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Preface: The Third Option
Nobody Names

There is a kind of institution the culture has no name for. It is built like a
factory — welded, poured, machined, made to run for sixty years — and it is
owned like a commons — community-held, surplus reinvested, with no way to
cash it out. Most people, on meeting one, reach for a category that almost fits
and get it wrong. They call it a charity that got too ambitious, or a business
that forgot to take its profit. It is neither. It is a third thing, and the third
thing does not have a slot.

An unnamed thing cannot be funded, permitted, taught, or repeated. A
funder has no box to write the check from. A city has no permit class to grant.
A founder has no model to copy. So the thing keeps not getting built — not
because it can’t work, but because no one can say what it is. Naming it is
the work. That is what this book is for.

This book gives the thing a name — Industrial Nonprofit — and then does
the harder thing: it shows you how to build one. It is written to the builder.
Not to the scholar who wants a taxonomy, not to the consultant who wants
a deck, but to the person standing in front of a building, or a machine, or a
community, who suspects this is the form their work should take and needs to
know whether they could actually pull it off. If this book works, you will finish
it able to say: I could attempt this.

How to read it
The book has two halves and a spine running through both.

Part One is the argument. It is short and meant to be sharp. It names
the two existing forms that this one sits between, and why both fail the insti-
tutions they’re handed. If you only read Part One, you will at least leave with
the name and the reason it matters — enough to recognize the form in the wild
and to explain it to someone else.

Part Two is how you build and hold one. This is the weight of the
book: structure, finance, governance, the industrial build, and the long hold.
It is concrete — real legal forms, real money, real decisions — and it is honest
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about the costs, because the costs are real and a book that hid them would be
useless to you.

The spine is 601 Delaware — a 1932 coffee factory in San Antonio, Texas,
the first Industrial Nonprofit and the worked example that runs through every
chapter. You will see it in a recurring sidebar:

At 601 Delaware. Wherever a principle in this book first showed
up as a real decision in a real building, you’ll find it here, marked
like this. 601 Delaware is the example, never the definition. Another
building, in another city, making other things, held the same way,
would be the same category.

One last thing before we start. The name will sit wrong with you at first. “In-
dustrial” and “nonprofit” are not words the culture is used to seeing together —
industrial implies capital and private return, nonprofit implies something small
and grant-fed. Putting them side by side forces you to resolve the contradiction,
and while you resolve it you are already building a model of the thing in your
head. That friction is the most useful property the name has. Don’t smooth it
away. Keep it.



Chapter 1

The Two Failure Modes

Every durable community institution gets pulled toward one of two existing
forms. Both are honest attempts. Both fail the thing they were meant to hold
— in opposite directions, for opposite reasons. Understanding the two failures
is the whole setup for this book, because the Industrial Nonprofit is defined by
refusing to choose between them.

1.1 The volunteer commons
The first form is the volunteer commons. It is community-owned and impro-
vised: built from whatever is available, run by the people who use it, captured
by no one. A backyard skate ramp built by the kids who skate it. A community
garden on a borrowed lot. A maker space in a donated storefront. The owner-
ship is clean and the spirit is right — nobody is extracting anything, and the
people making the decisions are the people doing the work.

It is also fragile. Built cheap and maintained on goodwill, it cannot outlast
the energy of its volunteers. A few hard seasons, a couple of key people moving
away, one rainy winter, and it starts to come apart. The thing it was protecting
— the continuity, the room people came for, the culture — is threatened by the
very impermanence of how it was built. The commons is honest and it does not
last. Its failure mode is collapse.

1.2 The commercial venture
The second form is the commercial venture. It is the opposite. The build is
serious and it endures: real materials, real systems, professional operations,
a balance sheet that can absorb a bad year. If the volunteer commons can’t
survive its founders leaving, the commercial venture is built precisely so it can.

But the commercial structure changes what the thing is. There are investors
now, and investors are owed a return. The decisions that used to be made by
the community get made — gradually, reasonably, one defensible step at a time
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4 CHAPTER 1. THE TWO FAILURE MODES

— by people optimizing for that return. The mission becomes a feature of the
product, and then a line in the marketing, and then a thing that can be trimmed
when it stops paying. And because it is owned, it can be sold; and when it is
sold, the new owner owes nothing to the people it was built for. The commercial
venture lasts and it does not stay itself. Its failure mode is capture.

1.3 The trap is believing you must choose
Here is the move almost everyone makes. They look at these two forms, feel
the pull of both, and conclude they have to pick: permanence or ownership,
durability or honesty. Take the commons and accept that it’s fragile, or take
the venture and accept that it’ll drift. The trade feels like a law of nature.

It isn’t. The Industrial Nonprofit refuses the trade. It takes the permanence
of the commercial build and the ownership of the commons and holds both at
once — not by splitting the difference, not by finding some moderate middle,
but by treating them as the same decision instead of competing priorities. How
that is possible is the subject of the next chapter. That it is necessary is the
subject of this one: because the two roads you already know both end badly,
and the institution you care about deserves a third.

At 601 Delaware. 601 Delaware is a 1932 industrial building.
Run it as a volunteer commons — a loose collective restoring it on
weekends — and it crumbles before the roof is sound; the building
outlasts the volunteers’ energy and the work is lost. Sell it to a
developer — the durable, well-capitalized option — and it becomes
lofts or a brewery with an “industrial” theme; the factory is preserved
as decoration and stops being a factory. Neither road keeps it a
working roastery that the neighborhood owns. That is the gap the
third option was built to fill.



Chapter 2

One Decision at Two Scales

The resolution to the trap is a single idea, and the whole category rests on
it: the industrial build and the nonprofit ownership are the same
decision, made at two different scales. Not two priorities to balance. One
commitment, expressed once in steel and once in governance.

2.1 Built like a factory
The build is industrial. Welded, poured, machined, permanent — specified and
made to run for sixty years, not five. This is not an aesthetic; it is a statement
about time. You build at industrial scale and quality because the work is real
work — it produces finished goods, trained people, documented knowledge —
and because you intend the institution to be here long after everyone who started
it is gone. The permanence is the part the volunteer commons couldn’t afford.

2.2 Held like a commons
The ownership is .org. Community-held, surplus reinvested, and — the load-
bearing word — no exit. There is no liquidity event, no sale, no cap table
waiting to be cashed out. Whatever the institution earns beyond its costs goes
back into the institution. The ownership is the part the commercial venture
gave away.

Now hold the two sentences next to each other. The quality that makes the
thing last (the industrial build) and the ownership that keeps it honest (the
.org) are not in tension. They are the same commitment — to make something
that endures and is not for sale — written at the scale of materials and again
at the scale of governance. Choose permanence in the concrete and you are
already most of the way to choosing it in the ownership. That is why it’s one
decision.
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6 CHAPTER 2. ONE DECISION AT TWO SCALES

2.3 What it rules out
A category is only as sharp as what it excludes. An Industrial Nonprofit is not:

• A “community nonprofit” — which implies small, grant-fed, scaled to
what bake sales can sustain. This runs real production at real scale.

• A “social enterprise” — which implies the production exists to fund a
cause. Here the production is the mission; the operation is not a money
pump bolted to a charity.

• A “cultural center” — too soft for an institution that actually makes,
builds, or processes something physical and consequential.

• A “startup with a mission” — startup implies exit. There is no exit.
The horizon is measured in generations, not funding rounds.

And it rules out the most common mistake of all: scaling the program down
to fit a smaller, more familiar organizational form. The form follows the work.
If the work is industrial, the structure has to be able to hold industrial work —
you do not shrink the ambition to fit the charity you already know how to run.

2.4 What it requires
• Actual industrial scale. Finished goods, trained people, open tools,

documented knowledge. A working operation, not a museum with a gift
cart.

• The nonprofit structure from day one — load-bearing, not paperwork
filed after the capital is raised.

• Programs that produce. Every zone should be able to answer one
question: what does this make?

• Governance fit for a production operation — a board that can run
an enterprise, not only administer a grant portfolio.

• No exit. Surplus reinvested; the core asset held so it cannot be sold. The
absence of an exit is what buys the sixty-year horizon.

2.5 The decision filter
All of this collapses into one test you can run on any proposal, in any meeting,
in a single breath:

Is this operating at industrial scale, and does it belong in a .org?
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Industrial but for-profit is the wrong structure. Nonprofit but too small to
sustain the operation is the wrong scale. The category holds both constraints at
once, which is exactly why naming it matters: the name answers the “what is
this?” question in two words and makes the listener build the model themselves.
Keep the friction in the name. It is doing your explaining for you.

At 601 Delaware. 601 Delaware roasts coffee, trains tradespeople,
and runs a working production floor — real output at industrial scale
— and it is held in a nonprofit structure with no exit and a sixty-
year horizon. Run the filter on it and it passes on both axes at once.
Run the filter on the things it has declined to do, and you’ll find
each one failed exactly one axis: profitable but private, or charitable
but too small to keep the factory running.
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Chapter 3

Structure

This is where the book turns from what to how, and it starts with structure
because structure is the question almost everyone gets wrong first. The wrong
question is: “Is it a nonprofit or a business?” That framing is the trap from
Chapter 1 wearing legal clothes. The right question is: what holds the asset,
what runs the operation, and how are those two kept from swallowing each other?

3.1 Two entities, one institution
A working Industrial Nonprofit is usually not one legal entity. It is two, with
distinct jobs:

• The operating nonprofit — a 501(c)(3) (the .org). This runs the
production: the roaster, the lab, the curriculum, the museum, the floor.
It holds the mission, employs the people, takes in earned and contributed
revenue, and is governed by a board accountable to the public purpose.
This is the institution the public meets.

• The asset custodian — a for-profit entity that holds the irreplaceable
physical asset (the building) and the trademarks. The operating nonprofit
leases space and licenses marks from it.

If the two-entity split sounds like a dodge — a for-profit hiding inside a
charity — it is the opposite, and the reason is the whole point of the chapter.

3.2 Why split them
Three reasons, in order of importance.

It protects the irreplaceable thing. The building is the one asset you
cannot remake. Operations are risky: a program fails, a lawsuit lands, a bad
year empties the account. If the building sits inside the operating entity, an
operational failure can put the irreplaceable asset on the auction block. Holding
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it separately means the operation can fail and restart without losing the thing
the whole institution exists to steward.

It separates two kinds of decision. Running a roastery and stewarding
a ninety-year-old factory are different jobs on different clocks — one measured
in quarters, the other in decades. Different entities let each be governed on its
own timeline without one constantly overriding the other.

It makes the no-exit credible. This is the subtle one. The custodian is
where you bind the asset against sale — through its charter, its ownership, or a
conservation-style restriction — so that “no exit” is a legal fact, not a promise
the current board makes and a future board can quietly reverse. The nonprofit
keeps the operation honest; the custodian keeps the asset from ever becoming
someone’s liquidity event.

3.3 Held from day one
The structure is load-bearing, which means it cannot be deferred. The most
common and most fatal version of “we’ll fix it later” is: raise the money, buy
the building, get the operation running, and then convert to nonprofit and lock
the asset. By then the people who put in capital have expectations, the asset
has appreciated, and locking it means asking everyone to walk away from upside
they’ve started counting on. The structure that was easy to set up at the start
becomes nearly impossible to impose later. Stand the nonprofit up early and
bind the asset early — while it costs you only intention, not money already
spent.

3.4 No exit, concretely
“No exit” is not a vibe; it is a set of specific choices:

• Surplus is reinvested, never distributed. The 501(c)(3)’s non-distribution
constraint does this for the operation by law.

• The core asset is held so it cannot be sold out from under the mission —
via the custodian’s binding terms, a conservation easement, or a trust-like
holding.

• No equity, no cap table, no class of owner who is owed a return on sale.

3.5 Be honest about the costs
A book that sold you the structure without its costs would be lying. The costs
are real, and you should choose this with eyes open:

• There is no payday. You are deliberately forgoing the liquidity event.
If part of you is building toward a sale, this structure will feel like a cage,
and you should not adopt it.
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• Capital is harder. You cannot sell equity, so you fund the build from
philanthropy, mission-aligned debt, and earned revenue — a slower, more
patient stack than a venture raise. (Chapter 4 is entirely about this.)

• Governance is heavier. Two entities mean two sets of duties, a clean
arms-length lease between them, and a board that genuinely understands
a production operation. Done sloppily, the two-entity structure invites
exactly the suspicion it’s meant to dispel.

• You must explain it. Funders and officials will not have a box for
it (that is why this book exists). You will spend real effort making the
custodian-and-operator split legible to people who expect one entity.

None of these is a reason not to do it. They are the price of permanence
that isn’t for sale. Pay it on purpose.

3.6 A checklist for your own structure
• What is your irreplaceable asset, and which entity holds it — not the

operating one?

• Is the operating nonprofit standing up now, before the capital lands?

• By what specific instrument is the asset bound against sale, and can a
future board reverse it?

• Is the lease between custodian and operator arms-length and documented?

• Can the operation fail and restart without endangering the asset?

• Can you explain the whole structure to a skeptical funder in two minutes?

At 601 Delaware. At 601 Delaware the split is concrete. The
building (held since 2014) and the trademarks sit with a for-profit
custodian, Nobody Industries, LLC; the operating 501(c)(3)
leases the space and runs the roastery, the trades curriculum, and
the museum. The nonprofit was stood up early rather than deferred
until after the credits were claimed — because the structure is load-
bearing, and load-bearing things go in first.
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Chapter 4

Finance

If structure is the question people get wrong first, finance is the one they think
makes the whole thing impossible. No equity, no sale — so where does the
money come from, and why would anyone put it in? The answer is not a trick.
It is a different, slower, sturdier way of funding a thing, and once you see it you
stop missing the exit.

4.1 Three streams, no equity
An Industrial Nonprofit funds itself from three kinds of money, and the mix is
the point:

• Earned revenue — the production sells real things. Goods, services,
tuition, admission, rent. This is the spine, and it is what makes the
institution an operation rather than a perpetual fundraising campaign.

• Contributed revenue — philanthropy and grants aligned to the mission.
Gifts, not investments; no return is owed.

• Mission-aligned debt — patient capital that expects to be repaid but
not to own: program-related investments, mission lenders, community-
development finance. It funds the build without taking the institution.

What you will notice is missing: equity. No one buys a share of the future
sale, because there is no future sale. That closes one door and opens three.

4.2 The factory fuels itself
Here is the move that makes the model coherent. In a social enterprise, the
business funds the mission — two things, one feeding the other. In an Industrial
Nonprofit, the production is the mission, and it also throws off operating
revenue. The thing you do to fulfill your purpose is the same thing that pays

13



14 CHAPTER 4. FINANCE

the light bill. That is why earned revenue is the spine and not a side hustle: a
roastery that roasts is fulfilling its mission and selling coffee in the same motion.
Surplus from that production doesn’t get distributed to anyone — there’s no
one to distribute it to — so it goes back in. The factory fuels itself.

4.3 Credits and grants are fuel, not purpose
One-time capital — tax credits, a capital campaign, a big founding grant — is
enormously useful and enormously dangerous, for the same reason: it is large
and it is temporary. Use it as fuel: it builds the thing, retires the construction
debt, buys the durable equipment. Never let it become the purpose. The fail-
ure mode is designing the institution around the credit — choosing programs
because they’re fundable, shaping the mission to fit the grant’s reporting cate-
gories — because the credit always runs out, and when it does you’re left with
an institution optimized for a funding source that no longer exists. Take the
fuel. Don’t steer by it.

4.4 Be honest about the costs
• It is slower than a raise. You cannot sell equity to pull forward five

years of growth. You build at the pace earned-plus-contributed revenue
allows. Patience is the price.

• The stack is more complex. Three streams and a two-entity structure
mean more relationships, more accounting, more explaining than a simple
company or a simple charity.

• Dependency is its own capture. The commercial venture is captured
by investors; a nonprofit can be captured by a single dominant funder
whose priorities quietly become yours. Diversify deliberately so that no
one check can move the mission.

4.5 A checklist for the money
• Can you name the earned-revenue spine — what the production actually

sells — before you count on any grant?

• Is one-time capital ring-fenced for the build, not baked into operating
assumptions?

• If your largest funder walked away, would the mission survive intact?

• Does any dollar coming in expect a return on a sale? (If yes, it doesn’t
fit.)
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At 601 Delaware. 601 Delaware’s spine is earned: a working
roastery, a café, and a restoration-supply dealership that sells what
the building proves out. Historic tax credits are treated as build
fuel — they help restore the 1932 factory — not as the reason the
institution exists. And the revenue is deliberately diversified so that
no single grant or funder owns the direction.
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Chapter 5

Governance

Governance is where good intentions go to be quietly overruled. An institution
can have the right structure and the right money and still drift, because the
people deciding things are the wrong people deciding the wrong way. An In-
dustrial Nonprofit needs governance fit for a production operation — not the
governance most nonprofits actually have.

5.1 The mismatch
The default nonprofit board is built to oversee a grant portfolio: it meets quar-
terly, reviews financials, approves a budget, and otherwise stays out of the way.
That is appropriate for an organization whose work is disbursing money. It is
dangerous for one whose work is running a factory. A roaster breaks, a season’s
revenue swings, a key operator quits, a safety question can’t wait for the next
quarterly meeting. Governance designed for oversight cannot keep pace with
governance needed for operations. You have to build for the second.

5.2 Two clocks, two governing jobs
Recall the two entities from Chapter 3 — they run on different clocks, and
governance follows the clocks. The custodian governs the asset on a decades-
long timeline: few decisions, enormous stakes, the no-exit lock lives here. The
operating nonprofit governs the work on a weekly one: many decisions, fast
feedback, close to the floor. Trying to run both through one quarterly board
guarantees that one of them is governed badly. Give each the cadence it needs.

5.3 Keep decisions close to the work
The healthiest pattern is to push decisions down to the people doing the work,
within clear bounds, rather than up to a board that can’t see the floor. Consent-
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18 CHAPTER 5. GOVERNANCE

based and distributed methods — sociocracy, holacracy, or a homegrown version
— let the people closest to a decision make it, while keeping accountability
legible. A small, trusted, empowered team will out-decide a large deliberative
one on almost everything operational. The board’s job becomes setting the
bounds and guarding the mission, not approving every move inside them.

5.4 Bind the no-exit in governance
This is the governance decision that matters most. “No exit” is only real if the
governing body cannot vote to sell. That means locking it at the charter level:
membership structures, asset-lock clauses, a custodian whose governing terms
forbid disposal of the core asset. A promise the current board makes is not a
lock; a future board, under pressure, with a good offer on the table, can reverse
a promise. It cannot reverse a charter that doesn’t grant it the power. Build
the lock so it survives the people who built it.

5.5 Be honest about the costs
• Consent is slower than command. Pushing decisions down and seek-

ing consent takes more time per decision; you trade speed for buy-in and
resilience. Worth it for most decisions, not all — know which are which.

• The board is harder to recruit. You need operators and stewards, not
just donors with names. People who can govern a production operation
are rarer than people who can attend a gala.

• Two failure modes, opposite directions. Founder-capture (one per-
son becomes the institution) and committee-paralysis (no one can decide
anything). Good governance is the narrow path between them, and you
have to actively steer.

5.6 A checklist for governance
• Can your governance make an operational decision in days, not quarters?

• Are the asset and the operation governed on their own clocks?

• Is the no-exit locked in the charter, beyond the reach of a future board’s
vote?

• Do the people doing the work have real, bounded decision authority?

• Have you guarded against both founder-capture and paralysis?

At 601 Delaware. 601 Delaware governs operationally by consent
— a small, trusted, empowered team that decides close to the work
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rather than waiting on a quarterly board — while the irreplaceable
asset is held and locked at the custodian level, where a future oper-
ating board simply has no authority to sell it. The fast clock runs
the roastery; the slow clock guards the building.
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Chapter 6

The Industrial Build

The word “industrial” in the name is not decoration and not nostalgia. It is
a requirement, and it is the one most likely to be quietly dropped — because
building at real scale is expensive and slow, and there is always a cheaper thing
that looks similar. This chapter is about what “industrial” actually demands
and why you cannot value-engineer it away without becoming one of the two
failures from Chapter 1.

6.1 Industrial means it produces
The test for industrial scale is concrete: raw materials in, finished goods
out. Something physical and consequential enters, the institution acts on it,
and something of value leaves — finished goods, trained people, documented
knowledge, working tools. Run the test on every zone of your institution and
ask the one question that separates a factory from a museum with a gift cart:
what does this room make? A zone that can’t answer is overhead pretending to
be production. Industrial scale is not about square footage or heavy machinery;
it is about whether real output actually leaves the building.

6.2 The building is the instrument
How do you decide what to build, and to what spec? Not from a generic renova-
tion playbook. You specify from what is actually there — the real dimensions,
the real materials, the real measured conditions of your site — so that every
decision is derived from the place rather than imposed on it. Measure first;
specify against the measurement; verify against it again after. The building
stops being a passive container and becomes the instrument you design with.
The discipline this enforces is honesty: a spec you can trace to a measurement
is a spec you can defend, and a renovation that can’t be traced to the building
is usually someone else’s idea wearing your project’s clothes.

21
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6.3 Permanence is the no-exit, in steel
Recall the central claim: the build and the ownership are one decision at two
scales. This is the materials end of it. You build to last sixty years — durable,
repairable, reversible where it touches what’s irreplaceable — because perma-
nence in the concrete is the no-exit expressed physically. A thing built to be
flipped is built differently than a thing built to be kept, and people can feel
the difference. Cheap-to-flip and built-to-keep are visibly, structurally different
decisions. Make the built-to-keep one.

6.4 Make your own tools
An institution that buys all its capacity can have it withdrawn. One that builds
its own tools — its own instruments, its own measurement, its own software, its
own training — reduces the number of outside parties who can capture or strand
it. Self-reliance in the build is not thrift; it is a form of the same independence
the .org structure buys at the level of ownership. Where it is reasonable to
make rather than buy the thing you depend on, make it.

6.5 Be honest about the costs
• It is capital-heavy and slow. Real scale costs real money up front, and

a measured, permanent build is slower than a quick fit-out.

• The temptation to cut permanence is constant. Every budget re-
view will offer to “value-engineer” the durable choice into the cheap one.
Each cut is small; the sum is the difference between built-to-keep and
built-to-flip.

• Making your own tools has a tax. Self-reliance costs time and focus
you could spend on the mission. Choose where it’s worth it; you cannot
make everything.

6.6 A checklist for the build
• Can every zone answer “what does this make?”

• Is every major spec traceable to a measurement of the actual site?

• Are the interventions that touch irreplaceable things reversible?

• Would the build survive sixty years of use, not five?

• Which capacities are you deliberately making rather than buying, and
why?
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At 601 Delaware. 601 Delaware passes the input/output test
literally: green coffee in, roasted coffee out. Its specifications are
drawn from the building itself — a sensor network measures real
conditions (a train horn peaks at 121 dB inside, which specifies the
acoustic treatment), the 1932 steel sash dimensions select the glaz-
ing, and the roaster’s real operating temperature sets the equipment.
The building is the instrument, and the renovation is specified from
it.
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Chapter 7

The Hold

Everything so far — the structure, the money, the governance, the build —
serves one end: the institution stays. Not grows fastest, not returns most, not
wins. Stays. This last chapter of Part Two is about the hold itself: the discipline
of staying, the horizon it requires, the only kind of growth that doesn’t betray
it, and how the thing outlives the people who built it.

7.1 Staying is the filter

The hold gives you a single test to run on any decision, and it is sharper than
the decision filter from Chapter 2 because it cuts at motive: does this deepen
roots, or does it create the option to leave? A financial structure that only
pays off on a sale, a program portable to any building, a partnership that dilutes
the local commitment — each creates exit optionality, and exit optionality is the
slow beginning of the commercial failure mode. The test is not “is this a good
opportunity?” Plenty of betrayals are good opportunities. The test is whether
it roots you deeper or loosens the soil.

7.2 The sixty-year horizon changes the math

Most institutions optimize for the first funding cycle. The hold optimizes for
the second sixty years. That single change reorders every decision: you choose
the durable material over the cheap one, the owned capacity over the rented
dependency, the slower revenue you control over the fast money that controls
you. Decisions that look irrational on a five-year horizon are obviously correct
on a sixty-year one. When a choice is hard, lengthen the horizon until it gets
easy, then check that you’re being honest about the timeline rather than just
patient about a bad idea.
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7.3 Grow by arborization, not replication
The institution will be tempted to grow the way successful things are expected
to grow: open a second location, then a third, then a network. Don’t. That
is replication — cell division — and a second location is a new organism that
owes nothing to the first; when the parent is acquired or fails, the branches were
never really part of it. Grow instead by arborization: dendrites that extend
outward but stay connected back to the body. A graduate who runs a program
elsewhere, a wholesale account, a published method another builder adopts,
a second worked example of the form in another city — these reach outward
without creating an exit or a second headquarters. The book in someone’s hands
across the country is a dendrite. A franchise is cell division. Choose the tree,
not the copy.

7.4 Succession: outliving the founders
A hold that depends on its founders isn’t a hold; it’s a delay. The institution
must be able to lose any individual — including the one who started it — and
continue. That requires three things built on purpose: a structure that doesn’t
route all authority through one person, a bench of people who can take the work,
and documented knowledge so the how-to doesn’t leave when a person does. The
no-exit and the bound asset make succession possible by removing the event —
the sale — that usually ends these institutions; but removing the exit is not the
same as building the continuity. You have to build the continuity too.

7.5 Be honest about the costs
• You forgo the payday and the thrill of scale. No exit, and no

dopamine of opening location number five. The rewards of the hold are
real but quiet.

• Patience is a continuous tax. The sixty-year horizon means saying no,
often, to things that would pay off sooner.

• You must actively decline good offers. The hardest part isn’t re-
sisting bad ideas; it’s resisting attractive exits and expansions that would
loosen the roots. Staying is a decision you re-make constantly, not once.

7.6 A checklist for the hold
• Does this decision deepen roots or create the option to leave?

• Does the choice still make sense on a sixty-year horizon?

• Is your next phase of growth arborization (dendrites) or replication (a
second headquarters)?



7.6. A CHECKLIST FOR THE HOLD 27

• Could the institution lose its founder and continue — structure, bench,
and documented knowledge all in place?

• What attractive exit or expansion have you turned down lately? (If never,
you may not be holding.)

At 601 Delaware. 601 Delaware treats staying as the primary
filter: a decision that creates exit optionality contradicts the project
regardless of how good it looks. It plans on a sixty-year horizon and
grows by arborization, not replication — route salespeople, wholesale
accounts, and graduates running programs elsewhere are dendrites
reaching back to the soma; a second location would be cell division,
a new organism owing nothing to the first. The category itself —
this book, the doctrine, another builder adopting the form — is the
longest dendrite of all.
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Chapter 8

601 Delaware, End to End

Everything in this book has been illustrated in the margins by one building.
This chapter brings it down from the margin and walks through it whole —
not as a how-to you should copy (your building, community, and product are
your own), but as proof that the form holds together when a real institution
carries all of it at once. 601 Delaware is the first Industrial Nonprofit. It is the
example, never the definition.1

8.1 What it is
601 Delaware is a 1932 coffee factory in San Antonio, Texas — about 28,000
square feet of board-formed concrete, steel sash, and common brick, built for
the Hoffmann-Hayman Coffee Company and run as a roastery until the early
1970s. It is being brought back not as a relic and not as real estate, but as a
working cultural factory: a roastery that roasts, a trades curriculum that trains,
a museum that holds the history, and a production floor that makes things. Held
in a nonprofit structure with no exit, on a sixty-year horizon.

8.2 The two roads it refused (Chapter 1)
The building could have gone down either of the failure roads. A volunteer
collective restoring it on weekends would have run out of energy before the roof
was sound — the honest, fragile path, the commons that collapses. A developer
would have made it durable and turned it into lofts or a themed brewery —
the captured path, where the factory survives as decoration and stops being a
factory. Neither keeps it a working roastery the neighborhood owns. 601 took
the third road, which is the only reason this book has a worked example at all.

1The full, building-specific planning record — permits, drawings, neighborhood history,
program detail — lives in 601 Delaware’s own repository. It is cited here, never reproduced;
this chapter shows the form, not the project’s internal documentation.
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8.3 One decision, in concrete and in ownership
(Chapter 2)

The factory is being rebuilt to last another sixty years — repaired in kind,
specified to endure — and held so it cannot be sold. Built like a factory, held
like a commons, the same commitment at two scales. Run the decision filter on
it and it passes on both axes at once: it operates at industrial scale (it roasts, it
teaches, it produces), and it belongs in a .org (community-held, no exit). The
things 601 has declined each failed exactly one axis — profitable but private, or
charitable but too small to keep the factory running.

8.4 Structure: a custodian and an operator (Chap-
ter 3)

The split is concrete. The building and the trademarks are held by a for-profit
custodian, Nobody Industries, LLC, which has owned 601 since 2014. The
operating 501(c)(3) leases the space and runs the production. The custodian
protects the irreplaceable asset and is where the no-exit is bound; the operator
carries the mission and the risk, and can fail and restart without endangering the
building. The nonprofit was stood up early rather than deferred until after the
credits were claimed — because the structure is load-bearing, and load-bearing
things go in first.

8.5 Finance: an earned spine, fuel on top (Chap-
ter 4)

The spine is earned revenue: a working roastery, a café, coffee sold under revived
and new labels, and a restoration-supply dealership that sells the materials and
methods the building proves out. Historic tax credits are treated as fuel for the
restoration, not as the reason the institution exists — the building roasts coffee
whether or not a credit is available. And the revenue is deliberately diversified
so that no single grant or funder can quietly take the wheel.

8.6 Governance: fast clock, slow clock (Chapter
5)

The operation runs by consent — a small, trusted, empowered team deciding
close to the work rather than waiting on a quarterly board — while the building
is governed on a decades-long clock at the custodian, where a future operating
board has no authority to sell it. The fast clock runs the roastery; the slow clock
guards the factory. The no-exit is not a promise; it is a place in the structure
where the power to sell does not exist.
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8.7 The build: green coffee in, roasted coffee out
(Chapter 6)

601 passes the industrial test literally — green coffee in, roasted coffee out —
and it specifies everything from the building itself. A sensor network measures
the real conditions: a passing train horn peaks at 121 decibels inside, and
that measurement specifies the acoustic treatment rather than a generic guess;
the 1932 steel-sash dimensions select the glazing; the roaster’s real operating
temperature sets the equipment. The building is the instrument. And where it
can, the institution makes its own tools — its own measurement, its own data
acquisition, its own openly published research — rather than renting capacity
that can be withdrawn.

8.8 The hold: staying, and reaching outward
(Chapter 7)

Staying is the primary filter: a decision that creates the option to leave con-
tradicts the project no matter how good it looks. 601 plans on a sixty-year
horizon and grows by arborization, not replication — route salespeople, whole-
sale accounts, and graduates running programs elsewhere are dendrites that
reach outward while staying connected to the body; a second location would be
cell division, a new organism owing nothing to the first. The longest dendrite
of all is the one you are holding: the category itself, written down so another
builder, in another city, making other things, can hold them the same way.

8.9 The point of the example
601 Delaware is not the Industrial Nonprofit. It is an Industrial Nonprofit —
the first, and the one detailed enough to prove the form coheres under load.
Strip away the coffee, the 1932 brick, the San Antonio neighborhood, and the
parts that remain — built to last and held so it can’t be sold, real production
owned in common with no exit — are the form. Those parts are portable. The
building is not. That is exactly the relationship the next, and final, page is
about.
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Coda: Go Build One

You came to this book to find out whether you could attempt one. Here is the
honest answer: yes, and it will be harder and slower than the two roads you
already knew, and that difficulty is the point.

The Industrial Nonprofit is not a clever loophole or a funding hack. It is a
decision to build something that lasts and to refuse to sell it — made once in the
materials and once in the ownership, because they are the same decision. The
volunteer commons couldn’t afford the permanence. The commercial venture
couldn’t keep the ownership. You can have both, if you are willing to pay
the real price: no payday, patient money, heavier governance, and the steady
discipline of declining good offers that would loosen the roots.

What you do not have to do is invent the category. It has a name now, and
a worked example, and the argument you can hand to a funder or a city or a
skeptical board. That was the hard part that kept the form from being built —
not the building, the naming. It’s named.

The form is general; your instance will be specific. Another building, another
city, other things made, held the same way — that is the same category and
a new organism, a dendrite reaching from this idea to your place. If you build
one, you are not copying 601 Delaware. You are doing what 601 Delaware did:
taking the third option, in the one place only you can take it.

So: name your irreplaceable thing. Decide it will not be for sale. Build it to
last, hold it in common, make it produce, and stay.

Go build one.
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Appendix

Reference matter: the filters in one place, the vocabulary defined, and where to
read further.

The filters, on one page
Two filters govern everything in this book. Keep them where you can reach
them.

The decision filter (Chapter 2) — run on any proposal:

Is this operating at industrial scale, and does it belong in a .org?

Industrial but for-profit is the wrong structure. Nonprofit but too small to
sustain the operation is the wrong scale. It must pass on both axes.

The staying filter (Chapter 7) — run on any opportunity:

Does this deepen roots, or does it create the option to leave?

Exit optionality is the slow beginning of capture. A good opportunity that
loosens the roots is still a betrayal of the hold.

The build checklist
A consolidation of the per-chapter checklists, in build order:

• Structure. What is your irreplaceable asset, and does a separate cus-
todian hold it? Is the operating nonprofit standing up now, before the
capital lands? By what specific instrument is the asset bound against
sale, and can a future board reverse it? Can the operation fail and restart
without endangering the asset?

• Finance. Can you name the earned-revenue spine before you count on
any grant? Is one-time capital ring-fenced for the build, not baked into
operations? If your largest funder walked, would the mission survive?
Does any incoming dollar expect a return on a sale?
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• Governance. Can you make an operational decision in days, not quar-
ters? Are the asset and the operation governed on their own clocks? Is
the no-exit locked in the charter, beyond a future board’s vote? Do the
people doing the work have real, bounded authority? Have you guarded
against both founder-capture and paralysis?

• The build. Can every zone answer “what does this make?” Is every major
spec traceable to a measurement of the actual site? Are interventions that
touch irreplaceable things reversible? Would the build survive sixty years,
not five? Which capacities are you making rather than buying, and why?

• The hold. Does this deepen roots or create the option to leave? Does
the choice still make sense on a sixty-year horizon? Is your next growth
arborization or replication? Could the institution lose its founder and
continue? What attractive exit have you turned down lately?

Glossary
Industrial Nonprofit An institution built at industrial scale and held in a

nonprofit (.org) structure, treating those as one decision at two scales.
Built like a factory, held like a commons.

The volunteer commons The community-owned, improvised institutional form.
Honest but fragile; its failure mode is collapse.

The commercial venture The investor-owned, durable institutional form. Last-
ing but capturable; its failure mode is the mission becoming a product that
can be sold.

No exit The commitment that the institution will not be sold: surplus rein-
vested, the core asset bound against disposal, no equity or owner owed a
return on sale. What buys the sixty-year horizon.

Custodian / operator split The two-entity structure: a custodian holds the
irreplaceable asset (and binds the no-exit), while the operating nonprofit
runs the production and leases from it.

The decision filter Is this industrial scale, and does it belong in a .org?
Both, at once.

The staying filter Does this deepen roots or create the option to leave?

Arborization Growth as dendrites — graduates, accounts, published methods,
other builders — that extend outward while staying connected to the body.
Contrast replication.

Replication Growth by opening a second location: cell division, a new organ-
ism that owes nothing to the first. The growth pattern the hold refuses.
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Soma / dendrite The body and its branches. The original institution is the
soma; everything it sends outward without creating a second headquarters
is a dendrite. (This book is a dendrite.)

Specify from the building Deriving every decision from the measured reality
of the actual site rather than a generic playbook — the building as the
instrument you design with.

The factory fuels itself The production is the mission and also generates
operating revenue; surplus reinvested rather than distributed.

Further reading
• R. Buckminster Fuller, Operating Manual for Spaceship Earth (1969)

and Synergetics (1975/1979) — doing more with less by getting the ge-
ometry right; the trim tab as the small lever that turns the whole ship.
The disposition behind “one decision at two scales.”

• Søren Pihlmann / PIHLMANN Architects, Build of Site (Danish
Pavilion, Venice Architecture Biennale, 2025) — building at the scale of
the materials already on site; the specify-from-the-building method prac-
ticed in architecture.

• Stewart Brand, How Buildings Learn (1994) and The Clock of the Long
Now (1999) — buildings on long time, and designing for the second sixty
years rather than the first.

• Donella Meadows, Thinking in Systems (2008) — leverage points, stocks
and flows, and why structure determines behavior; the systems grammar
under the two failure modes.


