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 ART COMMISSION 
 
Minutes of the meeting on Wednesday, November 20, 2019 
Beginning at 2:00 p.m. 
 
PRESENT OF THE COMMISSION: Indovina, Arimoto-Mercer, Luckett, Moss, 

Parsakian, Gable, Lucas (for DOMI) 
 
PRESENT OF THE STAFF:    Cavalline 
             
   
 
                                   AGENDA ITEMS COVERED IN THESE MINUTES 

ITEM PAGE 
1. Forbes Avenue Furniture Pilot 1-3 
2. Scaife Hall Addition 3-4 
3. Brookline Cigarette Litter Receptacles 4-5 
4. Canal Lock #4 5-6 
5. Allegheny Commons North Promenade 6-7 
6. Highland Park Pump Station & Rising Main  7-8 
7. The National Aviary Four Seasons Pavilion 8-9 
8. Broadway Avenue Public Realm Artistic Curb Extensions 9-10 

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

1. Forbes Avenue Furniture Project – Oakland Business Improvement District 
(Final) 
Georgia Petropoulos, OBID 

Mike Madden, Pittsburgh Innovation District 

 
Petropoulos describes the project, which is a system of colorful benches, trashcans, light pole 
treatments, and planters. The project received Conceptual Approval in June of 2019 and was 
reviewed and Tabled in September of 2019. Madden goes over the changes made to the 
proposal in response to the Commissioner’s comments in September. The revisions include a 
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different model of trashcan, painted light poles as opposed to vinyl wraps, and a different style 
of bistro table and chair sets.  
 
Moss comments that although the new table sets were meant to seem more substantial, they 
appear to be fairly similar to the previous version in terms of visual weight and permanence. 
Petropoulos says that they don’t have the specs with them, but the tables definitely have more 
bulk. Madden affirms that the architect has assured them that this version is heavier. 
 
Moss says that an option would be to physically attach them to the sidewalk. Petropoulos says 
that might work for the tables, but they wanted the chairs to be able to move to make sure they 
are wheelchair accessible. She says they could look into having some of the tables attached.  
 
Indovina says the primary concern last time was with the chairs, which were light and could be 
folded up. Moss says these look to be of a similar weight. Indovina notes that these have a fixed 
base. Madden says that they need to fit the scale of the sidewalk so there is a limit to how big 
they can make them.  
 
Parsakian asks if the furniture will be out 24 hours a day. Petropoulos says that is the goal. 
Parsakian says he thinks it is likely that the furniture will be stolen. He says that cast-iron 
planters near his shop get knocked over frequently, and unless the chairs are very heavy, he 
thinks they will have a problem. He says he loves the idea but that the solution needs to be 
rethought.  
 
Moss notes that it is intended to be a trial, and he thinks that they will discover that the furniture 
does not last very long. Indovina says that fixing the tables to the sidewalk seems like a possible 
idea and that it seems likely they will lose a few chairs. Petropoulos says they have bistro tables 
and chairs at the Forbes Digital Plaza and they have only lost two chairs in the first seven 
months.  
 
Moss says the proximity to the street is part of the issue, as they could be knocked into the 
street. Indovina asks how long the program would be in place. Petropoulos says that they 
requested 24 months, but they could come back in 12 months. Indovina says that seems 
reasonable and the program is worth a try. Arimoto-Mercer agrees and says that anchoring the 
chairs would not be a good idea, but that there could be a lot to learn from this pilot.  
 
Gable says his only concern is the litter receptacles. He asks if these versions can be sensored. 
Petropoulos says that is the goal, and if this model can’t be sensored then they will stick with the 
existing Victor Stanley model. Gable asks if they will be able to be opened by City staff. 
Petropoulos says there shouldn’t be an issue and they will open easily.  
 
Madden says that they were very cognizant of not making extra work for City staff when it 
comes to the trashcans.  
 
Parsakian asks if there will be recycling receptacles. Petropoulos says they have City recycling 
receptacles on poles, and didn’t want to introduce a new receptacle yet. She says they are in 
conversation with the City to possibly introduce a new recycling receptacle in the future that will 
be able to hold more. Parsakian says that in Bakery Square they have similar trashcans to what 
is proposed, with a matching recycling receptacle. Petropoulos says they would like to work with 
the City on that in the future.  
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MOTION:  Final Approval, with the understanding that the pilot program will be 24 
months, with the request for a check-in after 12 months.  
 
MOVED BY:  Moss            
SECONDED BY:  Luckett 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None    
 
  
 

2. Scaife Hall Addition – University of Pittsburgh 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Canard S. Grigsby, Jr., UPitt 

 
Grigsby goes over the proposed plans for an addition to Scaife Hall, specifically the pedestrian 
bridge going over Lothrop Street, which is in the public right-of-way.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer says that the Oakland Planning and Development Corporation mentioned in 
their letter that at a community meeting there was concern that this design was developed 
outside of the University’s Master Plan, and asked Grigsby to comment on that. Grigsby says 
that the current Institutional Master Plan expires in 2020, and the administrators felt that the 
timeline did not fit well with their accreditation requirements. He says the project was not cited in 
the previous IMP, so they sought another path of compliance, by going to the Zoning Board, the 
Contextual Design Advisory Panel, and the Planning Commission. Grigsby says that it will be 
cited in the new IMP. 
 
Indovina clarifies to the Commission that their purview is only the bridge, as it goes over the 
right-of-way.  
 
Parsakian asks how long the construction will take, and whether the street will be closed. 
Grigsby says that the construction will be about 24 months, with the street having a partial 
closure. 
 
Indovina asks if they are using the existing frame of the bridge, so its location and size will not 
change. Grigsby says yes, and that they are just re-cladding. 
 
Moss says that there has been a lot of attention paid to the building’s façade, but that the bridge 
has less detail and articulation. Grigsby says they tried to speak to the utility of the bridge, and 
that the bridge is in shadow, so they felt they did not need the ornamentation. Moss asks if they 
are using the same window system. Grigsby says yes, and that the aluminum curtain wall is the 
same that is used in the building.  
 
Moss asks if the base of the bridge is limestone. Grigsby says yes. Moss asks if it is also used 
in the building, and Grigsby says yes. Indovina asks if the limestone is the horizontal banding. 
Grigsby says that the facia and the coping at the top of the addition is all limestone.  
 
Moss asks if they are salvaging and reusing any of the limestone from the original building. 
Grigsby says they are, it will be used inside as feature wall elements.  
 
Cavalline mentions that they have not received a support letter yet from DOMI, so any 
approvals would be contingent on that support. Grigsby provides the support letter from DOMI. 
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MOTION:  Conceptual/Final Approval 
 
MOVED BY:  Arimoto-Mercer                   
SECONDED BY:  Luckett 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
 
 
 

3. Brookline Cigarette Litter Receptacles – Brookline Together 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Blake Plavchak, Brookline Together 

 
Pavchak describes the proposal for cigarette litter receptacles to be placed on City-owned poles 
along Brookline Boulevard. The receptacles will be maintained and emptied by Brookline 
Together. The project received a grant from the Cigarette Litter Prevention Program and is part 
of a proposed five-year pilot program with DOMI. 
 
Parsakian asks if any of the receptacles will be placed near bus stops. Plavchak says yes, the 
Beautification Committee member who scouted locations looked for places where there was a 
lot of cigarette litter and for poles owned by the City.  
 
Luckett asks how they will determine the frequency of empyting the receptacles. Plavchak says 
they will begin doing it weekly and then adjust as needed. Luckett asks who will be doing that. 
Plavchak says Brookline Together has a schedule coordinated with volunteers, and Brookline 
Teen Outreach has youth who need to do service hours who can be utilized as a back-up plan. 
Arimoto-Mercer says that its good that they thought of a contingency plan.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks if there are any places where people crossing the street could hit their 
heads. Plavchak says that a few locations are at intersections, but the poles are moved back 
from the crosswalks, so it wouldn’t be an issue. 
 
Moss asks how big the receptacle is. Plavchak brings one to the table. Parsakian asks how high 
they will be when installed. Plavchak says that it will be according to whatever requirements 
DOMI has, which he believes involves a review after they are installed. Indovina notes that there 
are ADA minimums and maximums for that as well. 
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks if there is a cylinder inside. Plavchak demonstrates the workings of the 
receptacle and how it would be emptied.  
 
Parsakian asks if they are fireproof. Plavchak says that the manufacturer lists the specifications 
as being fireproof. He notes that he also has a letter from the Mayor of Seattle, who has 
instituted a program of these receptacles and is happy with the results.  
 
Kim Lucas, representing DOMI, asks how far the receptacles will protrude when installed. 
Plavchak says just the width of the receptacle, which is four inches. 
 
MOTION:   
 
MOVED BY: Luckett                    
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SECONDED BY: Arimoto-Mercer  
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None 
 
 
 

4. Canal Lock #4 – Preservation Pittsburgh 
(Courtesy) 
James Mohn, Preservation Pittsburgh 

Peter Floyd, Preservation Pittsburgh 

 
Mohn introduces the project, which is the creation of a historic memorial/public art piece utilizing 
the stones from a section of Pittsburgh’s historic canal system which were excavated in 1987. 
He outlines the history of the canal system. He then goes over initial ideas and options for how 
the memorial may be implemented. 
 
Luckett thanks them for the presentation and notes that coming in for an early courtesy review is 
a great opportunity for feedback. She asks if either presenters are historians. Mohn says they 
are board members of a local historical organization, and that he is an architect while Floyd is a 
project manager. Luckett recommends that they talk to some different historians to be sure that 
their research  and depictions of the nineteenth century include all people that were present at 
that time. She says that some populations are missing from the background they are currently 
depicting, as well as in the stakeholders for the project.  
 
Floyd asks if there are any particular stakeholders they should reach out to, and Luckett says 
this is for them to research. Parsakian asks if they have reached out to the Heinz History 
Center, and Mohn says they have not. Mohn says that they originally had a group of fourteen 
stakeholders, but no one was in charge of the project, so Preservation Pittsburgh stepped up to 
fill that role. Luckett says they need to be cognizant of telling not just one side of the story.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks if they will be employing any artists in creating the design. Mohn says they 
could. Arimoto-Mercer notes that there are a lot of opportunities for interpretation in the project, 
and that there are a lot of local artists who work with stone masons. Parsakian says that putting 
out a request for artist input in the form of a competition would open it up to a lot of local talent. 
Mohn says they could define aspects of the construction that would allow individual parts of the 
project to be designed by artists. Luckett notes that when they talk about artist inclusion they 
mean that it should be integrated into the project as a whole.  
 
Mohn says that there is art currently on the site, and they have had discussions with their 
committee of integrating art into the layout of the memorial. Arimoto-Mercer says that a single 
artist conceptualizing the project as a whole would be more valuable than bringing in artists for 
distinct elements of it. She encourages them to think more deeply about this.  
 
Mohn says that a local design firm has provided service to them and they hope to continue 
working with them. He says that looking for ways to incorporate local artists is a great idea.  
 
Arimoto-Mercer asks about the removal of trees, and if there will be an attempt to replant. Floyd 
says that they have had discussions with Friends of the Riverfront about this. Arimoto-Mercer 
notes that they wouldn’t have to be replaced on-site, and that by working with the City Forester 
they could plant in the surrounding area and so extend the influence of this project. Mohn says 
that they will have a landscaping plan with specifications of species as they go along. Floyd 
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says that on the site they are hoping to use, the trees are mostly smaller and would be easier 
replacements.  
 
Gable mentions that DPW has a lot of these canal stones that they’ve been holding for a 
number of years. He says he will be happy to deliver those stones to them whenever they want 
them. He also notes that every tree has a value and if removed must be replaced by a tree of 
equal value, but this does not have to be at the same location. 
 
Floyd says that the stones have been used in other places, including in the foundations of 
houses, and PennDOT also has a number of them.  
 
Lucas says to please keep in contact with DOMI as plans progress.   
 
MOTION:  N/A 
 
 
 

 5. Allegheny Commons North Promenade – Pittsburgh Parks Conservancy 
(Conceptual) 
Susan Rademacher, PPC 

Joe Hackett, LaQuatra Bonci Associates 

 
Rademacher describes this project which includes restoration of the central promenade walk 
and connecting pathways of Allegheny Commons. The project also entails tree planting, 
pedestrian amenities, and the relocation of the Hartzell Memorial Fountain to its original 
location. 
 
Hackett goes over the details of the design and site plans. 
 
Moss says that he appreciates the work they have done. He says he understands the intent to 
reinforce the promenade with new trees. He asks about the open space areas, and what the 
value is in keeping open grassy area versus filling those areas with additional trees. Hackett 
says that in the historic documents there were always scattered collections of trees among the 
open areas, and they are trying to emulate that.  
 
Indovina asks what the material is for the promenade. Hackett says asphalt. Rademacher says 
that asphalt or macadam is the historic material of the promenade. She notes that it ages to a 
neutral grey color that recedes visually into the landscape. She says they looked at porous 
asphalt, but that it would not be beneficial in storm water management.  
 
Indovina says the fountain looks great. 
 
Parsakian says he is not a fan of asphalt, and does not think it is pedestrian-friendly. 
Rademacher says that in the more formal areas and entry points, the paving will be concrete. 
She notes that they will develop a maintenance budget with DPW and set an endowment target 
for that budget. 
 
Moss agrees that the asphalt is not desirable, and just because it is original does not mean it is 
the best choice. He says that the maintenance of asphalt can be a problem, and encourages 
them to rethink that decision. He suggests the alternative of crushed granite or crushed 
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limestone. Rademacher says that they will look into those suggestions, but that the crushed 
stones are often difficult to maintain in terms of weeding. 
 
Luckett says she was also curious about their decision to use asphalt, and asks about how they 
ended up at that choice. Hackett says that it might not ideally be their first choice, but it is a 
good reasonable option. He says the area is plowed in the winter, so concrete would be a 
challenge as the rock salt would not be good for the trees. They also discussed gravel like that 
which is used in the East Commons, but he says that the alkaline in that would also be harmful 
to the trees. Luckett says she appreciates those concerns.  
 
Gable says that the whole Cedar Avenue side has been done since 2005 in asphalt, so they 
would have to redo all of that to match a new material.  
 
Parsakian says that it might be about how the asphalt meets the grass, and suggests there be a 
more refined edge to it to elevate the asphalt. Hackett says they have thought a lot about that 
transition. Rademacher says there will also be concrete as the pads for benches and trashbins. 
Lucas says that asphalt is also more friendly to joggers and people in wheelchairs.  
 
Cheryl Tracy, Executive Director of the National Aviary, speaks from the audience in support of 
the project. 
 
David Stacy of the North Side Public Safety Council, speaks from the audience in favor of the 
project and says it will improve public safety. He also commends Director Gable on DPW’s work 
with the leaves in the park.  
 
John Augustine, Chair of the Allegheny Commons Initiative, speaks from the audience in 
support of the project.  
 
MOTION:   
 
MOVED BY:  Luckett             
SECONDED BY:  Parsakian 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
 
 
 

6. Highland Park Pump Station & Rising Main – Pittsburgh Water & Sewer 
Authority 
(Conceptual/Final) 
Barry King, PWSA 

Brad McShane, PWSA 

Chris Guignon, evolveEA 

 
King goes over the project, which is the replacement of a major water main along the backside 
of Reservoir 2 in Highland Park, and the replacement of an existing pump station. He talks 
about the community process that the project has undergone.  
 
Guignon goes through the design and highlights what has been revised since the project 
received a preliminary review in September. He goes over the materials, color palette, and 
fencing. 
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Moss says that it looks good, and that he appreciates the dormers, the massing of the façade, 
and the vertical articulation of the windows. He says that the materials are clear from the slides, 
so no further material samples should be needed. However, the depiction of the brick detailing 
does not seem to be clear.  
 
Guignon says that they have some modest brick articulation in the form of banding. Moss asks if 
they will use a basket weave. Guignon says they were looking at a Flemish bond, which would 
go with the local character, but this is not shown in the elevation. Moss asks them to clarify 
whether or not they will be using this. Guignon says that was from an earlier study and they are 
going with the brick banding and not the full panel articulation of the Flemish bond.  
 
Moss says that although it is a building that will not be seen by many people, it is still a civic 
building. The detailing they are showing is appropriate, and he is hoping that they will not let 
those details fall through the cracks in the final designs. He says that it does not need to be 
highly ornamental, but the slight brick detailing they are showing is a nice touch and should be 
used and possibly taken one step further. 
 
Parsakian asks if the City requires solar paneling for new construction, and if they gave that any 
thought. Guignon says the City does not have a requirement for that, but one of their main 
considerations for the roof was to minimize maintenance and complexity.  
 
Indovina appreciates the changes they’ve made toward making this utilitarian building well 
thought-out and attractive. He encourages Guignon to think about the brick detailing above the 
doors.  
 
Moss asks if they should come back with greater clarity of the detailing or if they can have a 
final review by staff. Indovina says he thinks they should submit final drawings to staff, who can 
circulate it to the Commission.  
 
Gable says his only issue was with the project meeting the architectural aspects of the Master 
Plan and that they have done so. 
 
MOTION:  Conceptual/Final Approval, with the condition that further attention be 
provided for the brick detailing and that this be included in a final submission for staff 
review.  
 
MOVED BY:  Moss                   
SECONDED BY:  Luckett 
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
 
 
 

7. The National Aviary Four Seasons Pavilion – The National Aviary 
(Final) 
Anthony Pitassi, PWWG Architects 

 
Pitassi presents the final design for the new multi-purpose wing on the National Aviary. The 
project previously received Conceptual Approval. 
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Moss says that it looks great, and looks like it will be a tremendous addition to the park and the 
aviary. 
 
Parsakian says it is a beautiful project. He asks if there will be any landscaping to screen the 
parking lot, as it seems like people renting the event space would not want to look out onto the 
parking lot in contrast to the beautiful gardens. Pitassi says that  even with the expansion, there 
is enough parking for the facility; however they also can’t afford to lose any spaces. He says 
they have the historic garden wall in their favor, but they are challenged as to what they can do 
to hide the parking as it exists.  Parsakian asks if they could do some sort of artistic screen. 
Pitassi says that one positive aspect is that the main view in the room is to the west. Parsakian 
says he wouldn’t want to need blinders to not look the other way out to the parking lot. He says 
that otherwise he thinks it’s a beautiful project. 
 
Luckett says they have made nice improvements. 
 
Susan Rademacher of the Pittsburgh Parks Conservancy speaks from the audience and lends 
support to the project and commends the National Aviary for their interest in bringing 
programming to the park and to their commitment to storm water improvements.  
 
David Stacy of the North Side Public Safety Council speaks from the audience in support of the 
project and says that this permanent structure is safer than using large tents for events.  
 
John Augustine of the Allegheny Commons Initiative speaks from the audience in support of the 
project and thanks the aviary for their receptiveness to ACI’s feedback. He says that in addition 
to other benefits, this improvement will be good for nearby schools. 
 
MOTION:   
 
MOVED BY: Moss                    
SECONDED BY: Parsakian  
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
 
 
 

8. Broadway Avenue Public Realm Artistic Curb Extensions – Public Art & Civic 
Design Division 
(Final) 
Tony Cavalline, PA+CD 

 
Cavalline presents the project, which is three areas of artistic hardscape murals on Broadway 
Avenue. The project previously received Conceptual Approval in September. Cavalline shows 
the designs of the artists who were selected through the City’s RFP process. The selected 
artists were Will Schlough, Tim Engelhardt, and Leonardo Moleiro.  
 
Luckett asks how many applicants they received. Cavalline says they received nine, and it is an 
ongoing conversation they are having as to how to improve outreach and application processes 
in order to have more artists submit. He says that for projects coming up in the new year he is 
hoping to have improvements to submission processes as well as to scoring procedures, and he 
is having conversations with the Office of Management and Budget about that. Cavalline says 
the majority of the applicants had worked with the City before. 
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Moss asks if Moleiro had a proposal for the bollards, and Cavalline says that Moleiro would 
simply be extending the solid colors of the pavement mural onto the bollards. 
 
Cavalline mentions that this project originally was intended to be implemented this year, but that 
he made the call earlier in the fall to push the installation to next year. This would help the artists 
in the planning of their travel and work schedules, as well as to avoid applying the paint in 
weather that is too cold. He says in the future he would like to have a more regular seasonal 
schedule of planning and implementation so that rushing or postponing can be avoided. 
 
Luckett asks what the duration of the project is. Cavalline says they are meant to last about five 
years.  
 
Moss says the first and third proposals are very strong, but he’s not sure about the second one. 
Cavalline says that in scoring, they gave consideration to the artists’ previous work, and that 
they also held interviews with the artists. He says that the scorers appreciated the concept of 
Engelhardt’s proposal and looked at his past work when evaluating how it might look when 
implemented. Luckett says she thought that design was graphically interesting but was only 
concerned that the depicted stairs should not line up with the adjacent residences. Cavalline 
said that is good to keep in mind and they would make sure that the stairs are offset from the 
residences.  
 
Parsakian says that it would be good if the Commission could see the other applicants, or at 
least the next few highest-scored proposals. Cavalline says that may be a good idea to do by an 
internal communication, so as not to present applicants publicly who were not awarded the 
contract. 
 
MOTION:   
 
MOVED BY: Luckett                    
SECONDED BY: Moss  
IN FAVOR:  All  
OPPOSED:  None  
 
 
 
Meeting Adjourned 


