
 
 

 2017 Project Support II – Panel Results and Comments 

 Lylesart 

 
  

 

Your Project Title: ARTUCATION: Neighborhood youth art projects 

Your Project Summary: Youth development workshops to cultivate community engagement through the 

enrichment of cultural arts. Our goal is to provide a platform for hands-on learning opportunities, art 

education and community outreach to students who typically do not have the exposure to art enrichment. 

Final Score: Somewhat. Overall, the panel found that the applicant provided some evidence throughout 

the application that the funding criteria were met.   

CAC Grant Amount: $3994 

 

To ensure an impartial and transparent application review process, CAC convened an online panel of arts 

and cultural professionals from outside the region who evaluated and scored eligible applications. 

Panelists scored each application based on the Funding Criteria—Public Benefit, Artistic and Cultural 

Vibrancy and Organizational Capacity—with an emphasis on Public Benefit. For more details regarding the 

panel process and full panelist bios, please review the Panel Guide. 

      

Trey Hartt 
(Richmond, VA) 

Hollyann Vickers 
(Alameda, CA) 

Rebecca Berrios 
(Nashville, TN) 

Christy Uchida  
(Chicago, IL) 

Ruby Lopez Harper 
(Washington, DC) 

Andrew Goldberg 
(Miami, FL) 

 

Below you will find each panelist’s score and comment on your application in response to the question: 

With an emphasis on public benefit, does the applicant demonstrate evidence that it meets CAC’s three 

funding criteria? 

Note: Panelist scores and comments are presented in no particular order. 

Questions? Cuyahoga Arts & Culture is here to assist. Please contact: 
 

Dan McLaughlin    Roshi Ahmadian 
manager – project support  associate – communications & grant programs 
dmclaughlin@cacgrants.org     rahmadian@cacgrants.org 

 216-515-8303 x101   216-515-8303 x109  

http://www.cacgrants.org/assets/ce/Documents/Project%20Support/2017%20PS%20II%20Panel%20Guide%20for%20Web%20with%20Panelists.pdf
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Score: No 

Comment: The proposal states the project will offer public benefit by providing "a platform for hands-on 

learning opportunities, art education and community outreach to students who typically do not have the 

exposure to art enrichment". There are many other compelling statements of public benefit throughout 

the application like "providing support for a wider understanding of social issues...formulating cultural 

awareness...and cultivating relationships and dialogue between communities."  With so many great 

promises I really wanted to recommend this project for funding, however it is very unclear as to exactly 

HOW the organization will accomplish its goals and contribute to artistic and cultural vibrancy. The project 

budget was unclear and not completed accurately. The applicant should also take into consideration how 

the proposed project is a significant portion of the total organizational budget. 

 

Score: Somewhat 

Comment: This project somewhat meets the funding criteria. The project is free and open to the general 

public, demonstrating good public benefit. The organization has sought out professionals of different 

artistic crafts with social justice themes, demonstrating both cultural and artistic vibrancy. The basic 

structure seems to be in place for organizational capacity, but the budget is a bit unclear. In the 

spreadsheet, the income looks like expenses and is missing the CAC request; It's not clear how the CAC 

funds are being matched. 

 

Score: Somewhat 

Comment: There is great public benefit to introducing the arts to "students who typically do not have the 

exposure to art enrichment," as described by the applicant. But I had to score this applicant as a somewhat 

because there are many holes, or just errors, in this application that limit my understanding of the full 

public benefit based on the applicant's proposal. The letters of support were extremely helpful to 

understanding the role of these host institutions. Thank you. I was happy to see a list of teaching artists, 

but what is their experience? Mr. Lyles has an impressive track record, but I needed to know more about 

each artist to truly understand the artistic and cultural vibrancy. Finally, the budget was very difficult to 

understand, and incorrectly presented. According to how it is presented, there is a $4,992 deficit. The 

income section only lists funds from "Artist" and "Facilitator." Are they contributing funds or should this 

be listed in expenses? The CAC funds requested line is at $0. And the description of the expenses is too 

difficult to understand the reasoning. I know this is a new organization, but it seems like a pet project of 

Mr. Lyles. Knowing more about the long-term organizational sustainability of this concept would give me 

more confidence to score this higher. 

 

Score: Somewhat 

Panelist 1 

Panelist 2 

Panelist 3 

Panelist 4 
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Comment: The project somewhat met the funding criteria. While the intent is clearly discussed, I struggled 

with organizational capacity. There was a lot of content discussing the "what" but insufficient detail as to 

the "how" and "why" of this project. Specifics would have been helpful, for example, are they conducting 

pre-event surveys to benchmark the skills and understanding of their participants and then measuring it 

again post event to gauge and demonstrate impact? It was also unclear as to their understanding of the 

community they plan to serve and that they hope will participate. The artists involved are varied, and it 

would have been helpful to understand the role they will play in the project in more detail than their 

discipline. I do not doubt the organization's ability to plan and execute the project as presented and it 

seems that the community will benefit from the activities - more detail would have made this application 

more compelling. The budget appeared clear and reasonable and the applicant provided sufficient detail 

to demonstrate organizational capacity. 

 

Score: Somewhat 

Comment: This proposal somewhat fits the funding criteria.  It is a little difficult to understand the details 

of what is being proposed, so it's difficult to determine public benefit.  Clearly Artucation will offer 4 weeks 

of workshops over a 2-month period at 3 locations.  How many and which young people will be served 

since the application says the project is available to all people?  What will occur during the workshops?  

The proposal says the sessions will be hands-on, but it also mentions performance and also says that 

participants will develop mentoring relationships with the artists, which seems unrealistic in four weeks 

even if the same students participate all four times (per the budget, the artists only participate twice).   

The attachments are helpful to demonstrate the artistic and cultural vibrancy and qualifications of those 

involved.  The letters of support lend credibility and confidence that this plan is realistic since at least one 

partner has participated in Artucation in the past.  It always raises questions when all of the staff (three 

people) share the same last name (which is also the name of the organization).  Between that fact, and 

the in-kind portion of the budget not balancing, this organization seems to have limited capacity. 

 

Score: No 

Comment: Lylesart does not meet the funding criteria. What's missing from this proposal is detail about 

the community that the organization serves. There is mention of 'youth' being the main focus of the 

organization, but further details about who they are, how they are recruited to the program, and how 

they benefit from the project are missing. The main way to show public benefit, the main CAC funding 

criteria, is to demonstrate an understanding of the community served and to demonstrate that knowledge 

of the community drives the work. Additionally, it is challenging to understand the proposed project and 

therefore not possible to evaluate whether Lylesart has a clear plan to implement the project. The 

organization did include two support letters, but those alone do not help to fill in the gaps about the 

questions I have.  A strong future application would include more detail about the youth who are the main 

community served, would set a more measurable project goal, and would more clearly explain the project 

and the process to implementing the project. 

Panelist 5 

Panelist 6 


