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 ART COMMISSION 
 
Minutes of the meeting Wednesday, June 27, 2018 
Beginning at 2:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT OF THE COMMISSION: Moss (acting as Chair), Baskinger, Goulatia, 

Heidemann (left during the fifth 
presentation), Luckett, Arimoto-Mercer, 
Gable, Ricks (arrived during the first 
presentation, left during the fourth 
presentation) 

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

ITEM PAGE 
1. Oakland Banners – Oakland Business Improvement District 1-2 
2. PWSA Facilities – Pittsburgh Water and Sewer Authority 2-4 
3. Life on Liberty Streetscape – Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership 4-6 
4. Bigelow Blvd Complete Streets – Dept of Mobility and Infrastructure 6-8 
5. Women in Public Art – Women in Public Art Task Force 8-11 
6. Arnold Palmer Learning Center – Dept of Public Works 11-12 
7. Carnegie International – Carnegie Institute 13 

 
A.  Approval of Meeting Minutes 
Roll call. Moss asks for Commissioners to review and comment on the minutes. Heidemann 
motions to approve the minutes, seconded by Goulatia. Motion carried. 
 
B.  Correspondence 
None 
 
C. Items for Review  

 
1. Oakland Banners – Oakland Business Improvement District 

(Conceptual/Final) 
Georgia Petropoulos, OBID 

Paul Fireman, Fireman Creative 

 
Petropoulos describes the project, which is a series of banners for the Forbes Ave corridor in 
Oakland. This is the first of a series of projects introducing a new branding concept for Oakland, 
marketing it as a destination. She goes over the process, beginning three years ago, of creating 
a brand to promote Oakland that would work for all of its various stakeholders. She shows the 
logo that has been created and the various ways the branding will be implemented. There are 
several banner styles that are being contemplated. The banners shown in the presentation 
utilize stock images of people, but the applicants would like to use photos of actual members of 
the Oakland community in the banners’ final design.  
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Goulatia asks if the background of the banners changes, and Petropoulos shows that there are 
three different options they are looking at currently. Goulatia asks about the concept of the logo. 
Fireman explains that it signifies a map marker, as the goal is marking Oakland as a destination. 
Arimoto-Mercer asks about the colors, and Petropoulos says there were many iterations and the 
color options were the result of about six months of community process. The colors used were 
the ones that had nearly unanimous approval by stakeholders. The green and purple will stand 
out against the streetscape, which is primarily of dull greys and browns. 
 
Moss asks what aspects of the design are characteristic of Oakland as a distinct place. 
Petropoulos says that the images of the people represent the various activities that take place in 
Oakland. Moss says that is commendable, but those activities take place in many cities. 
Petropoulos says that the focus is on drawing people’s attention to activities other than what 
they may have come to the neighborhood for. Fireman notes that it was a challenge to come up 
with a unifying image, as any iconic symbol of Oakland would primarily target a specific group. 
 
Goulatia says that she wishes the logo had more depth. Heidemann says that she sees it as the 
pinpoint on a map. Fireman agrees that is the intended meaning. Petropoulos says that there 
was an animation on the PowerPoint that helps to clarify it, but it is not working in this 
presentation format.    
 
Baskinger says that the idea is generic if images of actual people of Oakland are not used, and 
Petropoulos says that is their intention. Guerra notes that the idea would need to be approved 
by the City Law Dept. Baskinger says the photos of residents is a must-have to make this an 
effective campaign. He also asks if the map behind the graphic can be changed to make it an 
actual place marker.  
 
Baskinger asks if the banners are two-sided, and Petropoulos says yes. Baskinger also 
comments that the logo can read “Akland” due to the color placement, and Petropoulos replies 
that they had similar feedback in the past and this was an iteration to fix that kind of issue.  
 
Heidemann asks for clarifications in regards to the three different banner options. Petropoulos 
says that they are open to the Commissioners recommending one, or they can choose. 
Baskinger says they serve different functions, especially if the map can be changed on 
individual banners. He says it might also be a good idea to have a different design on either 
side.  
 
MOTION:  Conceptual Approval 
 
MOVED BY        Baskinger                    
SECONDED BY    Goulatia  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

2. PWSA Facilities – Pittsburgh Water and Sewer Authority 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Barry King, PWSA 

Christine Mondor, evolveEA 
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King, the Interim Director of Engineering and Construction for PWSA, introduces the project. 
The project is the construction of two orthophosphate facilities in Highland Park, which is home 
to a large part of the City’s water supply infrastructure. The project is critical due to the need to 
inhibit the corrosion of lead and iron service lines throughout the City and thus reduce the 
amount of lead in the drinking water.  
 
Mondor continues to explain the project and the process followed by her firm in creating the 
working plans. She shows the two sites that are being discussed at today’s hearing and 
discusses the requirements for an orthophosphate facility. One of the facilities they are 
proposing is designed to be able to be used as a picnic shelter and have a structure that will be 
able to remain after the PWSA facility element is removed after approximately ten years. The 
other structure has been recommended to not incorporate a shelter due to its location. 
 
Moss asks if the concrete structure will be clad in another material. Mondor shows that the 
masonry and concrete block would be clad with a material that would be able to be 
deconstructed, such as wood paneling or slate.  
 
Moss clarifies that this project is up for Conceptual/Final review because of its urgency, and 
Mondor says yes. There is more to the project on a greater timeline but the current submission 
is only dealing with these two facilities. 
 
Moss asks about the material examples in the application. Mondor talks about the priorities of 
the design process following the community meetings, including an emphasis on the roof lines. 
 
 Moss asks if there will be security. Mondor says that there will be cameras and a security guard 
at the membrane filtration plant watching the camera deck whenever the plant is not staffed. 
 
Susan Rademacher of the Pittsburgh Parks Conservancy declares her support of the project 
and says that their opinion is that one of the structures should not incorporate a picnic shelter 
due to its location.  
 
David Hance of the Highland Park Community Development Corporation seconds 
Rademacher’s comments.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer commends the presentation and says it is wonderful that the aesthetics of the 
park are being addressed.  
 
Luckett clarifies which examples in the presentation are being discussed and that the design of 
the shelters is continuing to evolve even though the timeline made it necessary for them to ask 
for Final Approval at today’s hearing.  
 
Moss asks if they would be able to continue if only Conceptual Approval was granted today, and 
Mondor states that due to their need to get permits, it wouldn’t be likely to be able to be 
accomplished on the necessary timeline.  
 
Goulatia asks about an example on the presentation, and Mondor says it is there as an example 
since it was their design and has had the most development. Goulatia asks about their use of 
older park aesthetics, and Mondor says this was preferred by the community. Goulatia says that 
it might have been nice to have a modern design, since the older looks can’t be recreated.  
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Gable gives the Dept of Public Works’ support for the project. 
 
Moss says he would be inclined to support the project given its urgency and to trust the team to 
continue its thoughtful development.   
 
Baskinger asks what the risk is that the project will detour significantly from what is presented 
today. Moss says the approval would be based on what is presented and a dramatic deviation 
would necessitate other City departments not to approve it. Mondor agrees that for any 
significant deviation they would work with Guerra and the Art Commission as needed. 
 
MOTION:  Final Approval for project based on the conceptual drawings and plans 
presented today on the condition that the applicant works with DOMI, DPW, the Parks 
Conservancy, and City staff as they finalize the plans.  
 
MOVED BY        Luckett                    
SECONDED BY    Heidemann  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

3. Life on Liberty Streetscape – Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership 
(Final) 
Jeremy Waldrup, PDP 

Jonathan Kline, Studio For Spatial Practice 

 
Waldrup goes over the project, which appeared at the previous month’s Art Commission and 
received conceptual approval with suggestions from the Commission. The streetscape is an 
intervention to expand and animate the pedestrian public realm along the 900 block of Liberty 
Ave. The design has been modified after receiving comments from the Commission. The 
intervention is intended to be in place for a year to a year and a half.  
 
Kline describes the revisions to the mural elements and the color palette. He also goes over the 
strategy for drainage of stormwater on the street, and the details of the lighting elements, the 
benches, and the planters. He says that alternative materials for the mural were looked into and 
it was decided that paint would make the most sense. Alternatives to the concrete blocks were 
also investigated, with the conclusion being that other options would not fit into the project 
budget.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer says that she is happy that many of the concerns of the previous hearing have 
been addressed. She points out a plant that would grow to a height that, together with the 
planter, could be as high as five feet, which may disrupt vehicular-pedestrian sightlines. She 
suggests an option would be to plant the taller plants more toward the curb side where the 
planters are lower, which Kline says they can do.Waldrup says that a motivating factor for plant 
choice is the hardiness of the plants, given the downtown environment. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks if a sculptural element also would disrupt sightlines. Waldrup says that the 
sculptures are a maximum of 36”, which is a number they received from the Dept of Mobility and 
Infrastructure. 
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Goulatia says that she commends their work, but is still not thrilled with the mural. She cites a 
previous project in which PDP worked with the Office of Public Art on a street mural which the 
Commission was highly in favor of, and suggests that artistic elements should be done in 
collaboration with that office or with the City’s Public Art and Civic Design Division. Guerra 
clarifies that if projects are intended to be on City property they need to work with the Public Art 
and Civic Design Division. 
 
Waldrup says they really do not have time to execute this project unless they receive final 
approval today, and notes that this project has a shorter lifespan than the previously mentioned 
street mural. He says they saw the artistic elements of this project as more a design aspect and 
less of an art installation.  
 
Goulatia says that Downtown has a lot of competing visuals and they do not want to add to the 
visual clutter. Luckett agrees.  
 
Baskinger says the size and spacing of the mural elements may be the issue, and possibly 
painting larger portions of the ground would anchor the design more. Kline says that the bright 
colors and bold elements are typical of NACTO (National Association of City Transportation 
Officials) projects. He says the mural portion is the most flexible part of the project and they can 
change it, however to be effective the project should be installed as soon as possible. Waldrup 
says the mural revision directly responded to the Commissioner’s comments from the last 
hearing.  
 
Baskinger suggests they could conditionally approve the project and return with mural options, 
as the paint would be applied last. Ricks mentions that DOMI has been working with the PDP on 
this project and there are a lot of plans for Liberty Ave going forward that depend somewhat 
upon the response to this project. She says that DOMI supports the project.  
 
Goulatia says that it would be better if the mural area was just painted a single color.  
 
Baskinger says that a phased approach where elements of the project were introduced one at a 
time might be more useful for a pilot, as the effects of each element could be judged more 
accurately. 
 
Heidemann asks if it would be unfair to ask the applicants to completely redesign the project as 
their revisions responded to the Commissioners’ previous comments. Moss points out that the 
project is also temporary. Goulatia says that they simply took elements of the mural away, and 
removed any cohesion that the previous iteration had. Heidemann says it would have been 
helpful to see a side-by-side comparison of the former submission and this one.  
 
Baskinger asks how long it would take to install. Waldrup says they are still working on timing, 
and are not sure. Moss says they can approve the project without the mural and ask them to 
come back. Waldrup says more redesign will affect the greater budget and process of 
installation.  
 
Luckett says she agrees with Heidemann’s comments about the applicant addressing the 
Commission’s previous comments. Luckett says that future projects may benefit from more 
thought into being phased over time. She asks what ‘temporary’ means in this case. Waldrup 
says 12-16 months. Guerra points out that the City has been working on a temporary art policy, 
which includes projects up to 12 months. Waldrup says that there are also questions of the 
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difference between infrastructure and art, as he’s not sure elements of the project, such as the 
planters, would fall under the category of temporary art. 
 
Ricks mentions that they will also need to think about snow removal, and that the mural element 
may last a shorter amount of time due to snow plows.  
 
MOTION:  Final Approval with the recommendation that for future projects, the applicant 
works with the Public Art and Civic Design Division on the design process, and with the 
provision that the plantings do not obstruct the visual field. 
 
MOVED BY        Heidemann                    
SECONDED BY    Arimoto-Mercer  
IN FAVOR      5  
OPPOSED     1 
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

4. Bigelow Blvd Complete Streets – Dept of Mobility and Infrastructure 
(Conceptual) 
Derek Dauphin, Dept of City Planning 

Dan McDowell, LaQuatra Bonci Associates 

 
Dauphin (standing in for Justin Miller from the Dept of Mobility and Infrastructure) introduces the 
project, which is a redesign of the streetscape of Bigelow Boulevard between Fifth Ave and 
Forbes Ave. The redesign aims to address the safety of pedestrians, bikers, and drivers, as well 
as to improve the traffic flow.  
 
McDowell addresses the design of the project, which is being done in collaboration with the 
University of Pittsburgh. It includes moving and enhancing the mid-block pedestrian crossing, 
the addition of a bike lane adjacent to the sidewalk, green infrastructure, and vehicle drop-off 
locations. 
 
Moss asks how many parking spaces will be eliminated, and McDowell reples all of them except 
for six or seven. 
 
Mavis Rainey of the Oakland Transportation Management Association, from the hearing 
audience, speaks that there is a relocation of the ADA parking, with four remaining and four 
being moved.  
 
Georgia Petropoulos of the Oakland Business Improvement District, speaks from the audience 
that any parking spaces lost will be made up for in a nearby location in further phases of the 
plan. 
 
McDowell concludes by describing the materials used in the proposal.  
 
Andrea Boykowycz from Oakland Planning and Development Corporation reads a letter from 
Wanda Wilson, the Executive Director of OPDC. Wilson states her support of much of the 
project. She states that UPitt intends to place a crossing guard on the mid-block crossing, as 
traffic is heavily disrupted during peak times. She would like this to be a condition of final Art 
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Commission approval. She also urges the City to examine the amount of times that UPitt closes 
Bigelow Blvd to traffic, as this is considered excessive by other community members of 
Oakland.  
 
Elena Zaitsoff of Oakwatch, which is under the umbrella of OPDC, speaks from the audience. 
She supports Wilson’s letter, and seconds the excessive nature of the Bigelow Blvd street 
closings, pointing out that Pitt has several other large spaces to use for gatherings that would 
not close traffic. 
 
Paul Supowitz of the University of Pittsburgh attests that UPitt is committed to making an effort 
to close Bigelow Blvd on fewer occasions, although he notes that this does not seem to be the 
purview of the Art Commission. 
 
Baskinger says that he is a fan of Complete Streets and that, though incomplete, this is a first 
step. He asks about the hierarchy of path-crossing where the bike path meets bus and 
pedestrian paths. 
 
McDowell says they have been working with the City and the placement of the bike lane was at 
the direction of the City. He says the pedestrians have the right-of-way. Baskinger asks 
specifically about pedestrians getting off the bus, and McDowell notes that they would have to 
cross the bike lane.  
 
Moss asks if there was discussion about a traffic signal. McDowell says they are working with 
traffic studies and are looking at the potential of various options. 
 
Luckett asks if there is a comprehensive Complete Streets plan for this area. McDowell says 
that they are working with DOMI on a BRT plan. Dauphin says that the City is working on a 
Complete Streets design plan. Luckett asks about the bus shelter. McDowell says that on the 
design it is a placeholder, as they haven’t worked through that yet. 
 
Luckett asks about visibility in regards to the planters. McDowell explains the planter designs, 
which will be kept low, and the rain gardens, which are below the road elevation.  
 
Arimoto-mercer asks what color the paving in the bike path would be. McDowell says they 
haven’t worked that out yet, althought the BRT plan uses green. 
 
Heidemann asks about street vendors on the corner, and McDowell says that they still exist, but 
this plan does not relate to them. 
 
Gable says that DPW supports the project, although his opinion is that the mid-block crossing is 
unnecessary. He also thinks that traffic will be stacked more than it currently is with this plan. 
 
Moss suggests an exploration of a signal instead of a crossing guard.  
 
Ron Lieber from UPitt says that they have studied that option and that due to 28,000 people 
total crossing at the three crosswalks daily, the traffic signal caused too much of a disruption 
during high-traffic times.   
 
MOTION:  Conceptual Approval  
 
MOVED BY        Goulatia                   
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SECONDED BY    Arimoto-Mercer  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

5. Women in Public Art – Women in Public Art Task Force 
(Courtesy) 
Lindsay Powell, Office of the Mayor 

Itha Cao, Office of the Mayor 

Molly Onufer, Office of Community Affairs 

Min Song, Office of the Mayor 

 
Powell gives an overview of the project. The WPATF is undertaking an ongoing process to 
determine the appropriate use of the space occupied by the Stephen Foster statue that was 
removed in April, and the initiative for a piece of public art honoring an African-American woman 
of Pittsburgh. This initiative has been led by the Office of the Mayor.  
 
The WPATF has used a deliberative forum process to engage the community in conversation 
regarding this topic, as well as gathered responses online. There were seven African-American 
women initially nominated by Dr. Jessie Ramey of Chatham University. Cao gives an overview 
of the data collected from the online surveys, including the subject of the proposed work of art, 
its location, and the artist involved. 
 
Onufer describes the deliberative community forum in more depth. Song goes over some of the 
information and feedback collected during the forums. 
 
Powell says that they are currently looking into ways to fundraise for the piece of art and are 
planning for the next phases of the project.  
 
Heidemann notes that the project is to honor a woman of color, and asks why the survey limits 
this to women in the black community. Powell replies that the project stemmed from the 
frustration surrounding the Stephen Foster statue and they wanted to ensure that from the City’s 
perspective, they were concerned with matters of inclusivity and diversity. They were specifically 
looking at African-American communities, but hopefully this was the first project of many. 
 
Heidemann asks if it was the Mayor’s decision to limit it to the black community, and Powell 
says that it was the decision of the Task Force. 
 
Goulatia notes that the presentation references the “Art Committee nominees” and asks what 
this means, as this was not something that came under through the Art Commission. Powell 
introduces Ramey, who is a historian and who introduced the seven nominees in an article 
published in the Post-Gazette. Powell clarifies that the phrase “Art Committee” refers to the 
Task Force and not to the Art Commission.  Guerra asks them to please change this as it is 
confusing for the general public. 
 
Goulatia notes that there is a lot of grief involved in the space left by the Stephen Foster statue 
and before something goes in that space, there should be time for discussion and healing. She 
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says that the placing of a statue of a woman of color seems like a “band-aid” and that in the 
current social and political climate, this space could be used for discourse. 
 
Powell says she does not think that the statue would end the discussion, and the healing nature 
of art came up often in their community conversations. They are not trying to end the 
conversation with a replacement for the Foster statue. 
 
Goulatia asks where the RFP came from, and Powell says that the RFP has not come out yet. 
They have so far been at the stage of gathering community input. 
 
Heidemann says she has concerns that the process may have been too myopic in focusing from 
the beginning on who should be nominated, which is exclusive in its nature in putting the focus 
on one person. She says there is an opportunity to be much more conceptual and inclusive in 
the nature of this project and the question of who to honor is a prompt to think individually 
instead of collectively.  
 
Powell says that a lot of the conversation was about values, and how women of color can be 
celebrated in general and in a clear way. She also says that the community is concerned with 
the individual representation of a woman of color, as this is absent from the City. Both concerns 
have been a topic of discussion in their groups. 
 
Valerie McDonald-Roberts, Chief Urban Affairs Officer for the Mayor, says that all of the 
concerns of the Commissioners have come up in the meetings that the Task Force has been 
having since the beginning of the process. She says that the conversations have been about 
providing a venue to celebrate African-American women in some way. She says it could be in 
another location, or in a different format than a statue.  
 
Luckett says that it is great that they took the time to do some research and survey the public. 
She mentions that when she first heard of the project, it seemed a bit reactionary to something 
very divisive. She asks why it needs to be this location, and why not look at Pittsburgh as a 
whole, as there is a lot of absence of different populations. Luckett says that it seems premature 
and that they should think more comprehensively. She does not believe something should go in 
that space (the Stephen Foster site).  
 
Powell says there has been a lot of conversation in the Task Force about the location from the 
beginning, and that the Stephen Foster site was not their first idea – they were thinking about 
the legacies of African-American women and women in general and how to connect that to the 
communities.   
 
Luckett acknowledges the emotional impact of the site itself, and says that people are likely to 
feel strongly about putting a sculpture in this location, due to the feelings being still very raw. 
She says there is a lot of great history of Confederate monuments coming down and nothing 
going directly in their place, but being incorporated elsewhere in a more expansive and inclusive 
way. Luckett says that it is great that they are having the conversation, but the result seems 
premature. She asks what led to the convening of the task force, and Powell states that it was 
after the op-ed by Dr. Ramey in the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, but that the City has been aware 
that inclusion in public art is something which it needs to do better.   
 
Luckett says it feels like a segregatedand insular approach and, looking at it comprehensively, 
they are missing some key elements to drive this process forward. Powell says that for a lot of 
people, putting something in this location would be transformational. 
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Luckett asks if the location is City-owned, and Powell replies that it is. Luckett suggests the 
University of Pittsburgh as a possible location, saying that she tends to not like to think so site-
specifically. Powell says that there was a lot of conversation about doing something in that site, 
specifically as it relates to music or to the university.  
 
Goulatia thinks the site would be great as a place for people to come to have a discourse, and 
that this would be more beneficial than a statue. Powell notes that the area is very small. 
Goulatia says there could be temporary art, performances, or any number of other options, but it 
is not a place to simply put a statue and end the discussion.  
 
Powell says that a statue or other item of permanence was what resonated with the community, 
but that they are in the infancy of the project and this feedback is important moving forward.  
 
Goulatia asks if the RFP would be from City Planning. Powell says they aren’t there yet, but that 
it would be coming from the City, and they would hope to work with the Art Commission. 
Goulatia says the work could be made by a person of color, and remain in place for a period of 
time before being moved to another spot. Powell says this is also something that the Task Force 
is thinking about. She says the RFP will be focused on the values that have been highlighted by 
the community as important, instead of asking for specifics qualities for the work.   
 
Luckett clarifies that they are looking at the location specifically of the Stephen Foster statue, 
and Powell says that they are. Luckett and Moss note that it was said earlier that the Task Force 
was considering different locations and this is contradictory. Powell says that the Task Force 
has not determined for sure what the location will be, but it was important to the community to 
use the Stephen Foster site.  
 
Moss says that the Commission has been very clear that they think it would be a mistake to do 
the proposed project on that site. He says the project to commemorate women of color is 
desperately needed, but not as a response to the Stephen Foster statue. Powell says it is not a 
response. Goulatia and Moss note that it will be seen as a response. Powell says that it is 
coming from a conversation abou thinking intentionally about art and diversity and is not meant 
to be a one-for-one exchange. 
 
Goulatia states that there is a problem with the inclusion aspect, as it is excluding a lot of 
people. Arimoto-Mercer says that it feels very linked to the Stephen Foster statue, and the 
installation currently at the site (images of the women that the Task Force has nominated) has 
put people in a frame of mind to think of it in this way. Onufer notes that a community member 
put those up, and just wanted it known that the City did not place those there.  
 
Ramey notes that Task Force did begin with a very broad conversation about art and the values 
of society. They thought about doing many pieces of art, and about many locations. Moss notes 
that it also doesn’t need to be done all at once. Ramey said they also thought about linking 
more than one piece together. She also notes that they have been talking about the idea of 
“centering” those in society who have been the most marginalized and been the most excluded 
from our public spaces, and most specifically about black women.  
 
Moss asks about the history of the City’s commissioned artwork, and what that process might 
be for work to recognize an individual, as it doesn’t seem to happen very often. Guerra notes 
that we can’t by law commission a specific kind of artist, as that is discriminatory. Moss notes 
that sculptures of individuals have been made in the past, and he wonders when that happened 
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last and what the process was. Powell notes that it hasn’t happened in this administration. 
Guerra says that it happens sometimes that a statue is commissioned by another entity and 
then becomes the property of the City.  
 
Esther Bush, President and CEO of the Urban League of Greater Pittsburgh, speaks from the 
audience. Bush states that all of the conversation that has happened today is usual and 
expected. She says that the concerns are legitimate, but she says that putting the new work in 
the Stephen Foster location can be healing for many. She says that it is symbolic if a black 
female would be placed there, and would lead to important and difficult conversations. Bush 
states that change requires bold action and we urges the Commissioners to consider the power 
and influence of the Art Commission in this regard.  
 
 
 

6. Arnold Palmer Learning Center – Dept of Public Works 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Bill Vernon, Renaissance 3 Architects 

Adam McCullough, D’Appolonia Engineering 

Marc Field, First Tee of Pittsburgh 

 
Before the presentation, Moss notes that given the scale of the project and the fact that it has 
not come before the Commission previously, it seems more appropriate to review this for 
Conceptual Approval and that it is unlikely the Commission can give Final Approval at today’s 
hearing.  
 
Vernon gives the presentation, which is for a new 15,000 square foot building that will replace 
the existing facility at the Bob O’Connor Golf Course in Schenley Park. The project is on City 
property so the new building will be a collaboration between the Dept of Public Works, and First 
Tee of Pittsburgh. First Tee is the current and future lessee of the property, and runs the facility 
and the course as a public amenity. Vernon describes the structure, which will be a LEED Silver 
building.  
 
The applicants led several public workshops in the planning process.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks how much stormwater will be collected in the rain gardens. 
 
McCullough, the civil engineer, responds that the site is about 2 acres, and the whole site will 
meet City stormwater requirements, but he doesn’t have the exact volume.  
 
Moss says the project looks great and will be a great addition to the park. He asks about the 
name “the Arnold Palmer Learning Center.” Gable notes that the name is a placeholder and it 
would have to go through Naming Commission. Field describes Palmer’s work with their 
chapter, his work with children, and his philanthropy. 
 
Luckett confirms that First Tee is a tenant of the building. Gable says that they have been 
running the golf course for 10-15 years. Luckett asks if the existing buildings are separate or 
contiguous. Vernon responds that they are contiguous. 
 
Moss mentions that any public art involved in the project should be handled in a separate 
application. Goulatia says that the Public Art and Civic Design division should do the call for art, 
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and Guerra says that since it is City property, that is a requirement. Guerra also notes that it is 
the Art Commission’s purview to review in general the interior of public structures as well.  
 
Baskinger says that the programming of the building seems effective. He says the multi-
functionality adds value. He questions the style of the architecture and says it doesn’t seem to fit 
into the greater golf course and park and asks what their stylistic cues were that speak 
specifically to Schenley Park.  
 
Vernon says the large expanses of glass were designed to allow for view of the City. The 
rhythm of the columns and windows were taken from the existing building. It maintains the same 
low, horizontal feel as the original building.  
 
Baskinger says that the architecture lends itself in one way to creating the feel of being in a 
separate space, but asks how the architecture can more effectively lend itself to the historical 
connection of what was there before. Vernon says they explored reusing some of the existing 
roof forms, but that it did not work for the new design. Baskinger says the new design loses a bit 
of the charm of the old.  
 
Moss notes that the applicant hearkens back to the history of the site in a few subtle ways, 
which he appreciates. Luckett says it is refreshing to have a more contemporary style. She also 
points out that the drawn renderings and the photos of the community process all only include 
images of white people. Vernon apologizes and says that the renderings were meant to just 
have “shadow” people, but white was the color that stood out the most. Field also says that 48% 
of their participants are African-American so the drawings do not reflect the population they 
serve.  
 
Goulatia asks if the design of the interiors is decided yet. Vernon says not completely. Moss 
says that this will be a separate application to the Art Commission. Moss asks what kind of 
memorabilia will be displayed inside the building. Field says that it includes memorabilia from 
the old club and items donated by Mr. Palmer.  
 
Luckett confirms that “The Arnold Palmer Learning Center” is just a placeholder name. 
Baskinger asks if the golf course name remains, and Gable says yes. Baskinger asks if the golf 
course will close during demolition and construction. Field says they will operate the golf course 
from a trailer during that time.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer brings up the note from the ADA Coordinator asking how people get safely from 
the parking area to the ramp. Moss notes that this can be addressed at Final Review, but it will 
need to be addressed. Vernon points out where the ADA parking is and how the public can 
access the main building space.  
 
MOTION:  Conceptual Approval  
 
MOVED BY        Luckett               
SECONDED BY    Arimoto-Mercer  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
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6. Carnegie International – Carnegie Institute 

(Courtesy) 
Liz Park, Carnegie Museum of Art 

Sarah Hammond, Carnegie Museum of Art 

 
Park presents the project, which will take place as part of the 57th Carnegie International. The 
project is a work by Tavares Strachan, which will involve a series of neon names placed on the 
façade of the museum. The names will be of artists, writers, musicians, scientists, and others 
who Strachan considers to have been historically overlooked, and will be placed alongside the 
carved names existing on the building. The project has received approval from the Historic 
Review Commission.  
 
Hammond adds that they have received the working list of names from the artist’s studio and it 
can be provided to the Commissioners.  
 
Guerra notes that the project has come before Art Commission because the City owns the 
building, but the library has a perpetual agreement to use it for the purpose of a library.  
 
Goulatia asks if they will damage the building, and Hammond says no and explains the 
mounting system. She says there is a deinstallation plan scheduled and there has been a 
prototype test. 
 
 
Goulatia asks if its been tested against the elements, and Hammond says the prototype has 
actually been up since the fall of last year, and has maintained its integrity.  
 
 
Luckett says it is a great idea. She asks if it will be fabricated locally. Park says the artist works 
with a fabricator in New York but a local company will be engaged to mount and install. Luckett 
notes there are a lot of great companies in Pittsburgh. Hammond says it has been looked into, 
and a local company was nearly contracted but the volume was more than they were able to 
handle. She says there are other projects involving neon in the International that they will be 
using local companies to fabricate.  
 
Luckett asks how many names there are, and Hammond says the current list is 59. Goulatia 
says she would like to see the names. Hammond says she can email a list.  
 
 
 
D.  Staff Report 
 
Moss says that it would be good for the Commissioners to review an electronic file of the 
addendum to the presentation for the golf course facility, and for the Commissioners to send 
any additional comments.  
 
Goulatia asks about a large project that is happening in the Strip District and if it is City-owned. 
Guerra says that it is part City, part developer, and part PennDOT. Goulatia asks if it will come 
in front of the Art Commission. Guerra says it should. Luckett asks about the timing of it, and 
Guerra says she will forward these inquiries on to her Director. Moss notes that the streetscape 
project on Smallman Street should also come before the Commission.  
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Goulatia asks about the initiatives downtown like the one at today’s hearing, and Guerra notes 
that third-party entities have been installing projects in the public right-of-way without 
agreements with the City. She says that they need to come through the PA+CD Division and 
that the City needs to be running the RFPs, but currently the projects are bypassing the City 
process and just coming to Art Commission for approval.  
 
Guerra notes a project from the previous month’s Art Commission that was approved, but did 
not go through a democratic process to choose an artist to work in the City right-of-way.  Luckett 
says that there needs to be discussion about this and about who is making decisions.  
 
Luckett says that she does not disagree with the sentiments of Ms. Bush, who spoke earlier, but 
the Women in Public Art Task Force is utilizing a segregated mentality in their process. She 
says that it is not centering black women as much as it is centering a white male gaze to sign off 
on the project. Guerra says she suggested that they come to the Art Commission for comments 
as they were not seeking the expertise of the Public Art and Civic Design Division. Luckett says 
it is a disservice to not provide a full range of options for the project. Guerra says it was a 
problem in the way the project was framed, and Luckett agrees, saying it was pre-packaged and 
ill-conceived.  
 
Luckett says that the Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership should be coming prepared with better 
designs for their projects. Baskinger asks if when the Art Commission gives feedback and then 
the applicant follows their suggestions in an exact way and re-submits, if it can be interpreted as 
the Commission art directing the project. 
 
Moss asks if the role of the Commission is to make sure that people don’t do terrible things, or 
to make sure that people do amazing things. Arimoto-Mercer says that as Commisisoners they 
have to raise the standards for the City. Baskinger says both, as the Commission is taking a 
wider view of design in the City than any individual applicant would.  
 
Gable says that in previous projects, the PDP has brought in artists, and those projects were 
more successful. The Commissioners discuss the aesthetic issues with the streetscape project 
at today’s hearing. 
 
Guerra discusses some street art by Tim Kaulen that she was contacted about. The bridge that 
holds the art is being repainted and there is an artist-led effort to preserve the art. The bridge is 
county property. The Commission agrees that its not under their purview to comment publicly or 
involve themselves in this issue.  
 
Guerra discusses the RFP for Art in Uptown that was led by the PA+CD Division. An applicant 
was chosen by the selection committee and that project will be coming to Art Commission soon. 
Guerra also mentions the Call for Artist for Art in Parks that was released from PA+CD working 
with DPW and Citiparks. This pilot program will be presented to Art Commission next month.  
 
Luckett asks about the 1% for art, and Guerra says that her division has been working with the 
Law Dept, OMB, and the Finance Dept to enforce it. Guerra says she will be going to City 
Council soon to remind them that this is in the code of the City and to also create a Reserve 
Fund to make the 1% more easily applied for projects around the City. 
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Goulatia clarifies that the Office of Public Art is not a part of the City government. Guerra says 
that this began as a one-year partnership. She explains the role of the City and that PA+CD’s 
goals are to create opportunities for artists. 
 
Luckett asks when the name of the Art Commission will change to the Public Art and Civic 
Design Commission. Guerra says that she has been working with Law to clarify and update the 
code but it is currently on hold by the City Planning Department.  
 
Goulatia asks about the projects run by the Office of Public Art, and Guerra says that those 
projects should be on private property, and City property projects should be run by PA+CD. 
Goulatia says this should be clarified to the Office of Public Art by the Law Dept. 
 
Moss says that Heidemann brought up that the bylaws state their should be a Vice-Chair for the 
Art Commission, and that he would like to nominate Luckett. 
 
MOTION:  Kilolo Luckett to be in the role of Vice-Chair of the Art Commission.  
 
MOVED BY        Moss               
SECONDED BY    Goulatia  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 
Meeting Adjourned 


