


only allowed to take notes on paper. 

Of the three sessions there was not a consistent number of reviewers. One had 3 reviewers,
one had 4 reviewers and one that was the session our project was reviewed only had one
reviewer present.    

Within the review of our project, I witnessed a striking amount of overreach and bias from
FAC staff in interrupting reviewers and providing them with information not included in the
project application or guidelines. See our appeal letter for specific examples. 

Other projects I heard commentary about the Traditional African Braiders Academy and Black
Hair: A Visual Anthology project review, I heard "doing hair" questioned as a cultural art. I
believe that comment came from a reviewer but it was not questioned by FAC staff. This
comment felt like a race based micro aggression. 

On several projects from small organizations that have limited capacity for outreach to the
general public, I heard the scoring rubric for Diversity Equity and Inclusion statement used
inappropriately against these organizations' projects. The commentary was that these projects
weren't doing enough to welcome everyone into their programming so they are not meeting
the requirement for diversity and inclusion even though these projects were coming from
organizations that have not received equitable arts and cultural investments. 

Related to the funding allocations I have two comments. I feel it is inappropriate to allocate 
more than 40% of the resources to Established organization general operations. This is
especially true with FAC staff having inconsistent communication and process for
organizations to qualify for this bucket of funds. Conversely, the Established Org Project
receiving only 32% of the funds rather than for target of 40% previously shared. 

There were substantial inconsistencies across the categories including who the reviewers were
and how many reviewers each group of applications had for initial scoring as well as the panel
review. For instance, our project was scored by 4 reviewers and had only one for the panel
review where reviewers have a chance to discuss with their peers and adjust funding. Other
applications were scored by 5 reviewers and had 4 reviewers present for the panel review. This
is not a fair playing field Because of this I feel it is not fair to use the point score across
categories to set funding levels. The funding levels should include the share of funds shared in
the RFP/NOFA guidelines.

I was shocked that so many projects are proposed for partial funding. While I understand this
is an effort to spread the funding to as many organizations and projects as possible. However, I
feel this will have significant negative consequences. First, this is unsustainable as application
numbers grow, at some point it will be impossible to fund the majority of projects and
consistent fund allocation processes should be implemented now that will work as application
numbers grow in future rounds. 

Partial funding for general operations seems fine, but partially funding a project creates
numerous issues. First it creates an urgent need to raise additional funding for a project in
order to complete the proposed scope. However, in the grant award process we are asked to
quickly submit a revised scope of work and budget that does not allow enough time to raise
other funds. This puts a potential burden on our organization to pursue both fundraising and
implementing a reduced project scope simultaneously. Another potential negative



consequence is artist and cultural workers being underpaid due to partial awards. The last
potential negative consequence is that organizations are going to begin requesting more
funding than they need because of a history of only awarding partial funding. 

A summary of my recommended actions are:   

1. With significant errors, inconsistency in review and dramatic levels of bias and
prejudice exhibited by FAC in administering this process, restarting the review with
better guardrails is appropriate to restore transparency and trust in the process.  

2. DEI and bias training of FAC staff and reviewers is needed to more fairly
implement these grants. 

3. The operating on the Art/Culture Grants subcommittee as an Ad Hoc committee without
publicly noticed meeting with publish agendas and meetings appears to be a violation of
the Brown Act in the same what the Fresno City Council Ad Hoc Budget Committee
was determined by legal challenge to be a violation of the Brown Act. This Grants
Committee should revise its processes to comply with the Brown Act. 

4. All projects that did not have sufficient reviewer panel participation should be audited
and rescored regardless of whether appeals were received or not. 

5. If funding with current scores proceeds with current scores, funding allocations should
honor the 40/40/10/10 split

6. Scores should not be compared across categories for setting funding levels because of
differences in how projects are reviewed versus general ops and because of
inconsistencies across review panels.

7. PRAC should seek guidance on consequences for FAC errors and bias exhibited in this
process. Additional guardrails and backup plans should be developed to prevent this
from happening again or quickly implementing alternating grant management plans if
these errors and bias at FAC continues.

8. Scoring rubric should be revised to identify and rewards organizations and projects that
increase equitable access to arts and culture. The current rubric identifies and rewards
experienced grant writing professionals that has a bias against emerging and small
organizations and artists without that capacity which is contrary to the standard
definition of equity and does necessarily equate with the most impactful use of these
funds in expanding access to those who have historically experienced disinvestment. 

9. Location of the project/org should be included in the review and allocation of resources
and be included in the recommended allocations when ever published.                 

Attached are my email correspondence with Lilia pre application and post panel review as
well as our appeal letter. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
-- 
Kiel Lopez-Schmidt (he/they) 
Executive Director

schedule a meeting
https://linktr.ee/southtowerclt





 
September 14, 2025 
 
Lilia Gonzalez Chavez  
Executive Director 
Fresno Arts Council 
1245 Van Ness Ave. 
Fresno, CA 93721 
 
Dear Mrs. Chavez: 
 
On behalf of the South Tower Community Land Trust, I would like to submit this written appeal for our 
project as well as the two projects that we fiscally sponsored. The full project titles are below:  

1.​ Broadway Paque Public Art & Activation Project 
2.​ Deep Roots Storytelling and Advocacy Series (fiscally sponsored) 
3.​ My Neighbor’s Neighbor (fiscally sponsored) 

While the Broadway Parque Project is recommended for a partial award, there were significant clerical, 
technical and prejudicial issues with the project review that warrant an audit. Additionally, both of our 
fiscally sponsored projects were not recommended for any award and warrant audit as well. Please 
review the information below as grounds for appeal. 
 
Broadway Parque Public Art and Activation Project has grounds for review with both clerical and 
technical errors as well as application materials being incorrectly processed that impacted scoring. 
 
The clerical error was that the panel review session on 8/8/25 that reviewed two of our projects only 
had one reviewer attend. We have learned that another reviewer requested to attend via Zoom but was 
denied that accommodation by FAC staff even though that accommodation was available for other 
review sessions. These sessions are a critical step of the review that allows reviewers to share with their 
peers and adjust scoring. With only one reviewer being present, our projects and others reviewed during 
that session were not given the same depth of review creating an unequal playing field.   
 
The Broadway Parque Project technical error came when Mrs. Chavez used her position as moderator of 
the review process to monologue about how “the budget is actually very inflated” because it exceeded 
$65/square foot of mural area. This editorial commentary was an overstep of the role of FAC staff in the 
review process and demonstrated an extreme prejudice against South Tower CLT’s proposed project. I 
observed the review of 3 other mural projects and none of those did FAC staff share the $65/sf budget 
benchmark which is also not included in the published guidelines. Not only that, but this claim of an 
inflated budget was built upon FAC miscalculation of the scope of our project. The scope stated in our 
application is two 150 foot x 8 foot walls totalling 2,400 square feet with a proposed budget of $117,366 
equals $48.90/sf. FAC staff had only used half our area to arrive at $97.80/sf which was a technical error.  
 

 
South Tower Community Land Trust   115 N. Calaveras St. Fresno, CA 93701   EIN:88-3488608 







Thanks,
--
Kiel Lopez-Schmidt (he/they) 
Executive Director

schedule a meeting
https://linktr.ee/southtowerclt








