SMAC GRANT PROGRAM COMMITTEE 3-22-16 (Wirt, Olney, Wahl, Muldoon, Strom)

AGENDA - March 22, 2016

Set Future Meeting Date to address grant policy & procedure topics

Begin Review of topics as time allows

Ideas and recommendations generated by board discussion 2/20/16

Topics from 2/20/16 work day that were not addressed*

Review scoring process — language that corresponds to scores, i.e. 3 = basic.

Further clarify language regarding pro-rated administrative overhead restrictions for Operating
Support grantees

Adjourn

SMAC grant policy and procedure topics - 2/20/2016

APPLICATIONS/PANEL REVIEW

What is required for a complete application?

1 page financial report as described in the application
resumes & work samples for all paid artists

resumes for staff attending workshops

budget breakdown to reflect costs for each artist being paid
proposed schedule with dates, times & locations

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion:

e Schedules: dates & times need to be identified
e  Want to see that there has been some planning before even applying.
e s there a place for “extra credit” outside of the criteria? (others felt this was an uncomfortable
precedent to set)
e [s subsidy important if it heavily impacts just a few people?
e Key people involved in the project: need to know who is involved and that they are qualified; not just
the “paid personnel” but all key people
Day players vs. key players
It is difficult to get resumes/qualifications for all paid artists. Some festivals don’t have “all”
resumes but rather a representation. We don’t need to look through every single resume for a
10-day festival.
o Maybe consider a salary threshold: i.e. if paid over $1000, then must provide resume/work
sample
o Keep resumes to one page
o Need web links for resume and qualifications
o Letters of Support for Individual Artists:
o Not required by MSAB
o Not helpful; always going to be positive
o Rather see more work samples
e Should we ask if the project will impact the “local narrative” / local legacy ? What is the community
context?
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e Consider providing a passion-forward grant for communities who have not time to have “all of the
details” in order for them to recognize an opportunity and act on it. No set deadline; open for
spontaneity.

e FEvaluation: need recommendations for what to evaluate and what to measure. WHY do we evaluate
equipment purchases? Ugg!

®  Good to have board members on panels to provide backstory.

e [s a chamber of commerce required to provide a financial report? What is the usefulness of providing
a financial report? What is it for? Keep it to one page.

® Budgets:

o Need to know who the artists are that are involved and how much each is paid
o Need budget files provided in a universal format, like PDF. (For evaluators)
o Board and all evaluators need to be trained on budgets and budget forms!

Additional notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion:
SUGGESTIONS:
®  Have the grant panel committee assigned various categories of grants and fill out the application as

an exercise. Come back with frustrations, suggestions.

o FAQs for Applicants: tutorials/classes or videos on the following — budgets, work samples,
bio/vision, marketing suggestions

®  Since the grant workshop season runs during the most difficult time of the year (winter), offer other
methods of offering the information.

® Roster Artists (school grants) still need to provide resume, work samples, lesson plan.

In what circumstances, if ever, is it allowable for an applicant to provide additional information after
the deadline? If allowable, within what time frame?

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion:
® Deadlines = deadlines; nothing can be provided after

e Should we provide a checklist?

How should we list the grant panel recommendation regarding amount of award?
Currently, unless the panel recommends a grant be reduced because of a particular line item, they do
not recommend an amount. The report for the board currently shows an amount of full funding
recommended unless a reduced amount was recommended by the panel. If an application scores low,
this can be misleading.

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion:
Panel should provide funding recommendations. Especially since the board does not read the entire grant

application.
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DEFINITIONS

Conflict of interest definition: over the past 2 or 3 years for employment relationship? Current
employment relationship only?

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion:

®  Some thought that there should be a three year waiting period for an employment conflict of interest,
because relationships still continue. Others thought that seemed like too much time and it should
only be one year, or even just a current employment relationship — an extra time wouldn’t really
make any difference.

®  How can we define perceived conflicts? Or personal conflicts for artists? It’s hard in small towns
where you know a lot of people.

®  One person thought people should be able to declare a conflict but still vote and make comments.
More knowledge is better.

Clarify definition for community partner for legacy grants.

Because of the large investment of money into one project, the board required a community partner
for legacy level grants. In some cases the partner has been a business whose contribution to the
project has been limited to providing a discount on the equipment being purchased at their place of
business. Is this enough? What are we looking for?

Art Legacy Project Grants: “In order to be eligible for legacy-level funding, your organization must
have an active community partner that will provide time and/or money toward the project.” “Detail
the roles and responsibilities of your community partner. What will they do to support and assist in
the project before, during and after the project is complete? “Upload a signed letter of understanding
written by your community partner that agrees to the roles & responsibilities in regard to this
project’.

Legacy Equipment & Facilities Improvement Grants: “A community partner must contribute time
and/or money and sign the application.” “In order to be eligible for legacy-level funding, your
organization must have an active community partner that will provide time and/or money toward the
project. List the name of that key partner.” “Detail the roles and responsibilities of your community
partner. What will they do to support and assist in the project before during and after the project is
complete?” “Upload a signed letter of understanding written by your community partner that agrees
to the roles & responsibilities in regard to this project.”

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion:

Money does not have to be part of the definition — they community partner should just participate in the
project in some way.

Getting a good deal on quotes for equipment is just part of the bidding process, so the vendor should not be
the community partner. The community partner should have no financial gain from the project.

Does the community partner have to be from the same community as the organization?

We could make the community partner optional or just ask if there are other organizations involved and give
more points if so.

The community partner should have to contribute quantifiable amount — a certain percentage of money,
volunteers, time, etc. for the project. They should have to follow up on those amounts in the final report.
We could have a collaboration grant, where 2 or 3 organizations working together could get a larger grant.
For the equipment grants, maybe they could have a business partner instead of a community partner.
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FUNDING LIMITATIONS — WHAT PARAMETERS SHOULD BE PUT IN PLACE?

Minimum score requirement for funding consideration. Currently must be 50% or more. Do we want to
fund excellence or is basic or average ok? Consideration of high (95%) vs low (50% or less) and impact of
one score on overall average. i.e. 5 panelists score an application below 50%, 1 panelist scores it at 95%.
Overall score could be 56%

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion:

One group suggested that grants scoring 50-60% should go to a second discussion by the board, with the
applications available for viewing. Another group disagreed. This could be kept as an option when needed
due to geographic distribution.

*Geographical distribution — when does geography trump score. Suggest range if we have a funding
shortfall. i.e. 52% vs 85%. Grant round versus year to date.

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion - No discussion on this issue.

*Do we want to set a limit on the number of grants or amount of $’s an organization can receive in one
fiscal year? If not, do we want to state that there is a priority based on the number of grants or the dollar
amount of awards an organization has received in one fiscal year?

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion - No discussion on this issue.

Do we want to limit how many in process grants can be awarded to an organization? An organization
may have several grants in process over the same time period with final reports not due for a year so there is
a lack of accountability in the interim. Should we require interim reports on all outstanding grants be
submitted with a new application?

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion:
We should require a progress report on current grants as part of the application, with the exception of
Operation Support grants.

Limit of $30,000 per building over 10 year period. Currently only includes legacy level equipment and
facilities improvement grants. Should the regular ($5,000 or less) equipment & facilities improvement
grants be included in that total? If a large project is broken down into smaller parts, an organization could
conceivably apply for and receive an additional $10,000/year which could result in $130,000/building in a 10
year period.

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion:

We could limit it to $50,000 over 10 years, including the smaller $5,000 grants. We should ask how long
they intend to stay in their building.
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*Do we want to continue to fund equipment & facilities improvement grants @ $15,000? Art Legacy
Projects @ $20,000?

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion - No discussion on this issue.

Do we want to reconsider the match requirement or Legacy level grants? Currently 20% for both
programs. Currently an organization can receive $20,000 for a $25,000 Arts Legacy project. Match
requirement would be $5,000. An organization can receive $15,000 for a legacy level equipment & facilities
improvement grant with only a $3,750 match requirement.

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion:
Could there be a sliding scale? Or the match could be raised to 25%.

*Under what circumstances is partial funding offered when there aren’t enough funds available?
Options that have been taken in the past include awarding in full in ranked order (with geographical
distribution factored in) until funds depleted, reducing all recommended requests on a pro-rated basis,
reducing lower ranked requests on a pro-rated basis. Should we have a uniform policy on this issue?

Notes from 2/20/16 board work day discussion - No discussion on this issue.

Other thoughts from board work day:

Before panel reviews start, we should talk about SMAC'’s story and intention

SMAC could encourage specific types of projects or projects from certain communities
SMAC could do a better job of promoting star projects

Facilitate outreach by successful organizations to places where little activity is happening
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Thoughts About Art/Craft/Culture

e [tisn’t the medium, but the spiritual or artistic intent that makes something art or craft

e Artvs craft is a misleading distinction — they overlap more than you think

e There is a bigger distinction between art/craft and popular (or McDonald’s) art/craft, which is
comfortable, familiar, and reproducible

o Commercial doesn’t always have to be bad — we want artists to make a living

o  We're trying to add objectivity to something subjective, in order to be fair

e We could come up with a series of questions for panelists to keep in mind, concerning vision, context,
artistic direction, skill

® Artis a process — creativeness and vision can come out during the process — the artist may not know
from the beginning

e The vision could be there, but the artist may not have the skills to express it yet

e A grant to get better is more than acceptable

o  SMAC lets people take risks to go to the next level

e [t’s up to the applicant to express their vision

e  The video clip What is Art? didn’t define the difference between art and craft

® Are you an artist if you've been doing it for 30 years? If you've just started?

®  You pass down craft, but you don’t pass down art

e [t’s uncomfortable to say that because something is craft, it isn’t good enough

® Do we need a separate category for folk art?

e s carrying on traditional work what SMAC should fund?

®  How do we set standards for music, dance, and theatre, where they may be performing someone
else’s work?

e Artis in the eye of the beholder

o The definition of art may be tied to local identities

e [t’s difficult to judge if there isn’t always the right expertise in the panel

e  We’'re trying to define something undefinable

e This is challenging, but necessary to do SMAC’s work well

Page 6 of 6



