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 ART COMMISSION 
 
Minutes of the meeting Wednesday, February 27, 2019 
Beginning at 2:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT OF THE COMMISSION: Luckett (Acting Chair), Arimoto-Mercer, 

Baskinger, Goulatia, Gable, Ricks, Gastil 
(fifth presentation) 

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

ITEM PAGE 
1. Mon Wharf Switchback Plaque – Riverlife 1-2 
2. Forbes Ave Pedestrian Railing – University of Pittsburgh 2-4 
3. Downtown Banners – Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership 4-5 
4. ProjectCONNECT - HackPGH 5-6 
5. Women in Public Art – Women in Public Art Task Force 6-10 
6. Wightman Park – Department of Public Works 10-12 
7. Carnegie Library Additions and Renovations – Carnegie Library of 

Pittsburgh 
12-14 

 
 
 
A.  Approval of Meeting Minutes 
 
Roll call. Moss asks for Commissioners to review and comment on the minutes from January 
2019. Arimoto-Mercer motions to approve the minutes, seconded by Baskinger. Motion carried. 
 
 
 
B.  Correspondence 
 
None. 
 
 
 
C. Items for Review  
 

1. Mon Wharf Switchback Plaque – Riverlife 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Stephan Bontrager, Riverlife 

 
Bontrager describes the proposed plaque, which is on the newly constructed Mon Wharf 
Switchback. The switchback provides a link between the city streets and the riverfront trail 
system. The plaque gives recognition to the funders and cites the year of the switchback’s 
completion. It will be made of aluminum and mounted on the vertical supports of the ramp. It 
measures 9” x 45”. 
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Goulatia asks if there are any other plaques in the area, and Bontrager says he does not believe 
so, other than the historical plaques on the Smithfield Street Bridge.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer says that it fits very well in the context and is unobtrusive.  
 
MOTION:   Final Approval 
 
MOVED BY        Arimoto-Mercer                    
SECONDED BY    Goulatia  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

2. Forbes Ave Pedestrian Railing – University of Pittsburgh 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Canard Grigsby, University of Pittsburgh 

Matthew Conti, GBBN Architects 

 
Grigsby describes the proposed project, which is a pedestrian control railing to discourage 
people from crossing Forbes Ave except at the existing corner crosswalks and a new midblock 
crosswalk to be installed in the near future. The railing is continuous along the block with 
openings at the new crosswalk and the Hillman Library loading dock. The design is a Frank 
Lloyd Wright-inspired geometric pattern.  
 
Conti further describes the design and materials of the railing and its visual context among the 
surrounding buildings. 
 
Goulatia asks if the edges of the railing are sharp. Conti says it is half-inch bar steel, and the 
edges would be welded and not sharp. Grigsby describes their options for smoothing the edges 
of the railings.  
 
Goulatia asks if someone can get stuck in the spacing between the diagonals. Conti says no, 
that the space is between 4” and 6” and so is too small to get stuck in. Grigsby clarifies that the 
tapered blade between the diagonals starts at 6”. Goulatia says she is talking about the 
triangular openings. Conti says that it is possible to go over the fence or through the openings in 
the side, but this takes into consideration the possibility of someone being stuck accidentally on 
the traffic side of the fence. However, the design intent is not meant to encourage going through 
or over the fence. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks if a child could get their head stuck, and Conti says no. Arimoto-Mercer 
says that she would have concerns about the sharpness of the edges if someone fell against 
the fence, and also children climbing on or through the fence.   
 
Grigsby says they could round the edges, and that they can address this when they make the 
actual prototype. Goulatia asks if the Commission can see the prototype before giving Final 
Approval. Luckett asks if they could see a sample to review the material and the sharpness of 
the edge. Grigsby says they could bring in a cutaway piece. 
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Luckett says there are other types of pedestrian railing at Pitt, and asks why this design is being 
used instead of one of the other existing ones. Grigsby says that when the Bus Rapid Transit 
system is implemented, the railing on the south side of Fifth Ave will be removed. 
 
Luckett says that she likes the idea of doing something dynamic with the design, but that this 
configuration could pose some safety concerns, with children or students trying to go through 
the openings with traffic coming. Conti says he does not understand how a head could get stuck 
in the railing. Goulatia says that someone could try to go through the opening, and Conti 
clarifies that the concern is going through, not getting stuck. Grigsby says that what they don’t 
want is someone stuck in the street who cannot get through to the sidewalk if need be, although 
they do not want to encourage this. He says that Pitt police will cite individuals who try to cross 
through the fence.  
 
Conti asks if the Commissioners are asking for a hard barrier, and Goulatia says not necessarily 
a hard barrier, but some solution so no one could go through the fence. Conti says that railings 
designed like this are usually to protect from falling, and the 4” rule is in the code because that 
is the smallest opening that a child could crawl through and fall. Grigsby says they could put a 
mesh system over the triangular openings. Goulatia says it does not have to be mesh but there 
should be something in place so that people cannot get through the fence. Grigsby says they 
would need to get new drawings and a new cost from their designer.  
 
Conti says that the fence currently meets functionality and safety requirements, and what the 
Commission is referring to is above and beyond the standards. Arimoto-Mercer says they are 
referring to a basic barrier that won’t pose a safety and welfare problem. Conti says this fence 
has the same permeability as the fence around the Cathedral of Learning. Luckett asks if he has 
an image of that, and Conti says no. Luckett says that there is more information needed.  
 
Baskinger clarifies that their concern with children going through the fence had to do with the 
narrowing wedge shape of the opening. He asks what the impetus for installing this railing is, 
and if there have been documented incidents or studies that have shown a need for it. Grigsby 
says they have police reports and video footage of pedestrian/vehicle incidents and near-
misses. He says that the positioning of the buildings and staircase at this mid-block area create 
a natural path to cross the street. Baskinger asks if the incidents here are higher than other 
areas on campus, and Grigsby says yes. Baskinger asks if this could be a case study for how 
effective this sort of barrier is and be then implemented at other areas of campus, and Grigsby 
says potentially yes, that this would be a prototype. 
 
Luckett asks if the project has DOMI support. Guerra says a letter of support is needed from 
DOMI, as well as a Registered Community Organization meeting. She says that the RCO for 
this area, the Oakland Planning and Development Corporation, has said that the project can 
receive Conceptual Approval but must have the meeting before applying for Final Approval. 
 
Ricks says that DOMI does not have a consensus on the railing. She says that PennDOT is 
installing the mid-block crossing with traffic signal, and suggests that it might be wise to assess 
the necessity of the railing once the traffic signal is in place. She says that DOMI also has some 
concerns with the width of the top rail, which is wide enough to sit on. She brings up another 
concern that she says Grigsby already alluded to, which is that without a railing on the other 
side of the street, pedestrians may start to cross from that side and then be inadvertently 
trapped in the street. She says if that is a legitimate fear then it probably indicates that the 
railing is not desirable. She also says that these conversations within DOMI are why they have 
not issued a support letter. 
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Luckett asks when the traffic signal will be implemented, and Ricks says the posts have been 
installed, and she believes April is when it is meant to be completed, but is not sure.  
 
MOTION:   Table the current proposal, with the request that a new proposal be submitted 
after reconsideration of the project based on comments from the Art Commission and 
the Department of Mobility and Infrastructure, and following a public Registered 
Community Organization meeting. 
 
MOVED BY        Arimoto-Mercer                    
SECONDED BY    Goulatia  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

3. Downtown Banners – Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Leigh Ann White, PDP 

 
White presents the project, which is a series of 39 vinyl banners to be placed on street poles at 
identified gateways around Downtown. They include a new logo for the Downtown 
neighborhood. The banners are part of a new marketing campaign to attract new businesses to 
Downtown.  
 
Goulatia brings up the Cultural Trust banners that already exist downtown and are pictured in 
one of the slides, as well as the PDP wayfinding system that will be installed, and says that all 
together these will make visual clutter. White says that none of these banners will actually be 
placed near to any of the Cultural Trust banners. She says that she is not sure where the 
wayfinding will be located, so is not certain if they will be near to each other. Guerra says that 
the wayfinding is a project of White’s organization. White says that it is a joint project between 
PDP, Oakland Business Improvement District, and North Shore partners. Goulatia says that the 
wayfinding visuals are very different from these banners, and White says that these are meant 
to be more stylized and serve a placemaking function.  
 
Ricks asks White to speak about the timeline, because the wayfinding will not be installed for 
some time. White says that they are hoping to launch the campaign in March, and hopefully 
have the banners up for 12-18 months. Ricks says that the wayfinding would only be installed at 
the end of that time period. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer says she finds the messaging of the banners confusing, and White says that 
they are meant to simply show that you’ve arrived in the Downtown neighborhood. Goulatia 
asks what the purpose of the banners is. White says that the purpose is to establish a sense of 
place and announce that you’ve arrived in Downtown.  
 
Luckett asks if Downtown is a designated neighborhood. White says that it is. Gable says that it 
is not, that it is slang, and the actual neighborhood is the Central Business District.  
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Baskinger says they are looking for a sense of context, and the images in the presentation are 
somewhat misleading, as they do not provide the actual context. He says that it would be great 
to see images of the banners in the actual locations, as the Commission looks at the broader 
integration of these elements into a holistic view of the City.  
 
Baskinger brings up the Downtown marketing campaign and says that it would be good to see 
the other elements of this campaign to see how they all relate together.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer says that, especially with banners, they like to see how they are integrated into 
the existing environment.  
 
MOTION:   Table the current proposal, with the request that a new proposal be submitted 
that provides a greater sense of context within the marketing campaign and the urban 
environment. 
 
MOVED BY        Baskinger                    
SECONDED BY    Arimoto-Mercer  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

4. ProjectCONNECT - HackPGH 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Chad Elish, HackPGH 

Daniel Klein, evolveEA 

 
Klein and Elish give the presentation for their project, which is a public art and revitalization 
project at Tustin Park in Uptown. The project includes solar-powered charging stations, free 
public Wi-Fi, an artistic sign, and a community-driven art project on the park’s fence. The project 
was organized as part of the Uptown EcoInnovation District Plan and has been administered by 
the Public Art and Civic Design Division of City Planning.  
 
It received Conceptual Approval in November of 2018. The presentation reflects changes made 
to the project based on the Commission’s previous feedback. The redesign uses kites as a 
visual and conceptual motif. 
 
Goulatia asks if the fence elements are still acrylic, and Elish says that they are. Goulatia asks if 
they are weather-resistant, and Elish says that they are. 
 
Goulatia asks if the lighting is solar-powered, and Klein says it is. 
 
Goulatia says they did an amazing presentation and commends their attention to detail. She 
says the project looks more thought-out now. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer says they did a really nice job and turned a good idea into a great idea. She 
suggests that if they give their presentation again it would be good to have more age diversity in 
their renderings.  
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Baskinger suggests that the landing page of the Wi-Fi network has a lot of text, and the 
message may be stronger if the text is more concise. Klein says there is a shorter version of it 
on the sign, so maybe they will just use that.  
 
Baskinger acknowledges that the internet details may be out of their purview, but asks how 
much bandwidth there will be, and how many devices the equipment can handle. Elish says he 
believes 50 or more. He says that the nearby HackPGH headquarters is where MetaMesh (their 
project partner who is supplying the Wi-Fi) pushes out their internet, and that the reach and 
bandwidth should be good. 
 
Baskinger asks if there would be a plan to ramp up bandwidth over the course of the next ten 
years. Elish says the technology supports it and this would be possible, and he would need to 
talk to MetaMesh about it. Guerra says that there is a maintenance plan and HackPGH will be 
helping to maintain the equipment over the next ten years.  
 
Luckett asks if there is a time limit to the internet access, to make sure that it is accessible to 
everyone. Klein says that they do not have a plan to limit it, but since they are very close to the 
community they can evaluate this as time goes by and see if there is a need. He says that the 
Wi-Fi has been operational since September and has only gotten good feedback so far. 
 
Gable asks about the fence elements, which will have words and drawings from the community 
on them, and says that they will need to make sure there is no questionable messaging on 
them. Elish says that they are scanning in all of the art, so they will see each piece. Of the 7,000 
diamonds on the fence, only a few hundred will have art on them. Guerra says that she will have 
to review the artwork on the diamonds to make sure that it represents the City’s speech. 
 
MOTION:   Final Approval  
 
MOVED BY        Arimoto-Mercer                    
SECONDED BY    Goulatia  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

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

 
Powell describes the project, which previously came to the Art Commission for Courtesy Review 
in July of 2018. The project is led by the Office of the Mayor and aims to erect a statue 
celebrating the contributions of a woman/women of color from the Pittsburgh area. The 
proposed statue is to be at the former site of the Stephen Foster statue. The WIPATF is seeking 
to release an RFP to find an artist and proposal for this statue.  
 
Powell addresses the Commission’s feedback from the July hearing and gives some 
background and explanation of the Task Force’s choice of location, concept, and materials.  
 



 

Page 7 of 14 

 

Goulatia asks what the timeline for the process will be, and Powell says that they expect it to 
take a few years. 
 
Goulatia says that the Commission’s previous issues with the project centered on the location 
(the former Stephen Foster site), and she feels that space needs to serve as a space of healing. 
She suggests that if the project will take a few years to be completed, in the interim the space 
should be used for performances and temporary art by artists of color. 
 
Powell says that they have the intention of continuing the community conversation in multiple 
ways, ending with something permanent to continually acknowledge that healing process. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks what is meant by “traditional art installation” (referring to a slide in the 
presentation). Powell says that what the Task Force means by traditional refers to the statues or 
public art that can be immediately understood by a viewer. The Task Force wants the art to be 
figurative in order to celebrate the legacies of women of color and black women in the same 
way that the City has in the past celebrated white men. 
 
Goulatia asks why it is not more diverse, and if there is a reason that they specifically want it to 
be a black woman. Powell says that they tried to look at who is missing from the narrative, and 
that there is no public art that depicts and memorializes a black woman. Going forward, the 
Task Force intends to look at women of different intersectionalities and backgrounds, but for the 
first piece in Pittsburgh they wanted a black woman because of the lack of representation of 
black women in the City’s public art.  
 
Luckett says that she is a black woman and an art historian, and a lot of her work has to do with 
under-represented voices. She applauds the intentions of the Task Force but says they are 
misguided. She says that she does not disagree with what they are doing, but rather how they 
are doing it. Luckett questions why it needs to be a statue and a 1-for-1 exchange (with the 
former statue). 
 
Luckett asks if they have considered other locations. She says that they have made choices 
about the art without allowing whoever the selected artist will be to participate and provide 
feedback. She says they are missing out on a lot of potential and doing a disservice to the 
project by only thinking of a statue of an African-American woman. Luckett says that she does 
not think this is the location for that statue, and she would like to see other locations considered.  
 
Luckett asks if the Task Force has engaged artists. Powell says the through the Office of 
Community Affairs, they invited artists to be part of their community process. She says that the 
Task Force includes women who work in the arts, and going forward they would welcome more 
artist input. Luckett asks if they could be doing a better job engaging artists. Powell says they 
could, but what they have been focusing on is what the community wants to see from the 
project.  
 
Luckett questions why they have not considered other locations. Powell answers that they 
started off broadly and thought about where a statue like this would have the most impact. The 
Task Force determined it was critical to be very visible and in a main thoroughfare. She says 
that in the bigger picture the Task Force is thinking holistically about diverse representation in 
the City’s public art. 
 
Luckett says there are many other possible locations. Powell says that there were practical 
concerns as well, and that this is a City-owned parcel and it is already structurally able to hold a 
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statue. Luckett says that she does not see any indication that they’ve investigated other sites. 
She points out her experience in helping to strengthen projects such as this, and says that the 
Task Force is doing the City a disservice by being myopic in their approach to the project.  
 
Goulatia points out that there are other kinds of projects that can be more powerful than a 
statue, and urges the Task Force not to limit the RFP to a statue format. Powell says that they 
are excited to put forward an RFP and see the diversity of responses that they get back and 
how the values of the community are interpreted.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer says that she went to one community engagement meeting for this project. She 
says that the discussion at the meeting began with the idea of a statue, but then progressed to 
the idea of a more abstract piece due to the number of different women of color to be 
acknowledged. She says that she is not convinced that people’s ideas about what they would 
like from the project would not change if engaged further and given a broader range of options. 
 
Powell says that speaks to the Task Force’s mission writ-large, and that this is just the first 
project and going forward they would like to extend the conversation about the many ways of 
honoring women who have been under-represented. Arimoto-Mercer says that since this is the 
first project, it sets the tone for the future and should be carefully considered. 
 
Goulatia says it seems the decisions were made from the beginning as to what the outcome of 
the project will be. Powell says that the idea of a statue is what came up naturally in the 
community meetings and online questionnaires. Arimoto-Mercer mentions the importance of 
thinking about the best way to honor these people, instead of giving a choice of a few women 
and asking for votes to choose one. She suggests that if the feedback could have been 
presented as more open-ended, they may have gotten different results. 
 
Powell says that they received a lot of feedback that differed from what they had suggested 
initially, such as the concept of honoring the women of Pittsburgh’s jazz scene.  
 
Luckett says that there is more work needed before the release of the RFP. As the first project 
of the Task Force, this needs to be a very well thought-out RFP, and they are missing critical 
voices.  
 
Baskinger says it seems that, as it is now, the location is a driving force in the RFP and in the 
art that will be created. He says that there are other parameters to consider such as content, 
audience, and message, which will then drive the choice of location, instead of the reverse.  
 
Goulatia understands the need for the content to be recognizable, but there are many artists 
that make powerful work that is representative of the community or their values, but does not 
depict a particular person. She suggests that the Task Force visit some local artists to have 
conversations with them.  
 
Jessie Ramey speaks from the audience. Ramey is the Director of the Women’s Institute at 
Chatham University, serves on the Task Force, and is also the Chair of the City’s Gender Equity 
Commission. She gives the support of the Gender Equity Commission. She says this 
addressing of historic absences is exactly the kind of project that the Task Force was put 
together to think about. She also mentions that they received signatures from 37 community 
leaders representing almost every community organization in Pittsburgh that is oriented toward 
women and gender issues. 
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Baskinger asks what approval is being sought, and Guerra says that it is to be able to release 
the RFP with the criteria of a traditional statue and in the former Stephen Foster site. Luckett 
confirms that they are seeking to release an RFP to find an artist and a proposal. 
 
Goulatia begins a motion to table the proposal, asking that they come back with a better 
understanding of what needs to be changed and a more inclusive approach. 
 
Luckett says that the comments that were made by the Commissioners previously (at the July 
2018 hearing) have not been incorporated.  
 
Goulatia retracts the motion. 
 
Baskinger says that the Commissioners are asking the applicant to broaden the parameters of 
the RFP. He asks the Commission in what ways the applicant should be asked to broaden 
them, and is the Commission the body to suggest this. Luckett says they are not here to tell 
them exactly what should be in the RFP, but that the applicant needs to do further investigation 
into how to be more inclusive, and move beyond just the idea of a statue. 
 
Guerra says that they are presenting here for the Art Commission’s guidance, because if they 
release an RFP and choose a proposal, that proposal will need to be approved by the Art 
Commission. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer says that she appreciates the work they have done, but the Commission still 
has concerns that need to be addressed. 
 
Powell says that they are looking for the Commission’s guidance on how to shape the RFP, 
specifically what additions they would like to see, or how the Commission would like it to be 
broadened.  
 
Luckett says that there are still concerns from the previous hearing in terms of looking at 
alternative sites. She says there needs to be some more research and development in order to 
be more inclusive in the process before shaping the RFP, specifically to remove the word 
‘statue’ as this puts parameters on people as to what they can propose. She encourages Powell 
to convene a group of artists to talk to them and look at their work, as well as looking into what 
works there are in the public realm in Pittsburgh that are by or for female artists.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer says that the phrase ‘traditional public art installation’ is limiting, as it implies 
that contemporary public art will not be enduring. 
 
Goulatia says that sometimes abstract work leads to more discussion and thought.  
 
Luckett says there are some great examples in the Carnegie International and elsewhere 
around Pittsburgh of work in the public realm.  
 
Baskinger says that, as suggested, one way to open the language of the RFP criteria is to 
remove the word ‘statue’ and instead say something like ‘work of public art recognizing African-
American women’. They could also say ‘to be designed for a site-specific location, including but 
not limited to the former site of the Stephen Foster statue’. They could also speak of 
permanence and endurance and the scale of temporality of the work being proposed.  
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MOTION:   Table the current proposal, with the request that a new proposal be submitted 
with revised criteria for the RFP, with consideration given to the comments of the 
Commission. 
 
MOVED BY        Goulatia                    
SECONDED BY    Arimoto-Mercer  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

6. Wightman Park – Department of Public Works 
(Final) 
Sara Thompson, Pashek+MTR 

Megan Ziegler, Pittsburgh Water & Sewer Authority 

Oreen Cohen, OOA Designs 

Alison Zapata, OOA Designs 

 
Ziegler introduces the project. Thompson goes through the design of the park. The project is a 
complete renovation of Wightman Park including green infrastructure, contemporary play 
equipment, and athletic areas. The storm water management elements are incorporated into a 
wetland habitat, and this concept serves as an overall theme to the other park elements. The 
plans include artistic elements funded by the 1% of the budget set aside by DPW for art, and 
administered through PA+CD. The artistic elements are being designed and created by OOA 
Designs.  
 
The park design received Conceptual Approval in July of 2018 and the art elements received 
Conceptual Approval in November of 2018. This Final Review is for both the full park design 
and the art elements. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks Thompson to show and compare any significant changes to the design 
since the last time they presented. Thompson shows changes that have been done to the 
pattern of the safety surfacing and to the playground tiles. Thompson shows the transitions 
between play areas for different age groups. She discusses the options for poured-in-place 
safety surfacing vs tiles. Arimoto-Mercer asks if the consideration is cost, and Thompson says 
yes, as the poured-in-place is more expensive. Arimoto-Mercer says that the poured-in-place 
looks nicer, and Thompson agrees.  
 
Thompson hands out some material samples. Goulatia confirms that it is not cork, and 
Thompson says that it is rubber. Thompson shows the actual color of the play structures, which 
differs from that shown on the screen. 
 
Thompson goes over the brick and stucco used for some of the structure walls, and the 
stonework and treated wood used elsewhere in the park.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer confirms that the imprinted concrete pattern will be a wave pattern, and 
Thompson says yes.  
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Thompson goes over the signage for the park, most of which is City-standard. There are also 
non-standard wrap-around signs that give information on the rain garden and storm water 
aspects. Arimoto-Mercer says that she likes the wrap-around sign. 
 
Goulatia asks about a sample material, and Thompson says that is for the plastic slides and 
similar play equipment.  
 
Goulatia asks how tall some of the signage is, and if it would be a hazard. Thompson shows the 
signage dimensions. Goulatia asks if the edges are sharp. Thompson says they will make sure 
there aren’t any spurs on the edges, but they are mounted on a stanchion with rounded edges.  
 
Baskinger notes that the art aspects were previously reviewed separately from the park as a 
whole, and now they are reviewing the park and the art all as one review, and Guerra confirms 
this. 
 
 Cohen and Zapata introduce themselves. They discuss the changes they have made to the art 
project since the last review. The bug sculptures are being placed on stands as free-standing 
sculptures instead of being attached to the fence. The larger sculpture will be made out of 
stainless steel instead of plate steel, for better longevity.  
 
Goulatia refers to a sample piece of material and asks if it bent because of the heat, and is this 
a danger for the larger sculpture material. Cohen says they have discussed that with a structural 
engineer and are stitch-welding the steel and heating it in a way designed to avoid warping. 
Goulatia asks if the patina will be done at the studio, and Cohen says yes.  
 
Cohen says they tried to find a fabricator locally, and could not, so they are using a company 
out of Columbus. The Pittsburgh Glass Center is helping with the glass elements.   
 
Goulatia says that they had concerns with the size of the holes in the sculpture. Cohen says it 
has been tested in regards to current safety regulations and has been reviewed by Andrea 
Ketzel at DPW, who is certified in the area of child safety/play equipment. 
 
Cohen describes the lighting elements and says they have no-skid glass and are fog-resistant. 
 
Goulatia asks again about the size of the holes in the sculpture. Cohen says they passed the 
necessary safety tests.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer commends the project and says that it will improve the area. 
 
Goulatia asks why there are only three bug sculptures, and if this is because of the budget. 
Guerra says yes, it is because they have a limited budget. Cohen says that based on the 
designs they were able to make with the children that were engaged in this part of the project, 
as well as the cost of the metal, they couldn’t make more than three.  
 
Baskinger says the changes that have been made are nice. He said he has concerns with the 
sharp edges of the bug sculptures. He also questions if the narrative of the bug shapes coming 
from the cut-outs of the sculpture is strong enough, especially when not placed next to each 
other. He says without knowing that’s where the shapes come from, they can appear a bit 
wonky and less refined.  Cohen agrees and wishes there was enough budget to have them re-
lasered, but says that they will be going back and refining the edges. She also mentions that 
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due to the layout of the park and where the bug sculptures are situated, people will likely not be 
able to get near enough to touch them. 
 
Goulatia suggests incorporating the edge treatment into the patterning of the cut-outs, so that it 
isn’t necessary to go back and refine the edges afterwards.  
 
Baskinger asks about the process for the printed panels. Cohen says they are using designs 
that the children created during community events, and these will be screen-printed onto the 
panels that make up the sections of the bugs. Goulatia asks if this is necessary. Cohen says it 
was part of the community process that the project required.  
 
Baskinger asks if the components will be screen printed before being welded, and Cohen says 
yes. Baskinger asks if the heat causes any damage. Cohen says that she can protect different 
areas as she is welding. Baskinger asks about the heat from direct sunlight and if the asphaltum 
will soften. Zapata says they can test this.  
 
Baskinger asks how much the ballfield is used, as there appears to be a path through center 
field. Thompson says it is a T-ball field and is not large. She shows on the slides how the rain 
garden is placed at the edge of the ballfield space.  
 
Baskinger asks about the signage component, and asks whether that needs to be looked at 
separately. Thompson says that most of the signs are City-standard. Thompson describes the 
non-City-standard signs and how they are made.  
 
Guerra says that for the non-standard signs, they are presenting exactly what will be printed, so 
the Commission can review and approve it now. If the Commission has issues with the signs 
that would need to be resolved, they can approve the rest of the park and have the applicant 
come back for the signage.  
 
Thompson describes the materials of the non-standard signage and how they would be bolted 
to stanchions. Baskinger asks if it will be die-sublimated then welded. Thompson says yes, she 
assumes. Goulatia asks if they have done these wrap-around signs before, and Thompson says 
yes and shows an example. Baskinger says that he has a concern with aluminum being affixed 
to steel if it is being done with an epoxy, which will not hold over time.  
 
MOTION:   Final Approval, including the art component and signage, with the condition 
that any concerns brought up by the Commission be addressed, including the sharp 
edges of the bug sculptures and the durability of the asphalt on different elements of the 
artwork.  
 
MOVED BY        Arimoto-Mercer                    
SECONDED BY    Goulatia  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

7. Carnegie Library Additions and Renovations – Carnegie Library of Pittsburgh 
(Conceptual/Final) 
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Sergei Matveiev, elagin architecture, inc. 

Ron Graziano, CLoP 

 
Matveiev introduces himself and describes the plans for the proposed project, which is 
renovations to the historic Mount Washington library branch. This includes waterproofing, 
French drains, landscaping, a new roof, new gutters, and other building elements. There will 
also be an addition that adds a significant amount of square footage to the building and provides 
new program spaces and incorporates an accessible entry ramp. 
 
Luckett asks how high the ramp is, and Matveiev says that the code requires that the rails be 
42” high.   
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks what happens to the water coming down the slope of the West side. 
Matveiev says that the civil engineers are working on water mitigation plans right now.  
 
Guerra says that they need to work through all of this, as stated in the letter from DPW. 
 
Goulatia says she has been in another Carnegie Library that was being renovated, and during 
the renovation process they kept discovering old and spectacular features of the library. She 
encourages Matveiev to be willing to change his plans if discoveries are made at this site. 
Matveiev says they have original drawings. 
 
Graziano says that in 2007 when he started they had to reset the front steps because they were 
sinking, and had to do so again in 2014. They have avoided making changes to the primary 
elevation, because the Historic Review Commission does not generally like to see this. 
 
Matveiev discusses the roofing materials and the color palette for the building. Arimoto-Mercer 
asks if they can change the colors on a Historic property, and Matveiev says that they will see 
after their HRC review. Graziano says that the earliest photos they have are from the 70’s and it 
appears it was already repainted at that point. They believe it was with lead-based paint. 
 
Goulatia asks if they can remove the lead-based paint. Graziano says he doesn’t know how 
many layers of paint there are.  
 
Matveiev says that taking paint off of brick is very difficult. Graziano says the original color was 
red brick.  
 
Goulatia asks about plans for landscaping. Matveiev says they will be putting together a plan for 
low-maintenance landscaping. Arimoto-Mercer asks if there was a landscape plan in the packet. 
Matveiev says they have not gotten to that part yet. Luckett asks if it will be part of the 
renovation, and Matveiev says yes, it will be part of the work. Luckett says that it should be part 
of the application. Matveiev says he’d be happy to provide it later if they would give the approval 
as a contingency. He says that the landscaping will not be dramatic. Luckett says that the 
Commission needs to see everything. 
 
Graziano says they can bring the landscaping back separately. Graziano says that they do want 
to present a refurbished look to the front of the building, while retaining its historic aspects. He 
says that this comes down to lighting, landscaping, and paint colors.  
 
Luckett says that they can return for a separate review for lighting, storm water, and 
landscaping. 
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Baskinger notes that the colors they are looking at in their packet are considerably lighter than 
the material samples. Matveiev clarifies which color corresponds to each part of the building. 
 
Baskinger asks about the window trim, and Matveiev says it will be a natural color. Baskinger 
asks if the original windows are wood-framed, and asks what color they will be.  
 
Graziano says the windows were re-conditioned two years ago and they did not change the 
colors. Matveiev says they would match the banding. Matveiev says the windows in the back 
addition will be aluminum. Baskinger confirms that the windows in the front will not match the 
windows in the back. Matveiev says no, he isn’t in favor or modifying the aluminum window 
frames. Baskinger asks if the windows on the front would be painted a grey to match the 
aluminum windows. Matveiev says no, they would retain the same accent color.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks what would happen if they find they cannot change the colors (due to the 
HRC), and if in that case the rear addition would reflect the older color palette. Matveiev says 
that he is not sure, they just need to see how it plays out. Luckett says that their color selection 
is much more suitable than its current palette. 
 
MOTION:   Conceptual/Final Approval with the condition that the project returns to Art 
Commission for review and approval of the lighting, storm water, and landscaping 
elements, as well as any changes to the color palette.  
 
MOVED BY        Goulatia                    
SECONDED BY    Arimoto-Mercer  
IN FAVOR      All  
OPPOSED     None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 
D.  Staff Report 
 
Guerra says that PA+CD received a proposal for the relocation of Stephen Foster, but that it 
came just before Art Commission, so it has not been reviewed yet. Goulatia asks where the 
proposal is for, and Guerra says it is for a location in Hazelwood.  
 
 
 
Meeting Adjourned 
 


