SW MN ARTS COUNCIL
GRANT PROGRAM COMMITTEE MEETING
Tuesday, April 19, 2016
Board Members attending: Janet Olney, Marilee Strom, Kelly Muldoon, Dan Wahl, Tom Wirt (chair)
SMAC Staff: Greta Murray, Nicole DeBoer

Murray reminded that anything requiring board action (a policy change) will need to be addressed at the
next/upcoming board meeting on April 26. This would include items such as the definition of a
community partner. Changing grant amounts would need to be voted on by the board as well. [Staff
note: items requiring board action are indicated with * and bold type.]

Olney: Legacy Equipment/Facilities Improvement grant description on SMAC website has a typo: from
$5,001 to 5,000, should state from $5,001 to $15,000. Staff will see that a correction is made.

Wirt: Did we finalize discussion on the cash match for the Legacy Equipment/Facilities Improvement
grant? Murray: | think the cash match is way too low. Wirt: | have a problem with facility improvement
— improving a building for someone else. Our mission is to get more active programming.

Wirt: | still hear that applicant’s think they need to write the same information over and over. Is there a
way to collapse the basic information about the project into one paragraph?

Wahl: What'’s our agenda? What do we need to conclude tonight? Murray: Based on our notes from last
time, we said we would address the scoring at this committee meeting but that can be done at a future
meeting. First we need to go through each of the grant guidelines.

Policy topics not addressed at the March 22" committee meeting:
~ conflict of interest
~ community partner for legacy grants

~ limit a number of grants an organization can receive in one fiscal year or whether the $5000 equip
grant should be added along with the Legacy

~ level of the cash match for all grants
~ under what circumstances do we adjust funding when we cannot fund all grants in a round
Wahl: Let’s start with the duplicate questions issue.

Wirt: Funding of the various levels needs to go to the board, we should start our focus there.

Murray: We require a community partner for legacy grants: What is the definition of a community
partner?? Olney: And what is their responsibility? Is it monetary or labor? (Gave example of electrical
boxes grant) Murray: In contrast to that, we have had community partners who are putting up money,
but it’s really just a discount —it’s in-kind. It doesn’t seem to me to be in the spirit of being a community
partner. The way we describe it is not that clear. Olney: | propose we eliminate the community partner



requirement. Wirt: Didn’t we also want community partners to step up to the financial plate? Should
they have another funder other than just SMAC? Olney: | think we should delete the community partner
requirement. Murray: Suggest raising the match if we are going to removing the community partner
requirement. Wirt: We are forcing the letter and community partner that doesn’t really positively
impact the project. The match does show community support — either by donation or membership.
Olney: Drop the community partner requirement & corresponding language and raise the match to 25%.
Nicole: We are only impacting a small number of applicants/projects. (Gave stats of final reports
currently due: 5 out of 103). Strom: | think 20% is reasonable for cash match. Why do we need to raise
it to 25% match? Olney: Add language to the community support that talks about how important a
community partner is to the project.

1*Janet Olney motions to leave the cash match at 20% and eliminate the language and requirement of
a community partner in all legacy-level grants. Kelly Muldoon seconds. MCU (Requires Board Action)

Murray: Change the limit per building to $30K over 10 years to include all types of equipment &
facilities grants. Change the wording to facility.

2*Janet Olney motions that we raise the funding limit to $50k per “facility” over a 10 year period for
all equipment & facility grants. Marilee Strom seconds.

Nicole brought up the question of having two grant programs. Murray: If you buy sound equipment or
percussion instruments and also do some remodeling of your building, does that all count toward the
S50k funding limit? Yes. Murray: Maybe say per organization with added language that says, if an
organization is forced to relocate, please contact SMAC for options. Or maybe that language is not
necessary — organizations will come to us with those issues as they arise.

2**Janet Olney amended her motion to raise the funding limit to S50k per organization over a 10 year
period for all equipment & facility grants. Marilee Strom seconds the amendment. MCU.

3*Janet Olney motions to condense SMAC grant programs to just one equipment & facility
improvement grant program with a funding limit of 15k and remove the language about ‘leaving a
legacy’? Dan Wahl seconds. MCU.

Murray: The more we get away from using the word “legacy” the better since the word is used by so
many people and organizations and has many different meanings. It causes confusion.

Murray: Minimum score requirement for our grant programs is currently 50%, but we need to look at
scoring at a different meeting and that does not need to be done by June. Let’s discuss limiting the
number of grants or dollars given to an organization in one year. We had this situation arise this year
when a new director at The Barn applied for 5 grants and then was fired. We could institute a progress
report requirement for those organizations that have multiple grants in process. Olney: That is not
always an issue. The Willmar Arts Council has multiple grants in progress every year. We do have to do a
progress report for the Willmar Community Foundation however. Nicole: We do not need to add this to
the application. Murray : Let’s just add this to the guidelines and say “you MAY BE asked for an
interim report if you have multiple outstanding grants.” Wirt: Suggest we advise the board.



Murray: Those are the board actions needed. Wirt: Should we talk about work samples and resumes?
We only require those for paid performers. Murray: At the last meeting we didn’t get any motions.

Olney: The consensus was that we were not going to require letters of recommendation on any
Individual Artist grants. Wirt: One of the ways you can handle it is to make the letters of
recommendation optional. Murray: We just need to get people to defer to the experts. “I like” should
never come up in a panel discussion.

4*Janet Olney motions that we remove the letters of recommendation requirement for Individual
Artist Grants. Dan Wahl seconds. MCU

Murray: Evaluation tools. All grants receiving Arts & Cultural Heritage Funds are required (by the State
Legislature) to answer the evaluation questions. Olney: The wording needs to be changed in the Art
Study Opportunity Grant. “Please give detail about what you hope to get out of the experience... and
how you will do that.” Murray: We can and will change this wording.

Wirt: Subsidy used to be an important question... is it still relevant? Murray: It is for some applicants
and not so much for others. We could maybe take that out.

5% Wirt motions to eliminate the subsidy question and calculation in all applicable applications. Strom
seconds. MCU.

Murray: Now we need to go back and review the duplicate questions in each of our grant programs.
Wirt: (passing out prints) This is a way to collapse the basic questions into one big section. It would not
change the scoring sheet. This way the essential info is all in one paragraph. Could we lay a grant
application out and see how it works in the real world. Olney: Part of the problem is when we say
describe the proposed project in as much detail as possible — that is TOO MUCH. We ask them what,
where and when down farther in the application. | recommend that we say: “Describe your project” and
give them 500 characters to do it in. When | see the panel report at a board meeting | see no project
description when it says “Riversong” for example, that would be very helpful. Nicole: Reword the first
question to say: “Briefly describe your proposed project in just 500 characters. You will be asked more
detail about your project in further questions in this application.”

Olney: In the Organization Development grant, one of the questions is the Adult Audience and Children
Benefiting. Murray: These questions have to be asked and asked in that manner. Wahl: Put the state
language as a general instructional statement and just ask Adults and Children/Youth. [[See Dan
Wahl suggestion]]

Olney: Equipment/Facilities Improvement asks for two bids of equip over $500. Do you think that is
worthwhile? Murray: We raised it from a $100 just last year.

Muldoon: For youth study grants, could staff just add the people benefitted numbers. Murray: Yes.
Muldoon: Questions could be combined like, why ask “What do you expect to learn” if you already



asked them what the study opportunity is. Also remove “Why are you willing to commit to this
experience.” “List some of the most challenging things you’ve done with your art” — is very confusing.
What is this question asking? | think this could be combined into other questions.

Wahl: Can you give examples in the youth study grant for the evaluation goals & measurements.

Murray: We could stall on the Prairie Star board action and have it go through a panel along with the
Individual Artist grants in May; postponing our board action until the June Board Meeting.

Strom: | reviewed the Prairie Star & Prairie Disciple nomination forms. They are good.

Murray: Conflict of Interest timeframes (3 years after employment) — what should that timeframe be?
Olney: Ithink 2 years is fine.

6*Kelly Muldoon motions reduce the employment/board relationship timeframe to two years in
regard to conflict of interest definition. Dan Wahl seconds. MCU

Murray: We need to look at scoring in June. And determine the 50% baseline. Wirt: We would have to
decide whether we want to fund “basic” projects. Murray: Need to work on definitions, numbers and
intentions. There is information from Arrowhead Region that will help us. | will get you this
information.

Murray: Unless we hear otherwise from committee members we will schedule a meeting for Tuesday,
June 7 to discuss scoring. 5:00 pm — 8pm.

Meeting adjourns 7:46 pm

Submitted by ~ Nicole DeBoer



