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Drowning in Paperwork, Distracted from Purpose
Kansas City Funders Network
November 18, 2008

1. Flaws in the system:  

· Many complaints from Grantseekers in the 10 flaws but does not focus on the complaints of Grantmakers

· Question about what to do with unsolicited information.  Mentioned that if you keep unsolicited information in your files you are doing a disservice to those organizations that do not submit additional information.
· Right Sized Grants - Someone mentioned that Capital Grants at their foundation have the easiest application form and report form but are usually the largest grants the foundation makes.
· Discussion of pre-grant meetings – Jewish Heritage Foundation once made pre grant meeting mandatory for all potential grantees.  There were complaints.  Now only mandatory for Jewish grantees.  Noticed no correlation in whether a grant was awarded between those funders that attended the pre-grant meeting and those that did not.

· Fundraising Gymnastics – sometimes it feels like the pre-grant meeting is fundraising gymnastics (messing with the program).

· Some non-profits have fundraising departments…they better get it right.
· Fundraisers have ruined the dynamic.
· If our job is to know the information, why ask for 10-15 pages of information?
· The grant request is only one piece of the puzzle.  If anyone in the room bases their decision on the application they should go home.  Additionally, if the applicant cannot fill out an application, the non-profit should not be in business.  
2. Barriers:
· Correlation between the size of the non-profit and how much information they send in.  Smaller community-based non-profits seem to unload a dump truck of information.  Is there a capacity problem?  Can they create the correct response?

· Seems like an education process is needed.  Some applicants don’t take the time to think about the questions being asked.
3. Core Principles:  
· Rightsizing has promise. 

· Shame on anyone in the room that requires multiple copies.
· Information is on the website.  If applicants screw up the application or apply even though outside funding area, we assume they didn’t read the site.

4. Please share your past requirement streamlining successes or failures:
· Menorah Legacy Foundation has no application. They will accept any 3 page description of the proposed area to be funded.  The only criteria are that they are not allowed to submit applications with another funder’s name in the text.  All 3 page descriptions are reviewed and staff writes own summaries for board.  They have worked with a couple of other KC funders to design a budget template.   All applicants are required to submit a draft of their proposal before they submit a final proposal.  Then they either gently inform them that they are not going to be a candidate or if necessary help them to improve the application so it shines.
· A number of funders in the room ask for and receive feedback on their processes.

· Jewish Heritage Foundation actually had grantees beta test their application.

· Health Care Foundation of KC asked for feedback and acted on it.  
· Health Care Foundation of KC uses outside reviewers unfamiliar with the KC sector.  They get lots of additional paperwork to deal with this issue.
· Health Care Foundation of KC has a short letter of interest but it is not used as a screening process.  It is used to determine how many grant reviewers they need to hire.

5. Please share your future plans for streamlining your application, monitoring, or reporting requirements:
· Health Care Foundation of KC may consider the issue of what they ask for and when.  To the extent they are not funding a grantee, they may not need to ask for all of the information up front.
· Someone asked about outsourcing evaluation.
· In KC progressing toward a partnership with funders and non-profits.  But it’s not our job to become one huge KC foundation.  

6. Recommendations for Project Streamline:
· Someone noted that the minimum due diligence list will not be final.  Due diligence will come with your comfort level with the grantee.
· Did not want to limit the project to application and reporting…more information on relationships.  
· Concerned about attempts to make everyone uniform.

