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 ART COMMISSION 
 
Minutes of the meeting Wednesday, September 26, 2018 
Beginning at 2:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT OF THE COMMISSION: Indovina, Heidemann, Luckett, Moss, 

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

ITEM PAGE 
1. Highland Park Orthophosphate Facilities – Pittsburgh Water & Sewer 

Authority 
1-2 

2. T-Mobile Communication Facility at Fire Station #7 – T-Mobile 2-3 
3. Oakland Ave Lighting Installation – Oakland Business Improvement 
District 

3-4 

4. Pittsburgh Wayfinding – Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership 4-5 
5. UPMC Mercy Vision and Rehab Hospital Bridge – UPMC Mercy 6 
6. Frick Park Extension Project – LaQuatra Bonci 6-7 
7. Paulson Park  – Department of Public Works 7-8 
8. South Side Park Master Plan – Department of City Planning 8-9 

 
A.  Approval of Meeting Minutes 
 
Roll call. Indovina asks for Commissioners to review and comment on the minutes from July and 
August. Luckett motions to approve the July minutes, seconded by Moss. Motion carried. 
Approving the minutes from August is tabled until the next hearing, as there is not a quorum of 
those present at August’s hearing. 
 
B.  Correspondence 
 
None. 
 
C. Items for Review  

 
1. Highland Park Orthophosphate Facilities – Pittsburgh Water & Sewer Authority 

(Update) 
Barry King – PWSA 

Chris Guignon – evolveEA 

 
King introduces the project and Guignon gives a detailed overview. The project was given 
Conceptual and Final Approval in June, without a fully realized final design plan. However, the 
urgency of the project in terms of public safety made the enhanced timeline appropriate. The 
applicants were asked to return with an update showing final designs when available, which is 
what they are presenting at this hearing.  
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Indovina clarifies that what is presented is what will be constructed initially, and Guignon says 
yes and points out the two separate structures. King says that the two facilities are necessary 
for the orthophosphate to be prevented from getting into an open reservoir.  
 
Moss asks if they are proposing a real slate roof, and Guignon says yes.  
 
Gable comments that Public Works supports this project and points out that the project’s 
structures will stay in the park after their use by PWSA is concluded, and will then function as 
picnic shelters.  
 
Update; no action required  
 
 
 

2. T-Mobile Communication Facility at Fire Station #7 – T-Mobile 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Alex Lacey – Cohen & Grigsby 

Dave Chrzan – T-Mobile  

 
Lacey explains that they are there with updated drawings and plans to better camouflage the 
telecommunications equipment being installed on this facility. The project was presented at the 
last month’s hearing and was tabled, with the applicant being asked to redesign their proposal. 
Chrzan describes the new design for the stealthing at the top of the tower, which uses the color, 
texture, and design lines of the existing building. There are also options for fencing, which is 
contingent on a pending decision from the Zoning Board. The third element is a conduit going 
up the side of the building.  
 
Indovina asks if the four-foot fence will hide the equipment, and Chrzan says they hope they will 
receive the zoning variance, as the equipment is about 5 feet high. Lacey mentions that AT&T 
also has equipment on the site, and Chrzan says that it is in a pre-fab shelter. Chrzan says the 
zoning code is four feet for the fence, and they asked for eight feet for better screening and 
security.  
 
Indovina asks why they went for 8 feet, and Chrzan says eight feet is typical, but they’re open to 
any height. Indovina says that he would think the minimum height necessary for screening 
would be the best.  
 
Moss asks about the conduit running up the side of the building. Chrzan says it will be painted 
the color of the building. Moss asks what runs up through the conduit. Chrzan says one fiber 
cable runs up to connect the antennas with the ground equipment, and it is about 1 5/8” in 
diameter. The casing is bigger to provide for possible other equipment in the future. The casing 
is about 12” wide and sticks out 3”. 
 
Moss asks why it can’t be inside the building, and Chrzan says that City code doesn’t allow for it 
to be inside in the staircase. Moss asks if there is a less prominent area of the building to place 
it on. Chrzan says there is other equipment at other spots that would make it more difficult. 
Lacey says they also cannot encroach on the access rights of AT&T.  
 
Indovina suggests simply running the small cable instead of the larger casing. Lacey says that it 
can be a difference between having more on this building, and having more buildings in the area 
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with equipment on them. Chrzan asks if having several small conduits is preferable to the larger 
casing hiding them, and Indovina and Moss say that the smaller conduits are preferable.  
 
Moss questions whether it could be put inside the building, and Chrzan says it has to do with the 
lease rights that AT&T holds over sections of the building.  
 
Moss asks about the further articulation of the element at the top of the tower. Lacey shows the 
textural stealthing and how it is designed to blend in with the building’s material and lines.  
 
Heidemann, who was not present at the first hearing for this project, asks for clarification on the 
Commission’s request and if the applicant has addressed the Commission’s initial concerns. 
Moss says that the request was a review of the aesthetics and for a design that takes into 
consideration the existing building. 
 
Indovina suggests the applicant explores the options of putting it inside the building and 
replacing the large cable tray with smaller conduits. 
 
Ricks notes that this type of project, even on this same location, will likely come to the Art 
Commission more and more from telecommunications companies. The Commission may want 
to consider precedent and what standards they will want other applicants to adhere to. Indovina 
says that they must have a standard of it at least being the least obtrusive as possible within the 
parameters. Luckett says they have discussed the telecommunications companies and how far 
they consider design, and those companies certainly can and should be held to high design 
standards.  
 
Moss says that in this case, an equally or more viable solution might have been less about 
matching the existing materials exactly. 
 
Gable says that the applicant will still need to work with DPW and Facilities when installing and 
anchoring equipment to the building, as it will need to coincide with work and maintenance that 
DPW may be doing on the building. 
 
MOTION:   Conceptual and Final Approval, with the consideration that the fence height 
should be no higher than six feet, and that the cable not be placed into a larger shroud 
but be confined to a minimum-sized (3 inch) conduit, painted to match the building.  
 
MOVED BY        Heidemann                    
SECONDED BY    Luckett  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

3. Oakland Ave Lighting Installation – Oakland Business Improvement District 
(Conceptual) 
Sean Luther – Innovate PGH 
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Luther describes InnovatePGH’s work with the Oakland Business Improvement District, creating 
destinations and improving Oakland for visitors and residents. He describes the current project, 
which is overhead festival lights on two blocks of Oakland Ave. 
 
Heidemann says that she has seen this type of lighting in several cities, and is often found on 
more pedestrian-friendly streets, and asks if there are plans to address pedestrians moving 
through the street. Luther says there are no plans for closing the street, but they are thinking 
about limiting the on-street parking and possibly introducing more pedestrian access. 
 
Indovina notes that the timeframe is limited, and Luther says that it is for 18months. It can 
function as a test for how to activate space in Oakland in general, as well as to respond to the 
Bus Rapid Transit system which will be forthcoming in the area. They also anticipate a high 
level of development in the area around this street, so something more permanent may have to 
be removed anyway.  
 
Moss asks if the removal cost is included in the budget, and Luther says it is not. Moss asks 
about the height, and Luther says it can be no lower than 16 feet, but more specifics will come 
through future conversation with Duquesne Light. 
 
Luckett asks about signage, and Luther says there are no plans for signage as it is not planned 
as something they are directing people to, but rather a feature pedestrians can simply stumble 
upon. Luckett says she believes it’s important to let people know what the project is and what it 
is demonstrating. Luther says it absolutely could be added to the relevant websites. Luther also 
says that it will be announced to the public in the coming weeks in their newsletter.  
 
Ricks notes that the 16 foot requirement is for the lowest point, so that should be kept in mind if 
the lights sag between buildings. Ricks also asks about the proposal which mentions “cables for 
art”. Luther says that they are designing it to have a very tight structure, so there should be 
limited swagging between buildings. They are interested in developing a public art component in 
the future that could take advantage of the cabling, but this is something that would be 
developed at a later date. 
 
Ricks asks if they are white lights, and Luther says they are, and they are not changeable to 
colored lights. 
 
MOTION:  Conceptual Approval with the condition that some language be made available 
to the public describing the installation.  
 
MOVED BY        Luckett                    
SECONDED BY    Heidemann  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

4. Pittsburgh Wayfinding – Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Lucinda Beattie – Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership 

Justin Miller – Department of Mobility and Infrastructure 
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Beattie introduces the project, which has been before the Art Commission three times 
previously, once for Courtesy Review in August of 2014, once for Courtesy Review in November 
of 2017, and then receiving Conceptual Approval in June of 2018. The project is a system of 
wayfinding for pedestrians in the four neighborhoods with the most major cultural, educational, 
and medical facilities: North Side, North Shore, Downtown, and Oakland.  
 
Miller describes some of the community process that led to the final design, and goes over the 
materials and printing techniques that will be used.  
 
Indovina asks if the locations of the kiosks are settled, and Miller responds that proposed 
locations are still being finalized. Beattie notes that it’s also still to be determined how they will 
be split up between the four neighborhoods. Miller says the goal for locations is busy 
intersections, and places where directional decisions are made.  
 
Indovina asks how many kiosks are being planned for, and Beattie says forty. 
 
Heidemann brings up a concern from the previous hearing, where there was some 
inconsistency of language and abbreviations on the signage. Beattie says that space on the 
kiosk is an issue, but with shorter names it is a fair consideration. Miller says they would like to 
prioritize spelling things out when possible and only constrain or abbreviate names if necessary 
due to space.  
 
Indovina asks if they will be returning when they have their locations determined. Beattie says 
that they would like to have final approval for the design today. Indovina says that he believes it 
would be appropriate for them to approve the design today, with the applicant following up on 
the locations at a later date. 
 
Miller says it may make the most sense to go through DOMI approval processes before 
submitting the locations to Art Commission, as there are likely locations that will end up being 
unfeasible due to infrastructure issues. They can get this out of the way and then present 
locations to the Art Commission that they know are possible in terms of permitting.  
 
Heidemann asks about the finish of the materials, and Beattie says that there are three possible 
finishes: smooth, glossy, and textured. The preferred finish is smooth. The glossy has issues 
with reflection, and the textured is durable but not as clear.  
 
The Commission all agrees that the smooth finish is preferable. 
 
MOTION:  Conceptual and Final Approval with the request that a separate application is 
submitted, following DOMI review, with specific locations for the signage; and a 
recommendation to use the preferred smooth finish. 
 
MOVED BY        Moss                    
SECONDED BY    Luckett  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
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5. UPMC Mercy Vision and Rehab Hospital Bridge – UPMC Mercy 

(Conceptual) 
Roger Altmeyer – UPMC 

Melanie Como-Harris – IKM 

Oliver Vranesh - HOK 

 
Altmeyer introduces the project, which is a pedestrian bridge on a new UPMC facility, the UPMC 
Mercy Vision and Rehabilitation Hospital. The bridge would go over the public right-of-way. It 
will not be used by the public, but only by staff and patients. 
 
Como-Harris clarifies the differences between the projected presentation and the plans that 
have been handed out to the Commissioners, as the handouts contain updated material.  
 
Vranesh, a senior designer at architecture firm HOK, goes through the presented plans for the 
hospital bridge. 
 
Moss expresses his appreciation for their precise presentation and clear renderings, and says 
that the project looks like it will be a positive contribution to the City.  
 
Heidemann clarifies that the Commission’s purview is only for the bridge element of the facility, 
and expresses her approval of the project. 
 
Luckett says the design is great, and draws the applicant’s attention to the lack of diversity in 
the figures of the renderings. She points out that renderings can send a visual message about 
who a property is intended for, and the renderings need to reflect that many different kinds of 
people will be using the facility, including, among other considerations, people of all ages, races, 
and ability levels. Luckett reminds the applicant that inclusivity is an important factor to think 
about when creating sketches and renderings.  
 
Vranesh appreciates Luckett’s comment, and says that they will incorporate this feedback into 
future renderings. 
 
Ricks asks if the support pier is in the right-of-way or on the property line.  
 
Vranesh says that it is in the right-of-way. 
 
Ricks notes that there will be further discussions with DOMI as the project proceeds. 
 
MOTION:  Conceptual Approval  
 
MOVED BY        Moss                    
SECONDED BY    Heidemann  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

6. Frick Park Extension Project – LaQuatra Bonci  
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(Conceptual) 
Craig Dunham – Dunham reGroup LLC 

Dan McDowell – LaQuatra Bonci 

 
Dunham introduces himself as a board member of the Summerset Neighborhood Association. 
The project’s property is owned by the Urban Redevelopment Authority. The Master Plan for the 
site’s redevelopment has been to Planning Commission, and today the applicant is bringing 
Phase 2 of the redevelopment to the Art Commission. The land will be transferred to the City as 
an extension of Frick Park upon the project’s completion.  
 
McDowell goes over the design of the project, which is a park space including playground 
elements, bike facilities, terraces, and a pavilion space.  
 
Moss asks if the City currently owns the property, and Dunham says it is currently owned by the 
URA, and will be later transferred to the City.  
 
Dunham notes that they have presented to the Nine Mile Run Task Force, and will be 
presenting to the Squirrel Hill Urban Coalition in October. McDowell notes that they have also 
met with the Pittsburgh Parks Conservancy. 
 
Heidemann mentions that they have met with the City’s Public Art & Civic Design Division in 
relation to the 1% for art, and asks if they have any update on that.  
 
McDowell confirms that in the overall budget they have the 1% for art allocated. Dunham says 
he would like to meet with staff to better understand this process.  
 
Moss says that this will be a separate application to Art Commission.  
 
Ricks asks about a new sidewalk in the renderings, and McDowell says that it will be set back 
from and above the street, with a planted slope. Ricks asks if there will be any incorporation of 
green infrastructure. McDowell says that they cannot have green infrastructure due to the slag, 
so they have tied everything into the storm sewer.  
 
Heidemann asks if the area is stabilized, as earlier this year there were issues nearby with 
sinkholes and mudslides. McDowell says this area has been stabilized, and there have not been 
any problems in the last twenty years.  
 
MOTION:  Conceptual Approval  
 
MOVED BY        Heidemann                    
SECONDED BY    Moss  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

7. Paulson Park – Department of Public Works  
(Conceptual/Final) 
Andrea Ketzel – Department of Public Works 
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Will Schlough – Artist 

 
Ketzel, landscape architect for DPW, describes the project. The site once held a public pool, 
which closed down in 2003 and has since sat vacant. There is playground equipment which will 
be updated, and the site of the pool will be turned into a spray park. ADA accessibility to the 
playground will be included in the new plan. The site includes a piece of existing City-owned 
public art which the Public Art & Civic Design Division will be coordinating the restoration of with 
project funds.  
 
Ketzel says that the project also includes a new public art component, which will be done by 
artist Will Schlough, who was chosen through an RFP process run by the PA+CD. 
 
Schlough presents the plans for the proposed artwork, which is a mural on the hardscape of the 
water play area. The design is a 3-D rendering of a coral reef, with the water features aligned 
with the elements of the mural. It will be done with marine-grade epoxy and sealed, and an 
aggregate will be included to create a non-slip surface.  
 
Luckett says the project looks good, and will be an improvement over the bare ground of many 
spray parks. She asks about the longevity of the materials for the mural. Schlough says that the 
epoxies have an 8-10 year lifespan, which can be supplemented with a sealer. This lifespan 
also reflects paint meant to be submerged, which this surface will not be. 
 
Moss urges the applicant to keep possible fading in mind when choosing materials and colors, 
and Ketzel says that this and also the non-slip aspect are important.  
 
Kara Smith, environmental planner for the Department of City Planning, speaks from the 
audience. She says she loves the project and artwork and asks if the shape of the mural needs 
to be rectangular. Ketzel says the rectangular image was just a rough rendering from the 
manufacturer, and shows the actual shape of the painted surface, which is roughly kidney-
shaped.  
 
Cavalline thanks Director Gable, Ketzel, and DPW on behalf of the PA+CD for incorporating the 
1% for art into this project. 
 
Heidemann says it looks like a great addition to the City’s spray parks.  
 
MOTION:  Conceptual and Final Approval  
 
MOVED BY        Moss                    
SECONDED BY    Luckett  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

8. South Side Park Master Plan – Department of City Planning 
(Conceptual) 
Felipe Palomo – Department of City Planning 
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Palomo, a neighborhood planner for DCP, describes the Master Plan for South Side Park. The 
plan lays out the framework for an inclusive community space that utilizes natural systems and 
adds community resources. The multi-phased plan includes trails, overlooks, plazas, and play 
areas. Palomo describes the process of gaining community feedback for the plans, and goes 
over the various possibilities of recreational, educational, health-oriented, and environmental 
features and amenities. 
 
Moss says it’s a very ambitious plan and asks if there have been budgets prepared, and Palomo 
says that there have been budgets prepared for each phase, with a total cost of around $8 
million. He asks if there has been a 1% for art allocation, and Palomo says yes. 
 
Indovina asks about funding for the various phases. Felipe says they are looking at Phase 1 
right now, which is mostly green infrastructure and storm water. He says there is money 
allocated in the budget, as well as PWSA money allocated for M16, specifically for the park. 
Indovina says it would be good to see the 1% for art implemented in each phase instead of just 
at the end, and Palomo agrees.  
 
Indovina says it seems well thought-out. Moss notes that there is some diversity in the 
renderings, and Luckett reiterates that diversity of all kinds is important, including race, age, 
gender, and abilities. 
 
Gable says that DPW supports the project and has been involved since the beginning. DPW will 
be as accommodating as possible.  
 
Kitty Vagley, a South Side Flats resident and member of Friends of Southside Park, speaks 
from the audience and gives the support of herself and her husband, Jeff Neaubaeur. She says 
that they have been part of the planning process, and thinks that the plan can be even further 
improved as it moves along. 
 
Ricks says that DOMI will be enhancing and addressing issues at the two Mission Street 
bridges, which are adjacent to the park. They will also be improving a sidewalk next to the park. 
 
Heidemann mentions the South Side Step Trek which is upcoming, and could be an opportunity 
for promotion or partnership in the community. Palomo agrees and mentions that they were also 
promoting the park at the recent Goat Fest.  
 
MOTION:  Conceptual Approval  
 
MOVED BY        Moss                    
SECONDED BY    Heidemann  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 
D.  Staff and Director’s Report 
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Cavalline says that testing was done at the Cantini Tunnel, with the removal of one panel. The 
removal went smoothly and no damage occurred to the panel. The panel is currently in storage 
at a DPW facility.  
 
Cavalline says that he received communication from Chief Operations Officer, Guy Costa, who 
was inquiring about the process of Art Commission approval for street banners. Cavalline notes 
that DOMI has processes and permitting in place for 30-day event banners, but Art Commission 
approval is sought in cases where the banners are intended to be up longer. Chief Costa, who 
had formerly served on the Art Commission, inquired as to whether fees were waived for 
banners that received Art Commission approval, and whether this approval meant that the 
banners were able to be hung indefinitely. Ricks says that this is not the case.  
 
Cavalline says that the banners in question are for Point Park University and will be going up in 
the immediate future. Moss asks if it is a legal issue for them to put up banners without permits 
or approval. Ricks says that she believes they have filed for the necessary permit application. 
Luckett says that in terms of the colleges and cultural institutions, she is fine with the City 
approving the designs, but has concerns with the number and locations of banners that clutter 
the streetscape. Ricks says the City could benefit from guidelines as to content and what 
constitutes advertising. Luckett says there is a larger conversation to be had about the role of 
banners in placemaking and their impact on the visual environment. Ricks says there will be 
new right-of-way guidelines issued by DOMI in the new year and that may be a good time for 
the Art Commission to weigh in. Moss questions whether the identification of a private college 
isn’t a form of advertising. Cavalline says that in terms of approval he believes Point Park’s 
intent is to put them up under the permission of the 30-day DOMI permit, and come to next 
month’s Art Commission hearing to seek approval for a longer term.  
 
Following up on this hearing’s telecommunications application, Luckett asks what guidelines 
should be put in place in terms of design considerations. Ricks says that legislation is 
happening now that would prohibit any governments below national level from charging a fee for 
or prohibiting the placement of telecommunications equipment on any public facility. However, it 
doesn’t say that there can’t be required design guidelines, and these can be set by the Art 
Commission. Moss notes that this is a giant problem, which Ricks agrees with. Ricks says that 
there is discussion of putting poles under the ownership of a public utility, so that this legislation 
would not be applicable to them. However, it would still apply to the right-of-way, and the 
telecommunication companies couldn’t be prevented from putting up new poles.  
 
Meeting Adjourned 


