
  ART COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF April 22, 2009 

BEGINNING AT 2:00 P.M. 
 
 

PRESENT OF THE COMMISSION: Klavon, Indovina, Cooper, Hall, Serrao, 
Haskell 

 
PRESENT OF THE STAFF:    Noor Ismail  

Morton Brown 
        
A. Approval of Meeting Minutes 
 
Ms. Klavon asked for approval of minutes. Serrao moved to accept. Haskell second. The minutes for 
February, 2009 were accepted and approved.   
 
B. Correspondence 
 
Mr. Brown noted no correspondence. 
 
C. Items for Review  

 
a. Phipps Conservatory Renovation/Center for Sustainable Landscapes (CSL) 

o Chris Minnerly, Principal-in-Charge, The Design Alliance Architects 
o Richard Piacentini, Executive Director, Phipps Conservatory and Botanical 

Gardens 
 
Chris Minnerly, of the Design Alliance Architects introduced himself. Richard Piacentini, Executive 
Director of the Phipps Conservatory and Botanical Gardens introduced himself. 
 
Mr. Minnerly stated that he and Mr. Piacentini are presenting today for Conceptual and/or Final Approval 
for the master plan for the Center for Sustainable Landscapes. Mr. Minnerly explained that this project had 
come to the Art Commission at its previous hearing in March, 2009 and the decision of Conceptual 
Approval was tabled in lieu of the applicant providing more information on the landscape elements of the 
plan. At this time, he explained, the applicants would like to be considered for Conceptual and Final 
Approval. 
 
Mr. Minnerly went on to recap the previous presentation and present the new detailed information 
regarding the landscape elements. 
 
Mr. Minnerly pointed out the designs for the new visitor parking, green roof area, new maintenance 
facilities, etc… as part of the recap. 
 
Mr. Minnerly pointed out the stormwater management systems that included basins and lagoons in the 
“lower plateau” area of the site. 
 
Mr. Minnerly also briefed the new tropical forest project that is not directly connected to the CSL project, 
but does involve their services. 
 
Mr. Minnerly described the two story atrium area that would connect the building to its landscape, 
developing a disintegration of the separation between “inside” and “outside”. 
 
Mr. Minnerly described the planting materials and pointed out their location within the site plans. 
Mr. Minnerly stated that the CSL is a “teaching facility” and that every functional and aesthetic aspect of 
the building was meant to be an example of best practices in sustainable, green architecture and fixture. The 
landscaping was developed also with this in mind. 



 
The landscaping is educational as it is “restorational”. 
 
Mr. Minnerly described the entry area where the larger trees would be planted, forming an “edge” to the 
site, then a visitor would pass through to the gardens. 
 
As the topography of the landscape descends, the plantings relate accordingly with stormwater 
management: The plants atop the knoll need less water, but the plants designed for the lower basin and 
lagoon areas would be more “thirsty” and therefore able to thrive in that environment. 
 
The landscape architecture seeks to frame the different elements of topography, as well as the different 
elements/functions of the plantings. 
 
Mr. Minnerly described that sidewalks will be used to direct visitors through the landscaping strategically, 
directing their attention to certain “educational” aspects of the plantings, and in other cases steering them a 
distance away in order to appropriately view or keep away from a certain area. 
 
Mr. Minnerly directed the Commission to the construction documents within the proposal packet for details 
on the specific plantings, and stated that he would do his best to filed any questions as his landscape 
architect could not be present at this hearing. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked for questions. 
 
Ms. Hall asked who the landscape architect was. 
 
Andropogan was stated. 
 
Mr. Piacentini stated that the plants that are being selected for the CSL are all native plants. 
 
Ms. Hall asked if there are plans to renovate the outside (façade) of the maintenance building. 
 
Mr. Minnerly stated that they will be patching and painting the building, allowing the landscaping elements 
to effectively “dress it up” while making it nestle better into its environment. 
 
Ms. Hall asked if the landscaping would be open to the public in off hours. 
 
Mr. Piacentini stated that the trail coming down from the Columbus statue would be open to the public but 
the path coming from the rear parking lot into the CSL facility is part of the paid experience of Phipps. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked if it is in the project budget to produce all of the colors and types of plantings presented 
in the packet. 
 
Mr. Piacentini stated that the budget did support all of the proposed plantings. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked about the service area beyond the parking lot. 
 
Mr. Minnerly stated that this project would not be addressing that sector of the grounds. 
 
Mr. Cooper asked Mr. Minnerly to describe the underlying concept or philosophy of the landscaping/use of 
the slope. 
 
Mr. Minnerly stated that the landscaping plan is all about transition/passing a visitor through the space and 
designing a special functionality of stormwater management system that works naturally with the given 
topography and circumstances. 
 



Given that the grounds and vistas of the Phipps complex are so grand and that the scale of the grounds is so 
large, the goal of this project is to create a series of smaller, human-scale “discoveries” that offer chances 
of “pause” and education. 
 
Mr. Piacentini stated that traditionally, Phipps has been a place for “exotics” that in effect, seek to transport 
a visitor to another place. More recently, Phipps has been focusing its efforts on sustainability, advocacy 
and education of green practices of building, landscaping and environment. 
 
Ms. Hall stated by using native plants on the new outside, it creates an interesting connection and interplay 
to the exotic inside. 
 
Mr. Indovina asked how the public/private line on the grounds would be secured or signified. 
 
Mr. Minnerly stated that there should not be much of a problem with that as the rear entrance off of the 
parking lot area would really only be used by visitors there on business.  
 
Ms. Hall asked if the rain gardens would be in the parking lot area. 
 
Mr. Minnerly affirmed. 
 
Mr. Indovina asked about the wood cladding. 
 
Mr. Minnerly stated that with the LEED Platinum certification that they were seeking, they are restricted to 
use a wood or other cladding type that can be procured from a 500 mile radius. They are looking into a type 
of wood cladding such as cedar that might silver with age that they can get within the given radius. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked for any other questions. Hearing none, she asked for discussion from the Commission. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked if there were any present to speak on behalf of the project. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked if there were any present to speak against the project. 

 
MOTION: Project as presented receive Conceptual and Final approval of project as submitted 
 
MOVED: Serrao                                        SECONDED:  Haskell 
 
 IN FAVOR:  All 
 
 OPPOSED:  None   CARRIED 

b. Morrow Park Master Plan and Gateway Sign 
o Jonathan Kline, Principal, Studio for Spatial Practice LLC 

 
Jonathan Kline of the Studio for Spatial Practice introduced himself and stated that he was hired by the 
Urban Redevelopment Authority to design the Morrow Park Master Plan and Gateway Sign. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that the park functions as a gateway to the Bloomfield business district as it is placed in a 
triangular parcel of city-owned land surrounded by Liberty Avenue, Baum Blvd, and S. Aiken Avenue. 
Currently, it is a small City park with a tree canopy that is also home to a City-owned War Memorial by 
Frank Vittor. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked if he was speaking about just the triangle piece of land. 
 
Mr. Kline affirmed. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that he was presenting the project today for Conceptual Approval based upon advice from 
the Public Art Manager. 



 
Mr. Kline stated that currently, the park is little utilized by community and that he speculated that the 
majority of passersby do not even know that the parcel is a park. 
 
Mr. Serrao asked if this was true because of the high volume and velocity of traffic along Baum Blvd. 
acting as a inhibitor on potential users of the park. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that this was probably one of the reasons, but also stated that here are no benches or places 
for visitors to sit. There is currently only one bench facing Liberty Avenue.  
 
Mr. Serrao stated that there once were many benches in the park and that someone must have removed 
them. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that their goal in the redesign of the park was to keep the park’s historical look and feel 
and focus on the war memorial, but make the park more occupy-able and to create a space that people in 
which would want to linger. 
 
Mr. Kline pointed out the redesign of the walkways and talked briefly about the addition of lighting, 
interpretive signage, and plantings. 
 
The signage of the park would entail 4 signs: One large gateway sign that would identify the name of the 
park (Morrow Park) and the neighborhood (Bloomfield), and the other three would be interpretive signs. 
The interpretive signage would talk about the history of the park, the history of the war memorial and the 
history of “Morrow”. 
 
Mr. Kline pointed out the placement of the interpretive signage, the addition of benches that would 
surround the war memorial in a newly-designed hexagonal walkway, and stated that the group was still 
considering what type of plantings would be placed in the area. 
 
Mr. Kline pointed out the newly proposed lights along Liberty Avenue, stating that these would be a mix of 
the tall and small City standard light posts, and then two of the small City standard light posts inside the 
park itself. 
 
Mr. Kline also stated that they were looking into a bike rack and trash can placements as well. 
 
Mr. Kline noted where the gateway sign would be placed and mentioned that a flag pole was planned in the 
vicinity of that sign. 
 
Mr. Kline demonstrated a view of the current park, then compares that to the new design of the park’s 
walkways that would allow for a better flow of pedestrians (directing them to enter, turn and view the 
sculpture, then leads one out the other side) while providing a lingering space.  
 
Ms. Hall asked if there were three total interpretive signs. 
 
Mr. Kline affirmed. 
 
Mr. Cooper asked about the nature of the base of the monument. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that the memorial was made of limestone with bronze plaques sitting upon a stone circle as 
its base. 
 
Mr. Kline described the Morrow Park/Gateway sign as a  low wall facing Centre Avenue that would have 
perennial flowers planted in front of it and have small uplights positioned on it. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that the wall is about 10 feet long and almost 3 feet high and pointed out that actual 
dimensions were shown in the packets.  



 
Ms. Haskell asked what the letters that are cut out are constructed of. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that the letters on top spelling “Morrow Park” would be 2-3” deep and made out of metal. 
 
Ms. Haskell started that this might be a safety hazard, given the potentially sharp edges of the lettering, 
their position at 3 feet high, and the fact that they stand off of the top of the low wall. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that the concern for safety is something that they had not considered, but is a valid 
concern, and that they would consider the Commissioners’ comments. 
 
Ms. Hall asked how thick the letters were. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that the Morrow Park letters were 2-3” deep, but the Bloomfield letters would only be 
about 1” think. 
 
Mr. Indovina asked if one could get their fingers behind the Bloomfield letters. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that one could get their fingers behind the Bloomfield letters as they are placed onto the 
low wall via pins or spacers that stand off from the wall. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that they had looked at the large green Lawrenceville sign on 40th street as an alternative to 
this free-standing model that they had designed. 
 
Mr. Serrao stated that the Lawrenceville sign was a good example because it was integrated and provided it 
good security against vandalism while offering good visibility. Its integrated letters also did not allow 
someone to knock off the letters or get one’s fingers behind any of them. 
Mr. Serrao stated that no matter what kind of metal rod structure one might devise to strengthen those 
Morrow Park free standing letters, one could easily break them off. 
 
Mr. Serrao suggested looking into a design that might make those letters more integrated and safe. 
 
Mr. Indovina stated that he did like the look of the sign, but some of the logistics should be reconsidered. 
 
Mr. Serrao noted that this particular parcel of land is not inhabited or frequented by pedestrians and 
especially in off-peak hours including the night-time, the raised letters might be very tempting for vandals. 
 
Mr. Cooper noted that there is a fair amount of traffic and persons moving to and from adjacent bus stops 
that make this area “observed” at least, most of the time. The choice to place the sign facing this direction 
would, in fact, capture the most vehicular traffic into the neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Indovina asked how maintenance of the overall park will be addressed. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that the Department of Public Works was responsible for maintenance, but historically, the 
Bloomfield Citizens Council (BCC) has helped with maintenance. The BCC would agree to take on the 
upkeep of plantings and like items, but would work with DPW in order to ensure that the overall park 
upkeep was sustained. 
 
Mr. Indovina stated there were a variety of maintenance areas in ground cover, plantings, leaves and debris, 
and even cutting the lawn which seems to indicate that this is a fairly high maintenance area. 
 
Mr. Kline affirmed. 
 
Ms. Ismail asked if this issue had been discussed with DPW. 
 



Mr. Kline stated that Mike Gable of DPW had been consulted, and that Mr. Gable had not denied this 
project. 
 
Mr. Serrao and Ms. Klavon expressed concern that DPW might be unable to effectively maintain this park. 
 
Mr. Serrao stated that he thought that this design for the park is great, but his concern is that there will not 
be proper maintenance applied to it, and that the park will not look good in just a few years. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked if it were the intent that the park served more as a pedestrian passage and lingering 
space, or more that it be admired as persons pass by? 
 
Mr. Kline stated that they would like it to function in both ways—and that if they were able to create a 
space that people would want to linger in, people would use it. There was also some thought about re-
establishing some pedestrian crosswalks along Aiken Avenue to  help make the park more accessible. 
 
Ms. Klavon stated that maybe the Commission should help ask for the repainting of those crosswalks to 
help this be achieved. 
 
Mr. Serrao stated that this is exactly the problem with this parcel of land—that it is really just a large traffic 
island, never established as a “park”. Mr. Serrao stated that the problem is not that this parcel is 
inaccessible, however, and then walked through the site plan and described the existing pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic flow and bus stops in the area. 
 
Ms. Haskell stated that even though persons used the perimeter of this parcel for bus stops and walking 
paths, most people currently pass right by and do not see it as a place to stay. The signage and new 
configuration should help by establishing this as a destination for passersby and especially those staying in 
the hotel nearby. 
 
Ms. Hall stated that she did not think that the sign would be the thing that drew people there. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked if they even need the sign at all. 
 
Mr. Indovina stated that they might consider reconfiguring the current design of the offset entrance to the 
park near the sign to make it easier for persons to enter. The current entries are in mid-block, which seems 
that it could be problematic. 
 
Mr. Serrao stated that mid-block entries are unsafe, especially along Liberty Avenue where the vehicular 
traffic is moving at high speed. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked if it were essential that the sign be a part of this park. 
 
Joe Kramer introduced himself as being a member of Senator Ferlo’s staff and as a partner in the 
development plans for this park. 
 
Mr. Kramer stated that he had involved staff members from the Department of City Planning, and  the 
Department of Public Works in the planning of this project from the beginning.  
 
Mr. Kramer stated that DPW now maintains all parks, and that in his discussions with Mike Gable, Mr. 
Gable did state that DPW would maintain the park minus the exception of the flowers, and that DPW 
would also let any subcontracts for any maintenance or installation during the renovation of this park. 
 
Mr. Kramer stated that the signage and signage location was very important as it is the key gateway point 
into the community and with several new developments coming to fruition in the area in the near future, the 
community and project partners felt compelled to signify the neighborhood right at this spot. 
 



Mr. Kline stated that since the Western Pennsylvania Conservancy does the plantings in adjacent areas such 
as the church nearby, there might be an opportunity to partner with them to see a similar situation arise in 
this park. 
 
Mr. Indovina stated that this was an excellent idea. 
 
Ms. Klavon stated that the group was doing fine without the WPC, and that there should not be a 
subsequent WPC sign in this park. 
 
Ms. Hall asked about the planting strip and the apple trees on Liberty as it is not in the rendering. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that the Liberty sidewalk is much wider than the others and that the thinking was that there 
was enough width here to provide a buffer to the street in the planting with a break where a bus stop is 
planned. 
 
Ms. Hall stated that the break should not occur, that the planting should be continuous. 
 
Ms. Hall also state that bus shelters could be thought of as furniture pieces, and possibly signage for the 
part could be integrated into them. 
 
Mr. Cooper asked if the bus shelter on Baum was less populated than the one on Centre. He thought of the 
one on Centre as being much more populated as it is the one for buses heading downtown. 
 
MS. Klavon asked again about the apple trees. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that they are removing one existing tree that is an apple tree that was planted there at the 
same time of the Frank Vittor World War Two memorial in reference to a song from that time period. 
Historically, there were three apple trees. The new apple trees will replace the three that no longer exist. 
 
Ms. Haskell asked if it were possible to have the path break and go around the gateway sign and then draw 
one in toward the memorial. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that he could explore that option. 
 
Mr. Brown stated that he had asked the applicant to submit the signage and the master plan as one 
application for conceptual review, but the applicant had prioritized the gateway signage. 
 
Mr. Serrao asked if this was the priority. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that the gateway signage was the priority, but they hoped that they could get approval for 
both if possible. He did state that Mike Gable considered both projects to be so small that they could be 
considered together from his perspective. 
 
Ms. Hall asked if the money for the project was raised and stated that $250,000 covered everything, but 
how much was raised at this point. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that $100,000 was raised from the county at this time. 
 
Ms. Hall asked if that was enough money for the sign. 
 
Mr. Kline affirmed. 
 
Mr. Serrao stated that theoretically, we could get a sign and no park if the money were not raised. 
 
Mr. Kline stated that that was a possibility. 
 



Mr. Serrao stated that that would be a shame as this is a good design for the park. 
 
 
 
Ms. Klavon asked if there were any present to speak on behalf of the project. 
 
Janet Scullion of the BCC stated that she worked closely with the partners involved in this project and fully 
supported the master plan and gateway sign. 
 
Ms. Scullion stated that she and some of her colleagues were descendents of the people in Bloomfield who 
raise the money to commission the Frank Vittor Memorial in the first place, so this project meant a lot to 
her, her colleagues and the community. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked if there were any present to speak against the project. 
 
Jane Haskell stated that applicant needs to give more consideration to the main sign in order to receive final 
approval. 
 
All agreed. 
 
Ms. Hall asked for more information on interpretive signage. 
 
All agreed. 
 
Mr. Serrao stated that more information would need to come to the Commission for all other items not 
specified, as well for final approval: interpretive signage, trash cans, plantings, etc. 
 
MOTION: Conceptual Approval of Morrow Park Master plan and gateway signage as presented. 
 
MOVED: Hall                           SECONDED:  Indovina 
 
 IN FAVOR:  All 
 
 OPPOSED:  None   CARRIED 
 
 

c.  Bedford Hills Apartment Overlook Park 
 

o Joe Hackett, LaQuatra Bonci Associates 
 
Joe Hackett introduced himself. 
 
Mr. Hackett stated that the original master plan was approved in 1996, and is comprised of 3 phases. 
Within Phases 2 and 3 lies an “Overlook Park” that will provide a scenic walkway that “overlooks” the 
Strip District and Allegheny Valley. 
 
The majority of the project actually sits on Housing Authority land, but the entirety of it abuts public ROW. 
Additionally, the right hand side of that same site plan image describes the overlap of this project into City 
property. The project does not have funding available for the City property portion of the project, and are 
working with Department of Public Works to see what if anything the City could contribute on that side of 
the development. 
 
Mr. Hackett stated that this project has gone before the Planning Commission, Zoning Board and CDAP. 
Ms. Klavon asked what has been built between the two slides he presented. 
 



Mr. Hackett specified that the slides he presented describe the three phases of development—what has been 
built and what is about to be. 
 
Mr. Hackett shows slides of the overlooks along the park area.  
 
Ms. Hall asked if Memory Lane were one way or two way adjacent to the Overlook Park area. 
 
Mr. Hackett stated that it was two way. 
 
The Commission questioned its purview over this area as the overlooks are on Housing Authority land, but 
they abut city ROW. 
 
Mr. Hackett stated that DPW and City Planning had discussed with him in prior meetings that since the 
sidewalk (City ROW) was continuously running through the City and non-City property, then a user of the 
park would have the perception that the land was one and the same owner, thus necessitating an Art 
Commission review of sorts. 
 
Mr. Hackett asked that even though the purview may be in question, he would like to receive the Art 
Commission review and continued his presentation. 
 
The Art Commission critiqued the overlooks in design and function. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked if there were any present to speak on behalf of the project. 
 
Ms. Klavon asked if there were any present opposed to the project. 
 
MOTION: To grant Conceptual and Final Approval of Overlook Park as presented with the exception to 
table any decision on the section of land near Amman that is technically on City property would not be 
considered until more information is presented about the design of that space. 
 
MOVED: Serrao                         SECONDED:  Cooper 
 
 IN FAVOR:  All 
 
 OPPOSED:  None   CARRIED 
 
 
 
Meeting Adjourned 
 


