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1. Flaws in the system:
· The most common “flaws” that participants talked about were due diligence redundancy, reports on a shelf (the lack of feedback given after reviewing reports), and enormous variability (particularly communication issues between grantmaker and grantseeker).  

· Regarding due diligence redundancy, there was a discussion around the use of a repository of information, such as the Charities Review Council (www.smartgivers.org).  If grantmakers required that nonprofits get a stamp of approval from the Charities Review Council, and the grantmakers paid for it, then there would be high incentive for them to obtain the approval.  This would cut down on the time it takes for grantmakers to review financial information, verify tax status, etc.  One participant asked if this might hurt the relationship between staff and grantee since it may reduce conversation between the two.  Another participant raised the issue of consistency—would grantmakers not fund an organization without the approval?  Is it right to require this approval of small organizations?

· Regarding communication issues, one participant talked about how grantmakers sometimes don’t even communicate well internally and gave an example of a nonprofit organization getting different answers from different staff members at the same foundation.

· An “ah ha moment” was hearing that 29% of grantees didn’t feel their reporting efforts were worthwhile.  
· Participants commented that they didn’t realize that what nonprofits are asked for (the burden of outsourcing) is a burden on them. 

· One comment was that some of the IRS determination letters received are very old, or applicants don’t send what is asked for.  Sometimes they send their state tax exempt letter. 

· One participant had assumed that typically foundations utilized very similar or similar applications, monitoring and reporting.  

· Another commented, “What I like least about current application and reporting process is the complexity of the steps for both the applicants and our internal (staff) resources.” 
2. Barriers

· One barrier to change is the difficulty in having discussions and obtaining approvals from leadership, boards, and auditors.  One participant talked about how she had discussed the idea of making requirements “right-sized” for her grantees with the foundation’s auditors, but they weren’t willing to be flexible.
· There was a short discussion around using a policy for assessing risk (regarding “right-sized” grants) and the need for grantmakers to apply/practice the policy consistently.  
· Questions for the group: Could the sector design a “right-sized” auditing template?
· The tyranny of the staus quo is huge and hard to get around. 

3. Core Principles:  
· Participants felt the principles were appropriate.  One participant talked about moving to an online application process and the need to keep the principles in mind so that this change is an effective one and a worthwhile method of streamlining processes.

· Most useful advice is “starting from zero.”

4. Please share your past requirement streamlining successes or failures.
· Nora McKinnon from the Patrick & Aimee Butler Family Foundation talked about how they had started using a 2-year grant cycle to reduce the number of times an organization needs to apply.  This also reduced the number of Board meetings for the foundation, which was beneficial since many of their Board members live out-of-state.

5. Please share your future plans for streamlining your application, monitoring, or reporting requirements.

· There is energy, in general, in MN to work with our RAG and our Council of Nonprofits together to implement the principles of Project Streamline and to further explore our relationships.  There is true potential here!

· Members have stepped forward and offered to be part of local work groups during Phase II, and others will step forward when asked. 

· MN Common Application Form is to be revised.  Need to take into account reality of online applications.  Charities Review Council reference above re: due diligence.

· MN Common Report Form to be revised.
· Seeking to create clearer applications guidelines and looking at the reporting requirement for general operating grants (which most grants are).  How much do we really need from grantees in terms of their financial status? 

· Perhaps we could use the MCF as a statewide source for all foundations to share their information forms and requirements.  

· We plan to have a consultant to do a full review and provide proposed changes to our funding and reporting processes.  (Possible complications include internal and external change and the right communication and training plan.)

· Perhaps Project Streamline can partner with United Way and help us do a full review of our processes and identify recommendations for change.  

· We are in the process of reviewing and modifying our process.  How can we be a guinea pig??
6. Recommendations for Project Streamline

· What is a one-sentence synopsis of the problem and findings?

· Is there an accompanying aspect to Project Streamline from the nonprofit side?  We want to hear from them, too.

· Were affinity organizations of color part of the research intentionally?  If not, research should be vetted with them.

· The issue of the Status Quo (“we’ve always done it this way”) is huge, especially regarding requiring reports, tax forms, etc.
· Different kinds of philanthropy may require different procedures.  This piece is missing from the report.

· What collectively can we do to create change?  If we each do our own thing, it won’t benefit the nonprofits in the end.  

· Who is the “we” in this analysis and recommendation?

· Will our current form of philanthropy last another 50 years?

· Who filled out the Project Streamline survey from the nonprofit side?  Were they thinking solely about foundations as grantmakers, or were they thinking of state agencies, too?  Are there requirements/aspects of state agencies, for example, that differ from foundations and therefore wouldn’t be relevant to our conversations?


