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  ART COMMISSION 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF April 27, 2011 

BEGINNING AT 2:00 P.M. 

 

 

PRESENT OF THE COMMISSION: Klavon, Indovina, Briggs, Luckett, 

Rhor, Slavick,  Astorino, Mike Gable 

in place of  

Director Rob Kaczorowski 

 

PRESENT OF THE STAFF:    Morton Brown, Noor Ismail 

        

A.  Approval of Meeting Minutes 

 

Ms. Klavon  asked for approval of minutes from February 23, and March 23, 2011.   

 

Several of the Commission mentioned that, due to the late timing of receiving the minutes from 

staff they had not been able to review and therefore could not approve until next hearing. 

 

Ms. Klavon noted that the minutes would be reviewed and approved at the May hearing. 

 

B. Correspondence 

  

Mr. Brown presented letters of support from Director Radley and  Director Kaczorowski for the 

Children‟s Museum Project, and a letter from Public Works in support of the Mt. Washington 

Banner project. 

  

C. Items for Review  

 

a. Greenfield Neighborhood Portal Reconstruction Project: Conceptual Approval 

○ Pat Hassett, Greenfield Organization 

○ Bill Smith, Greenfield Organization 

 

Mr. Pat Hassett introduced himself as a board member of the Greenfield Organization and the 

Connect Greenfield Steering Committee. He stated that he is joined at the hearing by Bill Smith, 

Executive Director of the Greenfield Organization, as well as the architects for the project: Lami 

Grubb Architects. 

 

Mr. Hassett went on to say that the Greenfield Neighborhood Portal Reconstruction Project 
will rebuild Greenfield’s prominent neighborhood portal sign and plantings located at the 
intersection of Beechwood Boulevard and Alger Street at the southern end of the Greenfield 
Bridge. The existing sign and landscaping beds were first installed by volunteers and the 
Greenfield Organization in the late 1980’s as part of a neighborhood ‘branding’ campaign. 
The 20 plus years of wear, tear, and weathering took its toll on the installation leading the 
community to consider its replacement in 2009.  
 
Mr. Hassett noted that the final product is intended to be a sustainable landscaped island 
populated with native, non-invasive, low water/high sun tolerant perennials with some 
annuals intermixed.  The center piece of the island is a neighborhood-identifying sign 
consisting of materials reflective of Greenfield’s brick-making heritage, and sand stone 
masonry evident in the surrounding buildings and the nearby Greenfield Bridge. The 
lighting for the sign will come from an LED unit mounted inside the sign and shining though 
the sign’s acrylic lettering and ‘fins’. The island will also be more pedestrian friendly and 
ADA accessible with a new sidewalk, LED streetlight, and handicap ramps. 
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Mr. Hassett stated that in November 2009 Connect Greenfield, in collaboration with the 
Greenfield Organization, initiated a design process to solicit design concepts, principles and 
features to be incorporated in the redesigned portal. A design committee was set up with 
members from both groups to facilitate the process. Two community meetings and two on-
line surveys were conducted to gather community input. The first survey solicited 
community suggestions regarding design themes, principles and desired elements. One 
hundred and forty seven people responded to the survey. The responses were presented, 
discussed and refined at a community meeting convened in March 2010. Thirty five 
residents attended. The second on-line survey focused on the sign itself.  Alternative sign 
designs were developed with the assistance of designer Wayne Chang of Lami Grubb 
Architects. They were presented on-line for community comment and vote. One hundred 
and forty seven people voted and thirty commented on the designs. A second community 
meeting was convened in July to discuss the survey results and establish a preferred a sign 
design.  
 
Mr. Hassett went on to say that the project was intended to present to the neighborhood, a 
true collaboration in the design and reconstruction of a key public space in Greenfield.  It is 
a collaboration which is hoped will lead to additional collaborative community projects and 
other public space initiatives, contributing to the overall sustainability, heritage and quality 
of life in Greenfield as well as improving the neighborhood’s image and appeal to passing 
motorists. In addition, a community dialogue was also engaged around landscaping. 
Interested community residents worked with Paul Kimicata of Kimicata Brothers, a 
Greenfield landscaping firm, and Claudia Saladin, LEED AP and a Greenfield resident, to 
identify design principles, planting areas, and planting materials. The dialog and design 
process continues to date with a Design Committee of twenty-seven community members 
advising on design details as the project moves into final design and implementation. Below 
are the conceptual design schematics, site plan, and landscaping plan for the project.  
 
Mr. Hassett noted that a community design process was initiated in the winter of 2010 and 
engaged over 145 neighborhood residents and businesses. From this process a 
comprehensive list of design principles and a conceptual sign design and site plan were 
created to guide fundraising and final designs. Through the course of the community design 
process, a number of community stakeholders have come forward to support and help 
guide the project. They include to date, Greenfield Organization (Project Co-
Sponsor/Facilitators), Connect Greenfield (Project Co-Sponsor/Facilitators), Greenfield 
residents/Businesses (engaged in the design process and donating $1,765 to date), Laurel 
Foundation (issued a $10,000 grant), City of Pittsburgh (providing services through its 
Green Up and Taking Care of Business Programs), Kimacata Brothers Landscaping 
(volunteering landscaping services).  Lami Grubb Architects were hired in January of 2011 
to complete design build documents for the project. The site was cleared last fall and a new 
LED street light installed last month. Construction is planned to be underway in earnest by 
late summer with completion by November 31st. Sidewalk improvements could begin in 
May.  
 
Mr. Hassett stated that landscaping maintenance will be completed by Kimacata Brothers 
supplemented by community volunteers and the sign will be protected by an anti-graffiti 
coating and a 12” high curb to minimize the risk of vehicle contact (To date there are no 
records of vehicles entering the island.)  
 
He then turned the presentation over to Wayne Chang, of Lami Grubb architects to describe 
the sign elements and materials. 
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Mr. Chang stated that one of the main considerations of the sign was that it should be graffiti 
and vandal resistant, and that it should incorporate the desires of the community together, 
for a sign that is simple and non distracting, curved, so as to be visible from two directions, 
and lit so as to be visible at night. In addition, the sign was to incorporate the color green, 
limit text to “Greenfield” and “Welcomes You”, and complement the surrounding buildings 
and Greenfield Bridge materials of brick, sandstone, and steel. Durability, costs, 
maintainability, and affordability were also considerations.  A brick base provides a strong 
foundation for a more artistic and reflective sign. The base is 24” high, so low profile plants 
(12”) can be placed in front (See proposed landscaping plan) and the “Welcomes You” can 
be visible. The brick was chosen as a material because of its common presence around the 
intersection, in the neighborhood, and in Greenfield’s history. The “Welcomes You” is a 
secondary sign that compliments the main sign and is not lit so as to reduce nighttime 
distraction. The cap of this base is made of precast concrete that is dyed and textured to 
look like sandstone from the adjacent bridge. It would have a small slope to shed water.  
 
Mr. Chang went on to say that the top sign “Greenfield” is a lit sign. The letters would be 
pushed thru cut-outs in a core steel cabinet. They would be made of a green tinted acrylic. 
Atop the cabinet would be green metal and acrylic fins shaped like “hills.” Both the acrylic 
lettering and acrylic fins would be lit by LED units contained in the metal cabinet base, 
spilling light out through the acrylic. The face of the letters would have an opaque coloring, 
so as to produce an additional “halo” effect. All the electronics and lighting would be self 
contained in the cabinet. Power would be fed underground from a nearby traffic signal pole. 
A service panel behind the sign would allow access and ease maintenance.  To add 
dimension to the “hills” additional layers of metal or acrylic fins would be applied to the 
front face of the metal cabinet to break up the flat surface. They would be painted in 
different tones of green to provide a sense of depth and variety. The overall height of 5’-0” 
has been established based on the previous sign. The highest point would be at the center of 
the sign, tapering down to less than 4’-0” at the edges. This would maintain all required 
sight lines for traffic navigating the intersection.  
 
Mr. Hassett then went back to the design principles gleaned from community dialogue in 
regard to the landscaping. He stated that the principles called for a sustainable site, as well 
as a maintainable site by use of volunteers. He stated that the community called for native 
species that would be easily maintained.  
 
Mr. Hassett noted that the planting design reflects the desire of the community for a natural 
planting bed that will be hardy, require minimal water, and thrive in the sun. The plants are 
predominantly native grasses, perennials and low, flowering shrubs. Annual flowers have 
been included in the design to provide greater summer color. (Some of the perennials were 
planted in a nearby traffic island last year in order to determine their success in 
overwintering.) The plants range in height from 8 inches to 3 feet and thought has been 
given in the design to maintaining the visibility of the sign and traffic sight lines. Site plans, a 
planting palette, and some of the precedent images that provided inspiration for the design 
concept are shown. 
 
Mr. Hassett concluded by stating that the project is in design/development with 
construction scheduled for this summer. Committed funding is still needed to help cover 
final engineering and construction costs. The ongoing funding strategy includes three 
approaches: soliciting pro-bono design services and construction/material contributions, 
soliciting small contributions from Greenfield residents and businesses, and soliciting larger 
contributions from foundations, more prominent Greenfield interests, and government 
sources. Engineering costs are estimated at $8,400.00 and construction at $60,600.00.  
 
Mr. Hasset then asked for questions or comments from the Commission. 
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Ms. Slavick asked if the color red is an earthier or primary red.  It is represented differently 
in the different photos/renderings. 
 
Mr. Hasset replied that it is more of a brick red. 
 
Mr. Chang added that they actually have a design committee of 20 members who will be 
reviewing materials used to ensure that the colors of the materials used are complimentary 
to the sign and environment. 
 
Mr. Briggs asked to review a rendering of the sign.  She was interested to know what the 
neighborhood is like, as she is not familiar with it. 
 
Mr. Chang replied that it is all residential. 
 
Ms. Briggs asked if there is any difference between the neighborhoods on either side of the 
sign. 
 
Mr. Hassett replied that it is all the same. 
 
Mr, Indovina stated that on the box itself that some of the greens within the ‘Greenfield’ title 
do not look to be in the same color field.  
 
Mr. Hasset replied that this is where the cost comes in.  Right now, the letters will be just 
painted on.  If they have enough funds to create additional layers, there would be different 
layers of metal compiled to make the lettering look more multi-dimensional. 
 
Mr. Indovina also questioned the elevation in the rendering verses other documentation. 
Mr. Change responded that the correct elevation is the one that follows the slope of the 
sidewalk. 
 
Mr. Astorino noted that some of the drawings show brass plaques. 
 
Mr. Hassett said that yes, brass plaques would be located on the edges hidden behind the 
flowers.  One is for the city’s Green-Up program that will be cleaning up the area before 
construction.  They require a sign acknowledging this work.   Instead of putting the 
standard-issue sign up, they decided to put up a brass plaque(s) that would not only 
recognize the contributions of the Green-Up Program, but also the GEO and Connect 
Greenfield organizations and the Laurel Foundation’s donation, a $10,000 contribution to 
the project, as well as other donors. 
 
Mr. Hassett went on to mention that on the other side of the sign they’re looking to mirror 
that first plaque, and this plaque is more like a ‘Greenfield Established’ sign, which is what 
the community wants.  They do not have the specific text at this time, but it is something 
similar to ‘Greenfield Established in the late 1800s’ and also some slogan to the effect of 
‘Work Hard, Become Educated, Give Back, Not Up’. 
 
Ms. Klavon added that you won’t really see them because of where they are positioned. 
 
Mr.  Hassett responded that they will work with the landscaper to choose appropriate 
plants to place in this area. 
 
Ms. Klavon went on to say that some of the writing is not easily read on the brick.   
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Mr. Hassett agreed, but that they did want certain sections of the text to be less noticeable.  
He also mentioned that the materials (brick) are important because of Greenfield’s history 
of having many brick-making facilities. 
 
Ms. Klavon brought up the issue of lack of shade and that it would be difficult perhaps to 
keep the space green because it would be located in direct sunlight.  This area would take a 
lot of maintenance. 
 
Mr. Chang said that they had commitment from Kimicata Brothers, as they have also been 
maintaining the existent area for years.  Additionally, they have another island further up 
the street that is maintained through community volunteers. 
 
Ms. Klavon also addressed a drawing that was shown earlier and said that she thought that 
it was bad, and that the commission is not approving that concept . 
 
Mr. Hassett agreed that the sign shown in that image was indeed bad, but that it was a result 
of an earlier community meeting and that he wasn’t expecting the commission to approve it, 
as there have been an evolution to the project since that drawing. 
 
Ms. Kalvon said that she didn’t understand the acrylic pieces behind the sign.  She wanted to 
know if they’d be thick, as they are in the rendering.  The commission agreed that it was 
unclear. 
 
A video was shown again to clarify the acrylic pieces.  MS. Klavon agreed that she 
understands the pieces more after the video. 
 
Ms. Rhor stated that she really admired the community process that was engaged.   
 
Mr. Hassett noted that they have a website, connectgreenfield.org, which also includes an 
email list to residents and business owners. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked if there was anyone in the audience who would like to speak on behalf of 
the project. 
 
Mr. Bill Smith stated that since he is on the agenda he felt as though he should say 
something.  He stated he’s seen a lot of community interest in this project.  When the 
construction to clear the old sign away, there was a lot of curiosity piqued despite all of 
their efforts to list the project in the newspaper and on the website.  He predicts that they 
will see an increase in public fiscal support, and that they’ve had nothing but favorable 
reviews from the public.  He feels that it would be a vast improvement to this intersection. 
 
Mr. Bill Barker introduced himself as a resident of Greenfield, and that he weeds the other 
public green area.  Despite being an inhospitable place, the plant life that had been in the 
space before had survived somehow.  He also agreed that that this is a positive change to 
the environment. 
 
Ms. Klavon then asked if there was anyone in the audience who would wanted to speak 
against the project, or if there were other general comments from the audience.   
 
Ms. Klavon explains the final approval process after the motion is passed, and advises the 
group to call Mr. Brown if anything drastic changes. 
 
Mr. Hasset explains that they want to begin construction as early as next week, as this was 
proposed within the Green-Up Plan’s timeline, as well as funds available and the weather. 
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Mr. Indovina said that the group could theoretically request final approval at this time if 
they had a plan, however the drawings presented were mostly working drawings. 
 
Ms. Briggs said that she would not be willing to grant final approval today. 
 
Mr. Indovina responded that this was not what he was saying, because there are plans 
missing from the proposal that would be required for the commission to grant final 
approval.  He further explained that the rest of the project was ok, but a planting plan would 
be necessary still. 
 
Ms. Briggs agreed that a planting plan was needed, but also that the group needed to answer 
some of the open questions related to budget, precise materials, and how the structure was 
even going to be built.  She felt that all of these things could viably be wrapped up in a 
month’s time and that the group could then come back for final approval. 
 
Ms. Klavon stated that the group needed to move ahead with construction. 
 
Ms. Briggs responded that in that case, they should have come to the commission months 
ago. 
 
Mr. Astorino addressed the group and told them that they need to wrap a few of the loose 
ends up, most specifically, a landscape plan. 
 
Ms. Klavon addressed Ms .Briggs and said that she was unsure what more the group needed 
to come back for final approval. 
 
Ms. Briggs responded that she felt that the group had stated in the past that they were not to 
set a precedent of granting conceptual and final approval at the same time. 
 
Ms. Kalvon noted that there are three more applications that will be presenting today that 
will be requesting conceptual and final approval, and that the commission does grant both 
at the same time. 
 
Ms. Rhor noted that this application was for conceptual approval only, and that’s what the 
commission should be evaluating based on.  She went on to say that as a matter of process 
they should not move it forward to final. 
 
Mr. Astorino added that there wasn’t much more that could be done in terms of site 
preparation documentation, so if the group wanted to move forward in terms of site prep 
then they should be able to do so. 
 
Ms. Briggs doesn’t think that the commission has any right to say to go ahead with the 
project, and that the group is taking a bit of a risk if they go forward with site prep, but she 
also thinks that they are not going to come back in a month before the art commission who 
would then turn the project down for final approval. 
 
The commission thanked the presenters. 
 
 
MOTION: To grant Conceptual Approval as proposed, with the caveat that the applicant 

presents a final landscaping plan as it returns for Final Approval   

 

MOVED:            Briggs  SECONDED:   Slavick 
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IN FAVOR:  All    

 

OPPOSED:  None   CARRIED 

 

 

b. Mount Washington Banners: Conceptual/Final Approval 

○ Greg Panza, Mt. Washington Community Development Corporation 

 

Mr. Brown stated that although the agenda notes that this project is requesting conceptual and 

final approval, the project is only up for conceptual review at this time, as the group expressed to 

him that they would like to pursue more community feedback. 

 

Mr. Panza introduced himself and the organization.  The organization is a 501(c)3.  He added that 

there are 1 million visitors to Grandview Avenue each year.  The MWCDC had recently received 

some generous funding from Senator Wayne Fontana.  With the assistance of DCP and DPW, 

they were able to replace some older light fixtures recently, as well.  There are two types of light 

poles that were added at this time ; a taller street-sized light pole as well as shorter pedestrian 

scale light poles, both of which were outfitted with banner-hanging and basket-hanging brackets.  

The larger poles could accommodate thirty-two 30”x 60”inch banners. The brackets are on every 

other pole on the view side of the street, and are on every pole on the south side of the street.  The 

group had submitted a request for banners, which had been accepted last year, but they had been 

designed to fit the older brackets.   

 

Mr. Panza went on to state that the conceptual designs being submitted were reflective of how the 

community stakeholders wanted to see the community represented.   In this particular design, it 

was decided to go with canvas material due to the high winds that the space receives.  This 

limited the amount of colors available.  The design shows a local George Washington/Guyasuta 

statute in profile against Saint Mary of the Mount Church and references the green of the new 

Emerald View Park. 

 

Mr. Panza showed another image of the banners digitally rendered into the street, with hanging 

baskets on each pole.  The view side demonstrates banners that would be about 24” wide by 10” 

wide which would say “welcome” in multiple languages reflective of the international visitors 

that this space receives.  There are 26 poles on this side of the space, and VisitPittsburgh is part of 

the CDC who has also advised the association during this project on the correct spelling of these 

different languages, as well as the most prevalent nations that visit. 

 

Mr. Panza then relayed that the association had applied to the CTIFF grant but were denied twice.  

The poles had been empty for so long because they were being replaced by DPW, and the CDC is 

anxious to get new banners installed as soon as possible.  It has been revealed that these banners 

can be printed in-house with the city through the Mayor‟s „Taking Care of Business‟ marketing 

efforts.  The city actually uses vinyl during this process which increases the options in terms of 

printing a design with more detail or color.  One option would be to use three different designs 

and alternate them along the street. 

 

Mr. Panza went on to say that the more the CDC thought about the resiliency of the vinyl they 

would have to order many extras as the vinyl is more likely to be destroyed due to inclement 

weather.  They would then be forced to order multiple copies of multiple designs.  The CDC then 

worried about the sequence of the design becoming too confusing to install, and decided that 

ordering/printing on a design with 10 or 15 extra copies in case of destruction would help to 

assuage that issue.   

 

Mr. Panza then showed another digitally rendered mock-up.  He asked the commission for 

feedback on the design that they can reflect in the design and relay to the community before 
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seeking final approval.  They would like to have them printed in early June to be able to take 

advantage of the tourist season. 

 

Ms. Kalvon thanked Mr. Panza and asked the Commission if they had any questions.   

 

Ms.  Luckett asked if the choice of number of banners anticipated was determined by the amount 

of poles that existed. 

 

Mr. Panza responded that the brackets were provided to them by DPW when DPW had replaced 

the light poles.  There was a community review process before this decision was made, as the old 

poles did not have any brackets.  The area is fairly limiting as to what can be installed to beautify 

the street due to the view.  Residents don‟t even want trees that would obscure the view. 

 

Ms. Luckett voiced her concern that the view line would be cluttered because of the combination 

of banners and baskets.  She went on to add that „less is more‟, and that the skyline speaks for 

itself.  She reiterated that this comment was just a suggestion that the CDC should keep in mind. 

 

Mr. Panza responded that the brackets could be easily removed, and he wouldn‟t want them to be 

empty brackets.  He agrees that there might be too much repetition, and that the banners could be 

on every other pole with the baskets on every pole. 

 

There was some general quandary among commissioners as to where the hanging baskets came 

into play. 

 

Mr. Panza responded that they had already been approved last year.  He added them to the image 

to more accurately create a scenario with the banners. 

 

Mr. Brown asked if there were flower baskets planned for the view side. 

 

Mr. Panza Responded that there were not. 

 

Ms. Slavick stated that she preferred the cloth, monochromatic design, but that the „welcome‟ 

banners need to match the colors in the larger banners.  Also, the skyline design isn‟t needed 

behind the „welcome‟ text, the tree design is sufficient.  She reiterated that the project needed to 

be kept simple. 

 

Mr. Panza agreed.  He went on to say that he thought that some of the colors of the larger banners 

could be pulled out for splashes of color and variety, onto the smaller banners. 

 

Ms. Luckett agreed that it‟s nice to want to make visitors feel welcome, but that she‟s struggling 

with issues of symmetry and mismatched elements. 

 

Mr. Panza responded that the CDC had completed many community intercept surveys to find out 

where visitors were coming from, and that it was thought that this was a way to make visitors feel 

welcome. 

 

Ms. Rohr stated that while she appreciates what the CDC is trying to do, she agrees with Ms. 

Luckett that there is a lot going on with all of the different elements, with the local graphic, 

different languages, text, fonts, etc.  She‟s also not a huge fan of the multiple language banners, 

she feels as though staggering baskets on the view side of the street with the larger banners on the 

south side would be efficient.  She‟s not sure what the view side graphics add.  She then asked if 

the two graphical designs were the only two options, as well as who was doing the designing. 

 

Mr. Panza responded that volunteers had designed the banners. 
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Ms. Rohr asked if the CDC were considering other design options. 

 

Mr. Panza replied that the CDC, while aware of the limits of media, was thinking of simplifying 

some of the graphical elements. 

 

Ms. Rohr responded that she wasn‟t sure that monochromatic wouldn‟t necessarily be a better 

solution, but that maybe the CDC should explore more design options. 

 

Mr. Indovina asked about the physical brackets.   

 

Mr. Panza confirmed the size to be 24 inches wide by 10 inches tall, and explained the bracket 

mechanism in more detail, including its adjustability and wind resistance.  Mr. Panza also 

explained that there are decorative brackets included for a diagonally shaped flag, but that it was 

felt that it would be more substantial to install banners with text than just diagonal graphical 

banners. 

 

Mr. Indovina went on to express his concern that in the wind the flag would not be secure enough 

in that it seemed to not include a bottom bracket, and that the banner may flutter in the wind, 

thereby making the text illegible. 

 

Mr. Panza responded that a bottom bracket should be added. 

 

Mr. Brown told Mr. Indovina that he had the same concern, but that he discussed the issue with 

DPW and that that they were fine with it as is. 

 

Ms. Klavon added that as it is only 10 inches wide, there can even be a weight added to the 

bottom of the banner to keep it in place. 

 

Mr. Panza agreed that adding the bottom bracket is critical. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if any other commission members had any questions or comment. 

 

Mr. Astorino voiced concern that the overall project is very busy and unbalanced, with the 

combination of different sizes of banners, the color, and the hanging baskets.  He asked why there 

were no hanging baskets on the city side of the street, and that this side of the street seemed like 

an afterthought. 

 

Mr. Panza responded that they would have been a vandalism concern because they would have to 

be hanging lower than on the city side, and that they‟ve only had hanging baskets on the southern 

side of the street.  He showed an image with a person to show scale.  He added that they did have 

vandalism issues even at a 10ft. height, in the past. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if there was anyone in the audience who would like to speak on behalf of the 

project, or if there was anyone who was opposed to the project.  She then asked for any general 

comments. 

 

Ms. Klavon thanked the presenters and then directed the conversation to the commission. 

 

Ms. Briggs stated that as she understood it, the group was here for conceptual and feedback from 

the commission, and that she wasn‟t sure how the chair wanted to structure the feedback. 

 

Ms. Klavon responded that she should proceed. 

 

Ms. Briggs said that she thought it was a great idea because Mt. Washington architecturally has a 

lot of variety in the buildings and that there‟s nothing to cohesively tie the street together, and that 
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the idea of a banner/light post/flower basket combination can do this, if it is designed as a section 

of the street, and not just one side versus the other.  She felt that the real problem is that there 

really is no strong relationship between the designs on either side of the street.  As she was 

listening to the presentation she thought that it would look really great to include a diagonal flag 

that was a similar color to the larger banners, as there is now no relationship between them now.   

 

Ms. Briggs went on to say that in terms of design, she didn‟t believe that they wouldn‟t be able to 

get a better design on canvas.  She understands the use of the material in terms of durability and 

wear-and-tear, but thinks that the actual design can be stronger.  The idea of incorporating icons 

of Mt. Washington is good in theory, but the font included is one of the worst fonts, and the 

second design, although not necessarily something that she would want to hang off of her house, 

believes that it was more graphically considered.  She assured Mr. Panza that there are other 

graphic designers in Mt. Washington that would be amiable to generating ideas. 

 

Ms. Rohr asked if they should be addressing the applicant or the commission with feedback. 

 

Ms. Klavon responded that they should be addressing the commission. 

 

Ms. Rohr continued that Ms. Briggs had good points, and that she agrees that there needs to be 

another graphic designer consulted, as well as some more community feedback.  She agreed that 

she did not like the „welcome‟ banners.  She would like to grant conceptual approval for the 

larger banners under the stipulation that another designer is consulted, and even then with a 

reduced number of banners, perhaps to stagger the banners with the flower baskets.  She agrees 

that one side of the street is starker, and that the street should be designed sectionally. 

 

Ms. Klavon interjected that the group was here for conceptual design approval, and that the 

commission could not grant conceptual approval if they did not collectively like the concept. 

 

Ms. Slavik responded that the group likes the concept of having a banner/flower basket treatment 

on this street; the issue is that they need to see more options – both in terms of graphics and 

treatment of the view side of the street.  Personally she did not mind the size of the smaller 

banners, as she is aware that there are limitations with smaller poles, and that in terms of the 

sweep of the view corridor, a smaller pole/banner makes sense. 

 

Ms. Klavon asks that the group try to clarify what the concept that the commission would be 

agreeing on actually is. 

 

Ms. Luckett agrees that she‟s not sure what the concept is.  She asked Mr. Panza if there was a 

theme, and if Mr. Panza was working with anyone to help to figure that out.  She added that all of 

the different elements are very confusing.  Conceptually, the elements do not tie in together.  She 

believes that hiring someone to help unify the elements would help make the concept clearer. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked to clarify what Ms. Lucket found confusing. 

 

Ms. Luckett responded that everything is incohesive – the scale, the size, the location, the 

combination of banner and hanging basket. 

 

Ms. Briggs adds that there is a difference between a project concept and a design concept. She 

thinks that the commission is comfortable with the project concept but that the design concept 

should not be approved. 

 

Mr. Brown clarifies that the commission can grant conceptual approval for the project, 

conditional on the applicants reconsidering the designs and placement. 
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Ms. Klavon asks that the group table the discussion and ask that the applicants come back before 

the commission.  Personally, she feels ok with the whole design, she does agree that the font is 

bad, and that the addition of another bracket must be thought out, but she did like how the smaller 

banners related to the larger.  She agreed that she didn‟t want more hanging baskets, as the view 

speaks for itself, and that she agreed with the concept overall. 

 

Mr. Indovina responded that he, too, agreed with the concept.  He agreed that the view is the 

important visual element.  He just did not like how the horizontal banner felt.  He felt that the 

north side should be less cluttered than the south facing side. 

 

Mr. Astorino responded that he was, too, concerned with the city side‟s treatment. 

 

Ms. Klavon responded that it seemed as though everyone was in agreement about that. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked the group if they wanted to approve with conditions or table the application.  

She asked for a motion if the group wanted to proceed with approval. 

 

Ms. Slavick offered to proceed with the project conceptual approval with the condition that the 

commission sees additional designs before final approval. 

 

Ms. Klavon added that they may need an interim submission, and asked Mr. Brown if they could 

ask for that. 

 

Mr. Brown responded that as the project consists of  banners and no construction documents were 

needed, that they could table the application and ask to see more design options. 

 

Ms. Briggs said that they could approve concept, and if the applicants don‟t take the 

commissions‟ considerations under advisement, they could be denied final approval. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked for a motion. 

 

Ms. Slavik moved to approve conceptual project approval for the project of banners, with the 

condition that the next review includes more banner design and placement specifics. 

 

Ms. Briggs aked to clarify that she doesn‟t want the applicant to come back with 4 or 5 designs 

and the AC would be pick one, she just thinks that they should proceed and the AC can then 

approve or deny. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked to rephrase the motion. 

 

Ms. Briggs said that she would like to move for conceptual approval, and that the concerns can be 

listed for record. 

 

Mr. Brown said that typically yes, the AC can grant conceptual approval, and then address the 

applicant and say, “as you return for final approval, please take these items into consideration.” 

 

Ms. Slavick moves for conceptual approval 

 

Ms. Briggs seconded. 

 

Conceptual approval was carried. 

 

MOTION: To grant conceptual approval to the Mt. Washington Community Development 

Corporation for Mount Washington Banners. 
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MOVED:  Slavick     SECONDED:  Briggs 

  

IN FAVOR:  All    

 

OPPOSED:  None   CARRIED 

 

 

 Market Square Banners: Conceptual/Final Approval 

Kathleen Zawrotniak, Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership 

 

Kathleen Zawrotniak of the Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership introduced herself and handed out 

one more letter of support for the Diamond Market Canopy project to the commission.  It is on 

Moe’s letterhead, but the gentleman who signed it is the head of the Market Square Merchant 

Association. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak began by stating that the PDP was asked by the Mayor‟s office, in 2006, to 

participate in the reactivation of Market Square.  They have been active participants since then, 

partnering with groups like DCP and DPW and have taken initiatives to brand the square.  Their 

interest was to create a space that was recognizable.  They placed banners in the square and added 

a website so people could find out more about the Market Square revitalization project. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak continued to describe the Market Square color palate as being very muted with a 

lot of brick and terrazzo.  In the summer, the PDP installs umbrellas and planters which 

contribute color to the square.  An image displayed at this time also demonstrates older banners 

which include information about free Wi-Fi in the square.  The Market Square logo and the PDP 

logos had been designed to stand alone, but they related to each other. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak then began to show the commission a total of 6 designs for new banners . She 

explained that although the PDP works with several different designers, the designer used for the 

new banners was the original WiFi logo designer. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak began to show slides of potential designs, and explained that although the 

purpose of the banners is to activate the square and to let people know where they are, the goal is 

to drive people to the websites where they can find out about all of the events that will be taking 

place in the square.   The PDP‟s site is not the only one listed, but Citiparks info is located on the 

Market Square site as well. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak continued to show different shapes of banners including one that is curved and 

one that is more of a triangle shape.  In terms of design, she mentioned that if there was an issue 

with any of the colors they can easily be changed. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak then showed a slide of a photo that she took last year, showing last year‟s 

banners, hanging baskets, planters.  She superimposed the new banners over an older photo. 

 

Ms. Kalvon asked if anyone had any questions for Ms. Zawrotniak.  She asked Ms. Zawrotniak if 

the images being shown were all banner options. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak responded that they were. 

 

Ms. Luckett stated that she felt that PDP should rethink how many banners they were hanging, 

and wasn‟t sure why so many were needed when people are in a place that they know where they 

are already. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak responded that there are a large number of visitors to the square, and that it‟s 

helpful for them to know where they are.  In the packet submitted in the application there is a map 
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that shows all of the light poles in Market Square.  On the street side there are only 2 on a block, 

and in some locations there is only one on a street. 

 

Ms. Slavick agreed that it was overkill, and that it would be better to either stay in the inner ring 

or street side, but that there were too many. 

 

Ms. Briggs agreed. 

 

Ms. Luckett went on to say that there are a lot of buildings, trees, and then the banners make it 

very busy. 

 

Ms. Briggs added that if there were a couple located at every entry point to the square it would be 

effective and eliminate quite a few banners.  It would serve as a gateway, so to speak, and cut the 

number of banners by a third. 

 

Ms. Klavon directed the conversation to the design itself, and asked the commission which actual 

design they preferred. 

 

An internal discussion ensued. 

 

Mr. Brown stated that for record keeping purposes, Ms. Slavick preferred the „rainbow colored‟ 

schema, while Ms. Rohr was adamantly opposed to it. 

 

Ms. Briggs stated that she liked the „pixel‟ nature of the multi-colored banners.  She then went on 

to describe the other designs as being very similar to real estate signs that are existent on 

buildings.  The pixilated, multi-colored banner seems to differentiate itself from other pixilated, 

monochromatic designs that may blend in with business or real estate signs.  The idea of having 

each banner a different color to match the umbrellas or surrounding buildings would differentiate 

the banners from a real estate sign. 

 

Mr. Indovina asked Ms. Briggs if she was in favor of the pixilated, monochromatic designs over 

the others shown. 

 

Ms. Briggs said that she is in favor of any banner that is well designed. 

 

Mr. Indovina expressed that he was in favor of an applicant coming before the commission with a 

clear process, and that he doesn‟t want to design banners.  He has an opinion on design just as 

everyone else does, but that the commission shouldn‟t be designing banners for applicants, but 

should be demonstrating a process to the commission.  He did not feel as though the applicant 

should be presenting multiple design options to the commission and asking them to pick one. 

 

Ms. Briggs responded that the commission just told the last applicant to redesign the banner and 

to come back to the art commission with more options, and that it seemed as though the 

commission was contradicting itself. 

 

Mr. Indovina stated that he was not contradicting himself. 

 

Ms. Briggs clarified that they were contradicting themselves as a group. 

 

 Mr. Indovina went on to say that an applicant should be demonstrating a process, asking for the 

commission‟s recommendation on a design, but it is not about the commission designing a 

banner. 
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Mr. Brown responded that Mr. Indovina‟s point was well taken, but in the applicant‟s defense, 

they had asked Mr. Brown if they should come to the commission with design options and that 

Mr. Brown had told them that they should. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked the applicant who was designing their banners. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak responded that a company called Z Brand was, as they were the original group 

who designed the Wi Fi banners and the other Market Square Banners, which became 

recognizable to the general public. 

 

Ms. Slavick stated that while she can understand Mr. Indovina‟s point, the reason that she likes to 

see options is that it gives the commission options to recommend to a group what would be most 

effective.  Although she is not a designer, she has heard that white typography on a black 

background is difficult to read, and she feels that this is the case with several of the design 

options.  Upon seeing the umbrella colors in the other photographs; she felt that the multi-colored 

banner‟s color scheme was the best option. 

 

Mr. Brown responded with an example that many of Penn Dot‟s signs are white typography on a 

dark background, which is highly visible, but the issue of readability is related to value tones. 

 

Ms. Slavick agreed that the middle values used in the banners was the issue. 

 

Ms. Kavon expressed that she felt that the commission was not designing the banner for the 

applicant, but that they were giving their opinion on the design. 

 

Ms. Briggs said that she felt that they were in an awkward situation being asked to grant final 

approval.  If the applicant had come to the commission earlier with all of the designs during a 

conceptual approval phase it would make more sense for the commission to be giving design 

recommendations.   

 

Ms. Klavon asked if the commission had questions for Ms. Zawrotniak, and then she asked if 

there was anyone in the audience that would like to speak on behalf of the project. 

 

Mr. Harry Johnson spoke up as a representative from Councilman Lavelle‟s office in support of 

the project. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if there was anyone who would like to speak against the project. 

 

Mr. Mike Kratsas, a business owner in Market Square gave his support to the project, and has no 

objection to the design.  He would like to see consistent branding, but expressed that he is in 

support of the project as a whole. 

 

Ms. Klavon confirmed that Mr. Kratsas‟ statement was in support of the project, and he 

confirmed. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked again if there was anyone who would like to speak against the project.  There 

was silence, and she then asked if there were any general comments.   

 

Ms. Klavon reiterated that the applicant was here for conceptual and final approval. 

 

Mr. Indovina clarified that in reference to the Greenfield sign project, the applicant showed 

options and he did not have a problem with that.  He just does not believe that the art commission 

should be shown five projects and be asked to choose one.  The commission is not a commission 

of banner designers, and he wants to see a recommendation of the applicant. 
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Ms. Briggs asked if it would be appropriate for them to ask the applicant if they had a 

recommendation for the commission to consider of their favorite, and then to not grant final 

approval if the commission does not agree? 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak responded that the marketing department at the PDP preferred the multi-colored 

design. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked Mr. Kratsas if he had a preferred design. 

 

Mr. Kratsas replied that he did not at this time. 

 

Mr. Indoivina asked if the applicants preferred the swoop or triangle shape. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak replied that she had talked to both DPW and Mr. Brown, neither told her to go to 

the HRC. 

 

Mr. Brown agreed that he did not talk to his HRC contact, as he typically does not for banners, 

but that he would follow up. 

 

Ms. Klavon requested to make a note of the HRC issue. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked Ms. Zawrotniak if she preferred the swoop or triangle shape. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak replied that she preferred the triangle. 

 

Ms. Klavon then gestured to the multi-colored banner and triangle shape and confirmed that the 

commission would be approving the design/shape. 

 

Ms. Briggs moved to approve conceptual and final approval. Mr Indovina seconded.  All were in 

favor. 

 

Ms. Rohr asked to restate the motion, as the commission did not approve the number of banners. 

 

Ms. Luckett confirmed that she did not express a favor of approval. 

 

Ms. Klavon then asked Ms. Briggs to restate her motion. 

 

Ms. Briggs asked if the commission dictated how many, or if they were recommending to the 

applicant to decrease the number. 

 

Ms. Klavon replied that they can speak with Mr. Brown about a reduced number, and he can then 

approve or deny based on a staff approval. 

 

Mr. Brown referenced the earlier suggestion to keep banners at the gateway. 

 

Ms. Klavon responded that she thought that the commission should just recommend reducing the 

amount of banners. 

 

Ms. Brigges moved to grant conceptual and final approval with the condition that the group 

reduce the number of banners. 

 

Ms. Slavick responded that the statement sounded „optional‟ to her. 

 

Mr. Indovina suggested that the commission suggest that the applicant reduce the number of 

banners and commission approval is contingent on staff approval. 
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The commission agreed. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked Ms. Brigges to restate the motion once more. 

 

Ms. Briggs restated that she moved to grant conceptual and final approval contingent on the 

reduction of the number of banners and subject to approval by staff. 

 

Mr. Indovina seconded the motion. 

 

All were in favor. 

 

MOTION: To grant Conceptual Approval for Market Square Banners and granting Final 

Approval powers to staff who would ensure that the critique of this hearing would be 

adhered to in the final design and plan.  

  

 

MOVED:            Briggs     SECONDED:     Indovina 

 

 IN FAVOR:  All    

 

OPPOSED:  None   CARRIED 

 

 

a. Diamond Market Canopy: Conceptual/Final Approval 

○ Michael Kratsas, Nicholas and Patrinos Properties 

 

 

Ms. Klavon stated that if she left they would still have a quorum. 

 

Mr. Brown pointed out that the project came before the HRC and was approved. It was coming 

before art commission because the canopy was in a right of way, and the applicant  was seeking 

conceptual and final approval. 

 

Mr. Kratsas introduced himself and stated that he was coming before the art commission to 

receive both conceptual and final approval.  He went on to describe the corner lot that was 

formerly Jenny Lee [bakery] is under construction as it had some fire damage on the second floor, 

and the tenant, a restaurant, will be back in the building shortly.  Formerly the building had a 

glass roof.  There is currently a standing seam roof on the building, and Mr. Kratsas demonstrates 

by showing an image.  The project is a re-facing of the outside and a re-glazing of the building.  

The building will be a limestone, while the base of the building will be porcelain.  The color will 

be very close to the granite color of the city curb.  The color of the standing seam roof is a patina 

green, and he would like to have that color flow down into the canopy.  The canopy is in the right 

of way, and is a structural steel canopy.  The columns would be 10 inches in diameter, with a 

collar detail at the top.  The canopy itself is a C channel which would be about 15 inches in depth.  

It would have an angle iron at the top and bottom to give it more profile and detail.  There will be 

a couple of tubes of welded pipe, into the fascia of the canopy to give it more detail.  The purpose 

of the canopy will protect outdoor diners.  There are several other restaurants that have these 

same canopies in both Pittsburgh and Florida. 

 

Mr. Kratsas continued that the purpose of the project, as a landlord, was to simply fix up the 

property and rent it out.  There was a lot of restaurant use interest for this space.  Upon noticing 

the improvements to market square, his company decided to invest in a restaurant personally. 
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Mr. Kratsas added that they had been before the HRC twice, the first time they received approval 

[for the restaurant] and the second time the HRC approved the canopy.  He added that he has a 

letter of support from the Pittsburgh History and Landmarks Foundation.  He continued to 

describe that his company has done other work in the square to restore historical buildings. 

 

Ms. Briggs stated that she had a question for the commission and not the applicant.  She asked if 

the commission reviews all canopies or similar structures that are in the right of way but attached 

to a privately owned building all over the city. 

 

Mr. Brown answered that yes, if the building has structures that are attached to the ground in the 

right of way the art commission will review them. 

 

Ms. Briggs asked if the commission would review a restaurant had a seating area that included a 

fence. 

 

Ms. Kalvon responded that they would. 

 

Ms. Briggs asked if the art commission should review these projects, or if they actually do. 

 

Mr. Brown responded that the commission should review these projects. 

 

Ms. Klavon added that not all of them do come to the commissions. 

 

Mr. Brown agreed and added that there are projects that occur that no one catches and that are 

then constructed illegally. 

 

Ms. Briggs responded that she didn‟t think hat anyone on the commission was qualified to 

determine what is legal and what is illegal. 

 

Mr. Brown responded that the projects are not granted permission so to speak, by not following 

policy. 

 

Ms. Briggs responded that it seemed like a fine line for this commission to be approving the 

aesthetics of a building that is privately owned. 

 

Ms. Klavon added that the bylaws specifically state that the commission reviews projections from 

buildings that are in the right of way. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if anyone on the commission had questions for the applicant. 

 

Mr. Indovina asked Mr. Brown to confirm that the commission was only reviewing the canopy 

and not the entire building, which Mr. Brown did. 

 

Mr. Indovina asked Mr. Kratsas about the detail on the columns.  He sees it in the renderings but 

not in the working drawings, and that the rendering shows a square base. 

 

Mr. Kratsas responded that they will not go with a square base, as that would be a tripping 

hazard.  The columns will be installed right into the ground. 

 

Mr. Kratsas said that when he went through the HRC he explained that the building design is „Art 

Moderne‟, which has very simple lines.  The HRC told him that many of the surrounding  

buildings are Historic or Classic styles. 

 

Mr. Indovina said that the rendering is more comfortable to him than the working drawings 

because of the detail. 
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Mr. Kratsas said that the top of the tube has a round collar at both the top, and one can be 

included at the base. 

 

Mr. Indovina said that that would be good. 

 

Mr. Kratsas added that the sidewalk does float, there is a 12 inch elevation drop from one end of 

the building to another.  Around the corner toward 5
th
 avenue includes a 24 inch drop. 

 

Mr. Gable asked how roof water would be handled. 

 

Mr. Kratsas responded that there will be a center drain that will go down the column at a 

downspout, then into the storm system.  Before they renovated the building the rainwater was just 

dumping into the ground. 

 

Ms. Briggs said that it appears that there is about 4 feet from the edge of the gravel tree pit to the 

canopy. 

 

Mr. Kratsas confirmed that as correct. 

 

Mr. Briggs added that if two people were walking down the sidewalk side by side one would 

either have to walk into a tree or under the canopy. 

 

Mr. Kratsas responded that the canopy does protect the pedestrian walkway.  The columns were 

set at 10 feet.  The sidewalk is 23 feet, which leaves 13.5 feet including that grey curb, and the 

tree planter is 5 feet.  He added that DPW has seen these renderings and wrote a letter to council 

regarding their approval of the project. 

 

Mr. Gable asked if they were planning on doing any railings or bollards or ropes to separate the 

dining area from the street. 

 

Mr. Kratsas said that it‟s required that they have stations to protect people from walking through 

the dining area.  There will be no stations at the front. 

 

Mr. Kratsas then asks the commission if they have been to Market Square at night now that Nola 

is open.  He said that there is a big change, and that it‟s very vibrant now.  He feels that the 

outdoor diners make the square feel like a predominant city in Europe. 

 

Ms. Luckett asked why Mr. Kratsas had decided to install a permanent structure as opposed to a 

temporary structure. 

 

Mr. Kratsas responded that canvas canopies are more of a maintenance problem; they get run 

down more quickly.  He added that sometimes the canvas awnings do not provide full rain 

coverage either.  The structured steel canopy extends the time of usage through the year. 

 

Ms. Luckett stated that there is something very heavy about the canopy and that if all of the 

businesses in the square did that it would become very cluttered. 

 

Mr. Kratsas said that the sidewalk is very wide and the massing of the canopy is proportionate of 

the building.  He doesn‟t believe that rendering properly conveys the actual canopy.  

 

Ms. Luckett stated that she disagreed. 
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Mr. Kratsas explained that they had just finished another project in Del Ray Beach, Florida that 

was in a similarly historical area that includes a huge steal canopy that was well received.  He 

asked if Ms. Luckett thinks the columns are too large or extending too far. 

 

Ms. Luckett responded that she thought the entire thing was too heavy, and that she feels as 

though it really impedes on the sidewalk.  She feels that the architect should have had more 

sensitivity to the surrounding buildings and the space itself. 

 

Ms. Klavon agreed.  She wanted to disclose that her firm was the designer for Market Square, but 

that she had no particular attachment to this project.  The entire concept of Market Square is 

about public space.  There are 22 inch sidewalks for the dining district.  A canopy does the 

opposite than encourage public space.  Constructing a permanent structure claims a large section 

of the public space for this business.  She could not believe that the HRC had approved this 

concept.  It is contrary to the concept of the dining district and market square.  If the AC allows 

this to happen again and again they are back to 11 foot sidewalks that they started out with before 

the redesign. 

 

Ms. Slavick expressed that she‟s sympathetic to what Ms. Klavon is saying, but she also has 

always wanted more open dining areas in Pittsburgh.  She is curious as to what the difference is 

between this and very crowded dining districts in Europe. 

 

Ms. Klavon explained that the canopy makes all the difference.  Temporary, canvas canopies 

have less of an imprint.  Once you construct a permanent, solid structure you‟re closing off part 

of the sidewalk and that area then feels like an outdoor living room to that building, and not 

belonging to the park anymore.  The idea was that the park goes to the building façade.  Although 

she doesn‟t like the stanchions that delineate private space, they do not have an impermeable roof 

overhead.  The corner is really changed.  With the tree in place, that walkway is down to only 4 

feet. 

 

Ms. Rohr asked if that would then be ADA accessible. 

 

Ms. Klavon replied that it was. 

 

Mr. Kratsas responded that there would be more than 4 feet from the tree, and that the column is 

only 10 feet away from the building. 

 

Ms. Briggs said that it‟s still an 11 foot sidewalk that is what was trying to be avoided.  She 

agreed that the canopy alludes to privatized space.  She added that she did not feel that the Florida 

example was helping the case at all, as the sun shine 365 days out of the year in Florida.  Being 

able to eat outside under something where the sun isn‟t beating down on you is appealing. 

 

Mr. Indovina added that the weather here is not great a lot of the year, and it limits the amount of 

time that the outdoor dining area can be used. 

 

Ms. Briggs responded that she wasn‟t implying that it was a good economic move for the 

restaurant, but that urbanistically it perhaps wasn‟t the best action for the rest of the square. 

 

Mr. Gable replied that it wasn‟t the commission‟s job to determine what was economically or 

urbanistically in the interest of the restaurant, but the purpose of the revitalization of the square is 

also to get people eating outside and supporting businesses much like in European cities. 

 

Ms. Briggs responded that she doesn‟t see this happening in January. 

 

Ms. Klavon reiterated that if they allow all businesses to claim private areas of the sidewalk then 

they are back to where they started before the square was redesigned. 
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Ms. Slavick asked if they were really back to where they started if they had a million people 

sitting at Market Square outside eating. 

 

Ms. Klavon agreed. 

 

Mr. Gable again stated that European piazzas have coverings on them. 

 

Ms. Briggs responded that often times they are temporary. 

 

Ms. Luckett stated that this is a very severe rendering of a public space.  She is suggesting 

something that is just not so massive and severe.  She would love to see something covered, but 

just not so permanent.  She asked if Mr. Kratsas had considered non-permanent spaces. 

 

Mr. Kratsas explained that one of their other properties, Primanti‟s has a retractable awning that 

is not used as much as the ones that have permanent structures.  Umbrellas are problematic 

because they don‟t shelter diners from the rain, and in the case of hot sunny days they only shade 

part of the table, or even hit the sidewalk and leave the table in direct sunlight.  They‟d tried a 

permanent canopy on one of their restaurants and its usage increased. 

 

Ms. Luckett explained that she‟s not opposed to a canopy, but this particular rendering is what 

she is opposed to.  There needs to be something that is less invasive. 

 

Mr. Kratsas replied that less invasive would bea  retractable awning. 

 

Ms. Luckett said that there are plenty of awnings that enhance the experience of a diner and the 

space itself. 

 

Ms. Klavon added that sometimes there are events in the square, and it‟s nice to know that they 

can use the space from one façade to another. 

 

Mr. Kratsas responded that the square is really large. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if he would want all of his neighbors to be doing the same sort of construction. 

 

Mr. Kratsas responded that he would see no problem with that, and in fact it would be creating a 

more energetic district. 

 

Ms. Briggs replied that may or may not be true but as a member of this commission she did not 

feel as though she was convinced by that idea by what had been presented.  Her inclination is that 

it would not be a good move for the square, and she hasn‟t been convinced otherwise. 

 

Ms. Klavon felt that there needs to be more dialog about these sorts of decisions for the square. 

 

Mr. Kratsas stated that other businesses in the area are very supportive of this project.   

 

Ms. Luckett disagreed that this particular canopy would be a success. 

 

Mr. Kratsis asked if business for the city could not be considered a success. 

 

Ms. Briggs responded that the conversation was not about economic success, but about the 

design. 

 

Ms. Luckett said that she was not saying to not have a canopy, but when a project like this is 

undertaken the context has to be considered, and not just the single business.  Synergy and how it 
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relates to other buildings is really important.  These sorts of projects are very individualistic and 

about „me me me‟. 

 

Mr. Kratsas cited an example of the strip district and how tight the merchants are packed, and 

how they have encroached onto the sidewalk. 

 

Ms.  Luckett responded that she wasn‟t talking about the strip district and its success, but that the 

design of this canopy seems to be very inward focused.  It is counterproductive to the synergy of 

the square. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if there was anyone in the audience that would like to speak in support of the 

project. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak stated on behalf of the PDP that they are in support of businesses who are 

interested in improving their business.  She added that there is Paris-to-Pittsburgh funding for this 

project, and a matching grant program. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if Paris-to-Pittsburgh was funding this project. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak explained that Paris-to-Pittsburgh is a grant program that the PDP administers 

which is funded by the Colcom Foundation.  She is not the staff person that facilitates the project, 

but when the Kratsas project was presented to Paris-to-Pittsburgh she was not present so she 

could not speak to what had been discussed during the approval process, and they have put 

money into this project.  The point of the project is to increase the interaction of the inside of 

businesses and the street – examples being large opening windows, windows that open 

completely, etc. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if the PDP was working on an ordinance related to the district. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak responded that they were but that it was only related to the café itself and 

restrictions - -  

 

Ms. Klavon asked if the ordinance addressed canopies. 

 

Ms. Zawrotniak responded that it did not. 

 

Ms. Ismail said that when it went before the HRC it was discussed that there was enough access 

for ADA compliance.  Permanent structures are better, for example, for people with vision 

disabilities as they are immobile and thus more predictable. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if there was anyone in the audience that was opposed to the project, and if 

there were any general projects.  There were none. 

 

Ms. Briggs stated that it sounded as though they were entertaining approving this project at a 

conceptual level, but that she was not comfortable granting it final approval. 

 

Mr. Indovina said that he was ok with the idea of it, and that he liked the idea of having some 

variety in the square.  It was his opinion that not everyone will want to build permanent canopies 

the whole way around the square.  Looking to Primanti Brothers, the outdoor seating, although 

technically temporary, is not going anywhere.  It does not seem to get in the way at all. 

 

Ms. Slavick said that she really appreciated the canopies in the Strip, and this setup actually has 

more open space than the strip.  She did not think that everyone in the square would do this, 

either. 
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Mr. Gable agreed that he liked the idea of having a covered dining area.  There is a difference 

between a permanent structure and a permanent-temporary structure, which tend to degrade more 

rapidly.  With a more permanent structure the odds of looking run down more quickly are lower. 

 

Ms. Briggs said that she didn‟t disagree with either of the previous speakers but that she did not 

think that it was representative of the sum total of the discussion.  She believed that the strip 

works really well but it‟s a street and not a square, it‟s a different relationship.  She agreed that 

variety is better.  She stated that she does like the idea of eating in a public environment, and that 

putting canopy over an eating area causes it to cease to be public.  The next step from a canopy is 

the plastic sheeting that is commonly used to enclose outdoor spaces.  It then ceases to be public 

space. 

 

Ms. Slavick asked what it meant to be totally public and that if that meant that anyone could bring 

food there and sit there. 

 

Ms. Briggs said no, that if she were a business owner she would include a façade that could open 

up, so that the people sitting in the restaurant feel like they are sitting outside but still sitting in 

the restaurant and not on city-owned property.  She suggests that there is a very different 

experience sitting inside the structure of the building than there is sitting outside of it.  In once 

instance you are in a private space, interacting with the people within that space, and in the other 

instance you are sitting outside of the building interacting with other people who are also outside 

of that space.  Being a part of public life is an experience, and once you add architectural 

elements you make the experience cease to be public. 

 

 Ms. Ismail stated that in terms of the concept, this is not actually a covered space; it‟s more of a 

transition space that gives you the experience of being in a public area. 

 

Ms. Briggs expressed that she felt that it was the opposite, actually, based on the rendering. 

 

Ms. Ismail said that she believed it was DPWs purview in terms of approving the structure. 

 

Mr. Kratsas reiterated that he had a letter of support from DPW to council. 

 

Mr. Kratsas also reiterated that the structure extends 10-14 feet and the sidewalk is 23.5 feet, so 

there is over 9 feet from the edge of the canopy to the curb.  It is only 10 feet high. 

 

Ms. Briggs replied that yes, but there is also a tree, a light post, etc. in the way. 

 

Mr. Kratsas replied that despite that there is more than 6 feet clearance around all objects. 

 

Ms. Klavon clarified that from the building façade to the column is 10 feet,  the pit is 5 feet wide, 

and overall  there are 7 feet remaining. 

 

Ms. Briggs responded that this was all between the columns, not between the edge of the tree pit. 

 

Ms. Luckett asked if the out of town architect had been in the space. 

 

Mr. Kratsas responded that yes, they had been involved in multiple projects in Market Square 

over the years. 

 

Ms. Luckett expressed that she felt that in that case she would have thought that the architect 

would have displayed more sensitivity to the relationship between public and private space. 

 

Mr. Kratsas replied that the redevelopment project and program Paris-to-Pittsburgh asks to bring 

business out to the sidewalk.  He felt that the square was large enough that a canopy of this size 
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would not be an issue.  He relayed that people now are hanging out downtown, something that 

would have never happened even a year ago.  The history of market square is about the market. 

 

Ms. Briggs said that if this were a work of art they would be requesting more information, 

materials, how the structure exists in the public realm, etc. 

 

Ms. Klavon responded that the commission could grant conceptual approval and not final 

approval.  She then said that she is opposed to the project, and someone was welcome to make a 

motion. 

 

Ms. Briggs moved to approve the project at a conceptual level, but not final. 

 

Ms. Rohr seconded. 

 

All in favor except for Ms. Klavon. 

 

Ms. Klavon then explained to Mr. Kratsas that he was approved for conceptual approval but that 

he‟d have to come back for final approval with more detailed drawings. 

 

Ms. Briggs said that it seemed obvious that he would take into consideration all of the items 

discussed by the commission and if he was interested in final approval, incorporate them into the 

design. 

 

MOTION: To grant Conceptual for the Diamond Market Canopy with regard to the 

discussion and critique at the hearing. 

 

MOVED:              Briggs   SECONDED:     Rohr 

 

 IN FAVOR:  Indovina, Briggs, Luckett, Rhor, Slavick,  Astorino, Gable  

 

OPPOSED:  Klavon   CARRIED 

 

 

b. Allegheny Public Square at Children‟s Museum: Final Approval 

○ Chris Siefert, Children‟s Museum of Pittsburgh 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if there have been any changes since this project last appeared before the 

commission. 

 

Mr. Siefert replied that there have been refinements to the design, but no significant changes. 

 

Ms. Brown advised the applicant on a subset of the content on the images, but it was up to the 

group as to what level of review they would like to do. 

 

Ms. Klavon stated that she felt very familiar with the project. 

 

Mr. Indovina added that he would like for the applicants to express if they felt as though there 

were any significant changes to the project that they thought that the commission would need to 

hear. 

 

Mr. Siefert said that there is a prototype of the piece, and then proceeded to show a video.  There 

are 64, 32 foot tall pieces.  The central 2 dozen pieces will emit the fog. 

 

Ms. Klavon said that she heard that a concern was that in the winter the surface would be 

slippery. 
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Ms. Slavick replied that she thought that it would be turned off in the winter. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if the perforations would be along the whole tube. 

 

Mr. Siefert replied that no, the lowest perforations will be located 9 feet grade, and they continue 

to about 22 feet.  They form a hollow sphere. The pipes are stainless steel. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if then the steam forms a cloud above a viewer. 

 

Mr. Siefert agreed.  He said that as demonstrated in the video the fog moves and evaporates, it 

doesn‟t really fall to the ground.  There is some condensation that develops on the poles 

themselves.  There would be an 18 inch gap between the pole and the pavers that are supporting 

the poles.  They have an open joint so that any water that would get into the space would fall 

through. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if the fog was warm or hot. 

 

Mr. Siefert responded that it would be the temperature of water, and that it was city water.  There 

would be heat trays designed into the system that will keep the water lines from freezing.  The 

bottom 18 inches is hidden beneath the pavers so you would not be able to see where the water 

lines or heat trays go in, and it would appear seamless. 

 

Ms. Slavick asked if it would be possible for anyone to cram some foreign object into the lowest 

nozzle, if they were able to reach that high.   

 

Mr. Siefert responded that a basketball rim is 10 feet, and the bottom of a net is a little less than 9 

feet.  Someone could potentially jump up and throw something at it.  They are ordering 15% 

additional nozzles to be safe.  There are over 280 nozzles total.  They had thought about how to 

maintain it, and they would have a lightweight aluminum scaffolding system that can weave in 

between the poles in the event that they have to change nozzles. 

 

Mr. Gable asked how they would be dealing with the lime content. 

 

Mr. Siefert said that the nozzles were very fine, and designed by a company called Cool Fog as 

well as once called Me Fog
1
 that may bid on it.  There‟s a water softening system, so the city 

water is treated in a tank and then is sent to the pumps.  When it comes out of the nozzle at about 

25 gallons/minute there is a needle that atomizes it and creates the fog.  It‟s different than mist, its 

drier.  It evaporates more quickly.   

 

Mr. Siefert left some samples of the project on the table; the pavers would be made of a blue 

stone for the wall.  He described the project that was being held at the time by Ms. Slavic as being 

called Sensitile, and the central plaza will include some strips of this material.  It‟s an opportunity 

to create a playful environment and delineate the historical center of the plaza.  There will be 

different size aperture, anywhere from 1/8” to 3/8”.  He then motioned to the plan and photos and 

shows where the material will be located, in the center plaza in three dark bands. 

 

Mr. Siefert confirmed that the only change to the project had been the introduction of the 

Sensitile.  He motioned to an area of the image to show where the utility vault would be located. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked Mr. Siefert to identify himself and introduce his guest.   
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Mr. Siefert introduced himself as the deputy director of the Children‟s Museum, and introduced 

his guests as Dennis McCarthy and Jane Werner, Executive Director of the Children‟s Museum. 

 

Ms. Klavon asked if anyone had any questions for the applicants.  She then asked if anyone in the 

audience would like to speak on behalf of the project, or opposed to it, and if there were general 

comments. 

 

Ms. Briggs made a motion to approve the project.  Ms. Rohr seconded . 

 

MOTION: To grant Final Approval for the Allegheny Public Square at Children’s Museum 

project as proposed. 

 

MOVED:              Briggs   SECONDED:     Rhor 

 

 IN FAVOR:  All    

 

OPPOSED:  None   CARRI 

 

Meeting adjourned 


