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 ART COMMISSION 
 
Minutes of the meeting on Wednesday, July 24, 2019 
Beginning at 2:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT OF THE COMMISSION: Indovina, Goulatia, Heidemann, Luckett, 

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

ITEM PAGE 
1. Children’s Museum Exterior Improvements 1-2 
2. MuseumLab Pole Banners 2-4 
3. Mount Washington Banners 4-5 
4. Pittsburgh Zoo Banners 5-6 
5. Pittsburgh Zoo Entrance 7-8 
6. The National Aviary Four Seasons Pavilion 8 

 
  
 
A.  Approval of Meeting Minutes 
 
Roll call. Indovina asks for Commissioners to review and comment on the minutes from June 
2019. Luckett motions to approve the minutes, seconded by Moss. All ayes. Motion carried. 
 
 
 
B.  Correspondence 
 
None. 
 
 
 
C. Items for Review  
 

1. Children’s Museum Exterior Improvements – Children’s Museum of Pittsburgh 
(Final) 
Chris Cieslak, CMoP 

 
Cieslak describes the project, which is open space improvements to visually unify the Museum 
buildings into a campus-like setting, while improving pedestrian circulation and accessibility 
between buildings. These improvements include landscaping, walkways, and ADA ramps. The 
project received Conceptual Approval in May 2019. Today’s presentation also includes fencing 
around an outdoor classroom area and the relocation of City-owned artwork that is currently 
located within the area to be fenced. 
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Luckett asks if they have images for the sculpture and the proposed relocation site. Cieslak 
says they do not. Luckett says the Commissioners will need to see those.   
 
Cavalline states that Director Gable has given a support letter which includes some stipulations, 
including: 1. All tree work and/or tree selection needs to be approved by the City Forester; 2. 
Construction documents must reflect all park standards; 3. DPW Bureau of Facilities/Operations 
Personnel must approve all construction documents for work on City-owned park property; and 
4. If not already defined in a previously existing agreement, any maintenance or capital work 
undertaken by the Children’s Museum must be documented in a formal agreement.  
 
Heidemann recuses herself due to Carnegie Mellon’s involvement with the Children’s Museum.  
 
Luckett says she would like to see documentation for the sculpture relocation, and any signage 
they would include with it. 
 
MOTION:   Final Approval, with the condition that the applicant complies with DPW’s 
stipulations and with the exception of the fenced-in classroom area and the relocation of 
the sculpture, which will need to come for a separate review. 
 
MOVED BY:  Goulatia                     
SECONDED BY:  Moss  
IN FAVOR:  Indovina, Luckett 
ABSTAINING:  Heidemann  
OPPOSED:  None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

2. MuseumLab Pole Banners – Children’s Museum of Pittsburgh 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Bill Schlageter, CMoP 

 
Schlageter presents his proposal for banners attached to ten existing light poles near the 
Children’s Museum to aid with awareness and wayfinding for the newly opened MuseumLab in 
the former Carnegie Library of Allegheny City. 
 
Moss says that one of his concerns is with the quantity of banners. He says that the intent is 
valid and the banner design is fine, it is just a question as to how to implement it as effectively 
and minimally as possible.  
 
Luckett says that there are other cultural tourism destinations around that area, and questions 
what the tipping point is for how many banners are needed to be effective, and what other 
marketing strategies the Children’s Museum is using. She questions whether nearby locations 
such as the New Hazlett Theater will want to use banners as well.  
 
Schlageter says they are currently using A-frame signs, which are clunky and have to be put out 
and brought in each day. He says that the New Hazlett Theater would be interested in having 
one pole banner as part of this series but he was advised not to include that as part of this 
proposal.  
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He mentions the metal signs at the intersection of East Ohio Street and the Commons, which 
direct pedestrians to the Carnegie Library, which is no longer there.  
 
Indovina asks if the Children’s Museum banners are located in that spot as well. Schlageter 
points out where his proposed banners would be located.  
 
Goulatia asks if there are existing Children’s Museum banners. Schlageter describes where 
there is currently a directional banner, but it is not within eyesight of any sign indicating 
MuseumLab. Indovina points out one of the banner poles and asks if it is the only instance of 
two banners on one pole. Schlageter says there is one other. Indovina asks if they are back-to-
back or on two sides of the pole. Moss says they are on either side of the pole.  
 
Luckett says that it might be more advantageous to create a more comprehensive directional 
signage plan in that area with other institutions instead of doing it piecemeal. She says it’s 
confusing as to why they are trying to put these banners up and how effective they will be. She 
also points out that two of the proposed pole banners are on either side of the MuseumLab sign 
that already exists.  
 
Chris Cieslak of the Children’s Museum speaks from the audience and says that last year the 
Children’s Museum worked with Faros Properties to implement a permanent wayfinding strategy 
with lit signs throughout Allegheny Square. She says that this project is really more of a 
temporary advertisement for the new MuseumLab.  
 
Goulatia asks what they mean by temporary. Schlageter says that down the road they could 
have a digital sign. Luckett asks for clarification about what they mean by temporary. Schlageter 
says twelve months is a fair guess. He says that due to the historic nature of the buildings they 
would not be able to attach a sign that is large enough to catch the eye.  
 
Goulatia asks if the proposed banners in front of the MuseumLab building are necessary. 
Schlageter says there is a neon sign there over the door. He says there is a smaller version 
over the handicapped entrance on the south side of the building. Goulatia says with those signs 
she doesn’t see a need for the banners. Schlageter says that you have to be right in front of the 
building to see the neon signs.  
 
Luckett says she understands his points but this is setting precedent for other cultural 
institutions as well, and she doesn’t think those two banners on either side of the entrance are 
necessary. Schlageter says they could lose those two easily. Luckett says she finds directional 
indicators on banners is kind of bizarre. She says there is also a lot going on in this area, with 
other banners and sandwich boards.  
 
Schlageter says that they are trying to speak to the many different directions in which people 
approach the building. Luckett says that other cultural institutions face this as well but there are 
larger marketing strategies that should be considered.  
 
Goulatia says there could also be an issue if New Hazlett wants their own banners. Schlageter 
says that they have written a letter supporting the proposed banners. Goulatia says that if the 
New Hazlett had their own visual style, it would create clutter. Schlageter says that if they had a 
banner it would just be one instance, adjacent to their building. Goulatia says she thinks there 
are other banners or similar signs nearby on East Ohio Street. Schlageter says these are the 
signs which point to the Carnegie Library, which does not exist there any longer. Goulatia says 
those are incorrect, but now there would be these additional banners. She asks if they would be 
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on the property of the Museum. Schlageter says that the light poles are all in the mulched areas 
between the sidewalk and the grass. 
 
Indovina says the Commission is concerned with visual clutter and says he is having trouble 
grasping the overall effect of these banners, although the design of the banners is nice. He 
questions how long the temporary banners would be up, as often that timeline ends up 
stretching out further than initially proposed. Indovina says he would like to see images of other 
nearby signs to gain context.  
 
Goulatia asks if there is a way to minimize the number, as she feels there is too many. 
 
Schlageter says he is hesitant to define how temporary the banners would be, as he is unsure 
of future plans, but he says it is very important for them to establish their identity and direct 
museumgoers to MuseumLab. Goulatia asks if there is a school in MuseumLab. Schlageter 
says it is the Manchester Charter Academic School. Goulatia asks if there is a sign for that 
school, because if everyone has their own signage it will be a mess.  
 
Indovina suggests Conceptual Approval.  
 
Goulatia asks if there is a way to put a directional map up instead of all the banners. Schlageter 
says there could possibly be a kiosk, but the City is trying to encourage bike travel so this could 
be trickier. Luckett says it would be helpful for him to contact the other cultural institutions and 
come up with a cohesive idea.  
 
Gina Grone of the North Side/North Shore Chamber of Commerce speaks her support from the 
audience on behalf of the NSNSCC. She says that the banners help the Children’s Museum 
achieve their goals and they think the banners visually make sense.  
 
Luckett says she thinks Conceptual Approval is premature. She brings up Pittsburgh Downtown 
Partnership’s recently approved wayfinding system. Schlageter clarifies that the New Hazlett 
and the Aviary are the only cultural institution neighbors of the Children’s Museum. 
 
MOTION:   Table, with the suggestion of contacting the other nearby cultural institutions 
in the interest of creating a more cohesive wayfinding plan. 
 
MOVED BY:  Goulatia                     
SECONDED BY:  Moss 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

3. Mount Washington Banners – Mount Washington Community Development 
Corporation 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Gordon Davidson, MWCDC 

Greg Panza, MWCDC 
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Davidson introduces Panza, who is the project leader. He describes the project, which is 
updated banners, welcome flags, and Shiloh Street directory signage. The project first received 
Art Commission approval in April of 2018 but was not implemented and the design has since 
been revised. The new proposal has two alternating banner designs, depicting themes of night 
and day.  
 
Goulatia asks if they have any of the previously approved designs. Panza says no, but that it 
was a similar color scheme. Goulatia says the two banner designs conflict with each other. She 
says the night and day concept is good, but they have completely different color schemes. 
Panza asks if one design is preferred. Moss says that there isn’t an issue with having two 
designs, but these two look like they are for completely different neighborhoods. 
 
Goulatia says the fireworks display depicted on the banner looks like a palm tree. Panza 
mentions that they would like to expedite this and asks if to do so one design could be chosen. 
Luckett says they are not there to design it for them, but that they should consider what is 
unique about Mount Washington. The skyline on the banners could be anywhere. Goulatia says 
the incline on the banner does not look like the incline on Mount Washington. Panza says they 
had to be very simplistic with their screen-printing. Moss says they can be simplistic but this 
artwork looks very childlike. He also notes that the most prominent image on one of the banners 
is a giant black flag, and is curious as to how they ended up with the font, which is not easy to 
read. He says that the graphic design of the banners is poor, and that Mount Washington is a 
prominent neighborhood and should have banners of which everyone can be proud. 
 
Luckett asks if they need to say “Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania”. Panza says that visitors sometimes 
do not know if they are in the City or outside of it, so that was the intent. Heidemann agrees that 
the font is tricky to read. She says that she does not have a problem with the colors, as they 
appear to be the same color family. She also appreciates the night and day concept.  
 
Luckett asks if the banners will be double-sided with the same graphic, or alternate sides 
between the two different graphics. Panza says both sides would have the same, but it’s an 
interesting suggestion to have the two designs back-to-back.  
 
Goulatia clarifies that she thinks the day and night idea is good, but that her problem is with the 
design. She also says that she has the same problem as Moss does with the black flag. 
 
MOTION:   Table 
 
MOVED BY: Moss                    
SECONDED BY:  Goulatia 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
         
CARRIED 
 
 
 

4. Pittsburgh Zoo Banners – Pittsburgh Zoo & PPG Aquarium 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Paul Selvaggio, Pittsburgh Zoo 
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Indovina discloses that the zoo entrance (project #5 on the agenda) is designed by his office, 
and since the zoo is a client, he will recuse himself from both that project and this one.  
 
Selvaggio describes his proposal of sixteen banners on eight poles on the Heth’s Run Bridge. 
The banners reflect the current marketing campaign of the zoo, which usually changes every 
year. They have installed the banners each year and gotten permits from the City, but have not 
come to Art Commission previously. This year’s banners are currently installed on the bridge. 
 
Moss says that the banners are very nice. He says it is a compact and concise set of banners 
that work well together. Goulatia says they are beautiful.  
 
Selvaggio notes that the initial reason for the banners was due to the entrance of the zoo being 
hard for some people to find. 
 
Moss says he’s not sure what brought the banners to the Art Commission at this point, but it’s 
appreciated. Selvaggio says that Director Gable had mentioned that it was necessary. 
Selvaggio asks about the possibility of getting approval for multiple years. He says that their 
marketing campaign timeline has meant that they have often gotten their permits after the 
design has been finalized. 
 
Moss asks him to clarify what he is requesting, and notes that what they are currently reviewing 
is the proposal for this year’s banners, which have already been installed. Selvaggio says that 
they do rough concept design in March and then rush to get the rest of their campaign done by 
May each year, when they release their advertising campaign at various locations around the 
City. As these banners coincide with that campaign, he is unsure if he would be able to get Art 
Commission approval in time for that turnaround. Moss suggests he would need to have his 
design approved at Art Commission by April at the latest. Selvaggio says that he can try, 
although sometimes the marketing team does not give them the approval for the design until 
April or May.  
 
Goulatia says that they probably have at least a concept early on, which they should bring to the 
Art Commission each year for approval. If they can at least approve the design concept, it will 
be better than not having anything to go forward with.  
 
Cavalline says that Director Gable pointed out that they will need to have support from the 
Department of Mobility and Infrastructure. Selvaggio submits a letter of support that he has 
received from DOMI as well as community letters of support.  
 
Moss encourages Selvaggio to try to get the zoo’s marketing team to submit their concept 
designs earlier so that it can be reviewed at Art Commission earlier next year. 
 
MOTION:   Conceptual and Final Approval 
 
MOVED BY: Moss                    
SECONDED BY:  Heidemann 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
         
CARRIED 
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5. Pittsburgh Zoo Entrance – Indovina Associates Architects 

(Conceptual) 
Martin Busser, IAA 

 
Busser gives his presentation on the zoo’s new entrance plaza. This includes ticketing facilities, 
the welcome desk, landscaping, art, and sustainability features. 
 
Goulatia asks if this is a publicly funded project. Busser says no, it is donor-funded. Goulatia 
asks if the 1% for art applies. Cavalline indicates that the 1% applies to City-funded projects. 
 
Busser goes over some details in the packet he handed out to the Commissioners, including 
landscaping, materials, and solar panels. He says that the project is currently LEED Platinum. 
 
Moss asks what the purpose is behind the solar trees when there is such a large solar array on 
the buildings. Busser says that they are mainly demonstration projects for the public. 
 
Moss asks what the paving materials are. Busser says the path would be concrete with water 
patterns in it. It would lead to a collection basin with a waterfall. The plaza areas would be a 
paved drainage system for storm water management.  
 
Goulatia asks if they have concrete or paving material samples. Busser says no. Goulatia asks 
if the paving is specially designed. Busser says that the water pattern would be etched into the 
concrete.  
 
Goulatia asks if the solar trees will be made to look like trees. Busser says that it’s only a name, 
and that they will be steel trees with panels on them. Goulatia asks if they have designs for 
them. Busser says that it seems with recent conversations that the donors are more interested 
in wind turbine trees than solar trees. Goulatia says that she asks because of the possibility of 
safety hazards in its construction if children tried to climb on it. Busser says that it would go in 
an area that wouldn’t be accessible for children to reach.  
 
Goulatia says they would need to see the construction documents for the trees. Busser says 
that similar to an earlier project that day, they would like to ask for Conceptual and Final 
Approval for the building but come back later for the art pieces when they have more details. 
 
Moss says it’s a nice project and will be a big improvement to the zoo’s guest experience. He 
also says the sustainability efforts are commendable. 
 
Cavalline says that any final approval given would need to be contingent on DPW support as 
there has not yet been a support letter given.  
 
Luckett notes that according to their application, they are here for Conceptual Review. Busser 
says he is hoping to get Final Approval on the buildings.  
 
MOTION:   Conceptual and Final Approval for the zoo entrance pavilion, contingent on 
DPW support, and with the condition that any artwork return for a separate review, 
including the solar and turbine trees. 
 
MOVED BY: Moss                    
SECONDED BY:  Goulatia 
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IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
        
CARRIED 
 
 
 

6. The National Aviary Four Seasons Pavilion – The National Aviary 
(Conceptual) 
Cheryl Tracy, The National Aviary 

Anthony Pitassi, PWWG Architects 

 
Tracy introduces the project, which is the addition of a new multi-purpose wing on the National 
Aviary to be used for educational programming, meetings, and private events. 
 
Pitassi goes through the details of the project plans, which include storm water management 
and a walkway connecting the aviary’s Rose Garden to the main park. 
 
Goulatia asks if there is wheelchair access from the garden site. Pitassi says that won’t really be 
any different than it currently is. He shows on the slides where the handicapped access points 
are.  
 
Luckett says she likes the design. Moss says it looks like a good building.  
 
Cavalline says that Director Gable gives it his support, and that they would be required to meet 
with DPW Bureau of Facilities Personnel to review the design, as early as possible.  
 
Gina Grone of the North Side/North Shore Chamber of Commerce gives the NSNSCC’s 
support.  
 
Luckett asks what the timeframe of the project is. Pitassi says they are trying to complete the 
design and put it out for bid in fall, and begin construction in the new year. 
 
MOTION:   Conceptual Approval 
 
MOVED BY: Luckett                    
SECONDED BY:  Heidemann 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
        
CARRIED 
 
 
 
Meeting Adjourned 
 


