,375,000 $20,475,000 $34,950,000

# PM's per program 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

$ salary per PM $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000

Food, drink, logstic cost $10,000 $30,000 $65,000 $80,000 $145,000 $280,000 $515,000 $935,000 $1,625,000 $2,795,000 $4,390,000

$ per cohort $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000

Scholarship costs $12,000 $36,000 $78,000 $96,000 $169,857 $320,000 $573,857 $1,015,143 $1,717,857 $2,874,857 $4,390,000

$ per scholarship member $500.0 $500.0 $500.0 $500.0 $500.0 $500.0 $500.0 $500.0 $500.0 $500.0 $500.0

Community partner reinvestment & grant $30,000 $90,000 $195,000 $240,000 $435,000 $840,000 $1,545,000 $2,805,000 $4,875,000 $8,385,000 $13,170,000

fixed $ per cohort $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000

Total costs of revenue $148,000 $378,750 $830,000 $1,160,000 $2,210,857 $4,194,000 $7,535,857 $13,563,143 $23,517,857 $39,560,857 $64,802,000

Gross Profit ($15,200) $19,650 $33,200 ($97,600) ($220,629) ($226,000) ($8,029) $520,629 $1,683,571 $5,031,371 $7,194,000

GP margin % (11.4%) 4.9% 3.8% (9.2%) (11.1%) (5.7%) (0.1%) 3.7% 6.7% 11.3% 10.0%

% VC 45.7% 58.0% 68.8% 66.6% 57.6% 59.2% 62.1% 64.7% 67.5% 70.7% 78.9%

% FC 54.3% 42.0% 31.2% 33.4% 42.4% 40.8% 37.9% 35.3% 32.5% 29.3% 21.1%
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< ---------------------------------- Phase I ------------------------><------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ ------- Phase II ---------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------->

US$

x OPERATING EXPENSES 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Marketing Spend $1,328 $3,984 $8,632 $10,624 $19,902 $39,680 $75,278 $140,838 $252,014 $445,922 $719,960

% of revenue 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%

Tech costs $800 $2,400 $5,200 $6,400 $10,771 $19,200 $32,371 $53,429 $83,571 $127,771 $175,600

$ per member $10 $10 $10 $10 $9 $9 $8 $7 $6 $6 $5

Office Admin costs $1,600 $4,800 $10,400 $12,800 $20,714 $35,200 $55,914 $85,486 $120,714 $159,714 $175,600

$ per member $20 $20 $20 $20 $18 $16 $14 $11 $9 $7 $5

Admin - Central office FTEs (incl. S&M FTE) $180,000 $181,800 $183,618 $185,454 $829,510 $1,486,428 $2,156,402 $2,839,627 $3,536,301 $4,246,624 $4,970,800

# of FTEs 2 2 2 2 9 16 23 29 36 43 50

$ salary $90,000 $90,900 $91,809 $92,727 $93,654 $94,591 $95,537 $96,492 $97,457 $98,432 $99,416

Admin - City executive directors (1 per city) $0 $101,000 $204,020 $412,120 $832,483 $1,471,414 $2,547,648 $4,717,396 $8,013,140 $12,468,012 $12,592,692

# of city exec directors 0 1 2 4 8 14 24 44 74 114 114

$ salary $100,000 $101,000 $102,010 $103,030 $104,060 $105,101 $106,152 $107,214 $108,286 $109,369 $110,462

Total operating expenses $183,728 $293,984 $411,870 $627,399 $1,713,381 $3,051,923 $4,867,615 $7,836,775 $12,005,740 $17,448,044 $18,634,652

Total operating income ($198,928) ($274,334) ($378,670) ($724,999) ($1,934,010) ($3,277,923) ($4,875,643) ($7,316,146) ($10,322,169) ($12,416,672) ($11,440,652)

Operating margin % (149.8%) (68.9%) (43.9%) (68.2%) (97.2%) (82.6%) (64.8%) (51.9%) (41.0%) (27.8%) (15.9%)

x OTHER CASH OUTFLOWS 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

New city - setup costs $0 $0 $50,000 $100,000 $182,857 $248,571 $371,429 $657,143 $857,143 $971,429 $0

$ per city $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $45,714 $41,429 $37,143 $32,857 $28,571 $24,286 $20,000

Capex / R&D $100,000 $200,000 $400,000 $10,624 $19,902 $39,680 $75,278 $140,838 $252,014 $445,922 $719,960

% of revenue 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%

Free Cash Flow ($298,928) ($474,334) ($828,670) ($835,623) ($2,136,769) ($3,566,174) ($5,322,350) ($8,114,127) ($11,431,326) ($13,834,023) ($12,160,612)

Cumulative FCF ($298,928) ($773,262) ($1,601,932) ($2,437,555) ($4,574,324) ($8,140,498) ($13,462,848) ($21,576,975) ($33,008,301) ($46,842,324) ($59,002,936)

Philanthropic $298,928 $474,334 $828,670 $835,623 $2,136,769 $3,566,174 $5,322,350 $8,114,127 $11,431,326 $13,834,023 $12,160,612

% of philanthropic 69.2% 54.4% 49.0% 44.0% 51.8% 47.3% 41.4% 36.6% 31.2% 23.7% 14.4%

% earned revenue 30.8% 45.6% 51.0% 56.0% 48.2% 52.7% 58.6% 63.4% 68.8% 76.3% 85.6%
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II. Team Biographies 

 

Leadership Team 

 

Jerren Chang 

Jerren Chang is a 2021 MBA/MPP graduate student at Harvard Business 

School and Harvard Kennedy School and co-founder and CEO of 

GenUnity. Over the last two years, he has conducted extensive research on 

civic learning and engagement with a focus on young, working-age adults 

and was chosen as a Pforzheimer-National Civic League Fellow in 2019. 

He applied these learnings to create GenUnity with the mission of 

cultivating civic learning and engagement to strengthen our institutions and local communities. 

Previously, Jerren worked in the Chicago Mayor’s Office guiding economic development policy 

and at McKinsey & Company. He is a graduate of Duke University where he studied Economics 

and Mathematics. 

 

Nimisha Ganesh 

Nimisha Ganesh is a 2021 MBA graduate student at Harvard Business 

School and co-founder and COO of GenUnity. Nimisha joined GenUnity in 

2019 after spending several years supporting private, public, and non-sector 

partners in the K-12 education space on systems-level change initiatives, 

including strategic planning, implementation, and program management. 

Previously, Nimisha worked as Chief of Staff and Engagement Manager at 

Kitamba, a social impact consulting firm, and as an analyst at Goldman Sachs. She is a graduate 

of Yale University where she studied Biomedical Engineering and Political Science. 
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Facilitation Team 

 

Jeff Rogers, Lead Facilitator 

I’ve been coaching and facilitating for years, so I know the tragic secret of 

our profession: those who most need support, are least likely to receive it. 

Executives have resources to invest in their leadership skills so that they can 

climb just a little higher. Meanwhile, people who might’ve changed the 

world never get to do so, because in our society, having time for deep civic 

engagement is a luxury. 

 

That’s bad for people AND bad for society. I don’t like it. Especially since I came close to being 

someone who never found their path forward. As a young black man from inner city Boston, I 

spent my early adulthood floundering, looking for something. I now realize --- that something 

was purpose. It was only desperation that thrust me into a job working with youth from my 

neighborhood. That job unearthed my passion for helping people grow, and that passion evolved 

into a career coaching executives and ivy leaguers in some of the most rarified organizations in 

the world. Unbelievable as it sounds, the transition from Youth Worker to Executive Coach was 

easy because, compared to what these young people face, the stakes are so low. 

 

GenUnity exists to support those who need it most, to help them unearth their passions, find their 

purpose and grow. I find it powerful, for my people and for our society, and I’m thrilled to be 

working with a group whose sole mission is to find young people and help them climb higher. 

We live in challenging times, but there’s another secret: some people know challenges very well. 

They're built for this. And all they need is to find their path. 

 

Heang Ly 

Growing up in a predominantly White upper middle-class town as a low-

income refugee from Cambodia, my consciousness around the limitation of 

my voice and access to power as a result of my identity was awakened 

early. Sadly, I watched as the Cambodian community for the most part 

submitted to their marginalization. During this time, in the 1990’s, there 

was very little activism, advocacy, and mobilization for change among 

Cambodians. This experience motivated me to dedicate my career to creating spaces of 

empowerment and opportunities for communities closest to the problem with the least power to 

transform systems, culture, and issues of injustice. It is everyone’s work to create a more 

equitable society, but we cannot rely largely on those with power and privilege to want to do this 

work and to do right. I am so proud to be a part of GenUinity, which shares the values I have and 

is dedicated to providing an equitable pipeline for civic leadership development. 
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Gina Morales-Taveras 

A native of Lawrence, I have always been focused on giving people from 

marginalized communities the platform to advocate for themselves. I am a 

graduate of the College of the Holy Cross, where I worked as a summer 

orientation leader for the college's bridge program, mentored incoming first-

year students of color, and focused my studies on Afro-identity and the 

marginalization of Afro-descendent populations in the Caribbean. I 

currently work as a Marketing Manager at The Dream Project, a nonprofit based in the 

Dominican Republic. 

 

Naeemah Smith 

For last 10 years I’ve worked with organizations and systems that work to 

support youth and their families.  More often than not, I’ve seen systems 

and people in power dictate how change will be accomplished to the people 

or communities they’re hoping to change.  Well, that’s not how I envision 

driving sustainable change and creating meaningful impact.  Change is a 

collaborative process where the community members are seen as assets and 

part of the design team. In its simplest form, this looks like talking with folks, not at them, and 

creating spaces for their voices to be heard and ideas to be included. 

 

My number 1 job is Mom--- It’s the most exhausting thing on Earth that I love to do. I have 3 

amazing Black boys who will grow up to Black men.  I want them to have opportunities that 

their ancestors never had, to shape their own destiny without limits, which is why we have to 

keep pushing right now. 

 

GenUnity is pushing to open spaces and providing tools for young people to dream, and to 

design the change they want to see in their own community. I’m excited to be a part of it. 
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Advisors 

Danielle Allen 

Danielle Allen is the James Bryant Conant University Professor at Harvard University 

and Director of Harvard’s Edmond J. Safra Center for Ethics. She is widely known for 

her work on justice and citizenship and is the principal investigator for the Democratic 

Knowledge Project at Harvard University. She recently co-chaired the American 

Academy of Arts & Sciences’ Commission on the Practice of Democratic Citizenship, 

which published a bipartisan report on how to build a more resilient democracy. 

 

Michael Brown 

Michael Brown is a senior advisor, former CEO, and co-founder of City Year for which 

he has earned numerous accolades, including the Reebok Human Rights Award and 

Independent Sector’s John W. Gardner Leadership Award. He also previously served as 

President on the Harvard Board of Overseers. 

 

 

Ash Carter 

Ash Carter is the Director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at 

Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government. At Harvard Kennedy 

School, he leads the Technology and Public Purpose project and serves as the Belfer 

Professor of Technology and Global Affairs. He is also an Innovation Fellow and 

member of the Corporation at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Previously, 

Carter served as the 25th United States Secretary of Defense from 2015 to 2017. 

 

Nigel Jacob 

Nigel Jacob is the Co-founder of the Mayor’s Office of New Urban Mechanics, a civic 

innovation incubator and R&D Lab within Boston’s City Hall. He was also previously 

the Urban Technologist in Residence at Living Cities, a philanthropic collaboration of 

22 of the world’s largest foundations and financial institutions, is currently a board 

member at organizations such as Code For America and coUrbanize, and is an 

Executive-in-Residence at Boston University. 

 

Jenne Myers 

Jenné Myers is currently the Chief Executive Officer of Chicago Cares, the city’s 

premier volunteer service organization, and a board member for Points of Light. She has 

led her team to develop innovative programming that meets critical community needs 

and diversified revenue streams with new funding models. Previously, Myers was the 

Senior Director of External Affairs with the YMCA of Metro Chicago and the first-ever 

Chief Service Officer for Chicago.  

 

https://www.amacad.org/ourcommonpurpose/report
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Scott Warren 

Scott Warren is a Visiting Fellow at the SNF Agora Institute at Johns Hopkins where he 

is working on a variety of democratic initiatives, including building an international 

network of youth activists and starting an initiative focused on municipalities furthering 

civic engagement. He is the co-founder and former CEO of Generation Citizen, a civic 

education non-profit that is transforming how civics education is taught and equipping 

young people with the skills and knowledge needed to effect change.  
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