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Executive	  Summary	  
 
The Metropolitan Alliance of Connected Communities (MACC) is made up of 20 nonprofits in 
the Twin Cities area that generally focus on human services. MACC is interested in pursuing a 
platform to facilitate collaboration on service delivery in addition to their other collaborative 
ventures. The Alliance requested that we develop a model for collaborating on program 
development and delivery that can facilitate a more formalized approach to collaborating for 
grants amongst MACC members.  Organizations feel there is an increased emphasis on forming 
collaborations due to changes in the funding environment. 
 

Methodology	  
 
To help set the context for our initial model for a network services collaboration we conducted a 
literature review and observed MACC by attending both a board meeting and a CEO 
innovation meeting. Next we assessed MACC’s perceived readiness and capacity for a 
collaboration model by conducting focus groups, a survey, and an in-person interview with 
staff from various MACC organizations. Based on these results, we identified findings that 
helped us develop an initial model for a network services collaboration. To elicit feedback about 
the funder climate surrounding network services collaboration model, we conducted semi-
structured phone interviews with funders and revised the model according to their feedback. 
We then developed strategies and tactics around six key questions to help move MACC forward 
towards a successful network services collaboration. 
 

Current	  Climate	  for	  Program	  Collaboration	  
 
The information collected from the literature review, focus groups, surveys, interview and 
observations provided us insight into the inner workings of MACC and its member agencies, its 
capacity, and its readiness for service delivery collaboration. The following nine themes were 
generated to provide guidance for model development. 
• There are good relationships within MACC, but also many people/organizations that do not 

know one another and/or do not trust the work of particular organizations. 
• Choosing the right level of leadership to be at the table is important for the perceived success 

of the model. 
• There is a sense that funders are attracted to collaboration because there is potential for a 

bigger impact. 
• An initial agreement among collaborating agencies is vital to the model’s success. 
• Leadership capacity is needed for MACC’s service delivery collaboration to be effective. 
• The ability to choose partners is desired by member organizations. 
• Many organizations are interested in collaboration to better serve clients, but it has to be in 

the best interest of the individual agencies to be sustainable. 
• There is a desire to go for big, new money. There is little interest in using the collaboration to 

go for smaller local money that organizations are already receiving. 
• Common evaluation language, including shared outcomes and metrics, is important. 
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Network	  Services	  Collaboration	  Model	  	  
 
To help conceptualize what collaboration for program development and delivery would look like 
we developed the following model (right). This model for program delivery and development 
serves as a space for facilitating relationships, 
supporting program development, searching 
for collaboration opportunities, building 
relationships with funders, and fostering 
connections between organizations. Ideally, 
service delivery collaborations within MACC 
will lead to improved outcomes for both 
clients and organizations. 

Assessing	  Funding	  Viability	  	  
 
After receiving feedback from MACC member 
agencies, the researchers spoke with potential 
private and public human service funders 
about the concept of creating a MACC 
network services collaboration. During these 
conversations, we solicited feedback about 
both the benefits and concerns about the 
collaboration model. Overall funders were 
receptive to the idea of a collaborative model for program development and delivery, but they 
did have some suggestions as well. Funders largely thought that funding for a network services 
collaboration would have to come from MACC itself, as they hesitate to fund operating costs. 
 

Benefits	  
• Funders believe collaborations provide comprehensive services and are more cost 

efficient and streamlined.  
• Funders prefer communicating with a single person and having a singular fiscal agent to 

hold accountable.  
• Funders appreciate likeminded organizations working together through collaborations 

because it fosters interconnectivity, accountability, active learning and better evaluations. 
 

Concerns	  
• Accountability can be a challenge as well as an opportunity, and having guidelines in 

place to handle problems that come up is critical.  
• Quality is pivotal. Collaborations need to prove success, beyond just working together.
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Network	  Services	  Collaboration:	  Strategies	  and	  Next	  Steps	  
 
There are six questions a MACC model for program development and delivery must address. 
The table below highlights these questions, recommends strategies for success, and provides 
tactical options for implementation. Each tactic has different costs of time and money associated 
with it, allowing MACC to customize the model to best fit its needs. MACC can implement these 
strategies all at once or piece by piece. The ordering is structured so that the first strategies are 
the most foundational and should be implemented first. 
 
 

Key Questions Strategies for Success Potential Tactics to Achieve Strategies 

Build Trust • Central person coordinates relationship building 
activities 

• Reinstate program affinity groups 

How can relationships be 
fostered to support 
sustainable collaboration? 

Increase Communication • Create central database 
• Assign a collaboration point person in each organization 
• Utilize technology 

Create network norms • MACC Board develops norms 
• MACC program staff develop norms 

How will roles be defined? 

Create project agreements • Staff determine agreements 
• EDs determine agreements 
• Staff and EDs determine agreements 

Establish coordinator/facilitator 
capacity 

• Paid central staff 
• MCW staff as another MCW service option 
• Donated hours from member organizations 

Who will provide 
leadership? 

Select neutral arbiter • Paid central staff 
• Senior MCW staff 
• Appoint panel of MACC members to decide by 

majority rule 
Strategically choose program 
areas 

• Assess current areas of strength 
• Start with affinity groups 
• Build on past successes 

What areas are well suited 
to collaboration? 

Seek the right type of funding • Use central staff to search for big/new funding 
• Delegate responsibility to members 

Involve staff at various levels • Include program and development staff as well as EDs 
• Define/clarify in network norms 

Who should be involved? 

Choose the right partner 
organizations 

• Neutral arbiter or coordinator suggests partners and has 
final say 

• Set window of time for members to explore and commit 
• Have courageous conversations 
• Address quality issues 

Determine project metrics and 
reporting up front 

• Require organizations to opt into MCW database 
• Determine evaluation outcome and measurements in 

project agreements 

How should evaluation be 
handled? 

Assess collaboration as a whole • Build evaluation into network norms and project 
agreements 

• Use central staff for evaluation of the collaborative 
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The	  MACC	  Alliance	  –	  History	  and	  Looking	  Forward	  
 

“MACC is a model for development of new thinking and mutually productive initiatives within 
the Twin Cities’ nonprofit sector.”1 

 
The Metropolitan Alliance of Connected Communities Alliance (MACC, MACC Alliance or the 
Alliance) describes itself as “a strategic partnership of community organizations that have joined 
together to leverage their collective resources and voice.”2 The Alliance is made up of 
approximately 20 nonprofits in the Twin Cities area that generally focus on human services, and 
many have a shared history in the settlement house movement3 (please see Appendix A for a list 
of member organizations and more information about each). Though there is great variation in 
the size and focus of organizations, the Alliance is held together by its mission of “unleash[ing] 
the connective power of communities to build their own futures.”4  
 
MACC is interested in pursuing a collaborative model for program development and delivery. It 
would make it easier for member organizations to collaborate on requests for proposals (RFPs) 
and provide services in a more collaborative way. This is a novel idea that would build upon 
MACC’s history of innovative collaborations.  
 
The MACC Alliance dates back to the mid-1990s, and has had successful experiences with 
collaboration in the past. The Alliance itself embodies collaboration, but there are many other 
examples. In the mid-2000s MACC created a managed services organization called the MACC 
CommonWealth that provides shared services; MACC members can opt in to all, none, or some 
of the services. This collaboration within the Alliance offers services in several areas, like 
finance, human resources, information technology, facilities management, and medical billing.5 
In the first year that the CommonWealth was up and running, members achieved savings of 
about $200,000.6  
 
Additionally, MACC organizations have made several attempts to respond collaboratively as a 
network to RFPs, including the “MCW Youth Development” in early 2008, and “MCW Kids 
Read” later in 2008.7 The MCW Youth Development project was successful in terms of creating 
a joint application and having that application accepted, while the MCW Kids Read project did 
not culminate in a formal proposal. 
 
Since these projects were discussed and submitted in 2008, MACC as a collaborative has not 
submitted any collaborative or networked proposals. Member organizations can, and frequently 
do, partner or collaborate with each other on a less formal scale, but MACC has not been 

                                                
1 MACC Fast Facts.  
2 MACC Alliance of Connected Communities Website.  
3 Sandfort and Dykstal 2007.  
4 MACC Alliance of Connected Communities, 2010-2012 Strategic Plan.  
5 MACC CommonWealth website.  
6 Wallace 2009. 
7 Till 2009. 
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involved in these relationships beyond providing a space for connections and networking. The 
MCW Youth Development project is still active. 
 
The MACC Alliance has changed in recent years. Previously staffed by a full time Executive 
Director, the Alliance now has a part-time coordinator to help facilitate activities. Membership in 
the Alliance has changed, too, as organizations facing extreme financial difficulties struggle to 
pay dues. The activities that MACC offers have changed as well: a new series of CEO 
innovation meetings began in January 2011, while the affinity group meetings have ceased. 
 
Some things have not changed. MACC and the CommonWealth are still interested in doing more 
and making use of these relationships; there is still interest in utilizing the power of MACC to 
collaborate. The Alliance requested a model for a “Networked Services LLC.” This collaborative 
model for program development and delivery would serve as a platform for organizations to 
work together and collaborate on RFPs and service delivery. Throughout this paper, we refer to 
the model for program development and delivery as a “network services collaboration” to reflect 
the model’s purpose. As described above, MACC has a lengthy history of innovative 
collaborations to build upon, but this idea would be new to the Alliance.  
 

Project	  Overview	  
 
We began by talking to our main contact within MACC, the MACC Board’s Vice President for 
programs. We learned about his vision for the project and how he viewed the problem. We also 
attended a MACC Board meeting in early February, a few weeks into our project, where we 
introduced ourselves and observed the board meeting. A couple weeks later, we attended a 
MACC CEO Innovation Meeting, where we facilitated discussions about collaboration and the 
participants’ views on MACC’s role in networked services delivery. 
 
These experiences helped us get a fairly complete sense of the problem and our goals for this 
project. It became clear that the client was interested in the idea of a network services 
collaboration, but there were some concerns among MACC member organizations and their 
representatives. We therefore created a research design aimed at assessing capacity and 
perceptions about a network services collaborative, researching models to assist in the creation of 
a network services collaborative for MACC, and getting feedback from external stakeholders 
(funders). From our problem formulation the four major questions below serve as the foundation 
of the project’s research.  
 

1) What is the MACC members perceived readiness for a network services collaboration? 
2) How much capacity do MACC members have to take part in a network services 

collaboration? 
3) What are operational and/or structural models that could promote service delivery 

collaboration among the Alliance? 
4) What feedback do funders have about the proposed network services collaboration model? 
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Methodology	  
 
Our methodology grew from the discussions described in the project overview section. The 
methodology includes two main portions: data collection, which describes the data collection 
methods utilized and outlines how the research team undertook each method; and, assessment, 
which examines the strengths and limitations associated with the chosen data collection methods.  

Description	  of	  Data	  Methods	  
 
There were six different data collection methods used: a literature review, observational content 
from group meetings, focus groups, a survey, semi-structured phone interviews, and an in-person 
interview. Thirteen MACC member organizations and 9 funders participated (See Appendix B 
for further methodology details and the list of participants). The following describes each data 
collection method. 

Literature	  Review	  
 
The literature review focused on scholarly articles and research relating to non-profit 
collaboration and human service delivery partnerships. There was a focus on collecting models 
for collaboration. There was also an emphasis in identifying Do’s, Don’ts and recommendations 
that could be applicable to the MACC situation.  

Observational	  Data	  
 
During the initial part of the project the researchers sat in on a MACC CEO Innovation meeting 
and a MACC board meeting. During the MACC CEO Innovation meeting the researchers posed 
questions about the benefits and limitations of collaborating to more than a dozen executive 
directors.  

Focus	  Groups	  
 
The focus groups were targeted at higher-level MACC staff members that specialized in 
programs or development. Four focus groups were administered, and we had 10 organizations 
represented with 16 participants. After the focus groups were completed, the group members 
analyzed the data using a nominal grouping process to find major themes.  

Survey	  
 
The surveys were used to assess the extent to which MACC agencies are currently collaborating 
with each other. We utilized the snowball survey method and sent out the survey via email. 
There were 20 survey responses from 10 non-profit member organizations.  The data was 
compiled and integrated into the nominal grouping process done with the focus group. 
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In-‐Person	  Interview	  
 
A staff member at one MACC agency was unable to participate in any of the scheduled focus 
groups, but wanted to provide additional insight to the research team. One researcher conducted 
a one-on-one interview. The data was compiled and integrated into the nominal grouping process 
done with the focus group. 

Phone	  Interviews	  
 
Once an initial model was created, the researchers reached out to funders of non-profit human 
service delivery programs to get their perspective on the workability and appeal of the model. 
The short, semi-structured phone interviews were done with 9 funders, of whom there were three 
different types: local foundations, national foundations and county health and human service 
government agencies.  
 

Strengths	  and	  Limitations	  of	  the	  Methodology	  

Methodology	  Strengths	  
 

• Relatively high participation rate: 13 out of 20 MACC members 
• Created an inclusive environment by reaching out to all MACC members multiple times 

through email and phone calls 
• Received input from a multitude of stakeholders – MACC executive directors, program 

and development staff, foundations and county government 
• Utilized triangulation by using 6 different data collection methods and four different 

researchers to affirm common themes  
• Strengthened the qualitative analysis by using nominal group processing, a form of 

inductive analysis 
• Incorporated reflection and feedback into the model by reaching out to funders after a 

first iteration 

Methodology	  Limitations	  
 

• Lack of participation from a third of the MACC member agencies, which could reduce 
the legitimacy of the report for non-participants and diminish the effectiveness of our 
strategies and tactics section 

• No organizations that focus specifically on one community of color participated 
• Limited time of the project impacted the scope of the research analysis 
• Does not provide information on the legal contracts and framework necessary to carry out 

the platform 
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Collaboration	  in	  the	  Literature	  
 
The MACC Alliance has a successful history of developing collaborations. However, in order to 
create a model for program development and delivery, a new structure needs to be developed. 
Though there is no one size fits all answer to how collaborations should be structured or 
organized, reviewing the literature and learning about key elements of successful collaborations 
provided valuable ideas and resources for the model.  

Why	  Collaborate?	  
 
“If you have an apple and I have an apple and we exchange these apples than you and I will still 

each have one apple. But if you have an idea and I have an idea and we exchange these ideas, 
then each of us will have two ideas.” – George Bernard Shaw8 

 
 

“The world of collaboration. It is a world in which it is possible to feel inspired.”9 – Huxham 
and Vangen 

 
Collaboration can be defined as “a consensual relationship created to improve operations,”10 or 
as “a mutually beneficial and well-defined relationship entered into by two or more organizations 
to achieve common goals.”11 Scholars note that there is a continuum of “collaborative service 
arrangements” that can range from cooperation (most loose) to service integration (most 
structured).12 In addition to collaboration, there are many other types of interorganizational 
relationships. Mulroy discusses the different types of interorganizational interactions, including 
service coordination and service delivery networks.13 Mulroy notes that networks are non-
hierarchical structures that feature “lateral linkages and joint decision making that facilitate equal 
status among member organizations.”14 Kanter also discussed the vast array of relationships, 
including mutual service consortia, joint ventures, and value-chain partnerships.15 While some of 
these relationships may be more applicable to the private sector than the public or nonprofit 
sectors, organizational relationships have similarities among the sectors. It will be important for 
MACC to decide what type of collaboration to employ when developing the plans for a network 
services collaboration. 
 
MACC member organizations say they are increasingly being asked to collaborate by funders, 
and that there seems to be a general consensus that collaboration is a good thing. However, many 
of these organizations and staff members are uncertain about the details of collaboration. They 
raise many questions and concerns about the idea of collaborating with other organizations. 
                                                
8 As quoted in Parkinson 2006, 3. 
9 Huxham and Vangen 2005. 
10 Sandfort and Milward 2008, 157. 
11 Byrne and Hansberry 2007, 75. 
12 Sandfort and Milward, 154. 
13 Mulroy 1997. 
14 Mulroy 1997, 257. 
15 Kanter 1994. 
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Scholars recommend thinking long and hard about collaboration. For example, Huxham and 
Vangen note that “seeking collaborative advantage is a seriously resource-consuming activity so 
[it] is only to be considered when the stakes are really worth pursuing.”16  
 
There are many motivations for organizations to collaborate, including mandates, a desire for 
power or control, reciprocity, increased efficiency, increased stability, and increased 
legitimacy.17 Chen and Graddy suggest that programmatic needs and organizational goals (like 
“funding agency expectations or requirements, … enhanc[ing] organizational reputation and … 
build[ing] future relationships) are major motivating factors.18 Huxham and Vangen note that 
there are many reasons for collaboration, but suggest several “common bases for collaboration,” 
including access to resources, shared risk, efficiency, coordination and seamlessness, learning, 
and a moral imperative.19 When Huxham and Vangen refer to a moral imperative, they mean the 
idea that the most important problems facing society “have ramifications for so many aspects of 
society that they are inherently multi-organizational.”20  
 
Organizations may be motivated to collaborate with partners due to things like shared visions, 
being involved in the same sector of work, having had prior experience working together, or by 
default if there are few options and collaboration is desired or required.21 Byrne and Hansberry 
point to motivations like funding, clients, and potential partners.22 Nambisan describes three 
different types of collaboration platforms: exploration, experimentation, and execution. The type 
of collaboration selected in a particular situation depends on what type of problem solving needs 
to happen, and the three platforms have different resources and capacity requirements.23 Wei-
Skillern and Marciano suggest that networks allow organizations to “mobilize resources outside 
their immediate control,” which can help “achieve their missions far more efficiently, 
effectively, and sustainably than they could have by working alone.”24 MACC is a fairly loose 
network, but it seems that member organizations have interest in achieving these kinds of  
positive outcomes that may come with networks or collaborations.  
 
In the state of Minnesota, there are approximately 854 human service nonprofits with 
government contracts.25 22% of respondents in a national Urban Institute survey said that the 
“complexity of/time required for reporting on grants/contracts” was a big problem, and 39% said 
that the “complexity of/time required by application process” was a big problem.26 Since so 
many nonprofits are reporting that applying for and reporting on grants and contracts is time 
consuming to a detrimental point, it makes sense that MACC organizations are trying to find 
ways to band together and be more efficient in this area.  
 

                                                
16 Huxham and Vangen 2005, 13. 
17 Sandfort and Milward 2008. 
18 Chen and Graddy 2008, 6. 
19 Huxham and Vangen 2005. 
20 Huxham and Vangen 2005, 7. 
21 Chen and Graddy 2008. 
22 Byrne and Hansberry 2007. 
23 Nambisan 2009, 46. 
24 Wei-Skillern and Marciano 2008, 40.  
25 Urban Institute Study 2009, 55.  
26 Urban Institute Study 2009, 55. 
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Benefits	  to	  Collaboration	  
 

Huxham and Vangen claim that “almost anything is, in principle, possible through collaboration 
because you are not limited by your own resources and expertise. You can, in principle, achieve 
whatever visions you may have by tapping into the resources and expertise of others.”27 There 
are many potential benefits to collaboration, including a multidimensional approach to solving 
more complex problems, more resources, shared risks, increased efficiency, synergies, and a 
collaborative advantage.28 Other scholars point to benefits like cost savings, better decision-
making, increased revenue, innovation, and more capacity.29 Byrne and Hansberry point to value 
added via collaboration, like increased effectiveness and organizational benefits like branding.30 
Still others suggest that networks can result in increased efficiencies, more coordination among 
units, and more unity among big sectors that represent the big problems many nonprofits seek to 
address.  
 
Some scholars point to collaborations as vehicles to improve outcomes for clients or others who 
use services provided by organizations that collaborate. As Ahn puts it, “the underlying but 
untested assumption…is that deliberate and strategic coordination among a group of nonprofits 
results in better social outcomes than nonprofits could achieve in isolation from one another.”31 
Chen and Graddy’s research, though not generalizable to all cases, suggests that “partnerships 
formed to enhance organizational goals” have a significant impact on performance using their 
three indicators (client goal achievement, improved interorganizational relationships, and 
improved organizational learning), and “forming partnerships to meet programmatic needs” 
impacted two indicators of effectiveness.32They also found that partnership characteristics could 
be significant in some cases.33  
 

Potential	  Difficulties	  in	  Collaborations	  
 

There are also difficulties inherent in collaborations, and sustaining collaborative efforts can be 
quite challenging. Sandfort and Milward note the importance of human interactions in sustaining 
collaborative efforts.34 Hansen and Nohria describe four major barriers to collaboration, and 
conclude that collaboration can “easily be overdone.”35 Others point to unnecessary 
collaborations, incompatible organizational cultures, lack of mutual contributions, and 
disagreement about authority as some common problems in collaborations.36 Collaborative 
inertia, when “collaborations make slow progress” or “die without achieving anything,” is clearly 
a potential pitfall that most collaborators would prefer to avoid.37  

                                                
27 Huxham and Vangen 2005, 3. 
28 Sandfort and Milward 2008. 
29 Hansen and Nohria 2004. 
30 Byrne and Hansberry 2007. 
31 Ahn 2006, 4. 
32 Chen and Graddy 2008, 15. 
33 Chen and Graddy 2008. 
34 Sandfort and Milward 2008. 
35 Hansen and Nohria 2004, 29. 
36 Byrne and Hansberry 2007. 
37 Huxham and Vangen 2005, 3. 
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Some of these potential problems with collaborations can lead to serious repercussions in terms 
of risk and legal issues. The Nonprofits’ Insurance Alliance of California has put together a list 
of considerations for nonprofits to think about before entering into any type of agreement with 
another organization.38  

 
Huxham and Vangen provide a framework for dealing with some of the major obstacles to 
successful collaborations. For example, thinking about goals from the perspective of a different 
partner can be helpful if there is difficulty in finding or achieving common aims. Huxham and 
Vangen suggest thinking about explicit, assumed, and hidden collaboration aims, organizational 
aims, and individual aims.39 They suggest building up to trust slowly by working on small 
actions, and using diagramming techniques to help combat ambiguity and complex networks. 
They note that change does occur within collaborations, so “the nurturing process must be 
continuous and permanent.”40  
 

Making	  Collaborations	  Successful	  	  
 

There is not much agreement on a magic formula that will produce a successful collaboration. 
However, many authors provided suggestions or lists of factors that could help promote 
successful collaborations. These recommendations were useful when considering what MACC’s 
model for collaborative services might look like.  
 
Byrne and Hansberry suggest that shared priorities, combined resources, institutional support and 
political will, and clear expectations are important for successful collaboration.41 Hansen and 
Nohria suggest management levers like leadership, values and goals, HR procedures, and lateral 
cross-unit mechanisms to help combat barriers to collaboration. They suggest that organizations 
that use these levers to navigate the barriers to collaboration will create value.42 Mulroy 
discusses the importance of mutual trust, administrative infrastructure, incremental growth, and a 
shared vision.43  
 
Wei-Skillern and Marciano suggest several keys to ensuring successful networks, like focusing 
on mission over organization, trust over control, and nodes over hubs (meaning, “they see 
themselves as nodes within a constellation of equal, interconnected partners, rather than as hubs 
at the center of their nonprofit universes).44 They also note that organizations can help set up a 
partnership for success by choosing partners very carefully to begin with – something that a 
MACC network service option might struggle with, since MACC members are already set. 
 

                                                
38 See http://www.oursharedresources.com/ResourceHelpers/GetAttachment/431 for information. 
39 Huxham and Vangen 2005, 62. 
40 Huxham and Vangen 2005, 75. 
41 Byrne and Hansberry 2007. 
42 Hansen and Nohria 2004. 
43 Mulroy 1997. 
44 Wei-Skillern and Marciano 2008. 
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Ahn with the Barr foundation notes that “paying attention to the ‘soft skills’ is key,” and that 
“collaborations that are executive director-centric pay a price.”45 He presents recommendations 
for nonprofit leaders, funders, technical assistance providers, and one set of recommendations for 
the group as a whole.46 The lists are helpful, but perhaps most valuable is the fact that the 
recommendations recognize the different roles that nonprofit leaders, funders, and technical 
assistance providers play when working towards collaborations.  
 
Kanter lists “eight I’s that create successful we’s,” and though they are presented in terms of 
intercompany relationships the values still apply:47  
 

• Individual excellence 
• Important 
• Interdependence 
• Investment 
• Information 
• Integration 
• Institutionalization 
• Integrity 

 
Huxhuam and Vangen suggest that “there is a lot of similarity in the factors identified by 
different researchers across many and varied collaborative settings” in terms of success factors.48 
They list the following factors: “inclusion of stakeholders; partner selection; mutual trust; 
honesty and reliability; shared vision; mutual interdependence; open communication; appropriate 
distribution of power; political influence; appropriate governance structure; CEO support and 
skilled conveners.”49 They also list the following danger factors that might decrease the success 
of a collaboration: “personal agendas and individual egos; politicking, poor managerial 
relationships; geographical distances; and cultural differences.”50  
 
 
Huxham and Vangen ultimately provide a list of “top ten tips for collaborating:”51  
 
1. Don’t do it unless you have to! Joint working with other organizations is inherently difficult 

and resource consuming. Unless you can see THE POTENTIAL for real collaborative 
advantage (i.e. that you can achieve something really worthwhile that you couldn’t otherwise 
achieve) it’s most efficient to do it on your own. 

2. Budget a great deal more time for the collaborative activities than you would normally expect 
to need. 

                                                
45 Ahn 2006, 5.  
46 Ahn 2006. 
47 Kanter 1994, 100. 
48 Huxham and Vangen 2005, 11. 
49 Huxham and Vangen 2005, 10-11. 
50 Huxham and Vangen 2005, 11. 
51 Huxham and Vangen 2005, 37. 
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3. Remember that other participants involved are unlikely to want to achieve exactly the same 
thing as you and make allowances. You need to protect your own agendas but be prepared to 
compromise. 

4. Where possible, try to begin by setting yourselves some small, achievable tasks. Build up 
mutual trust gradually through achieving mutual small wins. If the stakes are high, you may 
need a more comprehensive trust-building approach. 

5. Pay attention to communication. Be aware of your own company jargon and professional 
jargon and try to find clear ways to express yourself to others who do not share your daily 
world. If partners speak in ways that do not make sense, don’t be afraid to seek clarification. 

6. Don’t expect other organizations to do things the same way yours does. Things that may be 
easy to do in your organization may, for example, require major political maneuvering in 
another. 

7. Ensure that those who have to manage the alliance are briefed to be able to act with an 
appropriate degree of autonomy. Wherever possible, they need to be able to react quickly and 
contingently without having to check back to the ‘parent’ organizations. 

8. Recognize that power plays are often a part of the negotiation process. Both understanding 
your own source of power and ensuring that partners do not feel vulnerable can be a valuable 
part of building trust.  

9. Understand that making things happen involves acting both facilitatively and directively 
towards others. 

10. Assume that you cannot be wholly in control and that partners and environment will be 
continually changing. Then, with energy, commitment, skill and continual nurturing, you can 
achieve collaborative advantage.  

 
 
Byrne and Hansberry suggest the following “steps to establishing or improving collaboration:”52  
 

• Confirm shared priorities 
• Clarify differences in approach 
• Build institutional support for collaboration 
• Build on existing strengths 
• Foster the development of champions 
• Address problems as they arise 
• Know when to call it quits 

 
Reviewing the multitude of research around collaborations and ways to make collaborative 
efforts successful was very useful when considering the development of a MACC collaboration 
for service development and delivery.  

Using	  Network	  Services	  or	  Collaborative	  Delivery	  Methods	  
 

While collaborations are becoming more common, shared service models are still fairly rare. 
Shared services can involve many different types of services, models, and types of organizations, 

                                                
52 Byrne and Hansberry 2007, 83. 
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but at a basic level “shared services consist of consolidating business processes into a single 
entity and sharing this across organizations.”53 Others suggest that “networked nonprofits forge 
long-term partnerships with trusted peers to tackle their missions on multiple fronts.”54 However, 
other studies have found that there is little evidence of actual savings in implemented projects.55  
 
Shared services can involve sharing facilities, accounting services, purchasing, communications 
and marketing, consulting, information technology, human resources, programming, labor/staff 
resources, and fundraising.56 Readers familiar with MACC and the MACC CommonWealth will 
recognize that MACC already shares some of these resources, but currently the organization is 
interested in building capacity in shared programming. Some studies have suggested that while 
strategies can vary, “two overall considerations are noted as consistent components of any shared 
service arrangements: strong stakeholder relationships… and strong leadership.”57 The following 
matrix displays key learnings from two examples of shared service arrangements: 
 
 Tides58 Canada’s Eight Pillars of Success59 

Context The organization is “evolving from 
operating independent businesses with 
coordinated shared services into a more 
functionally integrated enterprise of 
multiple service offerings managed by 
centralized leadership.”60  

Canada encouraged development of shared 
services in the 1990s, so there is a fair amount of 
research and also many examples of shared 
service models that can provide valuable insight 
into lessons learned from early experiments with 
shared services. 

Key 
Learnings 

The study stressed the importance of 
organizations being aware of the different 
options and making a thoughtful choice 
based on what is best for itself. 
• Important tradeoffs exist between 

centralization and decentralization. 
• Defining shared services role and 

power is critical. 
• Empowered central leadership is 

critical to establishing strong shared 
services and to driving organizational 
change. 

• Wide array of shared services cost 
allocation methodologies. 

• Complaints regarding cost 
allocation/funding methodologies exist 
across the majority of organizations. 

1. Ensure that there is effective governance. 
2. Allocate sufficient resources to manage 

change over the long haul. 
3. Choose the right kind of leader for the shared 

services organization. 
4. Engage key stakeholders in the initiative. 
5. Ease the transition of staff into new roles. 
6. Build trust through relationship management. 
7. Leverage process improvement through 

technology. 
8. Measure for improvement. 
 

                                                
53 Federation of Community Social Services of BC, 2009. 
54 Wei-Skillern and Marciano 2008, 40. 
55 Whitfield 2007. 
56 Federation of Community Social Services of BC, 2009. 
57 Federation of Community Social Services of BC, 2009. 
58 Saat 2009.  
59 Conference Board of Canada 2006, reprinted in Whitfield 2007. 
60 Saat 2009, 1. 
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• Shared services must have its own 
source of revenue to drive long-term 
investment for the whole. 

 
 
 

The	  Role	  of	  External	  Stakeholders	  
 

Most of the literature on collaborations focuses on the organizations involved in the 
collaboration, but there is a little discussion on funders and other stakeholders who are not part 
of the collaboration itself. For example, Wei-Skillern and Marciano suggest that donors “hinder 
the broader use of networks in the nonprofit sector,” due to the tendency to give to specific 
programs rather than general organizational support.61 They also argue that while funders have 
been increasingly demanding collaborations, the emphasis on “organizational performance, 
accountability, and going to scale often preclude leveraging resources beyond organizational 
boundaries,” which leads to more competition among organizations instead of more 
collaboration and working together.62  
 
Wei-Skillern and Marciano note that “funders too can nurture nonprofit networks” by choosing 
to fund organizations “that embody the vision, values, and leadership capabilities needed to 
create and work through networks.”63 They also suggest that funders should think critically about 
accountability schemes and timelines. Funders will likely play a large role in a MACC network 
services collaboration because the collaboration will have to work with funders to develop, 
propose, and implement projects.  

 
 
 
 
	  

                                                
61 Wei-Skillern and Marciano 2008, 43.  
62 Wei-Skillern and Marciano 2008, 43. 
63 Wei-Skillern and Marciano 2008, 43. 
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Current	  Climate	  for	  Program	  Collaboration	  
 
The information collected from the focus groups, surveys, interview, and observations provided 
us insight into the inner workings of MACC and its member agencies, its capacity, and its 
readiness for service delivery collaboration. General themes emerged regarding the development 
of our proposed model from this information. The following section will briefly highlight the 
main themes that make up the current climate for program collaboration among MACC agencies.  
 

1.	  There	  are	  good	  relationships	  within	  MACC,	  but	  there	  are	  also	  many	  people	  that	  do	  not	  
know	  one	  another	  and/or	  do	  not	  trust	  the	  work	  of	  particular	  organizations.	  
 
Lack of trust and knowledge of potential collaboration partners is a major hindrance to moving 
this process forward. Many MACC members from our focus groups have an interest in getting to 
know one another better, especially within program areas. Without knowing who is doing what 
in each organization, it is hard to foster collaboration. There is a sense from many focus group 
participants that there are several new MACC agencies that many MACC members are not 
familiar with, and thus some feel uncomfortable collaborating with these agencies. Till’s study 
substantiated this finding, mentioning some “rivalry and distrust among some of the 
MCW/MACC partners.”64 
 
Many participants had significant interest in meeting people from different organizations as well 
as having a directory of MACC member staff available. The EDs currently meet for CEO 
Innovation monthly meetings, but relationship-building activities within other MACC agency 
leadership levels is limited. Survey results indicated that there are many shared program areas 
MACC agencies are working in, indicating some potential areas to focus on for relationship 
building. Family support and youth work was done by 100% of the 10 agencies surveyed. 
Education (n = 7), health and wellness (n = 7), and community engagement (n = 6) were also 
areas that many agencies worked in.  
 
“I think there’s a lot of new people at a lot of the MACC agencies, so I think one of the things we 
really need to do it, sit down and say, here’s all the MACC agencies and here’s all the programs 
they have and here’s the people in those programs. I don’t know that I could necessarily tell you, 
if I saw something, I know that there are agencies at MACC doing this, but who is it that is doing 
it? And how would I find them? And who would I talk to? How would that work? I think there’s a 
core of people who have been heavily involved in MACC, and then the others haven’t been 
involved as much. So I think that there’s a significant amount of work to be done there.”65 
 
“It’s going be really hard to build a networked approach to service delivery if nobody knows 
each other below the exec level. I think this work takes a lot of time and allows people to trust 
each other and not compete with each other and that really takes time. I guess the question 

                                                
64 Till 2009, 14. 
65 Note: all quotes are from project data collection, unless otherwise noted. While some quotes may have been edited 
for readability, no content was altered.  
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would be in what way network activities can be restored in the MACC that create some kind of 
framework for thinking about doing that at the level of service delivery.” 
 
“Program areas need to start meeting, almost a speed dating kind of idea. Make it a fun thing. 
People come together with business cards. What are your needs? What do you think your 
strengths are?” 
 

2.	  Choosing	  the	  right	  level	  of	  leadership	  to	  be	  at	  the	  table	  is	  important	  for	  the	  perceived	  
success	  of	  the	  model.	  
 
The idea of who should be at the table when developing proposals came up frequently during our 
focus groups and in our interview. Overall, it seems that there is a desire to have “more 
connection to the program staff,” and “that’s where our [program staff] job is, you [program 
staff] can picture it [the program], you can see it work.” There were concerns that “with the EDs, 
the information gets skewed a little bit” and that relying too heavily on EDs could lead to 
problems with “turf issues and a lot of trust and power.” However, it is important to keep in mind 
that there may be a bit of bias, since focus group participants were largely program staff from 
MACC organizations. Additionally, some participants did suggest that “executive directors have 
to be at the table… to create ownership.” 
 
There was some agreement across focus groups that senior program staff should largely drive the 
process. John Till’s study of the Be @ School contract indicates that the CEO’s had minimal 
involvement and that worked well.66 This view was also voiced in several focus groups. 
 
Our survey results also indicated the important role that program staff play in program 
development and grant writing. In nine of the ten organizations surveyed, Program Directors 
were involved in developing RFP proposals. Seven of ten involved Executive Directors, and 
seven of ten involved Development Directors. These numbers indicated that shared leadership is 
needed, and that it is very important that senior program staff take part in the conversation.  
 
“There has to be some kind of framework that allows individual CEO’s to agree to have their 
organizations be a part of collaboration and then get out of the way of developing that 
collaboration fairly quickly.” 
 
“Where I see things fall apart is when the right people aren’t at the table.” 
 

3.	  There	  is	  a	  sense	  that	  funders	  are	  attracted	  to	  collaboration	  because	  there	  is	  a	  potential	  for	  
a	  bigger	  impact	  as	  a	  collective.	  
 
Across focus groups, observations, and our interview, participants agreed that funders were 
interested in collaboration because it could have a bigger reach than individual organizations, 
and it also allowed funders to contract with fewer entities. Some participants also thought 

                                                
66 Till 2009. 



18	  

funders were interested in collaboration because they thought it would bring increased 
efficiencies and make their limited dollars stretch further. 
 
“The reason for that was because they really wanted to impact much bigger numbers of students 
so they wanted to do fewer grants to bigger organizations that would give them the bigger 
numbers and that is why the money was transferred to the public schools. So for something like 
that, had we put in a bigger joint proposal maybe that would be more successful because it is 
somebody who is looking to serve huge numbers of kids.” 
 
“I think foundations like to see community organizations actively coming together to resolve 
certain issues.… if an agency carries out half the outcomes in the proposal and another agency 
carries out the other half, that means that collectively we are reaching more people, providing a 
broader swath of service. More benefit to the community.” 
 

4.	  An	  initial	  agreement	  among	  collaborating	  agencies	  is	  vital	  to	  the	  success	  of	  the	  model.	  
 
Across all four focus groups, as well as in our interview and observations, there was an 
expressed desire to have things “clearly defined at the beginning,” “common shared goals and 
purpose that are clear and everyone is aware of,” “regular check-ins,” “agreement about what 
you have to do to get into the process and agreed upon rules and preconditions,” and having “a 
guide… an operation guide.” Participants also suggested that organizations must agree on “exit 
strategies, having some funding rules and pricing structures.” Organizations also raised a number 
of questions around what would happen if less funding were awarded, if someone wasn’t pulling 
their weight, etc. The literature on collaborations also suggests that having clear roles and 
expectations are important elements in successful collaborations. 
 
An initial agreement covering norms and expectations is important because it will address issues 
of concern up front. This will decrease uncertainty and increase commitment to the project. 
Focus groups brought up questions about roles and expectations, what to do if the full request is 
not funded, the nature and frequency of communication and meetings among agencies, how 
organizations would be held accountable and what happens if one is underperforming, costing 
allocations, and determining shared outcomes, metrics, and measurements to ensure consistency.  
 
“…sometimes RFPs come out in a very short window of time to reply, so I would think for it to 
be successful we would need to have a clear idea, to really hash out how we are going to 
collaborate, and then actively seek those funding opportunities so that we can stay ahead of the 
game.” 
 
“I was going to ask that, and also how does it work in terms of evaluation of outcomes. And how 
do you address it if you have one agency on one end that is a rock star and doing great with 
outcomes and one that maybe isn’t. Then whose role is it to address the one that isn’t? And how 
does that work in terms of long standing relationships?” 
 
“Having clear roles set about who is doing what and creating some consistency of service across 
organizations. I think you have to look at, ‘can we all use the same form?’ ‘Can we all enter data 
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this way so that we can look at it across agencies?’… have fair ways to decide who is in both at 
the beginning and when the money is received” 
 

5.	  Leadership	  capacity	  is	  needed	  for	  MACC’s	  service	  delivery	  collaboration	  to	  be	  successful.	  
 
Leadership came up frequently in our focus group, interview conversations and observations as a 
pivotal component of a successful model. There was general agreement that a collaborative for 
services would not work without someone ‘owning’ the process. Some participants wanted to see 
a strong leader as the head of the network services collaboration, whereas others thought a more 
casual coordinator would be sufficient. Others thought it might be possible for organizations to 
take the lead on certain aspects of the process, eliminating or greatly reducing the need for a 
central leader in the network services collaboration. 
 
There were three distinct roles that MACC members were looking for. First, a convener or 
facilitator that takes care of logistics and keeps the process moving forward as needed. Second, a 
neutral judge who can make decisions when there is disagreement among agencies. Third, a 
strong leader with connections to national and federal funders who knows the art of writing large 
grant proposals. All of these kinds of leadership were mentioned on at least several occasions, 
and the literature also suggests that leadership is incredibly important for successful 
collaborations. 
 
“I put forward thinking, connected, relationship manager, opportunity collaborator, and I 
realize when I was writing these down I needed a structure to help me think about it, so I was 
picturing a person who is the main connect to all of us. That is why I wrote down things like idea 
generator, collaborator someone who is really savvy who can see opportunities that we might 
not be able to see in terms of…I think agency A can combine your services with agency B and 
you would have a fantastic program.” 
 
“You know, I love this idea, but I know all of us sitting at this table have our own full time plus 
some job. I think the reality right now is most of us are doing a couple of full time jobs wrapped 
into one…no one really has the time to implement and make it happen. If it’s possible to have 
somebody in the leadership role whose job it is to do some of that…I think that’s a role MACC 
could play.” 
 
“I think the tricky part is who calls it when you come together as partners and say, we all want 
to come to the table. And some of us are like, ‘We have been doing this forever.’ And they’re 
going, ‘We’ve never done that but we want to try it because we want that money and we want to 
be a part of it.’ And who in the room gets to say no? Who gets to say, ‘You know what, you guys 
don’t have a sense of what this work is…’ It’s nobody’s job to say you don’t fit. And we can do it 
in our own shops, but to say it to each other, without someone to step forward in the leadership 
position and say ‘This one might not make sense for you.’”  
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6.	  The	  ability	  to	  choose	  partners	  is	  desired	  by	  member	  organizations.	  Member	  organizations	  
do	  not	  want	  to	  be	  forced	  to	  work	  with	  partners	  they	  do	  not	  know	  or	  whose	  work	  they	  do	  not	  
trust.	  
 
There was a sense from our focus group and interview conversations that perceived quality 
varied among member organizations. Many organizations feared that by being a part of the 
network services collaboration they would end up working with organizations they did not feel 
comfortable partnering with. A few participants noted that MACC membership is not a guarantee 
quality on the part of member organizations. A couple suggested that MACC consider having 
membership requirements that address quality because the caliber of organizations in MACC can 
affect the reputation of its fellow member organizations. 
 
Because there are questions about quality and many people still need to get to know one another, 
some participants in our focus groups suggested that it is important for organizations to have the 
ability to enter into exploratory conversations about projects without the expectation of 
commitment. Member organizations want to get the chance to get to know one another and feel 
out the situation before committing to collaboration. 
 
Many participants felt that another part of choosing partners is ensuring that the right people are 
at the table. Some agencies worried that other agencies would become involved simply to get 
money, and it was important that a neutral arbiter be involved to help facilitate the courageous 
and often challenging conversations around who should be in and out. It may also be that the 
right partners are not all MACC members. For example, some projects may require organizations 
to partner with local school sites to provide programming for youth activities. 
 
Currently, MACC organizations do collaborate with one another. The average number of 
collaborations from the 10 organizations surveyed is 5.3 MACC collaborations. That means that 
the average MACC organization surveyed has collaborated with approximately five other 
MACC agencies in the past six months.  However, the collaborative relationships are typically 
more informal than the type of collaboration required for delivering services as a team. Our data 
collection process did not reveal a great deal of information about how MACC agencies seek out 
partners, but our focus groups and surveys indicated that the most common kind of collaboration 
referenced in the survey was referrals (many times partnerships refer clients to other MACC 
agencies when they can not provide the services needed).  
 
Only three of the 10 organizations surveyed had collaborated on an RFP with other MACC 
organizations, whereas 8 of 10 had collaborated on an RFP with organizations outside of MACC. 
This may be an indication that more relationship building needs to take place to foster 
relationships within MACC. It also indicates that MACC members are choosing to collaborate 
with others more than they are choosing to collaborate with other MACC members. However, it 
does illustrate that MACC organizations have capacity and interest in collaborating. 
 
 
 
 



21	  

“We’re not all the same, and we don’t all look at our staff and say, I would love that staff. Some 
you look at and say, nope, I wouldn’t want them working with my kids. In the same way I can say 
I know my outcomes, and I know what we do with young people, and I know what we are 
working for. And other people outcomes, I might not to be vulnerable to what you have in 
place.” 
 
“I think a real trust that is built by knowing each other is important. There are a lot of new 
agencies in the MACC network that none of us know, and have not been connected with. And my 
worry would be that, all the sudden that would be this RPF and all these partners at the table 
that none of us know.” 
 
 

7.	  Many	  membership	  organizations	  are	  interested	  in	  collaboration	  to	  better	  serve	  clients,	  but	  
it	  has	  to	  be	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  the	  individual	  agencies	  for	  it	  to	  be	  sustainable.	  
 
Many conversations centered on the potential benefits of collaboration: bigger impact, serving 
more clients, and helping the weakest link organizations become stronger to serve people better. 
Some participants described a one for all, all for one quality to them. Agencies expressed interest 
in educating one another, using resources more effectively, and working to produce greater good. 
 
There was also a strong undertone that in order for collaboration to be successful, it had to be 
shown to also benefit individual organizations. During these tough economic times, many 
organizations are looking at their own bottom lines and trying to decide if they will get more 
money together, or if they would fare better alone. These thoughts seem to be pervasive among 
member agencies as they are vital for agency survival. Many focus group participants were 
interested in what the return on investment would be for the network services collaboration. 
There was a sense from many that their agencies and MACC had tight budgets, and some stated 
that they did not think their agencies would be involved in the proposed collaboration network if 
it involved a voluntary pay-in. 
 
There were mixed views about what should happen if a ‘weak link’ was identified during 
collaboration. Most thought that once collaborating, partners must take collective responsibility 
for the project and try to work with the agency to improve their ability to provide adequate 
services. However, had the organizations known this agency would be a ‘weak link’ before the 
collaboration began; they likely would not have invited them to collaborate.  
 
“We’re all trying to do the best work we can for our clients. And so, in the meantime there are 
times where if I know my work is solid and we’re going to make it, I may still make choices to 
say I am not going to partner on that thing, and other things where it makes sense because our 
work is so similar, or we’re all struggling, and this makes sense …There shouldn't be 
expectations that everyone’s going to jump on the bandwagon. There might be things that some 
are gung hoe for, and others say no.” 
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8.	  There	  was	  a	  desire	  among	  many	  agencies	  to	  go	  for	  big,	  new	  money	  (national	  and	  federal).	  
There	  was	  little	  interest	  in	  using	  the	  network	  services	  collaboration	  to	  go	  for	  smaller	  money	  
that	  organizations	  are	  already	  getting	  as	  there	  was	  a	  fear	  of	  competition	  and	  the	  thought	  that	  
they	  might	  fare	  worse	  together	  (get	  less	  money).	  
 
Across focus groups, MACC members expressed interest in using the network services 
collaboration to gain access to new funding as well as national and federal funding that would 
typically be out of reach for an individual MACC agency. Most MACC members do not have the 
capacity to go after big money alone, as these grants tend to be large in scope and also taxing in 
application and reporting requirements. Federal or national-level grants take time and skill to 
write, and it is hard for smaller organizations to devote significant staff time to invest in writing 
these big grant proposals. 
 
There was also a strong sense among participants that it would be highly contentious for a 
MACC collaborative to go after funding that currently funds MACC agencies. Working together 
to secure new funding is safer for member relationships, and it is also more appealing to the 
organizations. 
 
“[Federal money] might serve to help us be more attractive, even in terms of the different 
populations and neighborhoods we working in…You could say we are in all four corners of the 
metro area.” 
 
“Okay, let’s just play this out. McKnight Foundation. You’ve got four organizations that get 
McKnight money, and they want to go to McKnight and do one big shared thing. Do you think 
we’re going to get more collectively? I don’t see it happening (others voice agreement). So that’s 
where it’s tricky. Where are those opportunities to collaborate and find money that is going to be 
an added value and doing something different?” 
 

9. Common	  evaluation	  language	  that	  includes	  shared	  outcomes	  and	  metrics	  are	  important	  
for	  success.	  

 
Focus groups participants indicated that each organization has a different culture and a different 
way of doing its work. In order for collaboration to work, each organization must agree to shared 
definitions and measurements of program outcomes. Many participants understood that tracking 
and evaluating the same things is important for reporting back to funders, as well as 
understanding how the project is going overall. There was a sense that getting on the same page 
about evaluation and outcomes is a challenge, but that several MACC agencies have already 
begun collaborating on evaluation outcomes in a few program areas. A couple participants 
mentioned that common reporting and evaluation could be most easily done if everyone was 
bought into the database offered by the Commonwealth.  
 
“And a lot of us end up with the same kinds of outcomes because we have similar funders, so if 
we can start streamlining some of these processes and in the process get to know each other, and 
be prepared in that way that is one of the possible steps.” 
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“There is a MACC youth evaluation team… and I have been on that team for about three 
years…. we started out wanting to collect aggregate data from all MACC programs that 
have youth survey programs and we found out that for something as simple as demographics 
we don’t collect the same demographics, or don’t collect them in the same way… three years 
later we are still saying this one collects African-American and African separately while this 
one collects them together and can’t separate them. Then we wanted to collect aggregate 
outcomes and that was just a huge challenge because no one was measuring the same thing 
and collecting the same thing, and even though we all have programs that serve youth we 
don’t have the same necessarily goals, or purposes, or outcomes.”  
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Network	  Services	  Collaboration	  Model	  	  
 
After reviewing the relevant literature associated with collaborations and carrying out the data 
collection and analysis, the researchers created a first iteration of the network services 
collaboration model. Both insights from the literature review and the major themes derived from 
the nominal grouping process - which are highlighted in the previous section - were incorporated 
into the model. 
 
The Network Services Collaboration model (see below) provides a visual of how the platform 
would function. MACC member organizations, represented by circles, are located inside the gray 
circle that is the network services collaboration platform. Funders, on the left hand side, post 
RFPs that collaboration staff consider to be a potential funding source that lend themselves to a 
collaborative effort amongst MACC agencies. MACC agencies eventually choose a group that 
will collectively respond to the RFP, and bid on the RFP through the platform. Assuming the 
RFP is chosen, the MACC organizations administer the grant with assistance from the 
collaboration staff as needed. This leads to improved client and organizational outcomes, which 
in turn provides increased value to funders.  
  
The staff that incubates programs would have three major tasks: identify and respond to funding 
opportunities; facilitate the initial agreement between collaborators; and foster healthy 
relationships between organizations both before and during the administration of an RFP.  
 
An additional possibility is having network services collaboration staff, in conjunction with 
MACC organizations, identify an area they want to collaborate on and send a Letter of Intent to 
funders to begin the collaborative process. Funders respond and a negotiation eventually leads to 
a formed program grant that follows the same cycle as with the RFP example.  
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In addition to the network services collaboration model, the researchers equate the collaboration 
facilitated through the platform as analogous to a pick-up game of basketball. The new platform 
serves as the basketball court that is a defined, structured place where MACC agencies can meet. 
MACC member organizations, which are the individual basketball players, get together and 
practice skills at the basketball court instead of shooting hoops at home alone.  
 
The MACC agencies start to play pick-up games of basketball coordinated by the basketball 
court’s recreation leadership. The recreation leadership, which is the central staff of the network 
services collaboration, would assist individual players in creating ad hoc teams as projects appear 
that interest MACC agencies. Recreation leaders would help build relationships amongst the 
team, and find new games to play. If players are not playing by the rules or if a team member is 
not at the same skill level as the other individuals, the recreation leader would have the authority 
to referee and manage issues.  
 
The players that form teams decide who plays what position, and how the individuals are going 
to work collaboratively. The team develops rules and appropriate roles for each player to 
maximize their effectiveness as a collective unit. Camaraderie and positive experiences playing 
as a team builds strong communication and trust between players. As teammates get to know 
each other, their team performance improves and the team begins to deliver stronger outcomes.  
 

Recreation	  Leader	  	  
(MACC	  Network	  Services	  

Collaborative)	  

• Directs	  what	  players	  
play	  in	  which	  game	  
• Helps	  players	  build	  
relationships	  on	  and	  off	  
the	  court,	  so	  they	  can	  
play	  well	  together	  
• Keeps	  score	  
• If	  players	  aren't	  
adhering	  to	  the	  rules,	  
kicks	  them	  out	  
• If	  players	  aren't	  up	  to	  
the	  skill	  level,	  suggests	  
a	  different	  team	  or	  
league	  

Teams	  	  
(Organizations	  on	  a	  
particular	  project)	  

• Delivers	  the	  goods	  to	  
achieve	  a	  positive	  
outcome	  -‐	  a	  win	  
• Keeps	  all	  players	  
involved	  in	  their	  
appropriate	  roles	  
• Agrees	  on	  ground	  rules	  
and	  stick	  to	  them	  

Court	  	  
(MACC	  as	  a	  full	  
organization)	  

• Provides	  a	  space	  for	  
players	  and	  teams	  to	  
meet,	  get	  together,	  play,	  
practice	  skills,	  develop	  
as	  teams	  and	  individual	  
players	  

Players	  	  
(Individual	  

organizations)	  

• Do	  their	  best	  for	  the	  
team,	  using	  individual	  
skills	  and	  talent	  as	  well	  
as	  teamwork	  
• Engage	  in	  solo	  practice	  
to	  ensure	  skill	  level	  is	  
appropriate	  for	  the	  
game	  
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Assessing	  Funding	  Viability	  
  
After receiving feedback from MACC member staff, the researchers spoke with potential private 
and public human service funders about the concept of creating a MACC network services 
collaboration using the model described above (without the basketball analogy). During these 
conversations we solicited feedback about both the benefits and concerns about the collaboration 
model.  
 
Benefits	  of	  the	  Network	  Services	  Collaboration	  Model	  
 
Funders expressed generally favorable opinions about the network services collaboration model. 
They noted positives like efficiencies, streamlined communication, and accountability. 

Funders	  believe	  collaborations	  are	  more	  cost	  efficient	  and	  streamlined,	  and	  they	  provide	  
comprehensive	  services.	  	  
  
Though funders did note it is not always the case, ideally three or four organizations working 
together would cost less to provide the same level of services then each of them individually. 
They highlighted the idea that collaboration would provide a more comprehensive set of services 
that would share costs of business and administrative infrastructure. The collaboration model has 
the potential to “really provide the connective tissue so you don’t have to build that into the grant 
experience.” 

Funders	  prefer	  communicating	  with	  a	  single	  person,	  and	  to	  have	  a	  singular	  fiscal	  agent	  to	  
hold	  accountable	  	  
  
It is appealing from the funder perspective to have a single person or fiscal agent to help ensure 
accountability. Funders appreciated the idea of having one central person to contact within the 
MACC network services collaboration. Having a structure in place to help streamline 
communication between funders and MACC on both individual projects and opportunities to 
work together in the future was important.  

Funders	  appreciate	  likeminded	  organizations	  working	  together	  through	  collaborations	  
because	  it	  fosters	  interconnectivity,	  accountability,	  active	  learning	  and	  better	  evaluations	  
  
The MACC network services collaboration could “serve as a lead role in coordinating funding 
opportunities for their organizations and getting them to collaborate and work on issues with 
similar funding stream.” By having MACC both coordinate and take on an RFP or proposal there 
is another layer of interconnectivity and accountability for positive results from organizations. 
They also appreciate the value of having likeminded organization intentionally working together 
and potentially creating situations for active learning and better evaluations.  
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Concerns	  about	  the	  Network	  Services	  Collaboration	  Model	  
  
While funders noted several potential benefits to the model, there were also some concerns. 
Concerns included problems with accountability and quality. 
 

Accountability	  can	  also	  be	  a	  challenge	  as	  well	  as	  an	  opportunity,	  and	  having	  guidelines	  in	  
place	  to	  handle	  problems	  that	  come	  up	  is	  critical.	  	  
  
From the funder perspective it is critical to make sure the MACC network services collaboration 
model outlines who is accountable for what services. The funder would also like to have 
identified a key contact person that has the authority to make decisions if issues arise between 
the collaborators. There has to be a structure to address problems with the administration of the 
grant or proposal. The quote below best describes past frustration from a negative experience 
with collaborations: 
  
“If you hold a collaboration’s feet to fire, getting outcomes is much more difficult then holding 
an individual organization to produce the outcomes they said they would. In collaborations 
nobody is responsible. Too often they point each other. Fingers point in a circle. ‘It is not me 
that is not doing it.’ It is very difficult, unless you set up a collaboration with somebody with the 
authority to make serious decisions and the rest of collaborators have to agree to those.” 
  

Quality	  is	  pivotal.	  Collaborations	  need	  to	  prove	  success,	  beyond	  just	  working	  together	  
  
Funders were quick to point out that different organizations are at different levels in their 
financial self-sufficiency and solvency. Many concerns stemmed from the situation where an 
organization is not pulling their own weight. They want to fund a sustainable program and if an 
organization is not at a certain quality level then the sustainability of the project is in question. 
Some foundations even highlighted experiences where they created mentor agencies or larger 
agencies to work with emerging programs, but noted varying degrees of success. Collaborations 
need to prove success in providing outstanding outcomes, not just show they can work together. 
  
Leveraging	  Funder	  Relationships	  
  
Funders were generally receptive to the idea of a collaborative model for program development 
and delivery, but they did have some suggestions. First, funders recommended that MACC as an 
organization identify and focus on core competencies, and think strategically about 
collaboration. Funders said MACC should be proactive about reaching out to the funder 
community when thinking about collaborative projects, and they also highlighted the importance 
of using the same metrics for data collection and reporting. One funder provided the important 
reminder that any sort of collaborative model should be careful not to create barriers for non-
traditional organizations. Finally, funders generally suggested that a MACC collaborative should 
not expect special treatment (in terms of extended time limits, etc.), but instead should find ways 
to be successful within the current system. 
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Network	  Services	  Collaboration:	  Strategies	  and	  Tactics	  for	  
Implementation	  
 
Based on data collected through the focus groups, interviews, surveys, observations, and a 
literature review we assessed MACC’s capacity for a network services collaboration. As we 
analyzed our data it became clear that there were a few key questions that would have a 
significant impact on how a collaborative model could work for MACC. In this section, we will 
present six major questions to consider and offer strategies regarding these questions. The 
strategies are recommendations of what to focus on to move the collaboration forward, and they 
are followed by tactical, detailed suggestions about how to create a workable network services 
collaboration. The questions are framed as broad problems that must be addressed, and each 
includes a brief addresses why the topic is important, MACC’s current capacity in the area, 
strategies for the model in light of our research, and tactical options to support the strategies. 
 

A	  Note	  About	  Funding	  
 
It is important to dedicate a portion of the report to the discussion of funding and the financial 
costs of the model. The question of cost is a major challenge confronting the successful 
implementation of a collaborative model and has been a major roadblock that inhibited past 
efforts to foster deeper levels of collaboration amongst MACC member agencies. We created our 
network services collaboration model with funding issues in mind, and developed the strategies 
and tactics in the following section accordingly. Everything proposed during this section requires 
some type of cost, whether it is monetary cost or costs in terms of time.  
 
Because of the financial realities facing both MACC itself and its member organizations, the 
following section provides strategies and tactics with a range of costs. Some of the tactics require 
mostly a time commitment, while others necessitate significant financial investment. As MACC 
member agencies consider ways to increase collaboration, a major question arises: why should 
the more expensive options be chosen when there are less costly alternatives?  
 
The answer pertains to the overall benefits obtained by the MACC member agencies. The higher 
cost options demand more change, involve larger time commitments and are at a greater risk of 
having initial setbacks. At the same time, the more expensive tactics discussed in the following 
section provide the greatest benefits to MACC agencies, and would bestow significant long-term 
gains such as improved community outcomes, increased funding opportunities and a systematic, 
streamlined collaboration platform. While it is untrue to say that all lower cost options are 
inferior, the costlier tactics provide the greatest chance of big rewards and future benefit to 
participating MACC member agencies. In other words, the inexpensive alternatives are 
beneficial but not nearly to the same extent as those which involve committing significant 
financial resources.  
 
If the network services collaboration is going to be a highly beneficial entity that involves deep 
levels of collaboration amongst MACC members, ultimately MACC member organizations are 
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going to have to contribute to its success through financial assistance. As the saying goes, “there 
is no free lunch.” The conversations the researchers had with funders indicated a reluctance to 
finance the development of a collaborative platform, which means the financial burden will most 
likely fall on the shoulders of MACC agencies themselves. 
 
Taking funding and costs of time and money into consideration, we present six key questions, 
recommended strategies for success, and tactical choices to achieve the strategies. 
 

1.	  How	  Can	  Relationships	  be	  Fostered	  to	  Support	  Sustainable	  Collaboration?	  
 
Relationships are a key factor in sustainable collaborations. MACC will need to focus on trust 
and communication to build on existing relationships and forge new ones in order to maximize a 
collaboration network. 
 
MACC’s recent history of organizational turnover and different levels of involvement by MACC 
members has led to program staff questioning which organizations are actually in the Alliance. 
At one point in MACC’s history it had affinity groups that met by program area to discuss 
important topics. Bringing back these structured meetings would be a way to consistently get 
program directors or staff involved in the MACC collaboration model. MACC could reinstate 
these groups and dedicate some of their conversation time to identifying or generating ideas for 
collaborations. These meetings could help foster relationships between program staff and at the 
same time could educate each other about the programs in other organizations. This would build 
the foundational relationships needed to be comfortable responding to a joint proposal together.  
 

Strategy:	  Build	  Trust	  
 
One concept was consistently repeated between the literature, the program staff, executive 
directors and funders: trust. Trust is at the top of everyone’s list of qualities that make a 
successful collaboration.  
 
Trust is built when organizations align their missions and identify shared priorities. Bringing 
twenty organizations together with different missions is not an easy task. It helps that many of 
the MACC Alliance member’s core values stem from their a shared history from the settlement 
house movement, but it is not enough to ensure trust or shared priorities. Time has to be invested 
in “soft skills” such as relationship building between MACC Alliance members at all staff levels.  
 
Trust is also built when organizations are honest and open about their abilities. There are certain 
strengths and weakness that each organization brings to the Alliance and having open 
conversations about what those are can be critical to forming a relationship built on trust. This 
can be difficult given the competitive nature of some of the relationships and the reality that most 
staff within organizations are looking out for best interest of their own agencies. Building trust is 
a process that takes time, but there are tangible steps and structures the MACC Alliance can 
foster to ensure these connections.  
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Tactics for building trust: 
 

a) Use a central person to help coordinate relationship building activities 
b) Reinstate program affinity groups as a MACC activity 

 
These strategies could be implemented together as a way to build and improve relationships 
among organizations participating in the network services collaborative. 
 
It is clear that MACC organizations need a structure to promote and coordinate relationship-
building activities between both program staff and executive directors. This could be in the form 
of MACC open houses at different facilities to promote the interaction between key program 
staff and create a better understanding of how each site works. A simple activity, like a MACC 
picnic or other social event, could be a low-key but high impact way to get the ball rolling.  
 
Relationship building will not happen on its own, especially for organizations less involved in 
MACC. Staff members are faced with many competing demands for time and energy, and 
without a structure to facilitate interactions it is too easy to put relationship building on the back 
burner. However, trust is a crucial ingredient in successful collaborations. By building trust 
among organizations at all levels, collaborations will work better. 

Strategy:	  Increase	  and	  Improve	  Communication	  
 
Infrastructure for MACC member organizations to communicate with each other is critical for a 
successful collaboration. There are three major benefits from formalizing communication in the 
network services collaboration. First, organizations can use communication infrastructure to 
create a space or forum where organizations generate new collaboration ideas. Second, 
communications infrastructure can increase speed and efficiency as MACC collaborations 
respond to RFPs. Finally, communications infrastructure allows organizations that have not built 
rich relationships to be part of the collaboration discussion.  
 
Technology is an important tool that can improve communication to facilitate joint work. There 
are many online resources that the network services collaboration can use to supplement 
communication, including project management tools and database directories. Most of these 
tools are low-cost and are fairly simple way for the collaborative to quickly create structures for 
communication and connection between members.  
 
The MACC Alliance currently lacks communication infrastructure, making it difficult to connect 
with other MACC program staff working on similar types of work. Some relationships have been 
built by organizations that are more involved with MACC, but there is a large disconnect 
between these organizations and organizations on the outskirts of MACC. There is currently no 
structure to encourage dialogue between organizations at the program level. An additional barrier 
to interconnectivity is the lack of knowledge of what specific programs each organization offers, 
especially new or larger MACC organizations.  
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Tactics for increasing and improving communication: 
 

a) Create a central database with information about organizations, programs and key 
program staff 

b) Assign a collaboration point person within each organization 
c) Utilize technology to help facilitate communication 

 
These tactics are not exclusive; in fact, all three could be implemented together for an optimal 
outcome.  
 
A secure central database with information about MACC organizations, programs within these 
organizations, and key staff contacts would be an effective way to help members learn about 
each other. Organizations would be responsible for providing detailed data about the specific 
programs they are involved in, the people they are serving, the facilities they offer, and the 
contact information for key program staff to contact. This could be housed on either the MACC 
website, a MACC wiki, or limited-access project management site. Asking each organization to 
provide regular updates could help alleviate the time required to collaboratively respond to an 
RFP, as well as facilitate relationships between members. 
 
Having each member organization appoint one point person to work with the network services 
collaboration is pivotal for the flow of information between member agencies. This person would 
serve as the liaison between the MACC network services collaboration and their home 
organization. Organizations will determine the best person on staff to take on this role, and 
different organizations may have staff at different levels in this role. We suggest the liaison be 
someone other than the executive director because they already tend to have too much on their 
plate; this also encourages program staff to be more directly involved in the process.  
 
Building relationships takes time and money. Technology can serve as a supplemental tool that 
helps support communication in a more transparent, faster and cost efficient manner. There are 
three different areas within the MACC Alliance collaboration model where online technology 
should be incorporated. First, it should be used to foster information exchange between all 
MACC organizations. Second, online project management tools can be used to help coordinate 
individual collaboration projects. Instead of relying only on emails or in-person contact, these 
groups should utilize a project management system to improve the speed and quality of 
communication. (See Appendix C – Technological Tools to Improve Communication for more 
information.) Third, when affinity groups, program areas, or executive directors meet there 
should be a common space to store ideas, conversations, important documents and contact 
information. Using similar online project management tools as described above will help create 
an institutionalized memory of the MACC Alliance’s progress. It also is a simple way to open up 
communication to agencies that may not be as involved in MACC activities and meetings.  
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2.	  How	  Will	  Roles	  be	  Defined?	  
 
Defining roles, both in terms of the collaboration network as a whole and on specific 
collaborative projects, is an important part to define in the model. By being clear about roles and 
expectations on the front end, a MACC collaboration will have a better chance of succeeding.  

Strategy:	  Create	  Network	  Norms	  to	  Define	  Roles	  in	  the	  Collaboration	  as	  a	  Whole	  
 
It is important for all organizations participating in the network services collaboration to be on 
the same page in several key areas. See Appendix D for a template that includes many of the 
issues that could be covered by this initial agreement or set of norms, referred to as “network 
norms.” Being clear about roles, responsibilities, and other issues up front will prevent problems 
down the road, and can also help address issues of trust and vulnerability. Though organizations 
may not be totally familiar with other organizations, if there is agreement on some of the major 
issues it may help organizations feel more comfortable with the idea of collaborating.  
 
A set of norms or an initial agreement of expectations would be something new for MACC; we 
are not aware that anything like this exists currently among MACC organizations. However, the 
capacity to develop network norms does exist, and would be very valuable as MACC looks to 
pursue a network services collaboration.  
 
Tactics for creating network norms: 
 
The consulting team thinks that network norms for all organizations participating in the network 
services collaboration are essential for a successful collaboration. All organizations that 
participate in the network services collaborative should discuss and agree to the network norms. 
However, there are several different ways that such an agreement could be reached: 
 

a) MACC Board members or board of network services collaboration (if it is a separate 
entity) develop network norms 

b) Team of staff from various organizations develop network norms 
c) Smaller team of executive directors develop network norms 

 
It will be up to the Alliance to determine how best to create the network norms, and the decision 
will probably depend on how the collaborative is set up. For example, if the network service 
collaboration is its own legal entity with its own board, the structure will be different than if 
MACC elects to have a less formal collaboration based on member agencies donating staff time.  
 
However MACC chooses to set up the collaborative, we believe it is important to involve staff 
from various levels in discussing norms, expectations, and roles. Since collaborating on 
proposals and service delivery will likely involve staff from many different levels, it is important 
to get various perspectives when setting norms for the collaborative.  
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Strategy:	  Create	  Project	  Agreements	  to	  Define	  Roles	  for	  Specific	  Projects	  
 
In addition to the agreement described above, there will be project-specific issues that come up 
as organizations come together to discuss a particular proposal and sort out who will be involved 
and what the project requires. Therefore, organizations involved on a particular project should 
have a set of agreements and expectations that covers issues like how the proposal will be 
developed, how negotiations will be handled, how the project will be implemented, and how 
reporting or evaluation will be handled. This agreement will be referred to as a “project 
agreement.” See Appendix D – Considerations for Network Norms and Project Agreements for a 
detailed list of topics that this agreement should cover. 
 
Tactics for creating project agreements: 
 
The consulting team thinks that a project agreement among organizations is essential. However, 
there are several different ways that the project agreement could be reached: 
 

a) Staff members from the involved organizations meet and develop a project agreement on 
roles and expectations for the project 

b) Executive directors from involved organizations develop a project agreement on roles 
and expectations for the project  

 
As in the collaboration norms discussed above, project agreements can be developed in many 
ways. Also like the network norms, involving staff as well as Executive Directors would add 
value and validity to the agreement. Since program-level staff will likely be involved in many 
aspects of the network services collaboration, it makes sense to incorporate their input. Relying 
solely on Executive Directors is not the ideal choice. Regardless of who is at the table during the 
development of project agreements, all staff who will be involved in the project should be aware 
of the agreement, and held accountable by their Executive Directors as well as the project team. 
 

3.	  Who	  Will	  Provide	  Leadership?	  
 
Though resources are limited, it is important to have some staff capacity to serve the 
collaboration network. Our focus groups as well as the literature review suggest that leadership is 
imperative to the success of collaboration.  
 

Strategy:	  Establish	  Coordinator/Facilitator	  Capacity	  
 
Because most staff at MACC member agencies are already stretched thin, it is important to have 
a person who can dedicate time to coordinating and facilitating the collaboration network to 
ensure that it moves forward. Responsibilities for the person in this role could include searching 
for collaboration opportunities, facilitating meetings, coordinating contracts, searching for 
grants, suggesting collaboration partners and building relationships. Conversations with funders 
also indicated that it is valuable to anticipate funding opportunities and begin planning ahead 
before an RFP comes out. Coordinating these kinds of conversations may also be in the realm of 
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this staffing capacity. This role would be mindful of both the well being of the individual 
agencies as well as the well being of the collaboration network as a whole. 
 
Tactics for establishing coordinator/facilitator capacity: 
 

a) Have paid central staff for the network services collaboration 
b) Use MCW staff and treat the network services collaboration as another service line 

available for purchase 
c) Have MACC agencies donate a set number of hours per month to support the 

collaboration network. 
 

At its most basic level, a paid coordinator could be a half-time staff member with responsibilities 
like coordinating meetings, researching funding opportunities, following up with organizations, 
connecting potential partnering organizations, and basically just keeping the ball moving through 
the RFP process. The ideal staffing level would be a full time person with considerable grant 
writing skills, experience writing grants at the federal and national levels, connections to major 
funders, and the ability to travel and serve as an advocate for MACC. Right now, this is the 
dream option, but having even part-time staff to help coordinate the collaboration would be 
incredibly useful in ensuring the success of the collaboration network. Continuity is important 
for this position as relationship building and trust building are long-term activities, so interns and 
AmeriCorps members would most likely not be the ideal staffing choice. However, temporary 
staff like that could serve in this role up front until MACC can hire someone more permanently. 
 
Dedicating a portion of one or two MCW staff to the collaboration network could be another way 
of developing coordination and facilitation capacity. This would ensure that there is a point 
person moving the ball forward, and it is also in line with other back-end services MCW offers. 
Several funders mentioned this may be their preferred option.  
 
Utilizing existing staff within MACC agencies via some sort of agreed-upon time commitment 
would eliminate the need for any upfront costs to support the collaboration network, which may 
be appealing for MACC. However, this tactic increases the risk of failure, as there is no 
centralized leadership – and centralized leadership is an important element for successful 
collaborations. Also, many staff members in MACC organizations are already overstretched. 
This option would still require some coordination or direction from MACC to determine who 
would do what, when, and how.  
 
Tactics (a) and (b) are both superior to tactic (c). Even if the collaboration network starts out 
using tactic (c), MACC is encouraged to think about how to move to tactic (a) or (b) in the 
future, as centralized leadership is incredibly important for success. Even with centralized 
staffing capacity, it will be important for MACC member agencies to communicate with one 
another. To facilitate communication, it would be helpful to have one staff person in each 
organization be identified as the “collaboration point person” to serve as liaison between the 
organization and the collaboration network as previously discussed.  
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Strategy:	  Select	  a	  Neutral	  Arbiter	  
 
A second element of leadership is needed to increase the likelihood of success for the 
collaboration network. Someone needs to be authorized to make decisions, especially when 
things go wrong or there is significant disagreement among participants. Many focus group 
participants expressed concerns about who would have the final say over who was involved in 
the collaboration as well as who would hold participants accountable for honoring agreed-upon 
practices and responsibilities.  
 
It is important to note that the person with responsibility for coordinating and facilitating the 
collaboration network does not need to be the same person that serves as the arbiter. The neutral 
arbiter will need to have some clout in the MACC network, as well as knowledge of the 
agencies.  
 
Tactics for selecting a neutral arbiter: 
 

a) Use the paid central staff for the network services collaboration 
b) Use senior MCW staff 
c) Appoint a small core team/board that can solve disagreements by majority vote 

 
The neutral arbiter could be a central staff person at the network services collaboration. This only 
makes sense if the coordinator/facilitator is going to be the same person as the neutral arbiter 
because it is likely that the neutral arbiter’s role will only be on an as-needed basis. It would not 
make sense to hire someone to serve solely as the neutral arbiter because of the infrequency of 
conflicts. 
 
Assigning a senior MCW staff to be neutral arbiter is another option. Though they are already 
familiar with many MACC agencies, they can likely act neutrally since they are not employed by 
any one agency. This would probably not take a significant amount of staff time, except in times 
of major conflicts. This option could be chosen even if the collaboration network is not housed in 
MCW. For example, if MACC chooses to go without central staff and opts to rely on member 
agencies to facilitate the collaboration network, the organizations could still select a trusted and 
respected member of the MCW staff to serve as arbiter during disagreements.  
 
Using a team or board as the final decision-maker is not the ideal tactic, as having one person 
somewhat removed from the organizations would likely be the fairest and best choice for a 
neutral arbiter. Organizations may compete to be on the board or try to influence the board’s 
decisions, and it may be a slower process. However, this is a very low-budget option to fill the 
role of neutral arbiter.  
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4.	  What	  Areas	  Are	  Well	  Suited	  to	  Collaboration?	  
 

Collaboration is not appropriate for every situation. There are some program areas and funding 
types that are better suited for collaboration. MACC can increase the likelihood of success by 
making strategic choices about where to concentrate collaborative efforts.  

Strategy:	  Strategically	  Choose	  Program	  Areas	  
 

MACC organizations cover a wide range of program types. Some areas, such as youth services, 
may be better suited to collaborative program delivery than others. It would be useful to identify 
these areas of strength and work collaboratively in these areas before taking on other, less 
integrated areas. The collaboration network could gain a great deal of valuable experience by 
building on this kind of institutional knowledge. 
 
Tactics for strategically choosing program areas: 
 

a) MACC should assess programs honestly, from both staff and CEO perspectives. Setting 
priority areas, goals, and strategic plans for expansion could be done in the network 
norms development process 

b) Focus on specific program areas with affinity groups to build capacity and learning 
before expanding to more program areas 

c) Build on previous successes and learning experiences, such as the Youth Truancy 
collaborative project 

 
A large piece of tactic (a) is assessing the competencies of MACC agencies. It is important to 
know who does what well, and to have an idea what areas may be well suited for collaboration. 
These discussions need to start before an RFP comes out because of the limited time frame to 
respond. This will require MACC to be much more proactive than it currently is, and it will 
encourage MACC to proactively anticipate funding opportunities as they come up. This may be 
another role the central staff could play; doing research on funding trends, anticipating when an 
RFP will likely come out, etc. 

 
Tactic (b) continues a MACC tradition of bringing together similarly focused program staff from 
different organizations. Using already established affinity groups to determine areas of focus 
makes sense. These are groups with existing relationships in areas of overlapping interest within 
MACC, and they would likely be a good place to start the discussion about what program areas 
are best suited to collaboration. 
 
Finally, it’s important to remember that the idea of collaborating through networked services is 
not entirely new to MACC. Starting with areas similar to the Youth Truancy project may be a 
good starting place as there are pre-existing relationships with a history of working together.  
 
It should be noted that these tactics are not mutually exclusive, and it may be best to try them in 
combination. It is also important to point out that many of these projects may require non-MACC 
partners. In order to foster a successful environment, it will be important that outside partners are 
not competitors of MACC members, but rather complementary partners, such as school sites. It 
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is recommended that these complementary partners sign on to the project agreements and that the 
group of MACC members feels comfortable working with these partners. 
 

Strategy:	  Seek	  the	  Right	  Type	  of	  Funding	  
 
MACC organizations expressed a great deal of interest in using a collaboration network to apply 
for “bigger fish” in the funding game. There is particular interest in federal and national funding 
and other new opportunities that have not already been accessed by MACC organizations. 
 
Tactics for seeking the right type of funding: 
 

a) Utilize centralized, dedicated staff capacity to search for opportunities and develop 
relationships with funders 

b) If having dedicated staff is not feasible, organization staff should set a clear schedule 
of responsibilities and commitments for how organizations will participate 

 
Hiring central staff would be incredibly valuable to the collaboration network, since searching 
and applying for new and significant sources of funding is a serious time commitment. Most 
focus group participants thought the role of the collaboration network should be to find new and 
big funding sources for MACC to apply for; the level of responsibility will vary, depending on 
whether or not the staff person would be involved in writing proposals on top of searching for 
them. This would also be a time commitment because the person would also proactively start 
conversations around potential projects in advance of when RFPs are announced.  
 
Tactic (a) is preferred to tactic (b), as having a dedicated staff increases the likelihood of success. 
However, careful planning and self-discipline could allow for MACC member agencies to do 
their part to search for new/big funding and share it with member organizations.  
 

5.	  Who	  Should	  Be	  Involved?	  
 
The question of who should be involved in discussing, selecting, developing, and negotiating 
projects is an important issue that should be addressed in the network services collaboration 
model.  Who should be involved in a particular project is a central question that will have a 
major impact on projects.  

Strategy:	  Involve	  Staff	  at	  Various	  Levels	  
 
Executive Directors of organizations involved in a collaborative effort will need to be involved 
in the process of embarking on such a project. However, our assessment suggests that program 
staff are also very important in the selection, development, and negotiation phases of service 
delivery projects so it is important to ensure that the right people are involved in the project from 
the outset.  
 



38	  

Currently, MACC activities do not significantly involve program staff. Executive Directors 
attend regular meetings, but program staff are generally not included in these meetings. Some 
Executive Directors share MACC information with staff, but the level of involvement varies a 
great deal among organizations. In the past MACC convened “affinity groups,” where staff from 
similar program areas across different organizations met; however, this activity is no longer a 
part of MACC activities. 
 
Tactics for involving staff at various levels: 
 

a) The network services collaboration can decide how specific it wants to get in terms of 
proscribing who should be involved in the various stages of collaboration. However, this 
is an important element to consider and it should be included in the network norms. 

b) Utilize network norms and project agreements to maintain clear roles and responsibilities. 
 
The tactics for this topic are more suggestions to keep in mind as MACC discusses various 
aspects of the network services collaboration. We would simply remind participants that staff at 
various levels of organizations have contributions to make to the collaborative, so being mindful 
of their involvement is important. The network norms and project agreements could be used to 
set clear roles for staff and hold organizations and individuals accountable. 

Strategy:	  Choose	  the	  Right	  Partner	  Organizations	  
 
Organizations must be mindful of choosing appropriate partners for projects. Considerations like 
fit with a particular project and organizational fit in terms of culture and experience are very 
important to producing good outcomes through collaboration.  
 
Participants in our data collection processes raised the issue of being able to choose partner 
organizations frequently. There were concerns about assuring quality, and who would be the 
final decision maker in selecting organizations to partner on a particular project.  
 
Much of the collaboration taking place between MACC agencies currently is at the level of 
referring clients to one another rather than providing services together. Therefore, the process of 
selecting collaborative partners for a network services collaboration will be relatively new to 
MACC, and has the potential to be challenging. 
 
Tactics for choosing the right partner organizations: 
 

a) A neutral arbiter or coordinator of the collaboration makes suggestions about which 
organizations would be a good fit for an identified project; this party could also be in 
charge of making the final decision about which organizations are involved 

b) Network norms could set a window of time where RFPs are shared among organizations. 
During this time, organizations could explore the opportunity and discuss the project with 
other organizations, perhaps using a network database to identify good partners 

c) The network should have a policy of courageous conversations – organizations should 
honestly and openly discuss what they bring to a particular project 

d) Quality of collaborators is a concern for many organizations.  
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• Probationary or training period for organizations that are not up to network standards 
• Institute a policy where organizations can file a concern with the arbiter or coordinator 
• Hold courageous conversations when issues arise 

 
If the network services collaboration includes a central staff person, coordinator, or neutral 
arbiter, the person in this role could serve as a matchmaker for specific projects by inviting 
organizations to join the discussion, as well as make the final decisions on which organizations 
truly belong on a specific project. This option is appealing because it concentrates the 
responsibility on a trusted, neutral party that has knowledge about the collaborative as a whole as 
well as the individual organizations involved in it. However, this option may be less popular with 
organizations that are concerned about maintaining sovereignty. 
 
The network services collaboration could utilize technology to share RFPs or other opportunities, 
and have a set window of time to discuss the project and identify potential partners. This option 
may be especially appealing if the network services collaboration does not include a coordinator 
or facilitator, because it would be totally up to individual organizations to take the lead on 
identifying partners and getting the process started. However, this is also a significant flaw in 
tactic (b): organizations are already stretched thin, so asking staff to take on these additional 
responsibilities may not be as effective as having someone facilitate the discussions and ensure 
that the process moves along. Also, without one person who has final authority to make 
decisions there is a possibility of serious disagreement going unresolved. If MACC selects this 
tactic, participants should be very careful to outline roles and responsibilities related to selecting 
partners in the network norms and project agreements.  
 
Regardless of which tactic MACC chooses, the network services collaboration should institute a 
policy of holding courageous conversations, where organizations speak openly, honestly, and 
constructively about projects and partners. It can be a difficult balance, but in order to make all 
participants comfortable there must be space to talk about the big issues. Having some sort of 
facilitator to guide these discussions would be helpful in making sure that conversations stay 
productive. If MACC chooses to have a central staff person, this could be a responsibility for that 
role, or MCW staff could serve as facilitator if MACC chooses to treat the network services 
collaboration as a service of the CommonWealth. If there is no one involved from outside 
MACC agencies, members will need to be cognizant of holding themselves and one another 
accountable. 
 
Courageous conversations will also be important as organizations discuss quality issues. This 
topic came up frequently during our conversations with staff and funders alike, and it is clearly a 
major concern to many participants. There are several ways that MACC could approach the issue 
of ensuring quality, like some sort of probationary period for organizations of concern, or a way 
for organizations to file a concern with the coordinator or arbiter. This is a significant issue, so 
policies or procedures related to quality should be addressed in the network norms and project 
agreements. 
 

6.	  How	  Should	  Evaluation	  Be	  Handled?	  
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Evaluation, both of projects and the collaboration as a whole, is an essential party of successful 
collaborations. However, this is often a very challenging aspect with multiple organizations. 

Strategy:	  Agree	  on	  Project	  Metrics	  and	  Reporting	  Up	  Front	  
 
One of the major issues that arises with collaborative partnerships is the need to utilize a 
common system for metrics and reporting. The administration of grants and RFPs includes 
reporting and evaluation requirements, and agencies handle these requirements through a 
heterogeneous assessment of outcomes and metrics. Indeed, the way one agency measures 
outcomes can be completely different than another agency.  
 
Despite the fact that agencies have very different approaches to metrics and reporting, funders 
typically want collaborations to employ a uniform system for both measuring metrics and 
evaluating programming. This is a major challenge for MACC agencies, which have disparate 
reporting systems that focus on different objectives and outcomes. Currently only eight of the 
MACC member organizations receive services from the information technology and client data 
system, which means more than half are still utilizing in-house metrics and reporting.  
 
Tactics for agreeing on project metrics and reporting up front: 
 

a) Require organizations in the collaboration network to opt into the MCW database service 
to centralize data and metrics 

b) Create a metrics and reporting template that serves as a basis for collaborating 
organizations to establish uniform measurements and reporting methods. 

 
Ideally the best long-term choice is tactic (a) because it synchronizes both metrics and reporting 
amongst collaborating agencies. By joining the MCW database service it would reduce the 
transaction costs of collaboration amongst potential partner agencies. It also decreases the time 
needed to negotiate and respond to an RFP or grant because it resolves the issues of deciding 
which reporting and evaluation requirements to use. Also, if funders know agency partners 
utilize an established, centralized database system it could provide a potential advantage to the 
RFP responders because it shows agencies are trying to mitigate their collective administrative 
costs while also ensuring the reporting documents are showing the overall impact of their 
collective outcomes.  
 
At the same time, tactic (a) increases the upfront financial cost of collaborating for agencies not 
already purchasing MCW database services (although it could provide long-term savings for 
those agencies if it is used for multiple collaborations through the network services 
collaboration). Additionally, the usage of a common system through the MCW database could 
undermine an agency’s autonomy to measure outcomes in a way that best fits its mission and 
objectives. If many agencies are reluctant to add MCW database services then the network 
services collaboration should pursue tactic (b) and create a template that outlines specific areas 
that need to be synchronized in order to create a uniform system for reporting requirements and 
outcome measurements. This would reduce the amount of time it takes to develop such an 
agreement once collaboration partners are decided upon, and would be an inexpensive option to 
facilitate collaborative agreements. 
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Strategy:	  Evaluate	  the	  Collaboration	  as	  a	  Whole	  
 

MACC agencies have had experiences with collaborations that range from fruitful to 
discouraging. Bringing agencies together to collaborate on service delivery is an imperfect 
science at best, and a successful platform needs to have mechanisms in place to evaluate the 
collaborative processes that the network services collaboration will support. Additionally, 
MACC agencies want to be able to somehow measure whether the collaborative partnership was 
worth it, and the model needs to include a way to measure the agencies’ return on investment.  
 
Tactics for evaluating the collaboration as a whole: 
 

a) Build a component of evaluating of the collaboration itself into network norms and 
project agreements 

b) Receive assistance from central staff in the evaluation of collaborations so that they 
become the focal point for accountability, best practices, and institutional memory 

 
Instituting an evaluative component that focuses specifically on the design and workability of the 
collaboration itself is crucial because it will lead to improvements for future collaborations. It 
would allow for the periodic reflection on the processes and outcomes of the various 
collaborations, and would permit the creation of best practices. Ultimately agencies want to both 
make sure that they are receiving an adequate return on investment if they participate in such a 
platform, and evaluations of the collaborations could serve as the medium to measure “whether it 
was worth it.”  
 
In order to ensure that constructive evaluation occurs there should be a debriefing or 
collaboration evaluation section in all network norms and project agreements. There should also 
be a focus on being able to somehow measure the return on investment, including financially 
related or outcome related measurements. This could be as simple as a series of reflections from 
main participants that could be done at a relatively small cost.  
 
With a central staff that coordinates and manages collaborations this responsibility could also be 
added to the tasks of the network services collaboration. By using staff it would improve the 
likelihood that both the platform and the participating agencies meaningfully carry out an 
evaluative effort, increasing the accountability of the process. Also, the use of a centralized staff 
would allow enough time and manpower to develop best practices, modify existing procedures 
and measure the organizations’ return on investment for a given collaborative effort.  
 
There are other advantages to having a centralized staff perform the reflective analyses of the 
collaborations. If employees that have monitored the effectiveness of collaborations through the 
network services collaboration synthesize a number of collaborations, it would provide a larger 
perspective and cultivate institutional learning that would enhance opportunities to learn from 
past collaborations and improve the existing system. While this would be more costly than an ad 
hoc provision in the agreement that is administered by the participating agencies, it would be a 
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more powerful tool for increasing the effectiveness and efficiency of the platform, as well as 
improving the return on investment for participating agencies. 
 

Sustainability	  Considerations	  
 
If MACC organizations decide to develop a network services collaboration with a centralized 
staff and devoted resources, MACC will need to decide how to fund the model. There are several 
options to finance the network services collaboration platform:  
 
Tactics: 
 

a) Make the collaboration network a service through the MCW that organizations could opt 
into by paying a fee based on the cost of the service 

b) Increase MACC dues and incorporate the network services collaboration to provide an 
additional benefit to being a member of MACC; all MACC agencies would have full 
access to the platform’s services 

c) Incorporate a minimum mandatory base fee for all agencies that want to participate and 
permit the network services collaboration to take a small overhead percentage from 
grants obtained through the model to facilitate the grant’s collaborative efforts 

 
Tactic (a) would permit voluntary involvement in the platform, which would allow 
organizational autonomy to buy into the service or not. While this would allow for increased 
agency flexibility similar to other MCW services, it is not the ideal choice for maximizing the 
benefit of such a platform. A significant benefit to agencies is the expansion of partnership 
opportunities with reduced transaction costs, and if only a few agencies purchase the service it 
severely limits this benefit. It would also bring about issues when agencies that do not utilize the 
service want to partner with organizations using the service.  
 
Tactic (b) would encompass all MACC members and not have the same lack of participation 
issue tactic (a) could have, increasing the chances of conferring significant benefits to MACC 
members. It would expand the meaning of what encompasses being a MACC member, and could 
provide a deeper level of commitment to organizational collaboration amongst all members. It 
would provide a stable amount of funding for the model, and encourage usage amongst all 
members. At the same time, it would remove the voluntary nature of buying into the platform 
and force all agencies to participate financially. This could be controversial for organizations that 
are reluctant to provide funding for a service they may not want, especially if it does not yield a 
good return on investment for all agencies.  
 
Tactic (c) also maximizes participation by having all agencies buy into the program, and would 
provide services to all MACC members. The minimum fee for all agencies would be lower than 
in tactic (b) because it also relies on an additional source of funding from the grant money 
obtained through the platform. If a partnership developed through the network services 
collaboration, a small percentage of the grant would be allocated back to MACC. In exchange 
for taking a portion of the grant overhead costs the network services collaboration would be 
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responsible for the maintenance and administration of the collaborative programming throughout 
the duration of the grant.  
 
This option incorporates the baseline benefits all agencies will receive by having access to the 
platform’s services while also placing a larger financial burden on MACC members who 
benefited from its efforts in the form of a contract. Additionally, once a ‘virtuous cycle’ of 
success occurs it will build on its collaborative capacity that will improve the performance and 
effectiveness of the network services collaboration. At the same time, a drawback to tactic (c) is 
it does consume a portion of the already low operating cost margins that MACC member 
agencies need in order to function. It is important to note that some grants may have stipulations 
on overhead costs that make this option difficult to implement. 
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Next	  Steps	  for	  MACC	  
 
Building a successful, sustainable collaboration network will require working on the strategies 
presented in this report. Although all of the strategies are important, there is considerable choice 
in which tactics MACC chooses to pursue the recommended strategies. The following is a brief 
summary of strategies and tactics for MACC. A more detailed analysis with cost and time 
considerations is available in Appendix E. 
 

Key Questions Strategies for Success Potential Tactics to Achieve Strategies 

Build Trust • Central person coordinates relationship building 
activities 

• Reinstate program affinity groups 

How can relationships be 
fostered to support 
sustainable collaboration? 

Increase Communication • Create central database 
• Assign a collaboration point person in each organization 
• Utilize technology 

Create network norms • MACC Board develops norms 
• MACC program staff develop norms 

How will roles be defined? 

Create project agreements • Staff determine agreements 
• EDs determine agreements 
• Staff and EDs determine agreements 

Establish coordinator/facilitator 
capacity 

• Paid central staff 
• MCW staff as another MCW service option 
• Donated hours from member organizations 

Who will provide 
leadership? 

Select neutral arbiter • Paid central staff 
• Senior MCW staff 
• Appoint panel of MACC members to decide by 

majority rule 
Strategically choose program 
areas 

• Assess current areas of strength 
• Start with affinity groups 
• Build on past successes 

What areas are well suited 
to collaboration? 

Seek the right type of funding • Use central staff to search for big/new funding 
• Delegate responsibility to members 

Involve staff at various levels • Include program and development staff as well as EDs 
• Define/clarify in network norms 

Who should be involved? 

Choose the right partner 
organizations 

• Neutral arbiter or coordinator suggests partners and has 
final say 

• Set window of time for members to explore and commit 
• Have courageous conversations 
• Address quality issues 

Determine project metrics and 
reporting up front 

• Require organizations to opt into MCW database 
• Determine evaluation outcome and measurements in 

project agreements 

How should evaluation be 
handled? 

Assess collaboration as a whole • Build evaluation into network norms and project 
agreements 

• Use central staff for evaluation of the collaborative 
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There are many things to think about as MACC contemplates a network services collaboration. 
This paper presents many considerations based on the project’s research. We provided a variety 
of tactics so MACC can tailor the network services collaboration to its specific needs, and make 
changes to accommodate new ideas and learned lessons in the early phases.  
 
While the list of strategies and accompanying tactics may seem overwhelming, it is important to 
note that many of the strategies can be implemented separately or in stages. For example, MACC 
could begin working on developing relationships almost immediately, even if there is not 
sufficient support on the MACC board to implement other strategies. We arranged our strategies 
and tactics in ascending order of operations – meaning that developing relationships to support 
sustainable collaboration is the first order of business, followed by defining roles, identifying 
leaders, etc.  
 
Finally, MACC’s original conception of this platform involved an LLC. There are legal 
implications for setting up a collaboration for networked services as an LLC, and we cannot 
provide advice on the legal implications. It is important that MACC understand how risk will be 
distributed and other legal implications by seeking the advice of a legal professional. 
 
The process of creating a network services collaboration in MACC is lengthy and will take a 
significant amount of work, but there is also a potential for significant benefits. Change is never 
easy, but it can often yield significant long-term rewards. Collaborating has the potential to 
create better outcomes for clients receiving services, and increase power of organizations as a 
collective. 



46	  

Appendix	  A:	  MACC	  Organizations	  

Name of MACC 
organization 

Total Revenue 2009 
(as reported in 990) 

Mission 

 
Annex Teen Clinic 

 
$1,141,668 

 

The mission of the Annex is to support the young people of Northwest Hennepin 
County and North Minneapolis in the challenging transition from adolescence to 
adulthood through advocacy, health care, counseling and education. 

Community Emergency 
Assistance Program 

(CEAP) 

 
$2,860,263* 

 

The mission of CEAP is to stabilize individuals and families in financial distress and 
to maximize their ability to live independently and with dignity. 

The Confederation of 
Somali Community in 

Minnesota 

 
$476,198 

 

Our mission is to strengthen the capacity of Somalis in Minnesota to become 
contributing members of society, while keeping their culture. 
 

East Side Neighborhood 
Services 

$5,161,477 
 

To foster the healthy development and well-being of Individuals and families while 
strengthening our diverse community. 

Emerge $5,434,865 
 

Invest in people through social enterprise. 

The Family Partnership $5,356,615 
 

Building strong families, vital communities, and capable children. 
 

Freeport West $2,860,303 To support the efforts of families and communities to create environments where all 
children thrive. 

 
 

Genesis II for Families 

 
 

$1,283,715 
 

Genesis II's mission is to promote social change by strengthening families and the 
community through programs that encourage self-determination, self-sufficiency, 
and healthy family lifestyles. Our focus is on helping families break free from cycles 
of violence through intensive and comprehensive parent education and life skills 
training. 

 
Hallie Q. Brown 

Community Center 

 
$1,055,106 

 

The mission of Hallie Q. Brown Community Center is to improve the quality of life 
in our community by providing critical human services, fostering and promoting 
personal growth, and developing community leadership.  
 

 
Hennepin County Dept. 

of Human Services & 
Public Health 

 The mission of the Hennepin County Human Services and Public Health 
Department is to strengthen individuals, families and communities by increasing 
safety and stability, promoting self-reliance and livable income, and improving the 
health of our communities. 
 

Keystone Community 
Center 

$4,813,919 
 

Strengthening the capacity of individuals and families to improve their quality of life 
 

 
LDA Minnesota 

 
$1,630,097 

 

The mission of Learning Disabilities Association of Minnesota is to maximize the 
potential of children, youth and adults with learning disabilities or related learning 
difficulties so that they and their families lead more productive and fulfilled lives. 
 

 
The Link 

 
$1,972,296 

 

Our mission is to build a supportive community network that links youth and their 
families to their inner strength through life skills, education, advocacy, supportive 
housing, and a dynamic network of social services to transform their lives.  
 

Merrick Community 
Services 

$1,984,703 
 
 

Improve the lives of the residents of the Eastside of St. Paul, by empowering 
individuals, strengthening families, and promoting their independence.  

Asian Women United 
Minnesota  

- Ensure every woman’s right to a life of peace, wholeness and happiness, including a 
life free from emotional, physical or sexual abuse 
 



47	  

	  

Neighborhood House $4,279,950 
 

To help people, families and organizations develop the skills, knowledge and 
confidence to thrive in diverse communities.  

Phyllis Wheatley 
Community Center 

 
$1,507,149 

 

Phyllis Wheatley Community Center provides comprehensive, quality programs in 
life-long learning, child development and family support for the diverse Greater 
Minneapolis Community. 

Pillsbury United 
Communities 

$12,577,428 
 

Pillsbury United Communities is a nonprofit organization working to create choice, 
change and connection for people from all walks of life. 

Plymouth Christian 
Youth Center 

$3,848,831 
 

To enrich the skills, prospects, and spirit of North Minneapolis area youth in 
partnership with families and communities. 

Sabathani Community 
Center 

$2,151,403 
 

Sabathani's mission is to strengthen youth, children and families and to build the 
capacity of the community that Sabathani serves. 

West Seventh 
Community Center 

$986,007* 
 

The mission of the West 7th Community Center is to create a gathering place where 
neighbors find and contribute resources to strengthen their personal, family, and 
community lives. 

It is important to note that MACC Alliance member organizations have been added and withdrawn since the beginning of the project. 
Financial Data Source: Economic Research Institute, http://www.eri-nonprofit-salaries.com 

* Indicates 2008 total revenue data 
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Appendix	  B:	  Methodology	  Details	  
 

Participants	  
 
Participants in data collection procedures represented the following MACC organizations: 
 
East Side Neighborhood Services 
Emerge 
The Family Partnership 
Hennepin County Department of Human Services & Public Health 
Keystone Community Services 
LDA Minnesota 
The Link 
Merrick Community Services  
Neighborhood House 
Phyllis Wheatley Community Center 
Pillsbury United Communities  
Plymouth Christian Youth Center 
West Seventh Community Center  
  
  
Participants in funder interviews represented the following organizations: 
  
County Government 
Hennepin County Department of Human Services & Public Health 
Ramsey County Community Human Services Department 
  
Local Foundations 
The General Mills Foundation 
Jay and Rose Phillips Family Foundation of Minnesota 
St. Paul Foundation 
Sheltering Arms Foundation 
  
National Foundations 
Corporation for National and Community Services 
The Kresge Foundation 
The Wells Fargo Foundation 
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Focus	  Group	  Questioning	  Route	  with	  Program	  Staff	  	  
 
Give Introduction  

Question #1 (Opening question): Let’s go around the circle and give our names, org, and a short story 
about a time you collaborated with another organization (10 minutes) 

Present Network Services LLC Flow Chart/Model and explain what we are trying to develop for MACC 
(10 minutes) 

“MACC members have been talking about service delivery collaboration for a long time, and up until 
recently, the conversation has mainly been at the idea-stage. Now, MACC is working with our team and 
is at the beginning stages of developing a platform so that MACC member organizations can collaborate 
on RFPs and other grants in the form of a “network services LLC. It would a formalized way to 
collaborate for such instances as the Hennepin County Truancy (show the spectrum model)… think of it 
as a MACC e-harmony for collaborating on RFPs. While MACC has a rough idea of what it will look 
like, there is no detailed blueprint and the inner workings of such a platform are undefined at this point.”  

Question #3: Keeping in mind the platform is still undeveloped, what potential benefits do you see for 
your organization if you decide to participate in the platform? (10 minutes) 

Question #4: What problems do you envision if your organization participated? (10 minutes) 

Active Question: Give each participant an empty ‘Network Services LLC box.’ Take a few minutes to put 
in characteristics that the Network Services LLC would need in order to be successful (5 minutes). 
Encourage them to put in adjectives, short phrases, and general concepts 

Have participants share their boxes and explain why they put in the characteristics they did (25 minutes) 

Probes:  
• Financial: big funding vs. current funding (new or different funding) 
• Capacity 
• Programming 
• Leadership 
• Readiness 
• Timing of RFPs 
• Paying for it 

 
Question #6: Under what situations do you think your organization would become involved with a 
MACC-centered platform for collaborating on RFPs and grants? (10 minutes) 
 
Question #7: If you had a chance to give advice to MACC advice about how to develop the platform, 
what advice would you give? (5 minutes) 

Ending Questions:  
Question #8 (Second person gives a summary of the conversation): Is there anything we missed? (5 
minutes) Total Time: 90 Minutes 
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Survey	  
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Appendix	  C:	  Technological	  Tools	  to	  Improve	  Communication	  
 
As noted in the strategies section of the paper, technology is an important tool that can improve 
communication in the network services collaboration.  
 
Technology should be used to foster the information exchange between all MACC organizations. 
This information should be hosted online to provide access to organization that might not have 
the capacity to meet in person. This can be done by either updating the functionality of the 
existing MACC website, or creating new project management online spaces for MACC members 
to communicate, share documents, manage time, and conference calls. 
 
There are a variety of companies that host online project management tools for businesses 
internal and external use. These websites vary in cost, functional and user-friendliness. Given the 
cost and functionality needs of MACC, we suggested two products that could immediately be 
implemented to improve MACC’s internal communication.  
 

Basecamp	  –	  http://www.basecamphq.com	  
What is it: Basecamp is an online project collaboration tool. It allows users to send messages to 
each other, share a “to do” calendar, track times spent on the project, house a working text 
document, and upload files to central location. This online project management tool is used by 
over 5 million people and has one of the user-friendliest sites to navigate. An additional benefit 
of Basecamp is it can be managed from your iPhone and android mobile phones. 
 
Cost: Plans are low-cost starting at:  
Basic: 15 projects, 5gb file storage, unlimited users, $24/per month 
Plus: 35 projects, 15gb file storage, unlimited users, $49/per month 
 

Campfire	  -‐	  http://campfirenow.com	  
What is it: Campfire is an online group chat tool that can be integrated into your Basecamp site. 
This supplemental tool allows you to online chat, share files and code in real time. It allows you 
to conduct and record conference calls no matter where you are. Campfire allows you to invite 
clients, colleagues, or other stakeholders into your secure chat room. Campfire has a variety of 
iPhone apps that allows you access your campfire from phone. 
 
Cost: Plans are low-cost starting at: 
Plus: 25 chatters 3GB storage, 500 conference call minutes, $24/per month 
Premium: 60 chatters, 10GB online storage, 750 conference call minutes, 49/per month 
 

How	  Basecamp	  and	  Campfire	  together	  can	  be	  used	  by	  MACC:	  
For as low as $50 per month the MACC Alliance could offer its members an online collaborative 
space to communicate with each other. Once Basecamp and Campfire sites have been setup and 
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integrated into the MACC daily structure, it would take very little coordination time to host the 
site. There are three ways we see the MACC Alliance incorporating these online tools. 
 
First, we envision Basecamp and Campfire advancing online communication between MACC 
members that are partnering on a RFP or a grant. These tools would encourage faster 
communication to increase the chances of successfully responding to an RFP in a short window. 
Program staff, executive directors, and grant writers can work on RFP’s by uploading new drafts 
to the file sharing function or even work within Basecamp on a document together. Instead of 
always coordinating a place to meet, key players can use Campfire to host online conference call 
with each other to discuss the different aspects of the project. They can store important 
documents in one place and share them with other team members. Both Basecamp and Campfire 
are a great way to archive and track the performance of each project.  
 
The second way MACC could incorporate Basecamp and Campfire is with affinity groups. 
These partnerships would benefit from having an online space to record both ideas and progress 
in their program areas. It will help coordinate communication outside monthly or quarterly 
meetings and also would encourage the use of conference calls when new opportunities arouse 
for collaboration. Agendas and meeting minutes could be documented online for group members 
to access that may have missed a meeting. All affinity members would be easy to contact or 
message within the Basecamp site. 
 
Currently, the executive directors within MACC have the strongest relationships and meet on a 
monthly basis. We do not see Basecamp or Campfire as a tool to replace that face-to-face 
interaction, but only as supplemental tool to enhance their interaction. By posting minutes and 
agenda’s online MACC executive directors that may have a conflict or isn’t as involved with 
MACC can stay up-to-date on the last CEO innovation meeting. Basecamp’s online common 
document storage and messaging would hopefully encourage ongoing communication between 
executive directors.  
 

Additional	  Resources:	  
PBWORKS - http://pbworks.com 
WebOffice - http://www.weboffice.com 
These two sites are more expensive versions of Basecamp and Campfire. These websites are 
targeted at internal communication between small businesses, but could be used by the MACC 
Alliance collaboration. Some more advance features include database management and video 
meetings. One disadvantage of these websites is they would take a computer savvy individual to 
help setup and coordinate a successful site. Prices vary according to how many individual users 
are on the site and often times prices are negotiated prices with the hosting companies. Prices 
range from $15 to $30 per user, but in some cases hosting companies offer discounts to nonprofit 
organizations.  
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Appendix	  D:	  Considerations	  for	  Network	  Norms	  and	  Project	  
Agreements	  
 

Network	  Norms	  Considerations	  
 
Developing agreed upon network norms is important for successful and sustainable 
collaboration. Potentially these norms would generate a set of standards and criteria in which to 
base decision-making, so both the network services collaboration leadership and individual 
organizations are held accountable. In order to promote a transparent process these norms should 
be agreed upon by all parties that enter in the network services collaboration. 
 
This list provides a series of questions that should be addressed in the norms, but it is likely not 
an exhaustive list of what could be covered in the norms. 
 

• How will communication happen?  
• How will relationships be developed and fostered? 
• How will courageous conversations be encouraged? 
• What levels of leadership will be engaged in the network services collaboration? At what 

point should each level be engaged? 
• Where do responsibilities lie for various aspects of collaboration and coordination? 
• Of the different strategies suggested by the MACC Capstone team, which ones will the 

network services collaboration choose? 
• How will partners be chosen? 
• What program areas are good starting places for the network services collaboration? 
• How will organizations be held accountable? 
• How will quality concerns be voiced and addressed? 
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Project	  Agreement	  Considerations	  
 
A project agreement sets up norms and expectations for individual projects. This will aim to 
address contentious issues up front and hopefully increase the chance of a successful 
collaboration. It would be beneficial to have a similar project agreement template for all MACC 
network service collaboration projects to encourage similar best practices.  
 
The following questions should be addressed in a project agreement. Please note that this list has 
not exhausted all potential issues. 
 

• Which organizations will be involved? What role will each organization play? 
• How will communication happen? How frequently will meetings occur? 
• How will funding be distributed if the full amount is received? How will it be distributed 

if less than the full amount is received?  
• How will costs be allocated? 
• Who will be the overall project lead and funder’s primary contact person?  
• Who is the point person at each organization collaborating? 
• How will outcomes be measured and evaluated? How will reporting happen? 
• Who needs to be consulted when making a major decision?  
• How will unexpected changes be addressed? 
• How will low performance be addressed? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



(Short-Term) (Long-Term) (Short-Term) (Long-Term)
Central person coordinates relationship building 
activities

Medium Low Low Low

Reinstate program affinity groups Medium Low Low Low

Create central information database Medium Low Low Low

Assign a collaboration point person in each 
organization

Medium Low Low Low

MACC board develops norms Medium-High Low Low Low

MACC program staff develop norms
High Low Low Low

Executive directors determine norms Medium Low Low Low

MACC staff determine norms High Low Low Low

Staff and EDs determine norms High Low Low Low

Paid central staff Low Medium High High

Collaboration as another MACC CommonWealth 
Service option Medium Medium High Medium

Donated hours from member organizations High High Low Low

Paid central staff Medium Low Medium Medium

Senior MACC CommonWealth staff Medium Low Medium Low-Medium

Appoint panel of MACC members to decide by 
majority rules

High Medium Low Low

Assess current areas of strength Medium Low Low Low

Start with affinity groups Medium Low Low Low

Capitalize on past successes Low Low Low Low

Use centralized staff to search for big/new 
funding

High Medium Medium Medium

Delegate responsibilities to members Medium-High Medium Low Low

Include senior program and development staff Medium Medium Low Low

Define/clarify in network norms Low Low Low Low

Neutral arbiter or coordinator suggests 
partners and has final word

Low Low Low-Medium Low

Set a window of time for members to find 
partners

Low Low Low Low

Have courageous conversations Medium Low Low Low

Address quality issues Medium-High Medium Low Low

Require organizations to opt into MCW 
database Medium Low High Medium

Determine evaluation outcomes and 
measurements up front in project agreements

High High Low Low

Build evaluation into network norms and 
project agreements

Medium Medium Low Low

Use central staff for evaluation of collaborative Medium Low Medium Medium

Appendix	  E:	  Cost-‐Sustainability	  Matrix
Time Cost

TacticsStrategy

Seek the Right Funding Type

Involve Staff at Various Levels

Choose the Right Partner Organizations

Determine Project Metrics/Reporting Up 
Front

Assess Overall Collaboration Evaluation 
and Debrief

Strategically Choose Program Areas

Select Neutral Arbiter

Build Trust

Create Network Norms

Increase Communication

Create Project Agreements

Establish Coordinator/Facilitator 
Capacity
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