
Janet Olney: 
1.I really like Audrey's idea of having a simpler grant application for things like equipment.  I wrote a grant 
for a printer and really struggled with questions about "artistic merit" and "community involvement."  It was 
a printer, plain and simple.  Kind of hard to run an organization without one.  Perhaps also there could be 
a lower dollar cap on this - say $1,000 - $1,500 - and have a monthly deadline.  If your printer konks out 
just after a deadline, it's a long wait till the next one.  [Staff note:  the artistic quality and merit questions in 
the Arts Organization Development Grant ask about the artistic quality of the organization’s past projects, 
not about the artistic quality of the items being purchased with the grant.] 
  
2. Both as a writer and a reader of grants, I think the characters allowed are very excessive.  5,000 is a 
lot!  As a grant writer, I'm thinking, "OK, they really want me to elaborate but I feel I stated it very clearly in 
500 characters."  As a grant reader, I'm thinking, "You've got to be kidding me - she wrote THIS 
much?  And said the same thing four different times."  Check out something you've written and do a 
character count.  You'll be amazed at what can be said in 1,000 characters. 
  
3. I think the percent we use as the baseline qualifer needs to be higher.  50% is really low.  If I remember 
correctly, 60% is failing by most standards.   
  
4. I really like the idea of general operating grants.  What a boon that would be to small 
organizations.  And then we could quit padding our progect grants! 
 

Paula Nemes: 

1. Yes--if you need a piece of equipment (unless it's a sauna for the staff)  artistic merit seems a 

stretch. If your org. is doing good work, that is probably enough justification.  If we wanted to 

get specific, we could make a list for a certain grant: copier, computer, printer, software, etc. that 

could be funded with a short app. 

2. Duplication of questions. I had another artist just this weekend say they were grateful for their 

organization's grant, but why did they have to say the same thing 3 different ways? 

3. Can we reduce the cash matches? 

4. Would a list be helpful for evaluations, showing what an org. has put on for the community or 

shows/classes/presentations an artist has participated in (as opposed to a long narrative 

paragraph)? 

 

Audrey Fuller: 
1.  I really do like the idea of a separate and abbreviated grant process for equipment with a cap at 
$500-$1,000. 
2.  I also really like the idea of a planning grant that would allow an organization or even a group of 
individuals the opportunity to brainstorm to develop an idea rather than already having an idea.  If 
nothing else, would it be possible to do a demonstration grant process for a year or two to see how it 
works? 
3.  I would also like to see us beef up the evaluation training and assistance that we provide for 
applicants.  In part, I think that evaluation remains a mystery for many people and the applications 
reflect that confusion.  In part, I think that SMAHC could utilize evaluation information in some additional 
ways if the input was more consistent and useful.  Right now I think that the evaluation information 
portion of most of the grants is not particularly helpful to the overall process. 
4.  I would also like to see more useful information on the budget forms, and I think this can be done 
without making it more cumbersome for applicants.  I don't know if it's possible, but many online grant 
sites are able to compute and populate fields automatically so that much of the computation is done for 
people, and it would be great if ours could also do that, at least on a basic level. 
5.  It does seem like there is some unnecessary duplication in the grant application, and I think it would 
be really helpful to look at the questions that panelists use to review and take some time to discuss what 



we want to find out from each section, and perhaps we can improve on what is in place. 
6.  I also really like the idea of the Arts Legacy Grant for Local Governments that LRAC has in place.  I 
think that local governments could really do some wonderful things with those dollars and I think it could 
really serve our mission in some new and exciting ways. 
7.  I also really like the idea of providing operating funds for organizations and will be very interested to 
hear from all of you that are part of these organizations about how that would be most useful and what 
kinds of parameters there should be on operating support dollars. 
8.  I also think that a reduction in the match requirement would be appropriate, although I do think it's 
important that applicants indicate their commitment to a project with some kind of contribution, be it 
monetary or in-kind. 
9.  I also think that we need to be careful about having so many different funding programs that it 
becomes confusing and convoluted for everyone, including us. 
  
Generally, I am looking forward to Saturday to look at how we can improve on what is already a good 
process, and I have some other notes about smaller and more picky points that I won't include in this 
email, but will bring up at the meeting.  Finally, if I have time before the meeting, I will try to put 
together some forms that perhaps could be a starting point for discussion about how to make the 
evaluation process better for everyone.  Thanks, and I look forward to seeing you all on Saturday! 

 


