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SUMMARY 
In August 2019, Salt Lake City Arts Council (SLCAC) declined to fund SB Dance, a 501(c)(3) nonprofit 
founded in 1998. For SB Dance, this outcome deviated from a long history of previous support from the 
Arts Council, and stood in contrast with increased funding from all other local public granting agencies. 
For these reasons, SB Dance made an open records request (GRAMA) about its grant request. The 
findings were astonishing: 
 

• Members of the SLCAC grant review committee made fallacious and slanderous accusations 
about SB Dance. These accusations were entered into public record on two different occasions. 
 

• The false allegations clearly influenced the process because they were included in the 
committee’s recommendation document. The recommendation was approved by the full Board 
without modification or meaningful discussion.   

 
The result was a grant review process that fell short of being objective and fair. Further, this report 
demonstrates that the process was susceptible to prejudice because SLCAC exercised no oversight at any 
point. The report also describes how SLCAC withheld information about the accusations, and how it 
continues to deny that a problem exists.   
 
It would be unwise to dismiss this report as sour grapes. SB Dance compiled this report to inform SLCAC 
and other interested parties of critical flaws in SLCAC's grant-making process and management. These 
flaws undermine SLCAC’s ability to function as a professional organization, and to serve its mission as 
an agency holding the public trust. If SLCAC is not held accountable for these problems, then they will 
undoubtedly surface again and further erode SLCAC’s effectiveness as a proponent for City arts and 
culture.   
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HOW THIS REPORT IS ORGANIZED 
Part 1 examines documents made available by the open records request-- comments, scores, and final 
recommendation-- and shows how a lack of oversight and common sense enabled falsehoods to enter the 
process and public record. Part 2 evaluates subsequent Board and staff actions, and how they 
demonstrated conduct not fitting a public agency. Conclusions point out how the system failed multiple 
times. The Appendix supplies more detailed evidence.        
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BACKGROUND ABOUT SB DANCE AND SLCAC 
In 2012, SB Dance began to adjust its programming in response to a national trend toward decreased 
attendance for all but large-scale performing arts. SB Dance set out to diversify into platforms that mixed 
art with social and cultural experiences. Seven years later, the strategy has been a success. It has attracted 
new audiences, partners, sponsors, and strong support from the two biggest local public funding agencies, 
ZAP and Utah Arts and Museums. In 2019, these funders awarded 100% of SB Dance’s grant requests, 
with SB Dance scoring in the top quartile of applicants. 

By contrast, 2018 support from the Salt Lake City Arts Council (SLCAC) declined 74% compared to its 
previous award of $3,000. In 2019, the company was not funded at all. During this time, SB Dance 
programming and personnel did not change significantly, nor did the SLCAC grant guidelines and 
priorities.  

However, this period did coincide with personnel changes at SLCAC. Turnover in leadership led to the 
departure of a Division Director, an interval with a temporary Director in charge, and the appointment of 
a new Division Director. There was also turnover on the review committee: only one member from the 
committee that awarded $3,000 remained on the panel that recommended zero funding in 2019.
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PART 1: REVIEW COMMITTEE 
An open records request (GRAMA) required SLCAC to provide all documentation relating to SB 
Dance’s grant application. Appendix A1 displays the comments and scores that review committee 
members entered into a software program. No audio of the review committee discussion was recorded. 
Specific authorship is not provided so it is unknown which or how many comments were written by each 
individual reviewer. 

1.1 FALSE INFORMATION AND ACCUSATIONS 
The principal injustice in SB Dance’s review was that at least one reviewer prejudiced the process with 
false information. These untrue facts directly contradicted the application. They also formed the 
basis for fictional narratives and slander. Review committee members and staff should have been aware 
of the hazard of relying on unverified and provocative statements that disputed the application and made 
accusations about the applicant. 

Below is one example of a comment containing falsehoods:  

	  

FIGURE 1 
Reviewer comment #1: “Eat Drink SLC is a program sponsored and put together by his wife. I have 
been to the event and the company has not done anything inside of it.” 

It is demonstrably false that SB Dance has not “done anything inside of” this programming. As stated 
in the application: “7 musical and street-style performances...occur simultaneously throughout the 
site”. Live performance takes place every year at Eat Drink. It has included dance, concert piano, and 
opera. Video records of performance at Eat Drink SLC prove this fact.   

The comment directly contradicts the application’s description of SB Dance’s role: “SB Dance 
instigated these initiatives, brought on partners, and continues to be one of the main organizers. As 
expected, the company provides creative solutions like performance and installation. Also, and this 
point indicates just how unique SB Dance is, the company supplies operational and managerial 
services like planning, logistics, ticketing, reservations, financial processing, marketing, graphics, and 
technical design.”  
 
This comment replaces what is written in the application with a made-up narrative about SB 
Dance’s role. It is blatantly untrue to describe the event as “put together” by any single individual and 
deplorable that a reviewer would put forth this kind of personal insinuation. Eat Drink relies on dozens 
of contractors and volunteers, including contracted event and operations managers, and depends on 
partnerships with marketing and promotional agencies as well as important corporate sponsors. Tracy 
Aviary is an organizational partner, and contributes thousands of dollars of in-kind staff, equipment, 
and support. Eat Drink grew out of SB Dance programming, and, as described in the application, SB 
Dance is “one of the main organizers”.   
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Below are more examples that demonstrate how untruths and misleading accusations pervaded the 
comments:  

 

	  

FIGURE 2 

Reviewer comment #2: “From their website, it doesn't seem like SB dance actually organizes EAT 
DRINK SLC but they are a partner/sponsor and also one of the non-profit beneficiaries of the 
proceeds. And that event doesn't exactly sound like an art event - it sounds like a food event with some 
performances mixed in. I have a lot of problems with this organization.”  
 
Reviewer comment #3: “in the course of designating events along Sundance, they have done shows but 
that is not a type of program they do rather a corporate gig” 

Reviewer comment #4: “I did not notice them at the Rose this year” 

These statements are demonstrably false, misleading, and put forward a fictional narrative that 
SB Dance is misrepresenting itself to pursue lucrative commercial contracts. Comment #4, about not 
noticing the company “at the Rose” (referring to the Rose Exposed) exemplifies poor conduct at a 
review. First, the comment is completely false-- SB Dance has appeared every year. Second, it is 
unclear why the Rose Exposed is cited at all since the application does not include a description of this 
event due to length restrictions. Why is this information being introduced? Further, the comments 
make it seem as if Eat Drink SLC is the company’s predominant activity. However, the application 
leads off with a theater series called the New Creation that has been presented annually since 1998. 
This program, included in a video sample, should leave no doubt about whether SB Dance is an arts 
organization (see #5 below). 

Reviewer comment #5: “what are "COMMUNITY NONPROFIT EVENT INITIATIVES"? It sounds 
like a fancy word for event planning where SB Dance is contracted out for their event planning 
services. This makes me question their status as an arts organization vs an event planning 
organization.” 

Questioning SB Dance’s nonprofit status is a serious accusation. The legitimacy of SB’s non-profit 
status has never been disputed. Entertaining such slander is appalling and permitting an agent of 
SLCAC to make it jeopardizes SLCAC’s credibility as a professional institution. If SLCAC believed 
SB Dance’s nonprofit status was a legitimate concern, they were obligated to produce evidence and 
present it to the proper legal authorities. If SLCAC did not have enough evidence to take such action, 
they should not have even considered such an outrageous remark in their discussion. Nor should they 
have knowingly entered such an accusation in the public record and expose themselves to liability. It 
is astounding that SLCAC staff could be aware of a comment like this and do nothing.  
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The tone of many comments was blatantly inappropriate at a public agency. Review committee 
members and staff should have been alert to pejorative language and how it affects impartiality. This too 
was far removed from best practice. 

FIGURE 3 

Reviewer comment #6:”adult focused but sounds a little too full of themselves” 
 
Reviewer comment #7:”What? the only company that is lead by one person and executes work as a group? 
wow" 
 
Reviewer comment #8:”What is the scope? it is saying, a dance is made up of moves, some big or small 
that move fast or slow. These moves are put in a sequence and we remember each of them and its 
difficult” 

Comments #6 thru #8 were written about the following section of SB Dance’s application. It is difficult to 
justify such contemptuous reactions. 
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1.2 COMMENTS ABOUT VAGUENESS 
About 35% of commentary (including comments already noted) describes the application as being too 
general and unclear. Because the narrative sections are limited to 750 to 850 words (or about three 
paragraphs), detail is a struggle for all organizations who apply for this grant. Problems with details are 
not particularly unique to SB Dance’s application—similar complaints can be found in the comments for 
about a third of applicants. Though they represent a minority of comments for SB Dance, comments 
about vagueness are later used as the exclusive explanation for declined funding.  
 
1.3 SCORING 
 
FIGURE 5: Scoring 

Criteria Panelist A Panelist B Panelist C Panelist D Panelist E 
Program 4 1 4 2 3 
Goals 5 1 2 2 missing 

Artistic 5 1 3 2 missing 

Community 5 1 2 2 missing 

Audience 5 1 3 2 missing 
Overall  5 1 3 2 3 

  
There were six members of the review committee. One recused themselves from reviewing SB Dance’s 
grant. Another reviewer seemed to have scored in only two categories for reasons not explained. Thus, SB 
Dance’s amounted to a four-person review, endowing each of the four with more influence than a six-
person review.  

Review panelists score application on a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high). SB Dance was the only applicant to 
receive a 1 in every section from one committee member (Panelist B). This very negative score was 
uniquely low and carried more weight than in a six-person review. The high score was not unique to SB 
Dance’s score. Also distinct to SB Dance was the range, from 1-5 in all but one category.  

It is reasonable to conclude that the same person was responsible for both the uniquely low score and the 
fabrications found in comments. This leads to the unsettling conclusion that, by failing to exercise 
proper internal controls, SLCAC allowed one person to subvert the process.  
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1.4 COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION DOCUMENT 
 
FIGURE 6: Excerpt from Committee Recommendation 

 
The review committee compiled their final recommendation into a document that was distributed to all 
Arts Council Board Members for approval at the monthly board meeting. The excerpt relevant to SB 
Dance (Figure 6) finishes with the following sentence: “the description of what they do and what has 
actually occurred is inconsistent”. This is a charge of impropriety—an accusation that SB Dance 
misrepresented itself because what it wrote in the application and what “actually occurred” are not the 
same. The inclusion of this sentence into the recommendation proves that falsehoods were accepted 
as fact by the review committee. 

There was an abrupt transformation in tone between the comments and this recommendation. Now, the 
language is so passive and oblique that it could be easily overlooked. In fact, this was exactly what 
happened. The accusation that SB Dance lied in the application was never discussed at the Board meeting. 
But it should have been. The sentence contains a consequential statement. In fact, it was a second 
instance of slander being generated by an agent of SLCAC and entered into the public record.  

The recommendation document also contains another significant fact that was never discussed. There are 
several SLCAC grant categories to which organizations apply. Like most established arts groups, SB 
Dance applied in the General Support category. Of 39 applicants in General Support, only three did not 
receive funding. Two of the three were considered ineligible for funding. SB Dance was the only eligible 
arts group in the General Support category that was denied funding.  
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PART 2: BOARD AND STAFF 
 
2.1 BOARD APPROVAL OF RECOMMENDATION 
The grant committee presented their recommendations at an August 2019 meeting of the full SLCAC 
Board. This meeting was recorded, and SB Dance transcribed the relevant section of audio (Appendix 1B). 
Board Member Efren Corado-Garcia presented the recommendations on behalf of the review committee. 

Though allocating grant money is one of SLCAC’s most significant duties, the Board voted to approve 
the recommendations after only 4-1/2 minutes of discussion. There was one question: Board Member 
Larry Cohen asked why some organizations were not funded. Mr. Corado-Garcia replied: 

"So the majority of the applications that did not receive funding were that perhaps that their offices were 
outside of the Salt Lake City venue but their programming happened in Salt Lake City. For example if 
they were applying for General Support, their office has to be in Salt Lake City. So automatically they 
were declined support based on that lacking of eligibility. Second component was lack of clarity. No dates 
on event. No location. Who was participating. Sort of like main infrastructure information that you would 
need for any program to be understood for what it is as opposed to sort of perceived in the near future. 
Uh, those were some of the major components that we kinda look at." 

Mr. Corado-Garcia did not mention that SB Dance was the only General Support applicant denied 
funding for reasons other than ineligibility. Neither did he explain what the recommendation meant by SB 
Dance being “inconsistent”. He never related how one reviewer had “a lot of problems with” SB Dance or 
how one reviewer scored the company lower than any other organization in General Support. It was 
incumbent upon Mr. Corado-Garcia to be more candid in his report to the SLCAC Board, 
especially when asked specifically why some organizations were not funded.  

Further, in its cursory vote to approve, the SLCAC Board skirted its obligation to scrutinize the 
recommendation. SB Dance is a known entity that has been producing work in Salt Lake City for over 
20 years. It is one of six resident organizations at the Rose Wagner Center. It has received dozens of 
grants from SLCAC. SB Dance’s Director has been President of another relatively well-known Salt Lake 
City nonprofit (Performing Arts Coalition) for almost a decade. He has received a Major’s Award and 
many other recognitions, and has participated in and initiated many important discussions in the 
community. Why did no one think it was odd to deny funding to SB Dance? Not a single board member 
inquired about it at the meeting. Nor did any board members inquire about the accusation of 
misrepresentation included in their meeting documents.  

2.2 STAFF FEEDBACK 
After learning that it had been denied funding, SB Dance requested an explanation. In an August 30, 2019 
email, Assistant Director Kelsey Ellis’s emailed response (Appendix 3A) used notes she took at the review 
committee meeting and her own review of the application. Her feedback did not acknowledge the 
accusations and doubts that make up a majority of committee comments. Her feedback omitted any 
reference to how the final recommendation document challenged the application’s veracity. Echoing Mr. 
Corado-Garcia’s silence on the matter, Ms. Ellis wrote that the General Support category was “very 
competitive” but does not clarify that SB Dance was the only applicant declined funding for reasons 
other than ineligibility.    
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In his committee report at the board meeting, Mr. Corado-Garcia encouraged disappointed grant-seekers 
to contact SLCAC staff to better understand “the faults in their applications”. When SB Dance followed 
that advice, it received a selectively filtered response that eliminated any mention of the accusations of 
impropriety and misrepresentation.  

In October and November 2019, during phone calls and face-to-face meetings with SB Dance Director 
Stephen Brown, Division Director Felicia Baca and Ms. Ellis justified the process, minimized the gravity 
of prejudicial comments, and kept quiet about the egregious reviewer conduct revealed in the open 
records documents.  

2.3 ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSE TO THIS REPORT 
Upon reviewing a draft of this report, Ms. Baca replied in an email (Appendix A4) that she was “confident 
that a fair process was followed” and that comments “were of a casual nature and could have benefitted 
from a more professional tone”. Ms. Baca put forward this defense both before and after she was 
informed that the public record contained multiple falsehoods. Learning that lies entered the process 
did not alter her position. She writes that comments could benefit from more professionalism but never 
mentions truthfulness.  

According to her email’s logic, the lies are not pertinent because “the scores and comments generally do 
not reflect the entirety of a conversation around grant recommendations”. We are asked to believe that the 
multiple untrue, inappropriate, and inflammatory comments were somehow forgotten and had no 
pejorative effect on the “conversation”; that a score which torpedoed the overall ranking was irrelevant; 
and that the damning evidence available in the public record did not influence the final decision. Instead, 
something outside of view-- an undocumented, second-hand “conversation”-- washed the process clean of 
defects like false statements.  

However, we know that falsehoods survived the wash cycle: they were included in the final 
recommendation. According to Ms. Baca’s reasoning, this too is not germane because “recommendations 
(not decisions) are made to the full Arts Council Board for approval or modification”. That is, a second 
level of oversight checks the review committee’s work. But the full Board approved 144 grant 
recommendations in less than 5 minutes of discussion, clearly a pro forma acceptance of the committee’s 
judgement and not an internal control.  

Considering the weakness of her reasoning, and the preposterous claim that prejudicial comments did not 
influence the process, it is unclear if Ms. Baca took this report seriously or even read it thoroughly. 	  
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CONCLUSIONS 
The processing of SB Dance’s grant application is a remarkable example of a system failing at multiple 
places. These points of failure include: a) not adhering to best practice or even common sense in the grant 
review process; b) absence of internal controls that would bring attention to unusual outcomes; and c) not 
being forthright with information.   

Because of these failings, the SLCAC process was apparently susceptible to subversion by falsehoods, 
slander, and fictional narratives. Subject to no meaningful verification or oversight, these lies produced an 
outcome that stands in sharp contrast to SB Dance’s success at other funding agencies and its previous 
success at SLCAC. The outcome is an injustice to SB Dance and to the public who trusts government 
agencies to conduct themselves fairly and impartially.  

Further, it is concerning that SLCAC continues to evade accountability. Consider an isolated sequence of 
events. First, a reviewer contradicts the application by writing “I have been to [Eat Drink SLC] and the 
company has not done anything inside of it”. This accusation is incorporated into a recommendation that 
states “what they do and what has actually occurred is inconsistent”. Then, SLCAC is informed that the 
reviewer’s initial comment is demonstrably false. Instead of admitting or addressing the problem, SLCAC 
stubbornly denies its existence. Just this isolated sequence is deeply disturbing. Now consider the many 
more fabrications, extraordinary scoring, and lack of internal controls that this report describes. Finally, 
consider that this case represents only one out of 144 applicants. And there are over a hundred applicants 
every year. In this context, misconduct—even the appearance of misconduct-- cannot be tolerated.  

 

 

SB Dance is an outspoken and uninhibited arts group. It has always swum against the current. This 
approach has sometimes upset traditionalists, especially in dance. Likewise, as the company seeks its 
place in a world defined by screens and diminishing theater audiences, SB Dance has drawn criticism. We 
invite debate because we believe that art should provoke, and artists should be agents of change.  
However, a grant—especially one so brief-- is not the place to have this debate. It is certainly not the 
place for review committee members to enforce personal and uninformed agendas. The granting process 
is the place to embrace and celebrate cultural assets.  

We sincerely hope that by bringing attention to the systemic defects at SLCAC, the City can re-organize 
and improve its commitment to ensuring that arts and culture can thrive in our community.   
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APPENDIX 
A1. REVIEW PANEL ENTRIES 

Obtained through an open records request, these comments and scores were entered directly into software by members of the review 
committee. About half of comments (highlighted) introduce statements that directly contradict the application, are false, misleading, 
and prejudicial, and display an arrogance inappropriate for a public agency. A minority of comments criticize the application as 
unclear. Of six committee members, one recused with a conflict of interest and a second member’s score is missing from two thirds of 
the sections. Thus, the process amounted to a four-person review. The score range-- from 1-5 in five sections and 1-4 in the sixth-- is 
the widest among the 39 applicants for this grant. Assuming scores are in order, one reviewer gave the lowest score possible in every 
section and recommended zero funding. In a four-person review, this overwhelmingly negative opinion resulted in SB Dance’s 
scoring at the bottom of 39 applicants. 
 

	  

Organization 
Name 

Conflict of 
Interest  

PROGRAM 
DESCRIPTION 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION COMMENTS GOALS GOALS COMMENTS 

SB Dance Conflict 3; 2; 4; 1; 4 

Only free event is during sundance? I did not notice 
them at the Rose this year; It is unclear to me what 
"NEW CREATION" is. On their website, it looks like 
their June show is Sleeping Beauty and I'm wondering 
why this wasn't mentioned in their Program 
Description. 
Also, what are "COMMUNITY NONPROFIT EVENT 
INITIATIVES"? It sounds like a fancy word for event 
planning where SB Dance is contracted out for their 
event planning services. This makes me question their 
status as an arts organization vs an event planning 
organization. All very vague and unclear. ; Eat Drink 
SLC is an expensive, ticketed event.; This does zero 
work in describing any programming that takes place. 
Eat Drink SLC is a program sponsored and put together 
by his wife. I have been to the event and the company 
has not done anything inside of it. 
in the course of designating events along Sundance, 
they have done shows but that is not a type of program 
they do rather a corporate gig 

2; 2; 1; 5 

Vague and unclear. A lot of words 
but not a lot of substance. Building 
stronger relations - HOW? Raise 
resources and revise performance 
schedule? Increase support for 
community initiative events - 
HOW?; goal 1: What? that explains 
nothing, again. They don't even 
mention the events in january ( 
goal, audience, partners, how is 
being implemented or what it is?) 
goal 2: What they are saying is that 
they will take a long process and 
will use the recycles material but 
give no content and how it connects 
to other events?! 
goal 3: there are no programs!!! 

ARTISTIC 
PROGRAMMING 
QUALITY 

ARTISTIC 
QUALITY 
COMMENTS 

VALUE 
TO THE 
COMM
UNITY 

VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 
COMMENTS 

AUDIE
NCE 
SCORE 

AUDI
ENCE 
COM
MENT
S 

PLEASE PROVIDE 
AN OVERALL 
SCORE FOR THE 
BUDGET 

2; 3; 1; 5 

its like saying, 
pens are used for 
writing. a 
wordsmith but 
lacking any 
clarity 

2; 2; 1; 5 

adult focused but sound s little too full of 
themselves; What does the company do for the 
community that is free?; 1. What? the only 
company that is lead by one person and 
executes work as a group? wow 
3. What is the scope? it is saying, a dance is 
made up of moves, some big or small that 
move fast or slow. These moves are put in a 
sequence and we remember each of them and 
its difficult. 
; SB Dance seems to be good at being non- 
conventional and experimental. Not many 
organizations offer programming like this. 

2; 3; 1; 5 

  

3; 2; 5; 1; 3 

RECOMMENDATION BUDGET COMMENTS 

1000.00; 1000; 0; 3000 

Budget lacks details. From their website, it doesn't seem like SB dance actually organizes EAT DRINK SLC but they are a 
partner/sponsor and also one of the non-profit beneficiaries of the proceeds. And that event doesn't exactly sound like an art event 
- it sounds like a food event with some performances mixed in. I have a lot of problems with this organization. ; Budget is pretty 
detailed 
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A2. TRANSCRIPT OF COMMITTEE PRESENTATION TO BOARD 
August, 2019 

Board and Committee Member Efren Corado-Garcia:  
If you do know of anybody who was not allocated funding this year, or was and is disappointed in the amount they 
received, please have them contact Kelsey. We spend a diligent amount of time creating a platform that would really 
communicate the faults of each application. Um, so please make that something that is a public knowledge and we ask that 
everyone comes out and reach for us because at the end of the day as much as it is a taxing experience to read thru hours 
of those grants what we really want to fight over is the quality of the application and not trying to find meaning-making 
inside of it. We don’t want to have to problem-solve kinda to figure out what they mean in their application. So our efforts 
are always for the best of everybody. With that I’ll do two things. I’ll make a motion to approve the grants. I need someone 
to second that. 

Board Member Larry Cohen: 
I’ll second it. But I have a question too. So in reading thru them and I can see some people were not given a grant and it 
would give a little blurb about who they are, what they’re doing, maybe why they didn’t get it. What is the criteria that 
they didn’t hit? 

Mr. Corado-Garcia:  
So the majority of the applications that did not receive funding where that perhaps that their offices were outside of the 
Salt Lake City venue but there programming happened in Salt Lake City. For example if they were applying for General 
Support, their office has to be in Salt Lake City. So automatically they were declined support based on that lacking of 
eligibility. Second component was lack of clarity. No dates on event. No location. Who was participating. Sort of like main 
infrastructure information that you would need for any program to be understood for what it is as opposed to sort of 
perceived in the near future. Uh, those were some of the major components that we kinda look at. Subcategories that go 
with that is the expenditures and explanations in budget. Their budget makes sense? Um, if they had matching support—if 
they had a qualifying match. Um, others, let’s see. Some of the basic principles that we hold as a committee and a Council 
we have to make sure that the money is going to arts funding and not going to administration in some capacities. Others, 
obviously, that is General Support is part of the expenditure but not always the case. So those are sort of like the gradings 
in which you work to determine eligibility.  
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A3. STAFF FEEDBACK TO SB DANCE 
August 23, 2019 email from SLCAC Assistant Director Kelsey Ellis to SB Dance Director Stephen Brown.  

I am sorry that SB Dance was not awarded funding this year. I understand that is must be frustrating and disappointing. I 
have taken some time to review your application and the comments from the review discussion to provide you with some 
feedback. I truly hope this information is helpful and if you feel like you would like to have more discussion on this, either 
Felicia or I would be happy to chat with you. 

A few general notes: 
• The total requested amount for support went up substantially this year from all grant applications. This, combined with 
the challenges of the pool of applicants changing from year to year (especially as we see an increase in applicants to the 
General Support category), can result in funding levels changing from year to year. Additionally, the General Support 
category was very competitive this year. 

APPLICATION: 
SB Dance is a unique organization. However, the 2019-2020 application uses general language to describe the organization 
and lacks specific details on what will occur in 2019-2020 and the value of these activities to the community. 

PROGRAMMING RESPONSE 
- The question in this section asks what will the organization provide in the 2019-2020 year/season. This is a request for a 
specific description rather than a general description. 

- While it is possible that perhaps the 2020 June performance has not yet been determined, a description of previous 
performances would be more helpful to understanding what kind of performance will take place. (This is how many other 
General Support applicants address their unknow activities.) You could perhaps even mention a theme or goal for the next 
year. 

- There was a discussion in the review meeting that indicated that the description included in the Community Nonprofit 
Event Initiatives almost sounds like these events are contracted services for SB Dance to produce something for other 
groups. While the Committee did understand that these are activities executed by SB Dance, some specifics on how 
partners are involved, how many events are free, and even past examples would be helpful. 

GOALS 
- The language in this section is vague. The question asks how do you plan to achieve the goals and each of the goals are 
missing specific details. Here you could include examples of previous successes and how you will build off of those (last 
year we reached x audience members through x events and this year we will do x amount more by working with partner A 
to do an additional event). 

- The first goal mentions building off of the success of the 2019 January Event, but does not elaborate on what kinds of 
programs or activities would contribute to future success or which community groups they wish to work with. Here would 
be a good place to describe which communities you wish to work with and how specifically you plan to connect with them 
(modifying marketing efforts for example). 

- The second goal lacks specifics on how they will achieve multiple appearances throughout the year. 

VALUE TO THE COMMUNITY 

- SB Dance is good at being non-conventional and experimental. 
- While unique, SB Dance is not the only group doing some of this work. 
- When an organization produces work unlike other organizations, it is important to describe, not simply that they unique, 
but why it is important that they are doing the work they are doing? Why is no one else doing this work and why is that 
important to the community? And more specifically, why is it important to Salt Lake City? 

BUDGET 
- Additional detail in the revenue section would be helpful. 
- Earned revenue from Eat Drink SLC? 
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A4. EMAIL FROM FELICIA BACA IN RESPONSE TO THIS REPORT 
January 23, 2020 
From: Felicia Baca, Arts Division Director, Salt Lake City Arts Council 

To: Stephen Brown, Director of SB Dance 

CC: Katherine Potter, President of Salt Lake City Arts Council Board; Lindsey Nikola, Director of Communications, 
Mayor’s Office; Ben Kolendar, Salt Lake City Department of Economic Development 

Hi Stephen, 

Our team has reviewed your document and we are confident that a fair process was followed in regards to our guidelines 
and criteria with our grants committee and Board. The Grants Committee reviews each application in its entirety in 
advance of Committee meetings, and review criteria is outlined in our guidelines. Additionally the guidelines state, “The 
Committee prioritizes the Arts Learning and Artist-in-the-Classroom grant categories and applications which demonstrate 
need.” Committee members provide preliminary scores to sections of the application, as well as optional personal notes, 
comments and questions, or subjective observations. This forms the basis for a discussion to have questions answered and 
gather thoughts and feedback from the entire Committee. The City Arts Grants Guidelines note: “Recommendations for 
funding are based on comprehensive discussions on the merits of each application.” After the Grants Committee has 
reviewed the applications, recommendations (not decisions) are made to the full Arts Council Board for approval or 
modification.  

During the preliminary review process of the 2019-2020 grant applications, some comments and questions made in the 
Committee’s personal notes were of a casual nature and could have benefitted from a more professional tone. The scores 
and comments generally do not reflect the entirety of a conversation around grant recommendations. The comments and 
questions raised however, resulted in a robust discussion about the overall merits of each application and the criteria and 
process of the committee were adhered to for making recommendations. 

We are continually revising the grants process in consultation with our government partners, national peers, community 
members, and Board to ensure fairness and transparency in the review of all applications. We also deeply value the hard 
work, dedication, and care of our volunteer citizens who endeavor to improve the arts community in Salt Lake City 
through Board service. 

All my best, 
FELICIA BACA 
Arts Division Director 

 


