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Session Outline

e Introduction to:
o Legacy Strategic Agenda (LSA) and LSA Collaborative
o Grants Priority Action Team (PAT)

e |egacy Grants Program Survey
o Development and Implementation of Survey
o Survey Results

e Recommendations from Grants PAT based on survey results
e Your Turn - Group Feedback
e Next Steps
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Purpose of Session

e Understand the survey development, results and
recommendations made by the Grants PAT

e Have a conversation about the impact of the Grants
PAT recommendations on local history and how you
could support their implementation
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Legacy Strategic Agenda (LSA)

e The 2016-2020 LSA promotes innovation and growth of history and
cultural heritage in Minnesota This strategic plan invests in the future of
our communities. More people of all ages will engage in our state’s
history and cultural heritage. We’'ll find creative ways to partner with new
cultures and communities. We’ll become more connected with each other.

e More information:
o http://legacy.mnhs.org/lsa
o LSA@mnhs.com (Pat Koppa, LSA Coordinator)
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Presentation Notes
Some of you may be very knowledgeable about the LSA and some less so.  I’m going with the idea that the more you hear about it, the clearer it becomes.  

The Legacy Strategic Agenda builds on achievements realized during the first five years of legacy funding. Setting the stage for meaningful and measurable change by focusing on what is truly important to long-term legacy success.  

The LSA’s four main goals are around the topics of 
Equip members of Minnesota’s history community with tools for long-term success and sustainability.
Develop all Minnesotans’ critical thinking skills through the exploration and practice of history.
Enhance existing relationships and develop new partnerships 
Amplify unfamiliar narratives




http://legacy.mnhs.org/lsa
mailto:LSA@mnhs.com

LSA Collaborative

e The LSA Collaborative charge is to ACT ON the LSA. The 15
Collaborative members represent various disciplines, cultures and parts of
the state. Their leadership is supported with Legacy funding and guided
by a partnership with the Minnesota Alliance of History Museums and the
Minnesota Historical Society.

e The Collaborative supports dynamic action teams to take on the LSA
strategic priorities. These three priority action teams will help make
Minnesota history more visible and accessible. Teams will uncover
challenges and opportunities on the path to creating solutions and models
for Minnesota communities.

e Three PATSs: Education, PAT X Stories, Grants
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The LSA Collaborative  is the  group tasked  with  accomplishing or at least working on these goals.   It is guided by a partnership with MALHM and the MNHS and our fearless LSA Coordinator Pat Koppa.   

The LSA Collaborative supports Priority Action teams that are working on components of the LSA strategic priorities.   

So that’s  a  lot of the acronyms.  In summary, the LSA Collaborativve is charged with achieving the goals of the LSA.  To accomplish this, the Collaborative identified priority topics to start working towards these goals.  The Priority Action Teams were developed as a result.    

The three PATs are: Education, PAT X Stories, Grants


Grants Priority Action Team (PAT)

Work with the history community to
enhance the infrastructure for Legacy
grant programs to ensure continued
overall transparency, operational
excellence, and enduring value.
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Members:

Carolyn Veeser-Egbide, Grants Manager,
Minnesota Historical Society

Melinda Hutchinson, Grants Specialist, Minnesota
Historical Society

Michael Lansing, Associate Professor,
Department of History, Augsburg University
Sherry Stirling, Retired former Executive Director,
Chisago County Historical Society

Sheila Brommel, Evaluation Manager, Minnesota
Historical Society

Daardi Sizemore, University Archivist, Minnesota
State University, Mankato
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Grants PAT’s goal is:

At this time, i’d like each of the Grants PAT members to stand up and introduce themselves.  
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Presentation Notes
Before I pass on the microphone, and we get to the nitty gritty of what we’ve learned, i’d like to just mention where we are in the process.  

There are four phases of the Priority Action Team work.  Assesment, Implement, Evaluate, and Replicate.  The Grants PAT has completed the assessment phase of work.  We have just begun the implementation phase in that we are just beginning to develop action steps to accomplish these recommendations.  So we still have a ways to go in accomplishing our PAT goals.  

I now invite Sheila Brommel up to share information about our process and some of our survey results. 


Our Process



An approach to empowering professionals to get the data they
need, when they need it, in order to improve their products and
practices and create successful educational experiences
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LSA: Grants PAT

Critical TBI Why is this question important | What changes What types of information would How high of a
question to your team? might you be able | you need to answer this question priority is this
(Example: who is our to make if you and what is the best method to question?
audience?, Are they answered this collect it? H=high,
engaged with and question? M=medium,
see value in this L=low
program?)
1.Who are the To understand who the We can increase Grants office adm records tell H
users/nonusers? non-applicants are, and what they | the number of current/past applicants and awardees
What are they were applying to. applicants and
using/why are they awardees, and Survey of non-
using it? To know if we are serving our ensure diversity applicants/applicants/awardees: size

purpose; are we serving MN's among applicants of org, type of org, location,

history and heritage community? | and awardees grantwriting capacity (can we even

{communities drive the projects) survey non-applicants?)

Focus group of potential and actual
applicants
2. What do potential | To know the gap between So we can address | Survey of non- H
and actual applicants | perception and reality the disconnect: do | applicants/applicants/awardees
know, assume, we need more
understand To know how they interpret the education, or do we | Usability study of website
(interpret) about the | guidelines or process need to change
grants program? something in Focus group of potential and actual
communication or | applicants
process

3. How do applicants | So we know how to best get the So we can Survey of applicants il

hear about the
program? How do we
communicate with
stakeholders? How
do testimanials

grants program information out.

effectively reach
and communicate
with a broad,
diverse audience

Survey or interview or focus group of
stakehclders




Data Collection
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Data Collection

Group: Invites: Responses:
Consultants 174 10
Independents 70 14

T-CART 102 8

Grant Applicants 860 211

MALHM 144 35

Local History News 3300 9

Total: 4650 287
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287 responses - 28 who had never received a grant = 259

6% response rate. 


Respondent Demographics



Survey Respondents:

e Most had applied for a grant and either been awarded
(41%), or both awarded and denied (39%).

o 31% had never applied for a grant was because they
didn’t have a project that would qualify.

86% had applied for small grants.

40% of the organizations had budgets under $100,000.
49% of organizations had 501(c)(3) status.

52% were from the Twin Cities Metro Area.
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eographic Representation
MALHM Membership Survey Respondents

Wisconsin

i
3
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Presentation Notes
Geographic limitations
Zip codes not given
Somebody from every county was invited to participate; not everyone did, or if they did, they didn’t give their zip codes. (252 of 386)


Survey Respondents

e 92% were motivated to apply because their project was
Important to the organization and/or community.

e 38% had applied for grants for Collections Care and
Management.

e /2% didn’t know they could ask for funding to promote or
market their project(s).

e 57% heard about the Legacy Grant Program from colleagues.

e 36% prefer to learn about the grant process from the Legacy
Grant website.
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Survey Respondents

e 47% rated their organization’s grant writing capacity as
excellent or very good.

o Of those with fair or poor grant writing capacity, 61%
of comments indicated it was due to limited staff
capability.

e 30% seek donations as a source of funding for projects.

e 96% access Legacy funding for history and cultural
heritage through MNHS Legacy Grants Program.
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20% said fair or poor


Survey Results



7% had an excellent or very good experience with the award
process.

Owverall, how would you rate your experience with each stage of the Legacy Grants process?

B Excellent ®Verygood MGood MEFair EPoor B Haven't reached this stage

1% 5%

Final Report
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60% had an excellent or very good experience with the the application process. 
55% had an excellent or very good experience with the final report. 
The majority had an excellent or very good experience with all three stages of the process. 


(1% are very satisfied or satisfied with the accessibly of the
grants office.

Rate your level of satisfaction or dissatizfaction with the following:

W Very satisfied = Satisfied B Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied H Diszatisfied W Very dissatisfied

Accessility of the grants office 41% 40% 15% 3%
Responsiveness of grants offices to gueries 425 38% 13% 7%
Ease of finding the grant program guidelines 21% 48% 19% 11%
Usefulness of the grants manual 155% LO% 22% 11%2%
Clarity of grant process guidelines 13% L1% 20% 13% 2%
Transparency of the grant applcation process 13% 47% 24% 13% 2%
The scope of funding categories 12% 4554 28% 11% 4%

Transparency of the grant awarding process

How well the decision-making process works

CLE
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80% VS/S with responsiveness of the grants office to queries
69% VS/S with ease of finding the grant program guideline
63% VS/S with usefulness of the grants manual
65% VS/S with clarity of grant process guidelines
60% VS/S with transparency of the grant application process
57% VS/S with scope of funding categories

47% VS/S with transparency of grant awarding process; 18% D/VD
44% VS/S with how well the decision-making process works; 19% D/VD


49% strongly agree or agree that the grants office is

accessible.
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Rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

W Strongly agree m Agres W Meither agree nor diszgree W Dizagree B Strongly diagree mN/A

The grants office is accessible to me

The grant application process i easy to understand

The expectations and responzibiitiez of the applicants ars
clear

The requirements for writing the final report for awarded

2 5 3% 205
grants are clear 11%  10% 3% 2

The role of the grants office staff is clear
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72% SA/A the application process is easy to understand
71% SA/A the expectations and responsibilities of the applicants are clear
68% SA/A the requirements for the final report for awarded grants are clear
64% SA/A the role of the grants office staff is clear


=53% strongly agree or agree the grants manual is easy to
understand.

The grants manual is easy to understand

The criteria for evaluating grant applications iz clear

The grant selection process is easy to understand

The role of the Historic Resowurces Advisory Commities
and the grant awarding process is clear

The way people are appointed to the Historic Resources
Advisory Committee is tfransparent
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53% SA/A criteria for evaluating grant applications is clear: 23% SD/D
44% SA/A the grant selection process is easy to understand; 21% SD/D
42% SA/A role of HRAC and grant awarding process is clear: 23% SD/D
16% SA/A the way people are appointed to the HRAC is transparent; 25% SD/D


50% staff assistance and feedback

What worked well with the Legacy Grant process?

Staff Assistance and Feedback S0%
Clear Guidelines and Other Resources

Online Application Portal 30%

- 3

L
a
- 5

=

Transparancy and Frequent Status Updates |

Timeliness 10%

]

Ability to Resubmit After Receiving Feedback

Overall Satisfaction
Complaint
Other
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27% updates/communication

What could be improved with the Legacy Grant process?

Improve updates/communication

[
|
&#

Process too complex/spedfic 23%
More examples/resources 17%
Specific complaint
N/A

[y
=
k4

Improve online portal

Improve feedback

=l
&+

Improve consistency from staff
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60% “preservation for future generations”

How did the last grant application you submitted demonstrate the concept of enduring value?

Preservation for future generations

Increased accessibility to the public
Outreach and swareness

Fublished research

Other

Specific project detail

Complaint

Unzure
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Recommendations
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Recommendations from Grants PAT

Process for developing recommendations

e TBI - Reflect and Improve Phase

©)

©)
©)
©)

|dentified strengths and what is working well
|dentified possible areas for improvement
Brainstormed ideas for improvement by theme
Drafted recommendations

e LSA Collaborative reviewed and recommended revisions
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Aransparency

e Create rubrics to show grant application requirements.

e Require HRAC to provide substantive feedback on grant
application to document a consistent and transparent
review process.

e Explain State of Minnesota rules that affect grant
decision-making.

/ MINNESOTA
HISTORICAL

SOCIETY


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Carolyn
Create scoring rubrics to show grant application requirements.  These should make direct and specific references to page numbers where that requirement is explained in the Grants Manual (in order to increase the use of the manual.) Appropriate examples of successful applications/answers should be included in these materials.

Require HRAC to provide substantive feedback on grant application to document a consistent and transparent review process.  

Explain State of Minnesota rules that affect grant decision-making.  A “tip sheet” or FAQ page would be appropriate.  This should include an explanation of HRAC.   We encourage the further use, distribution, and explanation of a graphic David Grabitske (former MNHS local history services manager) distributed across the state on a regular basis during his years with MNHS.


Aransparency

e Provide a more detailed process timeline for the large grant
selection process to applicants.

e Make a major effort to create more transparency around the
appointment of people to HRAC, as well as their duties.

e Make the final grants reporting process for all recipients more clear
and transparent.

e Educate prospective applicants regarding the multiple forms of
historical enterprise supported by the Legacy Grants program.
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Carolyn
Provide a more detailed process timeline for the large grant selection process to applicants.

Make a major effort to create more transparency around the appointment of people to HRAC, as well as their duties.

Make the final grants reporting process for all recipients more clear and transparent.
  
Educate prospective applicants regarding the multiple forms of historical enterprise supported by the Legacy Grants program.  To be transparent about the range of grants selected, we further recommend that the Grants Office create an online dashboard to show results of grant applications every year (grouped in categories along the lines of those used by the survey).


dperational Excellence

e Create a Frequently Asked Questions Page on the Grants website.

e Document grants manual changes in an easily found “cover sheet/page” that notes
changes to the manual and the dates those changes were made

e Explore best practices for intellectual property rights with the MNHS Press and the
Office of Grants Management.

e Examine closely other time-tested, transparent, and accountable grant-making
processes in history and cultural heritage.

e Review the feasibility of inclusion of administrative and/or operation costs in grant
budgets with the MNHS Finance team
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Carolyn
Create a Frequently Asked Questions Page on the Grants website. The office should also strongly consider the creation of Youtube videos to guide applicants and recipients through various grants-related processes.

Document grants manual changes in an easily found “cover sheet/page” that notes changes to the manual and the dates those changes were made. Furthermore, readers of the manual should be directed to this “cover sheet.”

Explore best practices for intellectual property rights with the MNHS Press and the Office of Grants Management.  Legacy grant-makers and Legacy grant users deserve a clear, consistent policy and practice, derived from these conversations.  Those policies and practices should be outlined in a FAQ sheet or elsewhere.

Examine closely other time-tested, transparent, and accountable grant-making processes in history and cultural heritage, especially those practiced by the National Endowment of the Humanities and the Institute of Museum and Library Services.  Implement changes to the process as appropriate.

Review the feasibility of inclusion of administrative and/or operation costs in grant budgets with the MNHS Finance team


“nduring Value

e Actively promote the MHCH Grant program as an opportunity to build community in
the history and cultural heritage field in Minnesota.

e Create a marketing strategy for the Grants office, one that clearly communicates
both opportunities and requirements for the wide range of grant-making available
through the Grants office.

e Enhance and highlight the definition of “enduring value” in Legacy projects.
e Clarify in the Grants Manual what, exactly, constitutes promotion and marketing for

grant products. It should also revise the media packet on the Legacy Grants
website.
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hfrastructure

e Hire a Grants Outreach staff person to support proactive communication with
prospective applicants, applicants, and grant recipients. Additional staff in the
grants office will support consistent and repetitive messaging which is important for

the Grants program.

e Add additional staff and resources to enhance turnaround time and many other
concerns raised in these recommendations.
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Your turn: Feedback

On your note card, please write down:

1. The three most important recommendations for your organization. How
will these three benefit your organization more than other
recommendations?

. How could you, as a MALHM member, support the implementation of
these recommendations—be as specific as possible.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
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Next Steps



Next Steps

e Report on Phase 1 (Assess) of Grants PAT
o ldentify actionability of recommendations over the next 3 years.
o ldentify action steps, timelines, and measures of success
e Review and incorporate MALHM session feedback
e Review and incorporate LSA Collaborative feedback

e Begin Phase 2 (Implementation)
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Thank You

https://link.mnsu.edu/grants2018
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https://link.mnsu.edu/grants2018
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