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 ART COMMISSION 
 
Minutes of the meeting on Wednesday, June 26, 2019 
Beginning at 2:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT OF THE COMMISSION: Luckett, Baskinger, Goulatia, Moss, Gable 
 
PRESENT OF THE STAFF:    Gastil, Cavalline 
             
   
                                   AGENDA ITEMS COVERED IN THESE MINUTES 

ITEM PAGE 
1. Pusadee’s Garden Trellis & Bike Racks 1-2 
2. Townsend Park 2-3 
3. Phipps Conservatory Walkway Improvements 3-4 
4. Bob O’Connor Golf Course Club House 4-6 
5. Garrison Canal 7-9 
6. Carnegie Library Additions and Renovations 9 
7. Forbes Avenue Furniture Pilot 9-12 
8. UPMC Mercy Vision & Rehabilitation Hospital Bridge 12 

 
  
 
A.  Approval of Meeting Minutes 
 
Roll call. Luckett, acting as Chair, asks for Commissioners to review and comment on the 
minutes from May 2019. Moss mentions a word that is in error. Cavalline acknowledges two 
typos mentioned by Baskinger in an earlier email. With these corrections, Baskinger motions to 
approve the minutes, seconded by Goulatia. All ayes. Motion carried. 
 
 
 
B.  Correspondence 
 
Cavalline says that a letter has been received from Crown Castle, withdrawing their application 
which was tabled during the May Art Commission hearing.  
 
 
 
C. Items for Review  
 

1. Pusadee’s Garden Trellis & Bike Racks – Moss Architects LLC 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Anna Foster, Moss Architects 

 
Foster describes the project, which is for two wall-hung, painted steel trellis structures above the 
storefront windows of Pusadee’s Garden Restaurant, along with three non-standard bike racks 
on the sidewalk. 
 
Moss recuses himself from the discussion and commentary due to his firm’s involvement. 
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Gastil asks if the trellis is the only portion of the restaurant renovation under review today, and 
Cavalline says they are reviewing the trellis and the bike racks.  
 
Goulatia asks Foster to review one of the images on the presentation, which Foster shows. 
 
MOTION:   Conceptual/Final Approval  
 
MOVED BY:  Goulatia                     
SECONDED BY:  Baskinger  
IN FAVOR  Luckett 
ABSTAINING:  Moss  
OPPOSED:  None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

2. Townsend Park – Department of Public Works 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Andrea Ketzel, DPW 

 
Ketzel goes over the project, which is a renovation of the existing park, including retaining wall 
improvements, a new accessible entrance, accessible parking, benches, lighting, landscaping, 
fencing, new equipment, and a new half basketball court. Ketzel also mentions that she is 
finalizing the budget for the project and hopes to participate in the 1% for art program by 
implementing a mural on the retaining wall. 
 
Luckett asks if she has considered the possibility of other design elements in the park beyond a  
mural. She gives the example of a project that was seen in another recent Art Commission 
hearing which is the implementation of artwork on a hardscape basketball court. Ketzel says 
that she is open to other areas of the park, but had targeted the retaining wall as it is seen from 
the street and it would supply a large blank canvas for an artist. She says they would also want 
community input on where the art will be created. 
 
Goulatia points out that the 1% is not optional. Ketzel says that this project was begun in 2016 
so she is trying to play catch up with the funding, but that she understands. Moss notes that she 
said she would implement art if there are funds left over, but that the Commissioners are saying 
to be sure there are funds left over for the art. Goulatia says it should be incorporated into the 
design early on so that the art is an intrinsic part of the overall park. Ketzel says that she 
understands, but she is in a position right now where there are health and safety issues that she 
needs to prioritize first. She says that she has no doubt that they will be able to make the budget 
work for art.  
 
Moss asks about the proposed construction of the retaining wall. Ketzel says it involves a lot of 
patchwork, and that they are not removing the wall. A structural engineer has tested it and given 
his recommendations, which include various reconstruction and stabilizing methods, which has 
required more funds than originally requested. Moss says that the mural on the wall may make 
a lot of sense if the wall has a more patchwork appearance.  
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Moss asks where the fence is going, and Ketzel shows where it will be placed along Chartiers 
Avenue.This will be a more ornamental fence, and the back section of the park will have a 
standard chain-link fence. Moss asks if the entire park is fenced in, and Ketzel says no. Moss 
asks if the ornamental fence is to prevent falls. Ketzel says that the fences are for safety: to 
keep kids from falling or from running into traffic. She points out the ADA-accessible entrance 
and two additional entrances.  
 
Baskinger says they have seen a lot of proposals for isolated moments of artwork and that since 
they are starting from scratch on this project, it may be an opportunity for more integrated 
artwork. He says that the park seems like a good size to experiment with a more holistic 
approach.  
 
Baskinger says that they can proceed in two ways. One is to continue with the proposal as 
planned, make the structural changes, and use 1% of the budget for art, which would be 
approved separately. The other way forward would be to combine it all into one proposal. He 
says that the Art Commission likes to see things be as holistic as possible. Ketzel says that she 
sees that as very possible. She is in the bidding process right now and she has already had a 
discussion with PA+CD about the integration of this project.   
 
Gable mentions that this playground project has been in the works for over three years, and the 
prices keep going up. He says that DPW is committed to including art and has done so in 
several recent projects, and that his staff know that they are to include the 1% for art in project 
budgets. He says that this project will return for the art element.  
 
Luckett confirms that they are here for Conceptual/Final Review. Ketzel says yes, but that the 
artwork component will return for further review.  
 
 
MOTION:   Conceptual/Final Approval, with the condition that 1% for art is identified in 
the budget and set aside as the project moves forward. 
 
MOVED BY:  Baskinger                     
SECONDED BY:  Moss 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

3. Phipps Conservatory Walkway Improvements – Phipps Conservatory and 
Botanical Gardens 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Mark D’Amico, Phipps Conservatory 

 
D’Amico gives his presentation for the replacement of the existing asphalt walkway running 
along the front of the Conservatory. The new surface will be a unit paver system that improves 
accessibility, enhances stormwater management, and contributes to the beautification of the 
campus. 
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Luckett asks if the grading system to the walkway will be the same. D’Amico shows where there 
is a slight grade on the walkway. Moss confirms that they are not changing the grade. D’Amico 
says that no, they are not. 
 
Moss asks how the pavers are permeable. D’Amico says when the bricks butt together, they 
leave a join, where water flows freely into a gravel base, which is a couple feet deep and acts 
like a sump.  
 
Goulatia asks if the funding is private or public. D’Amico says it is DCNR, so it is public. Goulatia 
says that this would then require the 1% for art. Gastil says that it is state funding, not City. 
D’Amico says that they promote artwork everywhere they can.  
 
 
MOTION:   Conceptual/Final Approval 
 
MOVED BY: Goulatia                    
SECONDED BY:  Baskinger 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

4. Bob O’Connor Golf Course Club House – Department of Public Works 
(Update) 
Bill Vernon, Renaissance 3 Architects LLC 

Patrick Russell, Renaissance 3 Architects LLC 

Marc Field, First Tee of Pittsburgh 

 
Vernon gives his presentation, which is an update on the final details of the clubhouse. He and 
Russell also pass around physical material samples. This update was a requirement of the 
Commission’s Final Approval. Vernon mentions that the other requirement was for the public art 
component, which will return to Art Commission at a later date as the funding has not been 
finalized. He mentions some possible locations for a mural. 
 
Luckett says that art can be much more than just a mural, that there can be a lot of other 
possibilities for art and design.  
 
Luckett says that she understands that some of the images shown are historic references, but 
that this clubhouse is a space that is not just for white people. She says that it is important and 
necessary to include people in the designs that are representative of the population of 
Pittsburgh. Vernon says that the murals shown in the presentation were placeholders. Luckett 
says that a placeholder still matters, as it is a visual that he is putting out there for people to 
respond to. If the visuals include only white people, this has an impact on how people perceive 
the designs.  
 
Field expresses his agreement with Luckett’s statements. He discusses the First Tee’s 
intentional outreach efforts to diverse populations and that they take steps to do what they can 
to make their programs accessible and available to all.  
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Luckett says that she appreciates that, but that the applicant has been here before, and if they 
were they taking that into consideration their renderings would look different. 
 
Moss asks why they are not presenting the artwork. Russell says that the funding is still being 
worked out and they do not have a final number for the artwork budget, but they would like to be 
able to start construction.  
 
Goulatia clarifies what a particular material sample will be used for, and Russell points it out in 
the renderings. Russell points out that some sample materials are not the colors which will 
actually be used. Moss says that he understands budget concerns, but says that it seems like 
there has been a significant reduction in quality for this building. He says the siding materials 
seem to be about as cheap as you can get. He says it is very disappointing. Vernon says they 
spent a lot of time finding materials that would withstand impact by golf balls, and that the 
material is not as cheap as it may look.  
 
Goualtia asks if there is a reason the wood pattern was chosen for the siding, as opposed to 
stone or brick. Vernon says that it was meant to have a warm quality. Russell says that the 
historic building on this spot was wooden and had a residential feel, and they wanted to 
maintain some of that.  
 
Baskinger asks what the siding material is, and Russell says that it is PVC. Baskinger asks if 
there were other material options that were recyclable. Russell says that they looked at other 
options but they would not meet the impact rating. Goulatia says that stone would last longer if 
impact was the concern. Vernon says that would have been considerably more expensive. 
Russell says that stone would have changed the design from the look that they were going for. 
 
Baskinger says that longevity and durability seem to be the driving force, and asked if they 
explored using wood. Russell says they talked about natural wood siding, but that cost was a 
factor. The materials chosen have a 15-year warranty for fading, but a 50-year warranty for 
impact. He says that natural wood would have an expectation of fading sooner than that. 
Vernon says that they would have had to use stain or paint which would create a maintenance 
issue. 
 
Baskinger says that the motivations behind the building are driven by a lot of great principles. 
The architecture is a bit more hostile. They have softened this with the appearance of the 
materials used, but there is still a separation between their intent and the final appearance. 
There is an opportunity for more cohesion.  
 
Gable mentions that in the past, the City and the Parks Conservancy worked on a Master Plan, 
which outlined the architectural style for each of the parks. He mentions past projects which 
have paid attention to these standardsin their designs. He asks if the architectural style of 
Schenley Park was taken into consideration in this design. Vernon says that they tried to come 
up with a modern interpretation that replicated the proportions and rhythms of the previous 
building and other existing buildings in the park.  
 
Moss says that this is somewhat apparent on the side of the building that faces the golf course, 
but is less successful on the side facing the parking lot. Gastil says that the course-facing side 
has the appearance of a pavilion and maintains some of the previous architectural references 
and works well. He says that the parking lot side has a lot of the wood-grained PVC, and 
wonders if reconsidering this material would make a large difference in addressing the 
Commission’s concerns.  
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Moss says he appreciates the residential reference that they are trying to make with the siding. 
However, the articulation of the building, especially on the parking lot side, is more commercial 
and does not maintain that scale and materiality. He says that he takes issue with taking a 
plastic material and trying to make it look like something it’s not. He says that the siding could 
be given a color but pretending that it is wood is a mistake.  
 
Goulatia asks if they have seen an example of the siding when it is faded.  
 
Baskinger says that there is an integration of natural elements in their design, but there is a sort 
of split temporality between newer materials that will age and natural materials that will wear in. 
He says that if there is a way to transition to wood instead of fake wood, and allow it to age, that 
would conceptually fit better than a contemporary building that will look degraded in 15 years. 
He says they need to take a much longer view of these sort of buildings as assets to the City 
and think of how the public will see these buildings over time. He says wood would be a 
preferable option. 
 
Moss reiterates that it is frustrating that the art aspect continues to be put off, and says it should 
be incorporated into the plans from the beginning. He says that it feels like it will be an 
afterthought or never happen at all. Baskinger says that the mission of First Tee can be 
expressed through the public art component, and that this can humanize the architecture. He 
says that the public will see it as a cohesive statement, which is a good opportunity to further 
the message they are bringing to the community. Moss says that they want the best for this 
building, as it is an important project. Goulatia says that it is also an opportunity to go green. 
 
Baskinger confirms the applicant’s statement in the presentation that the PV array will offset the 
building’s energy consumption by 1%, and asks if this is worth it. Vernon says that it is a 
challenge to make that number more significant but they are trying to make a visible statement. 
Moss observes that it seems more about telling a story than making a huge impact. Vernon 
says they would like to make a larger impact. Baskinger says that saving that money and going 
with wood would be a stronger statement about environmentalism. Vernon says that the PV 
array would not cover the cost of wood, as the PV array is not very expensive. Russell says that 
it contributes to their overall goal to have the building be LEED Silver.  
 
Luckett repeats that their goal is to be LEED Silver, and they confirm. Luckett restablishes that 
they are here for an update. Moss says this was a requirement. Baskinger asks if there is an 
action that needs to be taken. Cavalline says that they were already given Final Approval and 
they are now fulfilling one of the two conditions that were given with that. He says that there 
could be a further conversation if what they presented strayed significantly from what was 
approved previously, but that a motion is not needed otherwise.  
 
Gastil suggests that the Commission summarize their recommendations for the applicant. He 
says that the most important reconsideration the Commission has suggested may be the siding 
material, and the second is that the parking lot elevation could be improved by small changes 
that would not add significantly to the budget. He says there was also an important point about 
representation. He also says that the art component should be thought of in an integrative way 
and the possibilities for it should be considered beyond just a mural. 
 
Moss says that was a good summary, and says that the scale of the elevation on the parking lot 
side should be broken up instead of being just a flat wall with openings. Gastil says a few very 
discreet changes could improve the scale greatly.  
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Luckett asks what the timeframe is for the project. Vernon says that they will mobilize the 
contractors in the next few months, so they will try to get something back before the 
Commission in the next month or so. Moss asks if they’ve submitted for and received a building 
permit, and Vernon says yes. 
 
Luckett asks about the actual name of the building, and asks how they came to decide on that 
name. Gastil mentions that City Council has now voted to approve the name “The Arnold 
Palmer Learning Center”. Field gives some background on Arnold Palmer and his support of 
First Tee, and says that he is a beloved figure and that they received the rights from his family 
to name the building after him. Luckett reaffirms that it went in front of City Council, and Field 
says yes.  
 
MOTION:   None 
 
 
 

5. Garrison Canal – Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership 
(Final) 
Jeremy Waldrup, PDP 

 
Waldrup presents his proposal for Garrison Canal, a lighting installation over the public right-of-
way. The current proposal is to gift the artwork to the City of Pittsburgh to become a piece of the 
City’s permanent art collection. 
 
Luckett asks if Rugby Realty owns the buildings that the artwork is attached to. Waldrup says 
that Rugby Realty owns the building at 925 Liberty, and the other building has a different owner, 
who is also in support of the project. Waldrup says they have not provided letters of support 
from the owners, but that they were previously provided for the temporary installation, and they 
would have to enter into an agreement with the City and the property owners for this donation.  
 
Luckett points out a letter of support from Rugby Realty for the extension of the project, but not 
from the other property owners. Waldrup says they are difficult to get in touch with and he was 
waiting to contact them after Art Commission approval and discussions with the City Law 
Department. He says that the project does have that property owner’s support. 
 
Luckett says they have the support for this to be temporary, not permanent. Waldrup says that 
the property owners are in support of it being permanent, but they do not have a letter as they 
could not coordinate pick-up of that letter. Waldrup assures that they would have approval, and 
that there would be a fairly substantial legal agreement with the City. 
 
Goulatia asks if PDP will install the work. Waldrup says that the work is already installed as a 
temporary installation. Goulatia asks who will maintain it. Waldrup says that they will sign a 
maintenance agreement for PDP to maintain it. They will have funds in a dedicated account to 
maintain it, similar to the arrangement they have for the Market Street installation Diamond 
Diamonds. Goulatia asks what the turnaround is for replacing a light. Waldrup says they have 
not had to do maintenance yet. They have been told the LED strips have a 5-7 year lifespan. 
They have worked with Duquesne Light, who provided their services in-kind.  
 
Luckett says it is a great project, but that it is part of their due diligence to have the support letter 
from the other property owner. Waldrup says the current letter of support doesn’t have a 
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timeline. Luckett says that it would matter to the Law Department, and given that the proposal is 
here for Final Review, there are still some things that need to be put in place.  
 
Waldrup says they will be going to HRC and they will want that support letter as well. Luckett 
says it is better for Waldrup to have all the necessary support first instead of backtracking later.   
 
Baskinger asks what happens if the buildings change ownership. Waldrup says they have not 
had that discussion with the lawyers yet, but he assumes that building owners could opt to ask 
for it to be removed. Moss says that the buildings could also be torn down. Waldrup says it is in 
the historic district, so that would be more challenging. 
 
Baskinger clarifies that what is being reviewed is the acquisition of the piece as part of the City’s 
art collection. He asks if Waldrup explored indefinite loans. Cavalline says that the agreement 
could essentially be a permanent loan. Baskinger says that there are a lot of variables to be 
worked out. He says he thinks the purview of the Art Commission is in giving conceptual 
support. Waldrup says that they did not want to go further into legal agreements before seeing if 
the project was something desirable to the Art Commission.  
 
Baskinger suggests that if there could be a way to determine what a relocation would cost, 
those fees could be held in the maintenance fund as well. Waldrup says the piece was built 
specifically for this site, so the relocation would be challenging. Luckett disagrees, and says that 
although it is site-specific, there are ways it could be relocated. She says that more specifics 
need to be explored before Final Approval can be given. 
 
Waldrup asks what exactly would be needed. He says that they assumed that they would need 
10-20% of the installation budget set aside for maintenance. He says it is a $100,000 piece, so 
they would be looking at a fund of $15,000 - $20,000. He doesn’t know that he could raise funds 
for the possibility of its relocation. Luckett says that part of the necessary due diligence is 
looking into different options, such as a long-term loan. Goulatia says they would also need to 
know where it would be stored if it was taken down. Moss asks if other City projects have a 
specific budget for relocation. Cavalline says that if it was a case of permanent loan, then it 
would be the City’s prerogative to end the loan, at which time it would be PDP’s responsibility to 
relocate or store the piece.  
 
Waldrup suggests looking at the recent Stanwix Street project to see if there is precedent for a 
relocation budget, as it is also a site-specific work that could be relocated. Baskinger says that 
this project being on private property is what makes it complicated. Cavalline says there are 
several pieces in the City collection on private property, which is fine as long as there are 
agreements for maintenance and liability.  
 
Luckett says that there is still evidence that needs to be shown. Baskinger asks if they need that 
evidence to approve this. Luckett says she does, given the conditions of the work. Waldrup 
clarifies that the evidence they need is the approval of the other owner. Gastil suggests they 
give the project Conceptual Approval to show that they are supportive of this piece becoming 
part of the City’s collection. Waldrup asks what else is needed for final review beyond the other 
owner’s approval. Baskinger says the main issue would be the question of reserve funding for 
relocation, so they would need to know what the standard is for this. He says that as long as this 
project falls in line with that precedent, they would be alright moving forward. Waldrup says he 
will work with Cavalline on this.  
 
MOTION:   Conceptual Approval 
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MOVED BY: Goulatia                    
SECONDED BY:  Baskinger 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
        
CARRIED 
 
 
 

6. Carnegie Library Additions & Renovations – Carnegie Library of Pittsburgh 
(Final) 
Sergei Matveiev, Elagin Architecture, Inc. 

 
Matveiev goes over his application, which is the storm water, landscaping, and lighting of the 
Mount Washington Carnegie Library renovations. The project received Final Approval in 
February with the condition that he return to address these elements. 
 
Moss asks about the fence along a residential street in the renderings, and asks if it will remain. 
Matveiev says that they are still in discussions with the library about it. Moss asks what the 
material of the ramp wall is. Matveiev says it is a concrete wall with a stone veneer. Moss asks if 
there is lighting along the ramp. Matveiev says that they have little spotlights along the walking 
surface.  
 
Baskinger notes that the lighting is not reflected in the rendering. Matveiev acknowledges this 
and says that Eichenlaub did not have the capability to add that, but that they have advised on 
the placement of the lights. Baskinger says the storm water management seems 
straightforward, but it is hard to piece the rest together. He says that there is an inventory of 
plants but it does not show where they are placed or how they are organized. Matveiev shows 
the landscape plan and the planting schedule. 
 
Moss says that it is difficult to interpret what the landscaping will look like from the plans shown. 
Matveiev says that the renderings produced by Eichenlaub reflect the actual plant species that 
will be used.  
 
Baskinger asks who at the City approves non-native species. Gable says that Lisa Ceoffe is the 
City Forester. Gable asks if this is a City-owned library. Matveiev says it is, and they have 
already submitted plans and addressed all comments from DPW.  
 
MOTION:   Final Approval 
 
MOVED BY: Moss                    
SECONDED BY:  Goulatia 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
        
CARRIED 
 
 
 

7. Forbes Avenue Furniture Pilot – Oakland Business Improvement District 
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(Conceptual) 
Georgia Petropoulos, OBID 

 
Petropoulos described the pilot program to improve the pedestrian experience with outdoor 
furnishings such as trashcans, lighting, and planters. They are also reviewing the signage for 
the Oakland Avenue Lighting Project, which previously received Final Approval with the 
condition that they return for the signage.  
 
Goulatia asks what the poles will be wrapped with. Petropoulos says it is a vinyl material. 
Goulatia asks if it unravels. Petropoulos says not that they know of. She also mentions that they 
are proposing a two-year duration for this pilot. 
 
Goulatia asks if the planters will obstruct vision for pedestrians crossing the street. Petropoulos 
says there are currently planters out there and these would be of a similar size. The planters 
would be placed so as not to block throughways and ramps. Goulatia asks if the current planters 
are circular. Petropoulos says they are circular with geometric cuts, and they were previously 
approved. Goulatia says they look very heavy. Petropoulos says that is intentional so that no 
one can pick them up or move them. Goulatia says they look visually heavy. Petropoulos says 
they will take that into consideration and make sure that the planters do not block any sightlines. 
 
Luckett asks if the colors shown are what will be used. Petropoulos says that they are not 
certain on the colors but they want the look to be bold and contemporary. Luckett asks if they 
have any thoughts on a color palette relating to their branding. Petropoulos says that the color 
palette will be contiguous with other elements of their branding such as the previously approved 
banners, but that they will be coming back for further approval on those kinds of details. 
 
Goulatia asks what the different trash cans are for (the visual shows three in a row). 
Petropoulos says that she assumes the City will want them to continue to use the City-installed 
recycling bins that are already installed and the new receptacles will be just for trash. 
 
Goulatia asks if the benches face the street, and Petropoulos says that they could face either 
way or be double-facing when there is space. Goulatia asks if the outdoor seating will block 
people’s pathways. Petropoulos says they have to maintain the required spacing for 
accessibility as well as two feet from the curb to allow for car doors to open. She also says that 
the seating will not belong to any particular restaurant, it would be open for anyone to use. The 
adjacent restaurants would not serve people at the tables. 
 
Baskinger asks what they are hoping to learn from this pilot and how will they know what they’ve 
achieved. Petropoulos says that they would like to know who is using the café seating, and how. 
They currently do not have any open public café seating and would like to see if the businesses 
and pedestrians like it. 
 
Baskinger says that some considerations are the form, the function, and the modes of 
interaction of the furniture. He says that the Art Commission often gives feedback on the visual 
appearance of things but what drives that is the integration into the cityscape and the effect on 
human behavior.  A pilot like this should bring those dimensions in so that it can become part of 
their dialogue moving forward.  
 
Goulatia asks what happens after two years. Petropoulos says that hopefully it will be 
successful and they can potentially expand it. Goualtia asks what happens if it is not successful 
and Petropoulos says that they can relocate and reuse the fixtures on private property. 
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Petropoulos says they are only proposing a few trashcans and planters but if successful they 
would love to see them continue to replace the current standard ones. 
 
Luckett asks how many poles would be wrapped. Petropoulos shows one block as an example 
and says it would be every pole. Luckett asks how many planters there would be. Petropoulos 
shows in the renderings where they are indicated. She says it is only along two blocks. Right 
now there is a cost factor but they would like to continue expanding as they get the funding.  
 
Moss asks if they have concern about the reduction of the pedestrian walkway given how 
congested these blocks are. Petropoulos says they chose these two blocks because of their 
width. Moss notes that as they test this project they can see how the traffic flow is affected.  
 
Gastil says there has been a lot of research done about different kinds of benches and how 
people interact with them and encourages the applicant’s designer to take those findings into 
consideration in order to provide benches that people want to use. He encourages them to look 
into New York City’s privately-owned public spaces. 
 
Baskinger says it would be great to see the light poles and cityscape rendered out. He 
encourages Petropoulos not to use vinyl on things (ie the wrapped poles). Petropoulos says that 
she doesn’t know the exact specs of the materials.  
 
MOTION:   Conceptual Approval 
 
MOVED BY: Baskinger                    
SECONDED BY:  Moss 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None 
        
CARRIED 
 
Petropoulos shows a picture of the Oakland Avenue Lighting Installation, which they are 
reviewing the signage for. Luckett says this project looks very good. Baskinger asks where the 
sign panel is located. Petropoulos says that it would be on one or two poles to give pedestrians 
information about the project. They can also put them in storefronts.  
 
Baskinger thinks the signage would be good if there was consideration about where people 
would encounter it in a meaningful way. He says the point of it is to give credit and significance 
to the installation. Goulatia asks if the installation was done by an artist. Petropoulos says no, 
that they are typical light strings that can be purchased at a hardware store. Goulatia says that 
since its not an artistic installation, she finds the signage unnecessary. Moss agrees. 
 
Gastil asks where the signage is located and what size it is. Petropoulos says it is not currently 
installed yet but it was proposed for a pole and the proposed size of the sign is 8.5” x 11”.  
 
Goulatia says that if they are doing signage, it should explain the intent behind the series of 
interventions that they are doing. Petropoulos says they have a series of boards in a storefront 
window that has that explanation. 
 
MOTION:   To not install informational signage for the Oakland Avenue Lighting 
Installation. 
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MOVED BY: Goulatia                    
SECONDED BY:  Moss 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None 
        
CARRIED 
 
 
 

8. UPMC Mercy Vision & Rehabilitation Hospital Bridge 
(Final) 
Oliver Vranesh, HOK 

 
Vranesh presents the project, which is a a bridge connecting the new UPMC Mercy Vision & 
Rehabilitation Hospital facility to the existing hospital tower. It had previously received 
Conceptual Approval.  
 
Baskinger asks what CAD program was used for the renderings. Vranesh says some were 
hand-drawn, and others were done in 3ds Max. 
 
Baskinger says that the design cues and reference points are thoughtful, and this is a nice 
complement to the new building. 
 
Moss says that he is bothered by the column coming up in the center of the arch, and says that 
the other sketches were much nicer designs. Vranesh says that the column was necessary for 
the unique conditions on the site. He says that they also wanted a design that was extremely 
easy and quick to construct, as it is adjacent to the emergency entrance of the facility. 
 
MOTION:   Final Approval 
 
MOVED BY: Goulatia                    
SECONDED BY:  Baskinger 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None 
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 
Meeting Adjourned 
 


