
 
 

CITY  OF  P ITTSBUR GH  

Art Commission  

200 ROSS STREET | CIVIC BUILDING, FOURTH FLOOR | 412-255-2219 

 

July 29, 2022 at 2:00 P.M. Meeting called to order by President Moss 

 

In Attendance 
Moss 
Goulatia 
Leach 
Loftness 
Parsakian 
 
Martinez (DOMI) 
 

Staff Present 
Dash 
Minnaert 
Cavalline 
 

Agenda Items Covered in These Minutes 
 

Item Page Number 

1. Pittsburgh Pedestrian Wayfinding Locations 1-2 

2. Bus Rapid Transit System 2-3 

3. East Commons Community Garden 3-4 

4. Art in Parks – Sans facon in Riverview Park 4-5 

5. Art in Parks – Ginger Brooks Takahashi in Schenley Park 5-6 

6. Cantini Mural 6 

 
 

A. Approval of Minutes 
 

Moss asks Commissioners to review and comment on minutes from June 2022. Parsakian motions to 
approve the minutes, seconded by Leach. All ayes. Motion carries.   

 
 

B. Items for Review 
 
1.    Pittsburgh Pedestrian Wayfinding Locations – Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership 

Final Decision 
 

Chris Watts of Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership gives a summary of the review process for this 
project thus far, including final approval at the June 2022 hearing for locations on existing light poles or 
traffic signal poles, and the Commission establishing a committee to further review the remaining items 
and provide a recommendation for the Commission at today’s hearing. The committee (Loftness and 
Parsakian) also met with the applicant to gain further explanation for the proposed location decisions. 

 
Loftness says that there were clear explanations as to why many of the signs could not be attached to 

existing poles. She says they hope that some of the assets can still be located on existing poles to 
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eliminate visual clutter, although they recognize that this is not possible in many cases. She says that 
safety issues should be addressed by DOMI in the final review process, and says that they feel strongly 
that new concrete should not be poured.  

 
Parsakian adds particulars for specific instances that drew their concern. 
 
Loftness says that a motion should also include approval by major institutions in cases where the 

assets are placed adjacent to them. 
 
Watts addresses their comments and says they are acceptable and in line with their plans. He says 

that some of the locations in question will be implemented at a later time after engagement with 
neighboring institutions.  

 
Moss notes that DOMI will be reviewing all locations in regard to pedestrian safety.  
 
Parsakian asks if the North Side locations will be delayed, and Watts says that yes, the North Side 

assets will be deployed in a secondary round following community feedback.  
 
MOTION: 1) Final Approval, with the conditions that 1) Wherever possible, existing poles be 

given preference over new poles; 2) DOMI will ensure that kiosks do not pose any pedestrian 
safety issues; 3) Replacing existing green space with new poured concrete should be avoided; 4) 
Phipps Conservatory, the National Aviary, and the Carnegie Museums should review and approve 
the placement of those kiosks sited next to their facilities. 

 
MOVED BY: Loftness 
SECONDED BY: Parsakian 
IN FAVOR: All   
OPPOSED:  None 

 
 

2.   Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) System -  Pittsburgh Regional Transit 
Final Review 
 
Denis Ott of PRT, Steve Auterman of the Department of Mobility and Infrastructure, and Osborne 

Anthony of AECOM give the presentation for infrastructure changes to the Fifth and Forbes Avenues 
corridor between Downtown, Uptown, and Oakland neighborhoods, including a system of 24 
stations/pairs connecting over 7 miles of dedicated transit lanes and a public art program.   

 
Loftness asks for clarification on the locations, and Auterman explains the layout of station structures. 

Loftness says that she appreciates the elegant design, but the size of the structures creates a visual wall. 
She says she is not comfortable with taking out trees, and that the vending machines are bulky and are 
outdated technology. Moss agrees and says that the application materials do not have enough detail.  

 
Ott says that they have a lot of procurement requirements to work through due to the federal funding, 

which means that they cannot source a final manufacturer for the shelters until all approvals are in place, 
which means that the final design might be slightly different than what is presented. Moss says that 
greater detail needs to be shown for Final Approval. Auterman says they can provide greater structural 
detail, although this may change based on the manufacturer. He reiterates that they are unable to provide 
a final design until after they have secured the funding, which requires the Commission’s Final Approval. 

 
Moss says that they would typically need to see more design details for Final Approval, even if they 

are not the final manufacturer details. He says after they receive Final Approval, the applicant can submit 
the final manufacturer details for staff approval to show that they have not deviated from what was 
approved. Loftness says they need the drawings to show the exact sizes and locations of the structures 
so that they can tell what impact they would have on the surroundings. Auterman says they can provide 
this.  

 
Parsakian asks if there are twenty-four shelters, and Ott says yes. Parsakian says that more detail is 

needed for how each shelter fits into its environment. He says that the number of seats depicted in the 
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shelters is not sufficient. He agrees that the vending technology will soon be out of date. He says that the 
electrical box is a big monolith. 

 
Ott says the shelter size and seating is based on boarding numbers from each station, and as the 

shelters gets larger there is more seating.  
 
Parsakian says that the vending unit shouldn’t block the site of oncoming buses. Ott says that they 

have to provide a way for people to pay their fare with cash, and paying on the bus slows the buses down 
and makes their timing less reliable. She says this is the reason that they have the vending units. 

 
Anthony says there are a lot of functional elements that must be incorporated into the structure, so 

they are competing for real estate, and also need to provide adequate ADA-accessible room for 
passengers to board and alight. He says the vending machines are really in the only available space and 
are not deep enough to block an oncoming bus. Moss asks if they can put the machines on the other side 
of the glass panel. Anthony says that the designs will be adapted according to each site, so they could do 
that at the site shown on screen but they don’t have the ability to do so at every station. He says they are 
not able to share with the Art Commission every site condition that will be encountered. Moss asks why 
not. Auterman says they have CAD drawings for every location, but it is onerous for them to provide 
graphic renderings of each site. He also mentions that the sidewalk will be expanded at each location.  

 
Moss asks about the Market Square location, and Auterman says that it is not actually in Market 

Square, but right outside of it.  
 
Goulatia asks if they can put in solar charging stations. Ott says they had conversations about it, but 

the stations themselves need to be attached to the electrical grid, so solar panels would not provide much 
benefit and would be a maintenance and safety concern. Loftness asks if there can be a charge point for 
phones. Ott says that they have discussed this but there were concerns about loitering. She says new 
buses have charging points on them. Loftness asks about the transparency of the glazing. Anthony says 
you can look through the glazing. He says the frit is only at the canopy and is for shade.  

 
Moss says the Commission is asking for more detail. He says that all of the images shown were on a 

flat grade and he is interested in seeing how the design is modified for those instances. 
 

MOTION: Table 
 
MOVED BY: Moss 
SECONDED BY: Parsakian 
IN FAVOR: Leach, Loftness  
OPPOSED:  None 
ABSENT: Goulatia 
 
 

3.   East Commons Community Garden – East Allegheny Community Council 
Final Review (continuation of garden installation) 
Conceptual/Final Review (garden shelter and asphalt art) 
 
Dennis Ginther of EACC presents the conditions of the garden installation that previously was 

approved in 2018. 
 
Parsakian asks why the asphalt wasn’t removed when the garden was created. Ginther says this 

maintained accessibility at the site, and there would also have been a cost issue.  
 
Loftness says this is a great addition to the neighborhood.  
 
Goulatia asks if they can change the colors.  

 
MOTION: Final Approval for the continuation of the garden installation 
 
MOVED BY: Parsakian 



 
 

Art Commission Minutes 4 

SECONDED BY: Goulatia 
IN FAVOR: All  
OPPOSED:  None 
 
 
Ginther gives proposals for a garden shelter and asphalt art. He says that the shed is existing and 

was part of the original installation and was donated by 84 Lumber. He says that the proposed shelter 
would be in the same style and would expand their ability to host community events. 

 
Loftness notes that the new shelter is larger than the shed.  
 
Moss asks if there is any lighting for the shelter. Ginther says they do not have any electricity but they 

bring in generators when they have a dinner there.  
 
Loftness asks where they project movies. Ginther says they put a portable screen on the fence. 

Loftness says the new structure is far away from the shed and doesn’t look coordinated, but these 
problems are minor and she doesn’t have an issue with the proposal.  

 
Leach asks if the shelter is large enough for their needs. Ginther says it is big enough for most events 

and that for larger events they may use tents as well.  
 
Ginther describes the community process that led to these two proposals. He says that the colors of 

the asphalt art represent the life cycles of plants, and the circles would create a meandering path through 
the garden.  

 
Goulatia asks if the shelter is shielded from the rain. Ginther says that it will help, but for larger 

rainstorms the events would be canceled anyway.  
 
Goulatia suggests revisiting the colors on the original shed. Ginther says they can probably paint it.  
 
MOTION: Conceptual/Final Approval for the garden shelter and asphalt art 
 
MOVED BY: Parsakian 
SECONDED BY: Loftness 
IN FAVOR: All  
OPPOSED:  None 
 
 

4.   Art in Parks: Sans facon in Riverview Park – Public Art & Civic Design Division 
Final Review 

 
Tristan Surtees and Charles Blanc of Sans facon, along with artist Steve Gurysh, present their 

proposal for installation of multi-phased artwork in Riverview Park, as part of the City’s Art in Parks 
program. 

 
Loftness says the project is brilliant and sophisticated. She asks how they will communicate the 

events of the project to the public. Surtees says they will be sharing widely through the people and groups 
involved with the park, and events will also be captured on film. 

 
Parsakian compliments the project and asks if they will be talking about the indigenous tribes from the 

area’s history. Surtees said they were cognizant of that consideration and did outreach, but decided to 
focus their project on the history since the area became a park, rather than telling the entire story of the 
land. He says that there is information on this in the visitor’s center, which he hopes people will interact 
with. Goulatia says they should rethink this and should incorporate the history of Native Americans. 
Goulatia asks how the tools will be shared. Surtees says that they will be seen at the visitor’s center and 
used by the groups who do work in the park.  

 
MOTION: Final Approval 
 



 
 

Art Commission Minutes 5 

MOVED BY: Loftness 
SECONDED BY: Goulatia 
IN FAVOR: All  
OPPOSED:  None 
 
 

5.   Art in Parks: Ginger Brooks Takahashi in Schenley Park – Public Art & Civic Design Division 
Final Review 

 
Sarah Minnaert of PACD presents Ginger Brooks Takahashi’s proposal for a public artwork in 

Schenley Park, as part of the City’s Art in Parks program. 
 
Goulatia asks about the materials. Minneart says it is sandstone, and the wooden part of the runnel is 

black locust. Goulatia mentions a sample from Takahashi’s first presentation. Cavalline says this was a 
reference image from another artist’s work, and that the sandstone she is proposing is visually similar to 
the surrounding stones at the project location.  

 
Loftness compliments the project. She says she is bothered by the rectilinear shapes which seem 

industrial rather than natural. She questions if there will be more water than the channels can hold. 
Minnaert says that Takahashi has partnered with Ethos Collaborative to understand the water flow at the 
site and that this has informed the design. She says there will be a pipe coming from underground to 
direct the water through. Cavalline notes that the water source is a seep and is not necessarily a strong 
flow.  

 
Goulatia says they would need to see the materials. She questions the structure of the pipes and 

channels. This is discussed, referencing the slides. Parsakian asks if the runnel would be underground. 
Minnaert and Cavalline note that the runnel is at ground level and is even with the ground. Minnaert says 
that this will be a trail improvement as it will keep water from covering the trail. Moss notes this is a 
common strategy for trail maintenance.  

 
Leach recalls an image from Takahashi’s first presentation and says those images of stone were 

square. She says the question now is whether the edges will be rounded. 
 
Parsakian says it is an incredible project. Loftness says that a more natural look will be more 

appropriate than an industrial look.  
 
Loftness asks if there is a reason that the end piece is slightly wider than the other pieces. They 

discuss the configuration of the stones in the proposal. Goulatia asks if the top stone could be eliminated 
and there could just be a pipe. Minnaert says there could be, but this is an intentional design that 
incorporates carved language on the end stone.  

 
Moss says that it appears the stones are meant to be clean cut. Minnaert says that it likely has to do 

with the renderings. She notes if there are minor concerns, they could be expressed as a condition on the 
approval. Goulatia says the materials shown in the first presentation were more organic.  

 
Parsakian asks about the timeline. Minnaert says that the Art in Parks projects need to be completed 

this year. 
 
Moss asks what considerations being discussed would affect whether or not the Commissioners 

would approve the project. Goulatia says that the color of sandstone is not a concern, and that the 
industrial shape would be evened out by nature in the end. She says that the rectilinear nature of the 
stones looks off.  

 
Loftness compares the rectilinear stones with the more organic stones to be laid at the head of the 

runnels.  
 
Leach asks if the intention is that the environment will wear the sharp edges down. She says she is 

not bothered by the edges. Parsakian says that it will be in the forest and enveloped by nature, so it will 
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not be a clean, pristine piece of stone but will be a constantly changing installation. He says they are 
being too critical with the details. 

 
MOTION: Final Approval 
 
MOVED BY: Leach 
SECONDED BY: Goulatia 
IN FAVOR: All  
OPPOSED:  None 
 
 

6.   Cantini Relocation – Public Art & Civic Design Division 
Conceptual/Final Review 

 
Sarah Minnaert of PACD presents the relocation of the Cantini Mosaic, a City-owned artwork. She gives 
background on the artwork, its removal from its original location, and the process that has led to the new 
proposed location at the Steel Plaza T Station.  
 
Moss says that he is glad this work is being reinstalled. He says he wishes it could be in a more public 
space, but that the new site will probably get more foot traffic than the original site. Goulatia says this is a 
great location for it and is more breathable than the original site. Loftness says the better lighting in the 
new space will make a big difference. 
 
Parsakian asks about the background wall treatment. Minnaert says there was intentionality to the 
background and to how the panels were positioned. Parsakian asks if they will use the original 
background. Minnaert says this was not preserved but will be used as an inspiration source for the new 
background.  
 
Leach asks if the background will be the same white marble. Minnaert says it will be similar. Parsakian 
asks if the background was stone or marble. Cavalline says it was marble. Goulatia asks about the 
background shown in the rendering. Minnaert says there will be an engineer and designer engaged for 
the new installation, so this has not yet been designed. She describes how the panels will be mounted.  
 
Loftness asks if the current wall tile in the hallway site will be replaced. Minnaert says it will remain in 
adjacent areas but there will be a new wall surface behind the panels. Loftness asks about the orthogonal 
tiles shown in the rendering. Minnaert says this is not a design rendering, it is just a concept rendering to 
show the location. Goulatia asks about the floor. Minnaert says the floor will not change as a part of this 
project. Goulatia says there is extra space at the end of the hallway. Minnaert says the dimensions of the 
original tunnel and the new hallway are fairly close but not exactly the same, and that the space on the 
end can be used for interpretive signage.  
 
Cavalline notes the language used in the Character Defining Features document regarding the 
background wall. Goulatia asks if they can use distressed marble for the background. Cavalline says 
these details will be determined through the design process and they can take those notes to the 
designer. Minnaert says that the specific approval today is for the location.  

 
MOTION: Conceptual/Final Approval, with the recommendation for a background treatment 

that honors the spirit of the original installation 
 
MOVED BY: Loftness 
SECONDED BY: Leach 
IN FAVOR: All  
OPPOSED:  None 

 
 

C. Correspondence 
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Minnaert notes that correspondence relating to today’s agenda items has been sent to the 
Commission.  

 
 

D. Public Comment 
 

None. 
 
 

E. Director & Staff Report 
 

Minnaert says that updated guidelines for Art Commission applications have recently been posted. 
Moss says that these should be used by applicants as a baseline of what materials must be provided, 
although they as Commissioners can choose what may not be necessary in each circumstance.  

 
Moss asks about the Fern Hollow Bridge and asks if the public art project will come to the Art 

Commission for review. Minnaert says yes. They note that there has been no additional conversation 
about the design of the bridge, and construction has begun.  

 
Parsakian says that he met with Councilperson Strassberger to discuss a permanent piece of public 

art at Ellsworth Ave to commemorate LGBTQ history.  
 

 

F. Adjournment 
 

The meeting adjourned at 4:57 P.M. 


