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 ART COMMISSION 
 
Minutes of the meeting Wednesday, October 24, 2018 
Beginning at 2:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT OF THE COMMISSION: Indovina, Goulatia, Heidemann, Luckett, 

Arimoto-Mercer, Moss, Gable, Ricks 
(arrived during second presentation) 

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

ITEM PAGE 
1. Lewis & Clark Heritage Trail Sign – Beaver County Historical Research 

& Landmarks Foundation 
1-2 

2. East Commons Community Garden – East Allegheny Community 
Council 

2-4 

3. City-County Building Façade Lighting Plaque – Office of the Mayor 4-7 
 
A.  Approval of Meeting Minutes 
 
Roll call. Indovina asks for Commissioners to review and comment on the minutes from August 
and September. Goulatia asks for the recording of the August minutes to be revisited, as there 
was more discussion of the Smallman Streetscape project than the current draft of the minutes 
includes. She also asks that the Commission discuss their degree of responsibility for looking 
into the 1% for art being utilized by the projects they review, as there was some confusion over 
their jurisdiction at the August hearing. Guerra says they should address it during the Staff 
report. Approval of the August minutes is tabled subject to their revision. 
Luckett asks for a paragraph from the September minutes to be revised for clarity of meaning. 
Approval of the September minutes is tabled subject to their revision. 
 
B.  Correspondence 
 
None. 
 
C. Items for Review  
 
 

1. Lewis & Clark Heritage Trail Sign – Beaver County Historical Research & 
Landmarks Foundation 
(Final) 
Brenda Applegate – BCHRLF 

 
Applegate describes the sign, which came before the Art Commission in July of 2018 and 
received Conceptual Approval. She shows the original sign design and the revised design which 
was made with consideration to the Commission’s comments from the July hearing. She also 
shows an example of an actual sign with a similar design to what is proposed.  
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Goulatia says that the black and white writing at the bottom of the sign is not very legible, and 
Applegate says that some of the copies did not print well, and shows the actual sign she 
brought as an example of the legibility.  
 
Indovina appreciates the additional context given to the sign by the added text. Arimoto-Mercer 
says it’s much more readable and they’ve improved their design.  
 
MOTION:   Final Approval 
 
MOVED BY        Goulatia                    
SECONDED BY    Heidemann  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

2. East Commons Community Gardens – East Allegheny Community Council 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Dennis Ginther – EACC 

Arthur Perkins - EACC 

 
Ginther introduces himself and describes the project, which consists of a community garden of 
32 raised beds on the site of existing tennis courts which have not been used or maintained for 
a considerable length of time. It is on the edge of Allegheny Commons Park. The garden will be 
governed by a steering committee according to agreements that will be established with the 
Department of Public Works. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer confirms that the existing base is asphalt, which Ginther says is correct. He 
says that the weeds will be pulled up, the cracks patched, and the whole surface painted. The 
garden beds would be made of wood. Arimoto-Mercer asks about the chemicals used to 
pressure-treat the wood, and Ginther says they are working with Grow Pittsburgh and Pashek, 
and they consider it safe to use the pressure-treated wood as long as the beds are lined. 
Ginther says if they use untreated wood, it will rot away in a few years.  
 
Perkins says it is only a temporary use of the space, and if they use pressure-treated wood they 
will be able to use the beds elsewhere after they are removed. Arimoto-Mercer says she is 
concerned that if they give the beds to others, whoever uses them needs to know that they 
shouldn’t be planting in pressure-treated wood without a liner. Perkins says they would oversee 
it. Ginther says they have an advisory council who will be advising all actions related to the 
space. Arimoto-Mercer says that as time goes by, it’s necessary to make sure the same 
precautions continue to be taken. 
 
Ginther says Allegheny Commons has a Master Plan for the park, and they are designating the 
project as temporary, because if the City decides to make other use of that space, they can take 
the beds somewhere else.  
 
Goulatia asks about the color options, and Ginther says these are the choices the committee 
came up with. Moss asks if they’ve considered removing the asphalt, and Ginther says they’ve 
considered it, but there could be issues with chemicals. Moss clarifies that they could still use 
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the raised beds. Ginther says they liked the idea of adaptive reuse and the accessibility by 
wheelchair on the asphalt.  
 
Guerra asks about the process for selecting who uses the garden. Ginther says there is a sign-
up list and they are making sure to be equitable across the community. They had an interest 
survey that they gave out online and door-to-door. Guerra asks about the criteria for selection. 
Ginther says that they want to make sure that it isn’t just for one part of the community. Luckett 
asks what the criteria is to be selected. Ginther says they are working with DPW and using the 
same model as the Bandi Schaum Community Garden in the South Side. Luckett asks for 
clarification on the criteria of that model. Ginther says all applications go to Marcelle Newman 
for co-signature on the waiver. Gable says that DPW controls other gardens around the City. 
Applicants sign an agreement with restrictions such as no use of pesticides, and the produce 
cannot be sold. They’ve allowed the community group to have more input to participant 
selection at the Bandi Schaum Garden. 
 
Moss says it sounds like it’s first-come, first-served, and they would most likely be filling it up 
and then have a waiting list. Ginther says they have a list of those interested and it’s a diverse 
mix of communities. He says that they have about 140 people interested in being involved and 
could be a waiting list situation. He says those on the committee have said they would not seek 
a garden at first in order to allow others access. 
 
Luckett asks what constitutes temporary in this case, and Ginther says it would be until the City 
wants to act on the Master Plan. He guesses 8-10 years. Guerra says this is not considered 
temporary. 
 
Gable says that DPW was going to demolish the courts, and were then approached with the 
idea for the garden. DPW has been clear that there is a plan to renovate the whole park, and 
once the Master Plan has been completed, the area of the proposed garden could be renovated 
at any point. He does not know when this would be, but does not foresee it being as far away as 
8-10 years.  
 
Luckett says they need to have some language to designate what temporary is. Guerra says 
they have been working with the definition of temporary being less than a year. Luckett says this 
is important to know, as they have seen well-intended projects become neglected after a few 
years.   
 
Perkins says that there would an oversight plan with Allegheny Commons Initiative and other 
stakeholders so that the project can be ended if at any time the stakeholders do not feel it is 
being properly maintained.  
 
Moss says it looks terrible now and is not being maintained. Indovina suggests that a time limit 
can be put on their approval. Guerra notes that the Public Art & Civic Design Division have been 
working under the definition of temporary being under one year.  
 
Goulatia asks if the beds can be moved to another part of the park if the Master Plan 
renovations begin soon. Ginther says yes. Goulatia notes they would need approval for a 
location change. Gable says that the park includes other neighborhoods, so those other areas 
would have to agree if the beds were to be moved there. He notes that the Master Plan also has 
areas designated for gardens.  
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Arimoto-Mercer says that the people who are using the beds need to know the temporary nature 
of the project, as they often put a lot of heart and soul into their gardens. Ginther says they can 
make sure it is noted in the agreement that the participants sign. Gable says he believes that is 
in the agreement.  
 
Heidemann asks that the applicant is mindful when doing outreach that not everyone has the 
same access to technology. Ginther clarifies that they have done phone and email, as well as 
establishing relationships with property managers and community groups.  
 
Moss asks about irrigation. Ginther says PWSA has a program and they will put in a water pit 
for them as well as getting $25,000 of water free per year, with rainwater as a secondary 
source. 
 
Goulatia says she likes the unpainted beds but not the asphalt paint colors. Moss suggests not 
painting it. Goulatia says the paint will look good for a short amount of time and then wear away. 
Ginther says it is old asphalt and the paint could make it more attractive, and their volunteers 
could help them repaint. Indovina suggests a tan surface and natural beds. Goulatia suggests 
leaving everything natural.  Ginther points out the cracks, and Goulatia says they will still be 
visible with the paint, and it will overall look worse. 
 
MOTION:   Conceptual and Final Approval with the recommendation of the natural 
asphalt and the natural wood, and the conditions that 1) the beds be lined and that the 
need for bed lining be conveyed to anyone using the garden now or in the future, and 2) 
the project returns to Art Commission after three years for review and further approval. 
 
MOVED BY        Goulatia                    
SECONDED BY    Arimoto-Mercer  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
Guerra notes that she will follow up with the applicant regarding any criteria that the Department 
of Public Works has for the selection of participants in the garden program.  
 
 
 

3. City-County Building Façade Lighting Plaque – Office of the Mayor 
(Final) 
James Hill – Office of the Mayor 

 
Hill says that the City-County Building’s centennial was in 2017, and at that time Duquesne 
Light donated $150,000 for the installation of an LED lighting system on the façade of the 
building. Part of the agreement with Duquesne Light was the installation of some kind of plaque 
recognizing the donation. Hill shows the front of the City-County Building portico and the 
proposed location and style of the plaque. The proposed style is similar to the Pittsburgh History 
and Landmarks Foundation plaques, one of which also exists in the portico. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer clarifies that the agreement for the placing of a plaque has already been made, 
and Hill says that it has, but the style and location have not been decided upon. The proposed 
style seemed the most unobtrusive and the proposed location was the only empty wall in the 
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portico. Arimoto-Mercer says that matching the landmark plaques may give it more visual 
importance than it should have and may set a precedent for other corporations to donate money 
and expect the same kind of plaque. Hill notes that there are many instances of the City 
showing recognition of donors, many more significant than this one. He says that City Council 
approved the donation of money under these terms. He notes, however, that he can see where 
the Commission is coming from and will defer to their judgement.  
 
Luckett asks why Duquesne Light needs to be mentioned and why does this need to be on a 
plaque. Hill says it was just their request as part of their donation. Guerra says the Law 
Department needs to be consulted about the language on the sign, and they questioned 
whether it was permanent or temporary. Hill says it was meant to be permanent. Guerra says 
that the Law Department questioned whether there would be a precedent set for needing to 
install plaques for others who make donations. Hill says that this was a beautification gift and he 
doesn’t anticipate other instances of the administration accepting a donation with this 
requirement. Moss questions why not. Arimoto-Mercer says that others may donate larger sums 
of money and want a similar plaque. Hill says that the City pays for other services, and gives the 
example of roofing. Moss says that a company could donate money for roof repairs and ask for 
a plaque. Hill says he can’t imagine another scenario when the City would accept money in an 
agreement like this one. Arimoto-Mercer says she can imagine it. Moss gives the example of a 
light installation on another building.  
 
Indovina wonders if there is a way to recognize their contribution without something that looks 
so monumental, of a different material. Moss suggests Plexiglas. Heidemann says it should be 
something on display at the unveiling, and then be temporary. She says she is not sure we 
should have brand names on City buildings.  
 
Indovina points out a location in the portico in Hill’s images, and Hill says this is a human 
resources billboard. Indovina says that below this would be more appropriate. Hill says he did 
not have a preference for location, he simply chose the proposed location as it was an empty 
wall.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer says it seems like the language was provided by Duquesne Light. Hill says it 
was a combination of Duquesne Light and the City archivist. He says their contribution was 
minimal. Luckett says it is highly problematic to have a business or corporation’s name in this 
context. Arimoto-Mercer says it does not reflect the City government well. Moss says the City 
government has already completed an agreement that they need to fulfill through this plaque. 
Hill confirms that the funding was approved through City Council in November of 2017. 
 
Guerra says that the Law Department can determine whether the mentioning of Duquesne Light 
is allowed, but the materials, and time frame for the plaque is the purview of the Art 
Commission. Goulatia says it should not be bronze. Moss says they also oversee the placement 
of the plaque.  
 
Hill reiterates that the system was installed and was unveiled at last year’s Light Up Night. 
Luckett asks if they were acknowledged at the time, and Hill says yes. Luckett says this should 
be enough. Hill says he can see if they are willing to change their conditions, but the plaque was 
something they asked for in return for the donation. Hill gives, as historical context, the 
information that the City had partnered with Duquesne Light when the City-County Building was 
being built, and Duquesne Light had lit the first City Christmas tree on the construction site. 
Arimoto-Mercer says this context could be presented each year at the Christmas tree lighting in 
some way, but the proposed plaque is not the appropriate way to convey it.  
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Moss says that he would not be opposed to the placement of some sort of recognition, but not in 
this manner and in this location. Luckett says that the duration and the context really matter, and 
having this plaque as a precedent sends the wrong message. Hill suggests the plaque would 
only be installed for the duration of the lighting system’s installation, and it’s likely that in 30-40 
years the lighting system would need to be replaced.  
 
Gable says that basically every project the city does (such as buildings and bridges) there are 
bronze plaques installed identifying the individuals and companies who engineered, designed, 
and/or built it. He says that it is everywhere and so there is precedent for this. Ricks agrees, and 
says that these are companies that were paid for their work, but yet now have their name on the 
bridges.  Luckett asks how long this has been happening, and when the most recent instance 
was. Ricks says it has been happening forever, and the most recent would be the Greenfield 
Bridge. Hill says that this project has the Mayor’s name, Director Gable’s, and the contractor’s. 
Luckett says that this is an important conversation to have. 
 
Ricks says it is not uncommon to put the names of the architects and contractors on the 
infrastructure of the City and that this is part of private-public partnerships in the process of City-
building. Indovina says that a bridge is different than a lighting installation, and that some 
measure of recognition is important but that it should be commensurate with the scale of the 
project.  
 
Luckett asks if money is driving this, and how much. She notes that a bridge’s cost is in the 
millions of dollars, as opposed to a project like this. She states the importance of asking these 
questions, for reasons of accountability and transparency. She says that there may be other 
precedent, but this is the first time that she has seen something of this nature in her role as 
Commissioner. Luckett notes that the influence of marketing and advertising dollars is a real 
threat. 
 
Hill says that idea was made very clear by the members of Council when this project went 
before them last year. Councilwoman Smith particularly wanted to be clear that this was not a 
giveaway to a company and that monetary donations do not earn preferential treatment.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer says that it would have been good to have read the Council’s minutes regarding 
this. Hill says they could be provided.  
 
She says that Duquesne Light gave a contribution and we do have other examples of projects, 
such as the Bike Share, which are sponsored or underwritten. Ricks says that it does seem a bit 
odd that bridges have the names of contractors who received a paycheck from the City for their 
work, although there are issues of liability, as they are the engineer of record for those projects. 
She says that the name being on it is ultimately a question for the Law Department and the Art 
Commission’s purview would be more to the materials and placement.  
 
Indovina says that it seems they have three options. One is to accept the applicant’s proposal 
as-is. The second would be to suggest a change, and the third would be to defer to a Law 
Department decision before making a further determination. Guerra asks Hill if he needed 
approval at this Art Commission hearing or if he could come to the next hearing. Hill says it 
wasn’t needed at this one, the only pressure being that it’s been nearly a year since the 
installation of the façade lighting. Guerra says that the Art Commission submission policy is that 
applications must be received three weeks prior to a hearing, and this application came three 
days ago. She states that she was not in the office and that had she been, she would not have 
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accepted this late submission for this month’s hearing, out of respect for the Commissioners but 
most importantly out of respect to the general public, that we as a City follow our own policies. 
Hill says that is understandable.  
 
Moss asks if Duquesne Light did the installation of the project. Hill says that the City’s general 
electrical contractor, Allegheny City, did the installation. Moss asks who did the design. Hill says 
that was also Allegheny City. Moss asks why they are not named. Hill says they never 
expressed a desire to be named.  
 
Indovina suggests tabling the proposal for further information from the Law Department. Guerra 
suggests that the applicant returns with a different design. Moss notes that the prominent 
location is his biggest issue. Hill asks for the Commission’s counsel on the location and style. 
Indovina says a less prominent location and a less permanent style. Goulatia says she doesn’t 
feel it should be on the façade of the building. Heidemann suggests something other than 
bronze, but her biggest issue is the naming of Duquesne Light. She says that this is a matter for 
the Law Department, but she does not think they should be supporting anything with branding 
on it, and this may be in the bylaws. Arimoto-Mercer says that they don’t want to tell them 
exactly what options to pursue, but that Hill should look into other options for material and 
location. Goulatia says the language sounds like Duquesne Light designed it, when they only 
paid for it. Hill says the language can easily be changed.  
 
MOTION:   Table the proposal for further information (from the Law Department) 
 
MOVED BY        Moss                    
SECONDED BY    Goulatia  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
Gable shows the Commissioners the deck hockey rink at Paul J. Sciullo Memorial Park in 
Bloomfield, which have both the City of Pittsburgh and the Pittsburgh Penguins featured on the 
dasher boards. He says the Law Department will not approve the logos, but the names can go 
on. Guerra agrees. Indovina says that the Art Commission can weigh in on appearance, style, 
and location. Gable points out that they don’t know the full inventory of plaques in the City, and 
there may be instances of a corporations name on something less large and permanent than a 
bridge, but he understands the concern with sponsorship in that it can’t be an advertisement. 
 
 
 
D.  Staff Report 
 
Guerra notes that she was absent at the last Commission, but at that time the Commissioners 
discussed banners at Point Park University. This project did not come before Art Commission, 
but they were installed as temporary banners, and should have gone through DOMI for their 
permit and fees. They were told that they needed to come to Art Commission if they wished the 
banners to be up for an extended time. They have not submitted an Art Commission application, 
so it would fall to DOMI to follow up with them to make sure the banners are installed legally. 
 
Guerra says it is problematic that applicants come last minute. She says it is not fair to add 
projects to the agenda that come late. Goulatia questions whether applicants can come for 
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Conceptual/Final Review. Guerra says that the Commissioners have the option of granting 
Conceptual Approval in this case and asking the applicants to return for Final Review. Moss 
says they have done this recently. Heidemann notes that conversely they have also given Final 
Approval to applicants who have come only for Conceptual Review.  
 
Guerra says that, as stated at last month’s hearing, the testing for the removal of a section of 
the Cantini Mosaic was successful, and the City has received a feasibility report for the removal 
of the rest of the mosaic. They will likely be moving forward with that process. Guerra says that 
the removal did not come to Art Commission for approval because it is under a federal process, 
but the relocation will come to them for approval. She says that the panel that was removed for 
testing is at a DPW storage facility, and that the SEA will do the Request For Proposals for the 
complete removal. 
 
Goulatia asks if McKay Lodge (who did the test removal) will be doing the restoration, and 
Guerra says that the feasibility report addresses that. Goulatia says that she was in a meeting 
with Clear Story, a local company, who mentioned a local artist who could do the restoration, 
which would be less expensive. Guerra says that the RFP put out by SEA will be public, so 
anyone can apply for the job. She says that both the City and SEA need to use a competitive 
process to select vendors. McKay Lodge was given the job of the test removal without this 
process, as it was a smaller job and below the monetary amount that would necessitate this 
process.  
 
Moss asks how it will be decided where to relocate the mosaic panels. Guerra says that the 
feasibility report notes large structural cracks in 12 of the mosaic panels, so they will have to 
address which of the panels they will be saving or if all can be restored. There is a 
programmatic agreement between FHWA, PennDOT, SEA, and the City to aide in resolving 
decisions that arise over the removal and relocation. Luckett says that it is great that they are 
putting efforts toward saving the mosaic and ensuring that it will still be able to be viewed 
publicly. Guerra says that there is a conservationist working on the project that would like to 
ensure the mosaic’s new location maintains the same qualities as the original location. Luckett 
suggests there may be an institution that would take the panels on loan until everything else is 
figured out. Guerra says their current plan is to remove it and store it, and they then have five 
years to relocate it. Moss says that perhaps the Frick park extension project could use it as their 
1% for art requirement. Guerra says that in the current conversation, keeping it downtown is one 
of the goals.  
 
Goulatia says that she would like to discuss the 1% for art requirement. Guerra states that the 
budget for next year was released, and it is still under negotiation and will be finalized in 
January. She says that she requested the 1% for art to be enforced, as well as requesting more 
people for her division and more money for programs and initiatives. She notes that none of that 
was granted, and the $50,000 that the division currently receives yearly for conservation and 
preservation was taken away. Guerra says she thinks it was a mistake and they will try to figure 
that out.  
 
Regarding the 1%, Guerra says that there is only so much she can do and that DPW has been 
great about finding ways to include a percentage for art into their projects. She says she has 
been working with the Law Department to rewrite the code because it is confusing. She states, 
however, that the part of the code referring to the 1% is clear, and that the support of the Art 
Commission is needed in pushing it forward. She says that a letter from the Art Commission 
could go to City Council, as the 1% has been on the code for years without being enforced. 
Guerra says that if it isn’t going to be enforced, it should be removed from the code. 
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Goulatia references the golf course that was recently seen at Art Commission, where the 1% 
was not taken into account in the project design, which is problematic because then the art will 
be an afterthought. Guerra says this is why it is important to see the budgets of Art Commission 
projects, to check and see if they have set aside the 1%. Goulatia says this also happened with 
the recent Smallman Streetscape project, where there was some confusion amongst the 
Commissioners as to whether they were responsible for enforcing this. Guerra says they are.  
 
Luckett says that they had a consultant come and discuss what other cities are doing in this 
regard, how some developers view it as a competitive advantage, and how some cities do more 
than 1%. She said that they had meetings about it with residents of the City, but the discussion 
faded. Luckett said that as a lot of development is going on around the City and developers are 
using government funds and subsidies, it is problematic to be irresponsible in addressing this. 
She says that a lot of the new architecture is not innovative, and the Commissioner’s job is to do 
the best they can for the City. They need to talk about this, and developers need to be 
responsible for it.  
 
Guerra says that other cities do this with municipal construction, with authorities, and with 
developers, and so far Pittsburgh has not even been able to do it with their own municipal 
construction. She notes that she spoke to the Mayor, saying that if they could do the 1% with 
municipal construction, it could be used as an example for the authorities and developers in the 
future.  
 
Guerra says that there is money in the Division of Strategic Planning to release the Art Plan, 
which talks about temporary art and the 1%. She does not want to release a plan that promises 
these things if they will not be following through.  
 
Heidemann points out that it is also a public relations issue, as some developers and architects 
do not know that the 1% is something they should be doing. Guerra says that it is not required 
of developers on private property right now. Heidemann suggests there should be some way to 
get the word out about this program.  
 
Indovina says there are a lot of private projects that get public funds, and there should be a 
condition attached to these to set aside money for art. Guerra notes that if the project is 
municipal construction on City property, and the City is only putting in part of the money, the 1% 
still comes from the entire budget. She says that at the next month she will be presenting the 
first project that her division worked on that was done with a developer.  
 
Goulatia says that it is under their purview to review the quality of art that they are seeing. She 
gives as an example a Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership project that has been installed, which 
she says looks like a mess. She says it’s a problem if they are approving those projects. Guerra 
says that any public art projects should be run through her division. In the past, when her 
division was empty, organizations were running the processes on their own, and now she is 
trying to push them to work with her.  
 
Luckett agrees that the PDP project looks messy, and that they may have given them the 
benefit of the doubt because that organization has been around awhile. She says that she also 
has not been a fan of the bus bumpout, which is nearby. Ricks says that is more of a concern 
for Operations than Art Commission. Ricks says that she thinks the Art Commission is strongest 
when they are clear about their purview and what is the responsibility of other City agencies. 
Luckett notes that there are more considerations for the Art Commission than just what is visual. 
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She says they could also improve the way people come to the Commission, not as something 
they are forced to do but as a way to improve and learn things. Guerra agrees that the Art 
Commission is there to raise standards, and she tells applicants to take it as free advice from 
experts.  
 
Goulatia also notes that the Commission has also had to tell many applicants about the 
necessity for inclusivity in their renderings, and this could be something to note on an 
applicant’s checklist. Luckett notes this means more than diversity of race, it means all different 
kinds of people in all regards.  
 
Guerra says that the Commissioners should read the code for the 1% as it is right now, and she 
can send them the link for the new version that the Public Art & Civic Design Division has been 
working on.  
 
Guerra mentions that one of the projects the PA+CD is currently working on is with Age-Friendly 
Greater Pittsburgh at the Senior Center in Beechview. AARP received a grant and is working 
with PA+CD on a program that includes community events and public art. The artist and 
facilitator is Lori Hepner, who is using images created during the community events to make the 
compositions for the artwork, which will be installed by November 4. This project also includes 
artwork to be put on a T car.  
 
Goulatia mentions that months before, when the Women in Public Art Task Force presented 
before the Art Commission, the news accounts of the hearing misrepresented what happened. 
She would like to reach back to the reporter, as she thinks he misunderstood what the 
Commissioners were saying. Guerra says that Chair Indovina would have to reach out to the 
reporter. Guerra says that she has not heard anything about this project lately.   
 
Moss mentions the telecommunications equipment that the Commission recently approved on 
the Stanton Heights Fire Station and says that he regrets that approval. He says that as they 
see more of that sort of project, he is concerned with the telecommunication equipment 
compromising buildings and architecture. Indovina notes that the initial equipment (before the 
most recent application) at the Stanton Heights location had never come to Art Commission. 
Goulatia mentions that she felt like they weren’t given much of a choice in approving the more 
recent Stanton Heights equipment.  
 
Ricks says that the Federal Communications Commission recently passed a ruling that forbids 
any public agency from denying access to facilities for the purposes of telecommunications 
equipment. Guerra says that they already created aesthetic guidelines for the poles, and they 
may have to go through the same process for buildings. Luckett points out that the large 
corporations should be invested in making these installations less cumbersome. Goulatia 
agrees that attention to design is very important. Moss says that there should be a requirement 
that designers and artists should be hired as opposed to just their technicians figuring out 
solutions. 
 
Guerra tells the Commissioners they do not need to feel pressured to say yes to any project, as 
public property and the public right-of-way is their purview under Chapter 175 of the City Code.  
 
 
 
Meeting Adjourned 
 


