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      Appendices  

Appendix One - List of interviewees 

 

For selecting charities, to ensure a range of sizes, we used the definition in NCVO’s Almanaci, shown 

in Table 1 below: 

 
Table 1., NCVO Almanac Charity Size Definition. 
 

Income Category 

Less than £10,000 Micro 

£10,000 to £100,000 Small 

£100,000 to £1 million Medium 

£1 million to £10 million Large 

£10 million to £100 million Major 

More than £100 million Super-major 

 
For selecting foundations, we considered, e.g., some are endowed, one is a community foundation, 

one was chosen because it has a more relational style of grantmaking, one chosen because it works 

in a more transactional way, and we chose one which was established in the last twelve months and 

some that have been established for many years. Our sample has a combined total annual giving of 

£120m.  

 

Sector experts: 

● Billy Wright, CEO - Brevio. 

● Laura Solomons, Co-Founder - #FixTheForm. 

● Geraldine Blake, Director of Collaboration - London Funders. 

● Jay Kennedy, Director of Policy & Research, Ben Wittenberg, Director of Development & 
Delivery and Stuart Cole, Research Development Manager, The Directory of Social Change.  

● Will Thompson & Tom Neill, both Co-Founders - Time to Spare. 

● Max Rutherford, Head of Policy & Practice, Richard Hebditch, Director of External Affairs - 
The Association of Charitable Foundations. 

● Amie Wilsdon-Tagg, Communications and Engagement Lead, Grants Applicant Programme,  
The Cabinet Office. 

● Jim Cooke, Head of Funders Collaborative Hub. 

Charities: 

● Head of Fundraising - a super major-sized UK children’s charity. 

● Director of Fundraising - a UK major-sized disability charity. 
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● Mark Smith, Head of Trusts & Statutory Funding - RSPCA, a super major-sized UK animal 

welfare charity and b.) Roald Dahl’s Marvellous Children’s Charity, medium-sized UK 

children’s health charity. Both individuals are also joint Chairs of the Chartered Institute of 

Fundraising’s Trusts and Foundations Committee.  

● Trusts and grants fundraiser - a large charity based in Northern England. 

● Project Coordinator - a medium-sized environmental charity based in Scotland. The 

interviewee requested to be anonymous.  

● Jan Roscoe, Community Worker - Doury Road Development Group, a small place-based 

charity in Northern Ireland. 

● Charles Airlie, Treasurer and Iain Hale, Chair of Trustees - Scarborough Mates, a micro-sized 

local charity based in the Northeast of England. 

 

Foundations:  

● Helen McKendrick, Senior Operations Manager and Shamiela Ahmed, Senior Programme 

Manager - Heart of England Community Foundation. A community foundation serving (and 

based in) the West Midlands. HoE is in the midst of transitioning to a single front door online 

application process for all funding streams. The foundation awarded £5.7m in 2020/21. 

● Harriet Stranks, Director of Grants - Lloyds Bank Foundation. A large funder operating in 

England and Wales that supports small and local charities. In 2020, LBF awarded £25m. 

● Carolyn Sawers, Acting CEO - Corra Foundation. A large funder in Scotland that distributed 

over £56m in 2020 to third sector organisations across Scotland.  

     Director - a foundation based in Wales that gives c.15m 1 to charities across England and 

Wales.  The interviewee requested to be anonymous 

● Sharon Jones (Co-Head of Grantmaking) and Dilys Winterkorn (Co-Head of Grantmaking) - 

Mission 44. A newly established foundation launched to support, champion and empower 

young people from underrepresented groups in the UK to succeed. It aims to work 

collaboratively with ‘funded partners’ to make long-term, transformative change by focusing 

on impact areas including narrowing education and employment gaps, increasing diversity of 

leadership and growing civic leadership. 

● Grants Officer - A family foundation which supports charities in England and Wales. It gives 

under £5 million per year. The interviewee requested to be anonymous.  

● Justine Massingham, Foundation Secretary - Greggs Foundation. A corporate foundation 

which aims to build stronger, healthier communities in the areas where Greggs' operates by 

distributing over £3 million per year to charities throughout England, Scotland and Wales, 

with a strong focus on the Northeast of England. 

We also interviewed the UK government’s Cabinet Office.  
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Appendix Two  - Calculating the total cost of application processes 

We share the data used in the calculation before moving on to method. 

Table 2: Data involved in the calculation 

Variable Value Source 

Number of UK charities with income 
under £100,000 

130,635 NCVO Almanac 2021  
(based on pre-pandemic data) 

Number of UK charities with income 
between £100,000 and £1m 

26,010 

Number of UK charities with income 
over £100,000 

6,446 

Total income of charities with income 
under £100,000  

£279,470,568 

Total income of charities with income 
over £100,000 and less than £1m 

£1,897,205,818 

Total income of charities with income 
over £1m 

£14,131,575,619 
 

Percentage of grant applications that 
are successful 

33 % DSC researchii 
 

UK Minimum wage for an individual 
23 years old or over  

£9.50 UK governmentiii 

Average junior fundraiser’s salary £24,000 Reference salary on a combination 
of sites including  Indeed, Payscale 
and Glassdoor 

Amount raised by fundraising teams £8m or £120,000 Interviews conducted by Giving 
Evidence in this project. 

 
Results of calculations of cost of grant capital 

We calculated the cost percentage for charities in each of the three size categories above. From that, 

we calculated the cost percentage across all charities, using a weighted average based on the 

number of charities in each size bracket, drawn from the NCVO data.iv 

The average figure of 16.5% reflects that most charities are small. Not only is capital more expensive 

for them than for larger charities, but their application costs are mainly borne by personnel or 

volunteers whose time would probably otherwise be spent on service delivery.  

Calculation method 

We use two methods for calculating the cost of capital: 

1) By using data on fundraiser salaries given directly by charities in our interview sample (for large 

charities with income above £100,000) 

2) By inference from the time and resources that charities in our interviews reported using for 

applications (on the basis of data provided by small charities of income below £100,000 a year). 

Whilst we would prefer to use the same method for all charities – no matter their income – this is 

not possible because small charities do not have paid fundraisers. Furthermore, we do not want to 

use uniquely the second method because large charities reported in our interviews an amount of 

time per application that seems too small, in that it implies that fundraisers are not fully occupied, 

which seems unlikely. 
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We proceed as follows: 

1) Using data on fundraiser salaries for charities with income above £100,000 

During our interviews, one medium and one large charity gave us data about what they paid their 

fundraisers and how much grants and trust income they earned. One charity employed eight 

fundraisers, who together raised £8m from grants and trusts. Another employed one fundraiser part-

time (2.5 days a week) and raised £120,000. 

We assume that the average fundraiser salary is £24,000, based on a sample of salaries on various 

comparator websites such as Indeed, Payscale and Glassdoor.1 This is a salary for a junior fundraiser: 

in reality, some fundraisers may be considerably better paid. However, we stick to this salary in order 

to avoid overestimating the costs. To this, we add the other costs of an employee to the employer 

(e.g., National Insurance, sick pay, benefits, administration, employer insurance, and office space). 

We estimate the total cost to be 1.5 times the salary, giving a total of £36,000v. 

 Medium-sized charity 
(between £100,000 and £1m) 

Large charity 
(£1m+) 

Outlay on fundraising 
(salary + on costs) 

Half-time person paid £24k 
pro rata; each costs £36k pro 

rata, i.e., 

£18,000 

Eight people, each paid 
£24k; each costs £36k, i.e., 

 
£288,000 

Amount of funds 
raised (as reported in 
our interviews) 

£120,000 £8,000,000 

Cost of capital 15% 4% 

 

We use the resulting cost of capital above as representative for charities of this income band. 

2) Costs of time for an application for smaller charities (income below £100,000) 

 

Smaller charities rarely employ fundraisers. Our interviewees consistently reporting spending around 

a half day on average per application. Our experience is that charities underestimate this, particularly 

the time to design and articulate a project / need, and the time spent with colleagues developing a 

project. (Their ‘half day’ may refer simply to the actual writing, rather than the planning and thinking 

that precedes that.) We estimate that each application takes six hours on average. 

 

Fundraising work is sometimes undertaken by paid staff, and sometimes by volunteers. Regardless of 

their status, the time is real and could be used to do something else. As we do not have enough data 

on this from charities with paid staff, and none for volunteer-led organisations, we put the lowest 

possible value on their time: the minimum wage (£9.50 per hourvi). In reality, their time might be 

worth much more (in terms of doing something productive for the charity, or because they can 

undertake other valued activities such as a hobby, or caring for a family member). Once again, we 

make conservative assumptions, to avoid overstating the costs of capital. 

 

                                                           
1 Visited on the 20th April 2022. 
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We thus estimate that each grant application costs 6 hours x £9.50/hour = £57. And because we are 

here considering small charities we further assume that each grant is for an amount of £1,000. 

 

We now estimate the number of grant applications a small charity makes annually. To do this, we use 

statistics on the amount that an average charity with income below £100,000 earns from grants, 

trusts and the lottery. The NCVO Almanac reports this as a total of £279mvii across 130,000 

charitiesviii, that is to say £2,139 on average.  

 

Hence, we assume that each one receives two grants. DSC data suggest that one in three grant 

applications is successful,ix so we assume six applications, of which four are unsuccessful. 

 

The total amount spent on grant applications by a charity in this bracket is hence 6 (applications/ 

charity) x £57 (for each application) x 130,000 (no. of small charities). That gives £44m. It generates 

grants of £279m. Dividing one by another, we calculate the cost of capital for small charities as at 

least 17.5%.  

 

It is quite possible that very new, low-income charities have a cost of capital much higher than this 

due to a lack of experience making funding applications.  

Having computed the cost of capital for charities in all income brackets, we can now estimate the 

total costs of all application costs for all charities by summing over each category, reaching the final 

number of £900m. We take the percentage costs of capital that we found, and for each income 

group multiply this by the amount the NCVO Almanac tells us this group of charities raised from 

trusts, foundations and the Lottery (second row) to get the third row. We then sum from left to right 

to get the final figure of £900m.  

Table 4: Costs and incomes from grant income, for UK charities of various sizes 

 For a charity of 
income less than 
£100,000 

For a charity 
with income 
between 
£100,000 and 
£1m 

For a charity 
with income of 
more than £1m 

For all charities 

Average costs of 
capital for a 
charity in the 
bracket (our 
calculations) 

17.5% 15% 4% 5% 

Total voluntary 
income 

£279m £1,900m £14,100m £16,308m 

Spent on 
applications 

£49m £284m £565m £900m 

 

We can then compute the average cost of capital faced by a charity. To do this, we take the rate (say 
17.5% for charities under £100,000 income) and we multiply it by the number of charities in that 
bracket (around 130,000, a figure which comes from the NCVO Almanac). We repeat this for the 
other two income brackets and add the three figures together. Dividing by the total size of the sector 
gives us the average rate, 16.5%.
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Appendix Three – Detail of the interventions and research that we analysed 

 

a.) Intervention - Matching Platforms 

The Good Exchange (UK) 

The Good Exchangex is an online platform that (a) enables individuals and funders to donate to 

charity crowdfunding campaigns and (b) matches charities and funders. The service is owned by a 

registered charity, Greenham Trust.  

The Good Exchange platform was developed in response to research into the current grant 

application and distribution landscape. ‘Technology in the Charitable Sector’ was commissioned by 

The Good Exchange and carried out by global research company Vanson Bourne in 2019xi. It used 

interviews with 100 UK grant-making organisations, and an on-line survey which got responses from 

191 applicant organisations (fundraisers). The research found that: 

●        Hundreds of hours are spent completing application forms per year; 

●        Just two in five applications succeeds; 

●        The time taken by applicants to fill in their application forms was significantly 

underestimated by grant-makers, perceived at two hours less per application than 

applicants claim, or ten working days less per year on average (per applicant 

organisation). 

How it works 

Individuals, charities and funders must register and fill out an online profile. Individuals can choose to 

make a donation to a charity crowdfunding campaign. Charities can both promote a crowdfunding 

campaign and fill out a single application form to be matched with relevant funders. Charities are 

matched with funders that have completed a profile detailing their own funding priorities. 

Financial model 

The Good Exchange operates on a ‘no funds, no fee’ basis and has no set up, monthly subscription or 

separate financial transaction costs. In order to make The Good Exchange financially sustainable and 

to enable growth to benefit more users, the platform charges a fee of no more than 5% + VAT of the 

amount being raised (based only on monies raised via the platform). If nothing is raised, no fees are 

charged. 

Take up 

The Good Exchange has attracted over 2,000 charitable users and has been used to raise the 
following for charities since inception: 

●        £20,790,713 total: of which: 

○        £6,403,091 (public donations) 

○        £14,387,622 (grants) 

http://www.greenhamtrust.com/
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Future 

From 1st April 2020, the Board of Greenham Trust decided that the platform should only cover its 

own charitable objectives and area of giving (West Berkshire and North Hampshire) rather than the 

whole of the UK. Any charities or community groups outside these areas can continue to use/start 

using it to identify potential funding, but matching charities and funders online will no longer be an 

option for these organisations. 

Implications 

The Good Exchange demonstrates that online platforms can be used to drive both grants and public 

donations towards local charity fundraising campaigns and opportunities to raise match funding from 

funders, philanthropists and businesses for schemes such as school library upgrades. 

___________ 

Brevio (UK) 

Brevioxii is the brainchild of Marcelle Speller. Marcelle co-founded Holiday-Rentals.com, a website for 

advertising private holiday homes, i.e., she understands online systems for matching supply with 

demand. When the company sold, Marcelle was inspired to set up LocalGiving: this is rather like 

eBay, listing community groups which are ‘recommended’ by community foundations so that donors 

can find them (e.g., search for homelessness in Manchester.) It is an online fundraising platform. 

Marcelle also became aware of the inefficiency of the fundraising process. In 2016, while running 

LocalGiving, she co-founded the Smarter Grants Initiative which surveyed 500 UK charities about this. 

It revealed: 

●        99% wanted changes to the grant making process 

●        94% wanted a central database of funders 

●        65% wanted standardised application formxiii 

In 2019, she commissioned further researchxiv by The University of Bath which found that: 

●        66% of UK grant applications fail 

●       An average of 62 questions were asked in a typical grant application form - with some 
funders asking in excess of 190 questions, including similar information being requested 
in a multitude of ways. 

●        The average UK grant application takes 19 hours to complete, with registered charities 
typically making 22 applications annually. 

Based on these findings, Marcelle Speller decided to establish an online service to streamline the 

application process for funders and charities. Brevio is a not-for-profit social enterprise, to which 

Marcelle has committed £3m of start-up costs. 

 

 

https://greenhamtrust.com/
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How it works 

1. Discovery 

On Brevio, nonprofits create a single organisational profile showing what they are looking for: e.g., 

core costs, project costs, staff costs, and what for. Similarly, funders create a profile, showing what 

they are offering (eligibility, criteria etc.) 

Brevio compares funding needs with offers. It notifies both parties, in real time, when there is a 

match. Non-profits only have to input their organisational details and funding needs once and will be 

continuously matched to all grant makers on the platform. Grant makers receive eligible applications 

and are able to further filter and prioritise these applications through the platform if they desire. 

Furthermore, because few foundations have signed up, Brevio has scraped lots of information about 

foundations, and created profiles for them itself on the system. Charities can thereby be alerted to 

the existence of relevant funders, even if those funders are not on Brevio. {The obvious initial 

analogy to Brevio is online dating. This scraping intervention breaks that analogy, because 

foundations can end up on Brevio’s platform without their permission based just on their public 

information and without having created their profile themselves.} 

 

2. Avoiding re-keying information 

Because much of the time spent completing application forms involves answering questions that 

charities have already answered on other application forms, Brevio has a solution to this ‘re-keying’ 

problem. If a foundation allows, Brevio has an API which will automatically populate the foundation’s 

application form with the information provided by a charity on the platform. 

Take up 

By the end of 2021, 1,500 charities had signed up to Brevio but far fewer funders (less than 20). 

Financial model 

Overall, Brevio costs £90k per month to operate (as of September 2020, and again, according to 

records submitted to The Charity Commission). It receives substantial donor subsidy. 

Future 

In terms of service development, Brevio is planning to add a ‘due diligence’ feature to its offer next. 

The focus during the COVID-19 pandemic has been getting charities to use the service, with an offer 

of a free introduction to it over the period. Going forward, Brevio’s website states that signing up will 

cost £15 or £25, depending on the number of matches and level of communication that they seek. It 

is not yet clear whether the service can pay for itself (e.g., via contributions of fees from charities or 

funders), or whether it will forever require philanthropic subsidy. 
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Implications 

It is clear that some matching platforms cost a significant amount to develop and run - depending on 

their model and functionality. 

___________ 

whatimpact (UK) 

Launched in 2017, whatimpactxv is a for-profit tech for good-based intervention developed bring 

about change in the following areas: 

●        “Currently 75% of all charity sector income goes to 1.5% of charities.” 

●        “There are more than enough resources to solve society's ills: that cross sector 

collaboration is the key.” 

●        Donors and charities need lower cost ways to find one another. 

●        Giving relationships could be more impact-based. 

●        “Impact reporting should be simple, standardised and transparent.”
 

How it works 

whatimpact provides an online platform allowing charities and funders (with a specific opportunity to 

share) to create their own profiles and to find one another. Via whatimpact, a funder could be a 

private foundation, business or public sector organisation. The platform has not been designed 

specifically for the former. 

Charities and funders are then matched by AI through the keywords which funders and charities 

provide. Once matched, a charity may contact a funder, who can then pose up to three questions 

through the platform: that limit of three questions is to limit the administrative burden on charities. 

If charities and funders agree to move the conversation on, they can do so via secure messaging. 

Over the short to medium term, whatimpact describes its goals as to enable: 

1. Impact organisations to receive more funding and other resources; 

2. Impact organisations to reduce cost of fundraising; 

3. Improve supporters’ & recipients’ satisfaction with the success of matchmaking; 

4. Increased transparency in reporting by charities on the platform improves trust amongst 

supporters. 

Effects / success 

whatimpact’s system monitors the value of donations, time and money savings, the quality of 

partnerships and the outcomes that these partnerships create. 
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Take up 

whatimpact has seen anecdotal evidence of low take up so far with private foundations versus 

greater levels of engagement with charities, social enterprises and companies. It is currently in 

discussion with 30 local authorities to potentially test the service further. 

Implications 

Learning from whatimpact includes the observation that charities, businesses and the public sector 

appear to recognise the potential benefits of online matching more than private foundations. It may 

be that these users’ needs are more adequately met by this type of intervention. 

___________ 

 

b.) Intervention - Single Points of Contact for Applicants 

London Funders, London Community Response (UK) 

The pandemic created a situation in which voluntary organisations were suddenly more vulnerable: 

●        Charities faced funding cuts that could imperil or end their operations 
●        Charities were not ready for remote delivery of services 
●        Already vulnerable beneficiaries became more vulnerable 
●        Some funders in London were themselves facing massive cuts to their income and thus     
        their ability to grant. 

For the umbrella body, London Fundersxvi working together to tackle pressing crises in London was 

not entirely unprecedented: members of London Funders had previously come together in 2017 to 

fund support quickly in the aftermath of the Grenfell Tower fire. They jointly committed c. £5m 

during that crisis across five programmes via an online portal to help enable shared applications. 

How it worked 

London Funders used learning from this experience to inform development of the London 

Community Response Fund in 2020. London Funders created a new online portal and new shared 

application form, which was improved across five waves of funding. There were two sorts of funders 

that participated in this intervention: 

1. ‘Aligned’, and; 

2. Those who contributed to a pooled fund administered by City Bridge Trust. The portal 

allowed ‘aligned’ funders to ‘reserve’ applications that they thought they might fund using 

their own decision-making processes. Unfunded applicants were then considered by the 

pooled fund. 
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A set of best practice grantmaking criteria was also agreed by participating funders that included key 

principles such as: 

● Quick: a commitment to appropriate speed, recognising that crisis responses need to be very 

fast but there will also be a need for more reflective responses over time. 

● Trusting: managing risk through relationships, putting trust at the heart of what we do. 

● Equitable: ensuring that funding decisions are as inclusive as possible and take account of the 

diversity of the sector - particularly of smaller organisations and organisations working with 

and led by marginalised communities. 

● Flexible: making grants unrestricted where possible in order that organisations can adapt 

activities, outcomes and deadlines as the situation changes. 

● Reflective: building in learning and insight about how the sector is changing and preparing to 

embed the best elements in day to day practice when the crisis is over. 

Take up 

The total spend relating to the London Community Response Fund was over £57m provided by 67 

funders and awarded via 3,300 grants. 

In addition, London Funders also encouraged over 350 funders in and outside of London and the UK 

to sign up to a pledge, “We stand with the sector”, which meant that these funders committed to 

four main ways of working: 

1. Adapting activities – acknowledging that agreed outcomes may not be achieved in the 

timeframes originally set; 

2. Discussing dates – not adding pressure on organisations to meet tight reporting deadlines; 

3. Financial flexibility – allowing organisations to use money differently e.g. buying equipment 

and covering staff sickness; 

4. Listening – encouraging frank conversations between funders and grantees, with funders 

being supportive of their needs. 

_________________ 

 

The Cabinet Office, UK Government 

The UK Government noticed that some funding streams received very few applications: sometimes 

only two or three. That implies that such funding is delivering poor value for money. (Government 

departments are audited on value for money (VfM), so this is a major driver for them.) It is also the 

case that government is aware that sometimes the applicants are not the best organisations: that 

other organisations either do not know that the funding exists (there are stories of organisations only 

finding out because they happen to talk to their MP), or do not wish to apply because the process is / 

is perceived as too burdensome. 
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Since April 2021, a team in the Cabinet Office has led a multi-year project to improve the efficiency of 

government fundingxvii. It is reviewing aspects of funding including whether people are using 

contracts when there are potentially suitable grants available, how to best monitor grants and 

evaluate them. It is also working on the fact that at one point there were 47 different application 

processes for central government funding; there is significant duplication in due diligence processes; 

and some application processes are still paper-based. 

Model 

This work is funded by HM Treasury’s Shared Outcomes Fund (£7.9m) for which the team bid. The 

project goals are to improve the value for money of government grant programmes by: 

●        Discoverability: making it easier to discover what grant funding the government is 

offering: Build a searchable online information system or ‘Grants Finder Service’ to help 

applicants identify which government grants exist (similar to the government's pre-

existing ‘Contracts Finder’). 

●        Reducing application cost to make applying more attractive: Build an online process 

whereby applicants can enter common due diligence information about their 

organisation and upload any relevant documents, such as annual accounts, only once, 

rather than having to repeat this exercise for each government grant application. 

Both systems are being tested with four government departments: The Ministry of Justice, The 

Department for Culture, Media and Sport, The Department for Trade and DEFRA. 

Future 

The intention is that they be made available via GOV.UK more widely in 2022, starting with a 

prototype of the Grants Finder Service. The Cabinet Office has also been vocal in its desire to test the 

accessibility of new systems with disabled people, particularly those with visual impairments and/or 

use a screen reader and assisted technologies. 

___________ 

  

c.) Intervention - Voluntary Commitments for Grant-makers 

IVAR’s Open and Trusting Grant-making (UK) 

In 2012, The Institute for Voluntary Action Research (IVAR) “heard a plea for trusts and foundations 

to step into an advocacy role, using their influence to stimulate and facilitate debate and action 

about the adverse effect of public sector funding cuts and the decimation of public services.”xviii IVAR 

states that the response from funders was, largely, to remain silent. 

Almost ten years later, faced with similar difficulties around government funding, IVAR believes the 

need for foundations to change how they work to be able to respond more effectively to charities’ 

needs remains urgent. Trusts and foundations “are perfectly placed to step up and argue for greater 
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consistency and flexibility in how the work of voluntary organisations is funded, both within their 

own sector, as well across all levels of government.” 

Model 

Consequently, in February 2021, IVAR issued a call for funders to adopt more open and trusting 

practices by adopting eight commitments: 

1. Don’t waste time 

2. Ask relevant questions 

3. Accept risk 

4. Act with urgency 

5. Be open 

6. Enable flexibility 

7. Communicate with purpose 

8. Be proportionate 

Take up and effects 

During April-May 2021, 32 foundations came together to share their experiences, challenges, and 

questions about how best to bring the eight commitments to life in their practice. This resulted in a 

short report containing “practical ideas”, including enabling greater flexibility such as via offering 

unrestricted funding. 

In the following months, IVAR encouraged more funders to sign up to these commitments (over 80 

have now done so). In addition, IVAR holds regular meetings for funders to reflect on and develop 

their practice, and the wider open and trusting grant-making intervention is overseen by a Steering 

Group comprised of funders, which in part, provides guidance on the setting of new priorities, the 

dissemination of research findings and also champions for the intervention within individual’s 

networks and to peers. 

This intervention resulted in relatively many funders signing up to the #FlexibleFunders pledge. 

IVAR’s website hosts case studies from funders who have adopted the eight commitments by 

changing how they work. It remains to be seen whether those willing to reform in practice represent 

a smaller or larger proportion of those who have pledged overall. 

___________ 

Project Streamline (US) 

Project Streamline (originally called the Grants Standards Projectxix) arose when a group of 

membership and other infrastructure groups in the US that support grantmaking and grantseeking 

organisations came together under the leadership of PEAK Grantmaking (then called Grants 

Managers Network: PEAK stands for Principles, Equity, Advocacy and Knowledge) to address a 

fundamental issue in the philanthropic sector: the burden of grant application, monitoring, and 

reporting on nonprofit organisations. 
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This group conducted field research, which resulted two reports: Drowning in Paperwork, Distracted 

from Purpose (2015)xx, and Practices That Matter (2013)xxi This research suggests that “the 

cumulative impact of grantmakers’ distinct and often laborious application and reporting 

requirements undermines nonprofit effectiveness, causing grantseekers to devote too much time to 

seeking funding (often without payoff) and reporting on grants (often without benefit) to the 

detriment of their mission-based work.” 

The reports also identified ten specific “flaws” in the grantmaking systemxxii such as: 

●        Net Grants Too Small – The cost of seeking and reporting on funding can eat away 

significantly at the funds granted, leaving grantees with a much smaller amount of 

money left over (or “net grant”) than intended; 

●        Outsourced Burdens – Grantmakers tend to pass administrative and evaluative work to 

grantseekers without compensating them. This was especially vivid when more 

applications were due in hard-copy (ten copies, double spaced, in binders with tabs!) but 

still exists today in more subtle ways; 

●        Due-Diligence Redundancy – Grantmakers require redundant and sometimes 

unnecessary documentation from grantseekers; 

●        Double-Edged Swords – Online systems & Common Grants – Some streamlining 

strategies have created new challenges, even as they’ve solved old problems. Online 

systems, now prevalent, have a host of quirks that can waste grantee time. 

Effects 

PEAK Grantmaking – the largest national grantmaker association in the US with 5,000 members – 

decided to integrate the elements and tools of Project Streamline as part of the Principles for Peak 

Grantmakingxxiii. PEAK is also building on previous Project Streamline work to recommend practices, 

resources, and tools to help grantmakers address those flaws and to support grantmakers’ efforts to 

change. However, it is not clear from PEAK’s website how the organisation is doing this (requests 

sent to the dedicated Project Streamline email for more information received a response stating that 

this email was no longer in use). 

___________ 

#FixTheForm (UK and US) 

This intervention is very different, because it was initiated by fundraisers rather led by fundersxxiv. 

In the spring of 2020, Kari Aanestad (Co-Director of GrantAdvisor.org and Director of Advancement at 

the Minnesota Council of Nonprofits) read through more than 2,500 reviews of foundations written 

on GrantAdvisor.org, an anonymous review site of grantmaking foundations. Issues with online grant 

portals and forms emerged as a consistent theme. These kinds of issues raised by grantseekers and 

grantees were very different to the issues Kari had heard funders raise in the past. 
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Building on this learning, Kari teamed up with Laura Solomons, a fundraiser and grantmaker based in 

London, UK, to launch #FixTheForm. In November 2020, Kari and Laura sent out an open call to 

participate in the survey and asked respondents to rank their top three pain points. In less than four 

weeks, they received 500 responses from nine countries. Consensus from the field was clear: 

Technical time wasters were the biggest problem areas, chief among them being unable to see the 

full application ahead of time. 

Model 

Led by Kari and Laura, GrantAdvisor then teamed up with the Technology Association of Grantmakers 

(TAG)xxv to launch 100 Forms in 100 Days, a time-limited campaign seeking to recruit foundations to 

make their full application available ahead of time and contribute to research on the commonality of 

grant applications. This campaign, led by two individuals in addition to their day jobs, has not 

received money from any foundation or philanthropic source. 

Take up / effects 

From April 15 to July 23, this survey collected 133 forms contributed by 128 foundations in the US 

and UK. TAG worked with an independent data scientist to analyse all forms with a key guiding 

research question: “To what degree do we already have a common application?”. Similarity analysis 

showed that 39% of questions on grant application forms are alike.  

Consequently, #FixTheForm suggested that the following example funder actions could help 

ameliorate inefficiencies in the application process. Namely, that funders should: 

●        Reduce the number of overlapping questions, or the time required to answer them, 

could save nonprofits significant time (five hours on average according to Grant Advisor); 

●        Create a Microsoft Word version of your grant application and make it available on a 

publicly accessible website. Avoid PDFs and keeping these materials behind a user wall; 

●        Ensure that applicants can easily save their grant application and access it later; 

●        If you ask nonprofits to test your forms, compensate them for their time. 

Future 

#FixTheForm is currently surveying grantseekers again to understand whether there is interest in 

expanding the previous campaign or starting a new one based on trying to tackle a different pain 

point. What makes this intervention so unique is that it is not primarily led by funders. It has also 

been co-designed by hundreds of non-profit representatives and is based on what they think funders 

should change. Another remarkable aspect is that #FixTheForm generated mass and good quality 

engagement from a range of funders. Perhaps interventions that have one very clearly defined 

process change goal are more attractive to certain funders than interventions designed to automate 

more parts of the process. 

___________ 
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Funders Collaborative Hub (UK) 

Model 

Hosted by the Association of Charitable Foundations (ACF), The Funders Collaborative Hubxxvi (FCH) is 

a free online service designed to help funders share opportunities for collaboration and to access 

best practices regarding collaborative practices. For example, FCH recently developed a Funder 

Collaboration Toolkit
 
that includes tools, resources and templates to help funders plan, build and 

steward funder collaborations. 

Originally launched as a pilot in 2020 in response to funders’ increased interest in collaborating 

during the pandemic, FCH was relaunched at the end of 2021 to make it easier for funders to search 

and filter potential collaboration opportunities. 

FCH is currently promoting a project to assess the feasibility of streamlining the applicant and 

grantee experience - and improving outcomes - by coordinating funders’ processes. This project is led 

by The Dulverton Trust. 

Initial goals of interest to Dulverton are: 

1. To coordinate so that an application to one foundation is an application to all in the group; 

2. To develop mechanisms to share due diligence; 

3. To coordinate offers of 'grants plus'. 

Future 

The Dulverton Trust plans to convene a workshop of interested funders in early 2022 to determine 

potential next steps in terms of collaboration to reduce related costs to both funders and applicants. 

Grants Advisor (UK) 

GrantAdvisorxxvii is a free online platform on which third sector organisations can give honest and 

public feedback about grantmakers. It is like TripAdvisor (hence the name). It solves the problem of 

the lack of feedback to grant-makers which impedes learning; and that, hitherto, the only 

foundations that hear feedback about themselves are those who commission it, e.g., through the 

Grantee Perception Report, which are anyway likely to be the better ones. GrantAdvisor was created 

in the US by the Minnesota Council of Nonprofits (MCN). 

Seeing the same problem in the UK, the digital social change charity CASTxxviii partnered with MCN to 

pilot GrantAdvisor in the UK. 

How it works 

In terms of reviews on GrantAdvisor, anyone submitting one must state whether they are a current 

or former grantee of a particular funder and whether they received the amount of funding they 

applied for, or not, and in which year. The reviewer can then: rate the funder’s accessibility; give 

advice to a colleague about whether/how to approach them; comment on whether they think the 

funder is accomplishing its own goals; provide one piece of positive feedback, and one piece of 

developmental feedback; and rate their overall relationship with the funder. 

https://www.acf.org.uk/
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Take up 

Grant Advisor UK is being piloted involving seventeen funders. So far, take up among grantseekers 

and grantees has been low: most funders have fewer than 10 reviews. 

 Implications 

Anecdotal learning suggests that this may be due to several factors including: a.) Grant Advisor UK is 

funder-led, meaning that some grantseekers and grantees may perceive it to be not as objective as 

other types of ‘customer’ review sites, such as Glassdoor or TripAdvisor; b.) providing feedback to 

funders on their processes is still unusual, and providing anonymous feedback publicly is more 

unusual; c) risk: concern that the reviewer could be identified due to the small number of current 

reviews, or via a data breach. 

Future 

CAST is continuing to work with pilot funders to determine whether a further larger-scale UK test in 

2022 is desirable.
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Appendix Four - The economic model  

 
The economic model is essentially an accounting exercise, tallying up costs (as we show in the 

calculation steps below). One of the reasons that we chose this approach is its transparency and 

replicability. 

 

It allows us to compare the funding that goes to charitable funding before and after the introduction 

of a new intervention such as matching. We assume that this introduction does not change 

foundations’ overall budget from year-to-year as the matching scheme is implemented. 

 

We make some assumptions about how things change with a new policy - such as the 

characterisation of matching translated into the assumptions set out below. We compute their 

implications, and these results bring us back to accounting. For example, with matching, once we 

work out the number of full applications under matching we go straight back to tallying up costs. 

 

All of our calculations can be replicated using the Assumptions, Variables and Conclusions below.  

 

This model does have some disadvantages. In the sort of economic model that an academic would 

write, certain things - such as the number of applicants and foundations’ spending - would be given 

as a result rather than an assumption. We would also tend to have more general results to share 

about when an intervention works and does not work, rather than inference coming from generating 

examples based on certain parameters. Yet such an approach is more time-consuming and less 

intelligible for readers. 

 

Economic modelling - matching schemes 

 

There are three main components, which, when brought together, provide answers about the 

contribution of matching schemes to the charitable sector. These are: 

A. Assumptions 

B. Variables 

C. Calculations 

 

A. Assumptions 

 

1) Ultimately, what we would want to maximise in an economic model is money going to the 

most effective charities. In this model, we assume that all charities in our calculations are 

equally effective – as we have no reason to single out any one of a number of these charities 

as ‘better’. That implies that our goal can be summarised as maximising the total amount of 

funding for charities (after application costs and set-up costs for systems). 

2) If a foundation receives no eligible applications, then it does not disperse any money. 
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3) A foundation splits the money it has left over after eligibility checks between eligible 

charities that make (costly) full applications according to foundations’ processes (with 

possibly some help from the matching scheme’s API scraping). 

4) The split of available foundation resources is between (i) application costs for funders (ii) 

application costs for charities (iii) unspent funds (due to ineligibility) and (iv) the remaining 

funds which go to charitable activity. 

5) Charities cannot ‘game’ the eligibility check: if they are found to be ineligible, they either 

cannot (or do not want) to attempt a full application. 

6) Before making applications, charities do not know how many other applicants there are to 

foundations, regardless of whether a matching scheme is in place. 

B. Variables 

There are several types of variables that we have chosen to group together as follows. Variables in 

italics represent the main variables that we change to generate different scenarios. The variables in 

normal text could also be changed, but we assign them a value based on the best data available and 

keep them constant in our analysis. 

Who is involved? What are the costs? 

The number of charities who apply to each 

foundation when there is no matching scheme. 

The cost of an application to a charity when it 

applies to an individual foundation without 

matching. 

 

The number of charities that apply through the 

matching scheme. 

The cost to a charity of making an application to 

a foundation having been found to be eligible 

after a check through matching (equal or smaller 

to the above, if API scraping takes place). 

 

What are the criteria? The cost to a foundation of reading an 

application form, whether or not the application 

has come through matching. 

 

The probability that any given application to any 

given foundation is eligible (N.B. This implies that 

eligibility is independent across foundations). 

The cost to the charity of joining the matching 

scheme. 

 What are the resources? 

 The number of foundations present, and their 

budget.                        
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C. Calculations 

Aim Method 

i. Total cost to charities of applying to 

funders without matching. 

Multiply the number of applications made by each 

charity by the number of charities by the cost per 

application. 

ii. The number of times a charity is eligible 

to make an application to a funder. 

Use the expectation of the binomial distribution np 

where n is the number of foundations and p is the 

probability that an application is eligible to any given 

funder. 

iii. Total cost to charities of applying to 

funders with matching. 

Multiply the number achieved just above with the 

cost of a full application when a matching scheme is 

in place. 

iv. Total cost to funders of applications 

without matching. 

Multiply the number of applications made (=number 

of charities by assumption) by the cost to a funder of 

screening an application. 

v. Total cost to funders of applying to 

funders with matching. 

Multiply the number calculated in ii. above with the 

cost of a full application when a matching scheme is 

in place. 

vi. The total amount of unallocated 

funding. 

Find the probability using combinatorics that a 

foundation receives no eligible applications. Multiply 

this by the foundations’ budget and the total 

number of foundations. 

vii. The total amount of money going to 

charitable activity. 

Subtract the total amount of money in all 

foundations’ budgets and subtract. 

 

 

Table C1: Parameters used to calculate scenario 1 in which matching reduces ineligibility 

 Without 
matching 

With matching 

Probability that any given application is eligible 0.1 0.1 

Number of charities making applications 10 25 

Number of foundations 10 10 

Cost of signing up for matching n/a £10 

Cost of a full application (after eligibility check if applicable) £250 £250 
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Table C2: Parameters used to calculate scenario 2 in which matching increases costs 

 Without 
matching 

With matching 

Probability that any given application is eligible 0.9 0.9 

Number of charities making applications 10 25 

Number of foundations 10 10 

Cost of signing up for matching n/a £0 

Cost of a full application (after eligibility check if applicable) £100 £80 

Table C3:Parameters used to calculate scenario 3 in which matching decreases costs 

Input variable Without matching With matching 

Probability that any given application is eligible 0.6 0.6 

Number of charities making applications 10 10 

Number of foundations 10 10 

Cost of signing up for matching n/a £0 

Cost of a full application (after eligibility check if 
applicable) 

£200 £200 

 

Economic modelling - Joint application form (no pooled fund) 

 

A. Assumptions 

 

Assumptions in common with other parts of this report’s modelling: 

 

1. Ultimately, what we would want to maximise in a model is money going to the most effective 

charities. In this model, we assume that all charities in our calculations are equally effective 

– as we have no reason to single out any one of a number of these charities as ‘better’. That 

implies that our goal can be summarised as maximising the total amount of funding for 

charities (after application costs and set-up costs for systems). 

2. If a foundation receives no eligible applications, then it does not disperse any money. 

3. A foundation splits the money it has left over after eligibility checks between eligible 

charities that make (costly) full applications according to foundations’ processes. 
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4. The split of available foundation resources is between (i) application costs for funders (ii) 

application costs for charities (iii) unspent funds (due to ineligibility) and (iv) the remaining 

funds which go to charitable activity. 

5. Before making applications, charities do not know how many other applicants there are to 

foundations, regardless of whether a joint application form is in place. 

Assumptions specific to this part of the model: 

1. In order to better focus on relationships between foundations, we focus on two foundations 

rather than any number of foundations (as was the case in matching). 

2. The joint application form provides some, but not complete information, to each foundation. 

Formally, the foundation receives a signal that tells a foundation whether any given charity’s 

application meets their criteria. This signal is correct with probability δ>1/2 (this simply 

means that the signal is informative). 

3. Each foundation can then decide whether or not to invite the charity behind the application 

to submit a second round application. No foundation is obligated to invite these charities to 

apply at this stage – even charities that make a first stage application that is promising (a 

charity application that gives rise to a positive signal). 

4. Drawing up and putting in place this joint application may be costly. This cost is shared 

equally between the two foundations. 

B. Variables 

There are several types of variables that we have chosen to group together as follows. Variables in 

italics represent the main variables that we change to generate different scenarios. The variables in 

normal text could also be changed, but we assign them a value based on the best data available and 

keep them constant in our analysis. 

Who is involved? 
 

What are the costs? 

The number of charities who apply to each 

foundation when there is no joint application 

form. 

 

The cost of an application to a charity when it 

applies to an individual foundation without a 

joint application form. 

The number of charities that apply through the 

joint application form. 

The cost to a charity of making the first stage 

application using the joint application form. 

 

What are the criteria? The cost of a charity of making a second-stage 

application to one of the foundations, having 

been through the second stage. 

 

The probability that any random application to 

any given foundation meets their criteria. 

The cost to foundations of screening a first-

round application (assumed to be split equally 

between both foundations. 
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How useful is the joint application form? The cost to a foundation of screening a second 

round application. 

 

 What is the size of each grant? 

 

C. Calculations 

Aim Method 

i. Total application costs to charities 

without the joint application form. 

Number of applicants times cost of applying, for 

each of the two foundations. 

ii. Total first round application costs for 

charities with joint application form. 

Number of applicants using JAF times the cost of 

filling in the joint application form. 

iii. Total expected number of first round 

applicants that could be invited to 

apply in the second stage for each 

foundation.  

By the properties of the binomial distribution, this is 

the number of first round applicants multiplied by 

the probability that their application meets the 

criteria. 

iv. The total number of charities that are 

invited to apply in the second stage, 

given that they got through the first 

stage (also for each foundation). 

This could be the number generated in iii. or it could 

be lower, if the foundation has too many applicants. 

In that case, we assume that the lower bound is the 

number of applicants they used to get before the 

joint application form was implemented. 

v. The total cost to charities of the second 

stage application process. 

  

Multiply the number calculated in iv. by the cost of 

the second round application. Do this for each 

foundation and then add the two figures obtained 

together. 

vi. Do i, ii iv and v but to work out the 

costs to foundations of the application 

processes. 

Use the same methods but use the costs to 

foundations, not charities. Use iii. which remains the 

same. 

vii. The total amount of money going to 

charitable activity with a joint 

application form. 

Take the total amount of money available to give  in 

all foundations’ budgets and subtract, first of all, the 

total costs of setting up the schemes to both 

foundations, and then subtract all the total costs 

calculated for i,ii,iv,v and vi. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

©Giving Evidence               www.giving-evidence.com                         Private & confidential   
26 

 

Table C4: Parameters used to generate scenario 4, in which a JAF NPD is beneficial and feasible 

Input variable Without JAF 
NPF 

Without JAF NPF 

  
Fdn 1 Fdn 2 Fdn1 Fdn 2 

Probability that any given application meets criteria 
0.1 0.9 0.1 0.9 

Number of charities making applications 
100 each 100 overall 

Budget of each foundation £100,000 each £100,000 each 

Cost of setting up a joint application form 
n/a £3000 per 

foundation 

Usefulness of the first stage (probability that the 
impression that the first stage gives is accurate) 

n/a 0.7 

Total cost of the first stage + second stage for an 
applicant invited to go to the end of the process. 
OR total cost to a charity of single round, as 
applicable 

£150 £45+£105 

Total costs of the first stage + second stage for a 
foundation screening an applicant, taking one 
application through to the end OR total cost to a 
charity of single round, as applicable 

£150 £45+£105 

As you can see in the table above, we assumed that the total costs (both to charities and 

foundations) of going through the full application process was the same as the cost of going through 

the full process when no joint application form was needed. We could have increased the costs of 

the two stage process beyond this and still seen a reduction in application costs – since fewer 

applications go through the second stage than the full number of applicants to the separate 

processes (100). 
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Table C5: Parameters used to generate scenario 4, in which a JAF NPD is beneficial but not feasible 

 Without SAF NPF Without SAF NPF 

  
Fdn 1 Fdn 2 Fdn 1 Fdn 2 

Probability that any given application meets criteria 0.05 0.95 0.05 0.95 

Number of charities making applications 100 each 100 overall 

Budget of each foundation £100,000 each £100,000 each 

Cost of setting up a joint application form n/a £9,000 per 
foundation 

Usefulness of the first stage (probability that the 
impression that the first stage gives is accurate). 

n/a 0.9 

Total cost of the first stage + second stage for an 

applicant invited to go to the end of the process 

OR total cost to a charity of single round, as 

applicable 

£200 £60+£140 

Total costs of the first stage + second stage for a 
foundation screening an applicant, taking one 
application through to the end 

OR total cost to a charity of single round, as 
applicable 

£200 £60+£140 

 

Economic modelling - Joint application form (with pooled fund) 

 

A. Assumptions 

 

Assumptions in common with other parts of this report’s modelling: 

 

6. Ultimately, what we would want to maximise in a model is money going to the most effective 

charities. In this model, we assume that all charities in our calculations are equally effective 

– as we have no reason to single out any one of a number of these charities as ‘better’. That 

implies that our goal can be summarised as maximising the total amount of funding for 

charities (after application costs and set-up costs for systems). 

7. If a foundation receives no eligible applications, then it does not disperse any money. 

8. A foundation splits the money it has left over after eligibility checks between eligible 

charities that make (costly) full applications according to foundations’ processes. 
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9. The split of available foundation resources is between (i) application costs for funders (ii) 

application costs for charities (iii) unspent funds (due to ineligibility) and (iv) the remaining 

funds which go to charitable activity. 

10. Before making applications, charities do not know how many other applicants there are to 

foundations, regardless of whether a joint application form is in place. 

Assumptions specific to this part of the model: 

5. In order to better focus on relationships between foundations, we focus on two foundations 

rather than any number of foundations (as was the case in matching). 

6. Drawing up and putting in place with single application form and the processes involved is 

costly. We assume that this cost is shared  

7. Drawing up and putting in place this single application form is costly. This cost is shared 

equally between the two foundations. 

8. If foundations choose to work together on a pooled fund, they fund charities that meet their 

joint criteria first. If there are any leftover funds for charities that don’t meet both criteria, 

they are funded in the proportion that they present themselves. That is to say, if there is 

£50,000 available after all the charities meeting joint criteria have been funded, and 3/5ths 

of the remaining applications only meet foundation 1’s criteria, ad 2/5ths only meet 

foundations 2’s, then £30,000 goes to charities only meeting foundation 1’s criteria and 

£20,000 goes to charities meeting foundations 2’s criteria. 

9. The joint process provides sufficient information about meeting foundation’s criteria to 

enable them to make decisions about whether they meet Foundation 1’s criteria, Foundation 

2’s criteria, both or none. 

Summary of model findings for this ‘solution’ 

Many of the findings that we have found for the other solutions can occur here too, for the same 

reasons. That is to say, we predict; 

i. That application costs could go up with the introduction of a pooled fund, if the new scheme 

attracts a lot of new applicants 

ii. That when there are very few applicants, bringing in new applications reduces funding 

retained due to ineligibility 

iii. That pooled funds do not occur often enough since no one is prepared to fund set-up costs. 

This will happen particularly if one foundation benefits more than the other from the pooled 

fund. We will explore the issue of who benefits more below. 

We concentrate this discussion on a new finding specific to pooled funds: the possibility that 

foundations may be keener on pooled funds than society as a whole. In order to do this – and to 

shine more light on iii – we will look at the issue of influence. 
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B. Variables 

 

Who is involved? What are the costs? 

The number of charities who apply to each 
foundation when there is no joint application 
form. 

The cost of an application when a charity 
applies to an individual foundation. 

The number of charities that apply to the 
pooled fund through the joint application fund. 

The cost of making an application to the 
pooled fund through the application form. 

  The cost to each foundation of setting up a 
joint application form with pooled fund. 

What are the criteria? What are the resources? 

How easy is it to find an application that meets 
Foundation 1’s criteria (expressed as a 
probability). 

The amount each foundation has to give 
(assumed to be the same whether or not they 
participate in the pooled fund). 

How easy is it to find an application that meets 
Foundation 2’s criteria. 

Grant size. 

How easy is it to find a foundation that meets 
both of their criteria? 
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C. Calculations 

 

Aim Method 

i.                   What are total application costs when 
there is no pooled fund? 

Multiply number of applicants to each 
foundation by the cost of an application to 
separate funds. 

ii.                  What are total application costs when 
there is a pooled fund? 

Multiply number of applicants to each 
foundation by the cost of an application to the 
pooled fund. 

iii.                How many grants are made under 
separate application processes by each 
foundation 

Calculate, using binomial probability, how 
many applications meeting its criteria each 
foundation will receive on average. The 
number of grants made is equal to the number 
of suitable applications received, with a cap 
given by the overall budget of the foundation. 

iv.                 How many grants can be made under 
a pooled fund? 

First calculate the money left over for grant-
making once the costs of setting up the 
scheme have been paid, and divide by the 
grant amount. 

v.                   How many grants go to charities 
meeting both foundations’ criteria. 

Apply binomial probability to the probability 
that an application meets both sets of criteria. 

vi.                 How much funding is allocated to 
charities not meeting both criteria. 

Work out if there is some funding left over 
after funding after all the grantees meeting 
both criteria have been funded. Allocate 
remaining funding using tie-breaking rule2. 

vii.               How much funding is left over for 
charitable activity by each foundation (for 
separate foundations)? 

Subtract the total size of the foundations’ pots 
by the application costs calculated above, plus 
any underspend (in practice zero in all our 
examples). 

viii.             How much funding is left over for 
charitable activity with the pooled fund? 

Subtract the total size of the foundations’ pots 
by the set-up costs, by the application costs 
calculated above, plus any underspend (in 
practice zero in all our examples). 

 
 

                                                           
2 We assume that the remaining funding is distributed to charities that meet one or other foundation’s criteria, in 

proportions that reflect the proportions that occur in the application pool. This could be changed. 
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Table C6: Parameters used to generate scenario 6, in which pooled funds arise but charitable activity 

falls. 

Input variable Without SAF NPF Without SAF NPF 

  Fdn 1 Fdn 2 Fdn 1 Fdn 2 

Probability that any given application meets 
criteria 

0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Probability that application meets both criteria 0.2 0.2 

Number of charities applying 50 each 100 

Budget of each foundation £100,000 each £100,000 each 

Cost of setting up a joint application form with 
pooled fund 

n/a £25,000 per 
foundation 

Cost to charity of an application £200 £100 

Cost of set-up for a pooled fund n/a £18,000 

Cost to a charity of making an application to the 
pooled fund 

n/a £120 
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