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 ART COMMISSION 
 
Minutes of the meeting Wednesday, February 28, 2018 
Beginning at 2:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT OF THE COMMISSION: Baskinger, Goulatia (arrived shortly after Roll 

Call), Heidemann, Arimoto-Mercer, Moss, 
Gable 

 
PRESENT OF THE STAFF:    Guerra, Cavalline 
             
   
                                   AGENDA ITEMS COVERED IN THESE MINUTES 

ITEM PAGE 
1. 200th Anniversary Banners – U.S. District Court 1-2 
2. ExteNet Proposed Distributive Antenna Systems – ExteNet System 2-5 
3. Tree Hugger – Theodore Teichman 5-8 
4. Updated Regional Park Sign Standards 8-10 

 
A.  Approval of Meeting Minutes 
Roll call. Moss asks for Commissioners to review and comment on the minutes. Arimoto-Mercer 
motioned to approve the minutes, seconded by Baskinger. Motion carried. 
 
B.  Correspondence 
Guerra stated that there was no correspondence. 
 
C. Items for Review  

 
1. 200th Anniversary Banners – U.S. District Court 

(Conceptual/Final) 
Colleen Willison, Chief Deputy Clerk 

 
Colleen Willison introduced herself and Donna Burke from the Pennsylvania Division of the U.S. 
District Court. The Court is celebrating its 200th Anniversary this year, with a proclamation from 
the mayor declaring June 1st as Bicentennial Day for their division of the District Court; therefore, 
to commemorate the event, they are requesting that three (3) pole banners be placed in front of 
their building on 700 Grant Street – the Joseph F. Weis Jr. Courthouse.  The banner is 36 x 60 
inches, it is made of vinyl, it has cut-outs for wind, and they would like to place them on the 
decorative light poles. The buildings in the vicinity are the Gulf Tower, the Drury, and the Federal 
Building. The proposed budget is $1,500.  
 
Donna Burke notes that they have received a permit from the City. Gable notes that D.O.M.I. is 
now responsible for the right-of-way; it does not fall under the purview of D.P.W. but in support of 
their project, Gable or the Director of D.O.M.I. will support the banners, as they are in compliance 
with the city’s criteria.  
 
Moss asks if there is a duration for the project. 
 
Willison responds that the project will last through the end of the year 2018. 
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Moss asks if the U.S. District Court will be removing the banners and what the process will be for 
removal.  
 
Burke notes that they will be installing and removing them.  
 
Moss asks if the banners are double-sided, and Willison states that they are.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks if there is currently hardware on the poles to support the banners and if it 
will be removed. 
 
Burke states that the brackets will be purchased for them and they will be removed. 
 
 
MOTION:  Conceptual and Final Approval  
MOVED BY        Heidemann                   SECONDED BY   Arimoto-Mercer  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None         CARRIED 
 
    
      

2. ExteNet Proposed Distributive Antenna Systems – ExteNet System  
(Conceptual) 
Michael Bortz, Project Manager, Network Building & Consulting 

 
Michael Bortz introduces himself on behalf of ExteNet, noting that he came to Art Commission in 
2013 and 2014 when ExteNet first came to the City looking to build a distributive antenna systems 
network. Bortz brought a number of different designs of the equipment in 2013-14 looking to get 
feedback from the Commission. They came up with two different designs: one for the central 
business district, and one for the South Side which matched the structure within that corridor.  
ExteNet is at the tail-end of their build-out, which started in 2013-14, and they have a handful of 
nodes left, and they are told that the City is looking for a new design. ExteNet is looking for 
feedback for a few new locations.   ExteNet is an infrastructure development company building 
both indoor and outdoor networks.   
 
The antennas have been deployed both indoors and outdoors in a number of different states. 
Bortz provided examples of different deployments; a wooden pole with a stealth sheath and 
equipment outside of the pole, as well as a visual example from within the City’s central business 
district, which was approved by the Art Commission in 2013-14. Since then, ExteNet has deployed 
over 100 of them at this point.  Bortz presented an image of the existing infrastructure at the first 
proposed location of the antenna, and presented a second image as a simulation of what the pole 
would look like with the equipment attached to it. Bortz states that ExteNet is willing to partner 
with the City and receive feedback on the design that they have currently been using over the 
past few years. 
 
Bortz states that the equipment will be in the base of the pole, and is similar to what they have 
deployed in the City right now.  
 
Moss asks if ExteNet has any dimensions or detail of the base.  
 
Bortz states that he can email it to the commissioners and has one copy on hand that he can 
forward. 
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Moss states that he would be happy to have Bortz follow up with additional information. 
 
Bortz conveys that there is a more slick design seen in the City, where the equipment is no longer 
in the base of the pole, but halfway up the pole, and he has photos which he can provide. He 
states that he is only looking for feedback and a design that is approved by the Commission, 
potentially better suited than the current design. 
 
Guerra notes that the City has hired a consultant that is working to create the aesthetic guidelines, 
which they will use to base applications on.  The consultant that the City hired is contacting all of 
the different telecommunications companies and is in possession of ExteNet’s information. 
Guerra states that the consultant will work with ExteNet to figure out the best way to proceed. 
 
Bortz asks what the timing will be, as it is the tail-end of the buildout. They are presenting two 
locations now, they have a handful more locations to present, and then they will be done building 
out over 100 distributive antenna nodes throughout the City.  What will the process be and how 
quickly will it happen? Are they going to provide information in regards to the design? 
 
Guerra states that the consultant will come to the Art Commission for those standards to be 
approved. 
 
Bortz asks what the third party’s timeline will be. 
 
Guerra responds that the third party consultant provided a timeline, that the City started to work 
with them in February, that it will take them 45 days according to their plan, the consultant will 
come to the Art Commission, and then the Commission will or will not approve the standards. 
 
Bortz asks if the consultant will be contacting and working with ExteNet and other providers. 
 
Guerra states that yes, the consultant has already begun contacting. 
 
Moss states that part of the problem is that numerous independent developers have come to the 
Commission with different proposals and different locations, but the City is trying to develop a 
streamlined process that makes the process easier for everybody, which will take some time. The 
City is trying to avoid having numerous approval processes by having consistent guidelines to 
make the expectations clear.   
 
ExteNet provides business cards to Guerra for convenience of the third party consultant to contact 
them.  
 
Guerra believes that the consultant has already contacted someone at ExteNet.  
 
Bortz states that he will look for correspondence at the end of April based on the timeline.  
 
Baskinger states that there are two different visual examples provided and asks what the 
difference is in the technology, and why one is covered while the other is not.  
 
Bortz explains that he will stand clear of a technology explanation because he is not an engineer, 
but notes the difference is that one antenna has a stealth sheath and the other does not.  
 
Baskinger asks if there is more equipment in the covered (sheathed) antenna. By stealth 
stealthing, the hardware is only being disguised? 
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Bortz states that yes, the stealthing is made to look like the antenna is an extension of the pole 
itself, which can be painted.  A variety of different things can be done to conceal the antenna.  
 
Baskinger asks if the amount of hardware is the same between the sheathed antenna and the 
unsheathed antenna.  
 
ExteNet explains that the amount of hardware is approximately the same.  Bortz explains that one 
reason the base needs to be larger is because the equipment needs air space to breathe. 
 
Baskinger states that ExteNet’s explanation makes sense and asks what the life expectancy of 
the hardware is in urban areas, and whether or not that changes whether the equipment is 
elevated or at ground level. 
 
Bortz states that when it comes to life expectancy of the equipment, he has no clue, but that some 
issues that occur when having equipment on the ground is that cars and trucks hit utility poles 
and light poles.  He states that otherwise the life expectancy does not change depending on 
whether the equipment is elevated or at ground level, but ExteNet would just like to keep the 
equipment on the pole or five feet from the pole.   
 
Arimoto-Mercer comments that the base of the pole takes up quite a bit of space from the 
sidewalk.  
 
Bortz states that ExteNet has to meet national ADA setback requirements. The larger base does 
take away from the sidewalk, but they all do have to be compliant. ExteNet has met with D.O.M.I. 
and D.P.W.’s requirements in the past. 
 
Gable states that they have tried to replicate the style of the pole, it is just at a much larger size, 
but it is still ADA compliant.  
 
Bortz states the feedback they have received in the past is that their base must match the 
infrastructure of the fabricated pole. 
 
Goulatia asks if the image they provided is an existing pole, and if the equipment at the top adds 
additional weight to the pole. 
 
Bortz responds that yes the image represents an existing pole, and that the equipment does add 
weight, but meets code requirements at a structural standpoint. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks if there has been any history of vandalism with the equipment being lower 
on the pole. 
 
Bortz states that like any other infrastructure in the City, anyone could vandalize it, but they are 
not aware of any history of vandalism with the poles they have already deployed. You cannot 
access the equipment in the pole without heavy equipment.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer questions whether or not ExteNet considers the equipment to be safer when it 
is higher or lower on the pole. 
 
ExteNet states that they have to meet 18 feet regulations when it is elevated on the pole.  
 
Baskinger asks what the base material of the pole is. 
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ExteNet explains that the material of the antenna is fabricated steel, but the stealth concealment 
is a fiberglass material.  
 
Baskinger asks if there was any expectation regarding the durability of the materials.  
 
Bortz states that there is a maintenance agreement with the City; if materials are damaged, 
ExteNet will replace the pole.  
 
Gable asks for Bortz to confirm if the image is an example. Bortz confirms. 
 
Moss asks for comments from the public and notes that it seems the proposal should be tabled 
until the third party consultant’s concise guidelines are developed. 
 
 
MOTION:  Table  
MOVED BY       Arimoto-Mercer                    SECONDED BY   Goulatia  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None         CARRIED 
 
 
 
 

3. Tree Hugger – Theodore Teichman  
(Conceptual/Final) 
Theodore Teichman, Student, Carnegie Mellon University 

 
Mr. Teichman introduces himself and hands out supplementary materials and context photos of 
the first iteration of the device, a letter of support, and the methodology of the project. He is 
interested in blending the arts and sciences together to talk about urban forestry.  He has been 
working on this project/art piece for eight months, as he believes nature is imbued with cycles and 
systems, and a sense of impermanence that can be evocative and expressive of the human 
condition.  His project is a sculptural installation that sonifies the biological rhythms of trees and 
local air pollution data to raise awareness about trees, urban ecology, and Pittsburgh’s 
environmental history. He is using sensors housed in the body of the device that he calls a 
“parasite,” which are electrodes that make contact with the tree and send a low-current electrical 
impulse through the branch to measure capacitance (used for sap flow monitoring), similar to how 
a polygraph works. It is safe for humans, small animals, and trees. The water content of the trees 
changes over the course of the day to maintain a homeostasis of temperature, which can be seen 
in the change in capacitance and turned into sound signal. 
 
Biomusic is a genre of music and sound art.  It uses data from biological processes. He is also 
drawing from social sculpture, particularly the work of Joseph Beuys. There are to be eight devices 
in different locations around the city; each is in a different neighborhood to strengthen the idea of 
local context.  The sculpture on the tree monitors that specific tree’s biological rhythms and water 
flow, and uses it as the basis of the sound signal.  Teichman will be using data obtained from the 
Center for Atmospheric and Particle Studies at Carnegie Mellon, which he is partnering with to 
distort the sounds.  The project is to be installed on Arbor Day and remain for four months.  He 
will be around to monitor the project, and the park rangers with the Pittsburgh Parks Conservancy 
have also agreed to monitor.   
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Teichman has worked with Tree Pittsburgh to craft the design and discuss implementation.  The 
casing is made out of upcycled t-shirts obtained through the partnership of Goodwill and is 
covered in ecological waterproofing to prevent mildew.  The works will be draped along a low 
branch, but maintains eight feet clearance from the device to the sidewalk.  It will be wrapped 
around the trunk with mechanical cloth so that it can be bent to cling to the branch. 
 
Moss asks if the commissioners can begin asking questions.  
 
Goulatia asks if the work has a sound component. 
 
Teichman explains that it will be soft enough so as not to disturb anyone; it will sound like 
headphones played at full volume, a soft noise.  Using parabolic speakers, they could be hung 
from a higher branch to provide directional sound – within a three to five feet radius.  
 
Moss asks if Teichman has a sample of the sound recording. 
 
Teichman offers to bring the sound recording up on his laptop if the commissioners wish to hear 
it. 
 
Goulatia notes that from the depiction, it looks as though children may want to play with the fabric 
or hang on it. How will it be secured so that it doesn’t become a menace? 
 
Teichman states that if it hangs from the top of the tree, rather than around the base/trunk it won’t 
pose those problems. It will be high enough that children can’t reach up and grab it. 
 
Moss comments that eight feet is not high enough – ten feet is perhaps the absolute minimum. 
He notes that someone may still climb the tree. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer noted the images of street trees and that vehicles pose a great risk to overhanging 
branches.   
 
Teichman notes that the branches that are overhanging are not covering the street, but they are 
facing the sidewalk, especially because he would like people to be interacting with the work.   
 
Arimoto-Mercer also comments that it could be distracting for drivers if it is hanging above the 
street. Teichman agrees. 
 
Goulatia asks how many sculptures Teichman has. Teichman notes that he has made one already 
but will be making seven more.  
 
Moss asks how many trees will have the sculpture and if each site will have only one tree. 
 
Teichman states that each site will have only one tree. He presented to D.P.W. a selection at 
each site in case some trees did not seem like good options.  
 
Heidemann asks if the installations will be accompanied by any contextual signage. 
 
Teichman notes that he will provide signage on the device as well as signage out front that is 
staked into the ground that describes the context of the work, the biological process, and address 
the concern that the work doesn’t harm the tree, people, or animals.   
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Baskinger asks if the work will be installed for 4-5 months, through September, but Teichman will 
be graduating in May, so will reclaim them. 
 
Teichman states that he will be around throughout the summer and through the summer to install 
and deinstall the works, as well as check on them.  
 
Baskinger comments that perhaps that a gallery or campus setting would offer the reaction and 
environment that Teichman is looking for. He notes that when one enters the public domain, there 
are a lot of external issues that prove to be roadblocks. Baskinger asks what the motivation is for 
presenting the project in the public domain, why not just have it on campus where you can test it 
and see it in a safer, more controlled setting? 
 
Teichman states that the intention of the work is to communicate with the public to interface about 
the issues of urban ecology and the importance of trees, and the gallery setting is not exactly the 
correct audience he is trying to target.  He doesn’t believe that the only place trees belong is in a 
museum setting or that it is the only place we can appreciate the greater ecology; confining the 
work to an art gallery negates that.  Putting the work in a manicured campus setting is also not 
the correct audience because he is trying to create an interface between art, science, and the 
public that is rooted in the City and local context.   
 
Goulatia asks why Teichman conceptual chose the eight sites that he chose. 
 
Teichman wanted to highlight the local and regional context of having eight different sites of the 
work link the eight different areas because ecology is interconnected rather than local.  
 
Goulatia asks if there will be data that accompanies the work to show how the environment was 
affected at each location. 
 
Teichman notes that he will be publishing documentation, but that it the work will not be 
researching the effects of air pollution on trees’ processes. It is more of an art project than an 
engineering project that brings to light the interactions.  He is publishing data but he is not making 
conclusions. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer comments; though, that that type of thinking is invited from the audience. 
Comparative data might be desired. From a public safety point-of-view, the work might be an 
attractive nuisance. Trees are often vandalized with nothing on them, so I would caution you to 
think of the worst case scenarios. 
 
Teichman asks if the concern could be made a little more clear and concrete. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer is that someone might climb the tree and fall or become distracted by it and hurt 
themselves.  
 
Goulatia agrees that the sound element of the work adds to that concern because kids are 
automatically gravitate to that.  It may distracting with one tree in eight different locations, which 
is also difficult to monitor. 
 
Teichman doesn’t recognize how his work could be more distracting than any other public art 
installation or mural. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer cautions Teichman just to be vigilant and consider the different concerns.  
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Guerra asks who Teichman has been working with in the City and if they have discussed liability 
concerns. 
 
Gable supports the project from a tree aspect, as D.P.W. is concerned with the health of the tree.  
If the work doesn’t break away from the tree and a child gets caught in it, they could get strangled. 
If Teichman can prove that it breaks away, then the work may not be the hazard that it seems to 
be if a child were to be tangled in the apparatus.  Whether or not there is a hazard element 
present, needs to be looked at.  Providing insurance is not necessarily the answer.  It does appear 
that the work poses a hazard, which we have to be considerate of.  
 
Guerra comments that it is likely Teichman will have to get involved, or in contact with, the law 
department.  If the art installation going to be lent to the City, there needs to be a conversation 
about all of the liability issues. 
 
Baskinger comments that the artistic integrity is valid but there are external issues that can 
become obstacles. Baskinger encourages Teichman to test the work on private property to 
discover whether or not any of the discussed factors are a potential hazard. These concerns need 
to be addressed and assured.  
 
Heidemann motions for Final approval of the work. Arimoto-Mercer notes that it could be 
premature to approve the work for Final review because of all of the concerns that were 
addressed.   
 
Moss asks if the Commission should be concerned with issues of liability and safety, or if the law 
department will take up those issues separately. 
 
Gable mentions that he also has legitimate concerns.  
 
Heidemann withdraws her original motion. 
 
 
MOTION:  Conceptual approval  
MOVED BY        Goulatia                    SECONDED BY   Arimoto-Mercer 
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None         CARRIED 
 
 
 

4. Updated Regional Park Sign Standards – Pittsburgh Parks Conservancy 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Kathryn Hunninen & Susan Rademacher, Pittsburgh Parks Conservancy 

Bill Kolano, Kolano Design, PPC Consultant 

 

Hunninen introduces herself as Senior Manager of Special Initiatives for PPC and notes that 

Susan Rademacher is delayed. Gives overview of project, which is an update to the regional 

parks sign standards. The parks involved are Frick, Schenley, Highland, Riverview, and Emerald 

View. In 2016, AC approved open space sign package for other green spaces. Around that time, 

PPC began discussing this update to keep in line with other sign standards and met with Josh 
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Lippert, Mike Gable, and Jim Griffin. The update should still bring a unique identity to the parks 

while keeping in line with open space standards and thinking about cost. Introduces Kolano. 

 

Kolano notes he developed the first city sign standards (for these parks) twelve years ago and 

gives a history of how the 2006 system of signage was developed, with visual examples. The goal 

was to have sign types relate but not be monotonous. The kit included several shapes of signs 

and poles that could be combined as needed. Kolano explains that the blue color was the result 

of a year of research and was chosen to mirror the Pittsburgh sky. The resulting color, which he 

called “Pittsburgh Sky Blue”, is unique, contextual to Pittsburgh, and is a signature of the Parks 

Conservancy. This color will be kept in the new standards. 

 

Kolano notes that with improvements in the city’s sign shop, they are able to use and cut sign 

material in such a way that there is no waste after cutting out the different shapes. He notes that 

their philosophy will be to “sign on the urban edge” as much as possible, meaning that the further 

into a park one goes, the less signage one would see. Kolano explains and shows examples of 

the new sign designs, including fonts, colors, and symbols. He details fabrication techniques, 

materials, and hardware. 

 

Moss asks what the posts are made of. 

 

Kolano responds that they are aluminum, black in color and made to look like they are wrought 

iron.  

 
Baskinger asks if the extrusions are powder coated or painted. 
 
Kolano says they are painted. 
 
Baskinger asks if the fittings are custom made and how they are attached. 
 
Kolano explains the workings of the fittings and clarifies how they are attached. 
 
Baskinger clarifies the color as there is a discrepancy between the screen and the printed 
material. 
 
Kolano explains that the sample is an older sign and the newer printers are more accurate. 
 
(Susan Rademacher enters the hearing at this time) 
 
Moss asks if the signs will all be replaced at one time or as needed. 
 
Rademacher states that the implementation plan has not been completed yet, and the price for 
replacing them outright is around $70,000. Some may be retrofitted and some replaced. They 
would like to work with DPW to figure out the ideal rollout.  
 
Moss asks if the main motivation for revising the signs was cost based, as the revamping doesn’t 
seem needed. 
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Rademacher states that the open sign standards project brought issues to light in terms of 
consistency, graphics, etc, and the capacity of the print shop to produce signs has increased.  
 
Hunninen adds that there is grant funding to roll out signage in Emerald View Park as the previous 
sign standards were not fully integrated into that park, and they will be focusing on the main entry 
points and amenities. 
 
Goulatia clarifies materials used and Kolano notes that the fabric is consistent, but some of the 
shapes mimic the look of fabric. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks if the printing is on one side. 
 
Kolano clarifies that the printing is on both sides and clarifies the color of the substrate 
 
Heidemann notes that the lettering is the negative space when printing, and Kolano asserts that 
is correct.  
 
Goulatia asks about visibility at night. 
 
Kolano notes that they are not lit, and that is not desired, but there is typically enough ambient 
light, and there is street lighting that illuminates the signs. 
 
Heidemann commends the level of detail in the presentation. 
 
Baskinger asks if this approval is related to a greater project of city signage. 
 
Moss asks for clarification as this signage is for city parks. 
 
Baskinger asks if the Commission needs to have a mind for the future proposal for city signage. 
 
Guerra notes the future proposal will be wayfinding and they are separate entities. 
 
Moss notes that you can make arguments for and against the two signage projects being 
cohesive. 
 
Goulatia states she appreciates them being separate and Moss agrees. 
 
Heidemann notes there could be some intentionality and thoughtfulness in relating them in some 
way. 
 
 
MOTION:  Final approval  
MOVED BY        Heidemann                    SECONDED BY   Arimoto-Mercer 
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None         CARRIED 
 
 
 
D.  Staff Report 
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Guerra began by stating that during February’s Art Commission, they had discussed the 
possibility of DOMI Director Karina Ricks becoming an ex-officio member of the Art 
Commission. Legislation was written for this and it was approved. The bylaws must be changed 
as they state that letters of support come from DPW, and they need to reflect that some letters 
will come from DOMI. During March’s Art Commission Staff Report, those changes will be 
presented to the Commissioners for deliberation. 
 
Guerra states that letters have been mailed to different sites gauging interest on a new location 
for the Stephen Foster Memorial. The only response was from the Allegheny Cemetery. They 
have a number of questions. If we have not found a new location in six months it will still need to 
be removed by April. Goulatia asks if it will still be in public viewing in the cemetery, and Guerra 
states that is private property.  
 
Guerra discusses the package she sent out to the Commissioners regarding CNX. Guerra 
supplied them with past applications so that they can come up with commercial standards. They 
have 45 days to complete this process.  
 
Moss asks if the Commission would provide CNX with input. 
 
Guerra says that is a good idea, and that Baskinger suggested modular systems, which was 
communicated to CNX. Guerra will give them more information as she gets it. 
 
Goulatia and Moss note that certain designs that are more singular and integrated look much 
better.  
 
Guerra says that ExteNet presented one design in the past and then began integrating other 
and larger designs, and Gable notes that they were the company that caused the concerns in 
regards to the telecommunications standards citywide. Guerra discusses the improvements that 
having a standards system developed by CNX will put in place. 
 
Moss asks if the Art Commission will be given a presentation by CNX. Guerra says it is not clear 
if they are presenting, or the Public Art Division. Guerra and Moss agree that CNX would be 
necessary for technical questions. 
 
Guerra notes that she sent the Commissioners an email about the Uptown Art Program. She is 
working with the neighborhood planner, who has funding for the project. The RFP will be 
released this week and will be sent to the Commissioners. They are trying to align goals and 
principles form the Art Plan and the EcoInnovation plan into the RFP. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer notes that there was some confusion earlier about approval, and Guerra states 
that it is important to note that Art Commission approval is not necessarily the end step for a 
project. Heidemann clarifies that what seems unclear is whether the Art Commission’s approval 
should be granted for a project that seems fine in a design sense, but which may have other 
issues such as safety that may be the responsibility of another city entity to regulate. 
 
Gable notes that DPW permits are needed often for projects that are approved, and some times 
projects need to go to the Law Dept. If the Art Commission agrees aesthetically with a project, 
they should approve and then it is up to the applicant to go through the other steps that may be 
necessary. 
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Guerra notes that the approval letters note that the applicant still must go through other 
necessary depts, but she could also tell them during Art Commission.  
 
Guerra also notes the confusion between Conceptual and Final review. 
 
Heidemann asks why ExteNet presented today when they could not approve them due to the 
standards which are still in development. 
 
Guerra states that she made them aware of this and discouraged them from coming, but they 
chose to come, possibly as a way to try to get approval before the standards are set. 
 
Gable notes they threaten to sue whenever they perceive a roadblock set by the city. 
 
Heidemann asks if any applicants in the future have the right to come through Art Commission 
even if they are told ahead of time that they will not be able to be approved, and Guerra says 
yes. 
 
 
 
Meeting Adjourned 


