
 
 

CITY  OF  P ITTSBUR GH  

Art Commission  

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

 

August 24, 2022 at 2:00 P.M. Meeting called to order by Vice-President Goulatia 

 

In Attendance 
Goulatia 
Loftness 
Parsakian 
Quintanilla 
 
Hornstein (DPW) 
Lucas (DOMI) 
 

Staff Present 
Dash 
Minnaert 
Cavalline 
 

Agenda Items Covered in These Minutes 
 

Item Page Number 

1. Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) System 1-4 

2. Merchant Street Bridge Sign 4-5 

3. Alta Via Market Square 5-6 

4. Fern Hollow Bridge Public Art (John Peña) 6 

5. Fern Hollow Bridge Public Art (Carin Mincemoyer) 6-7 

 
 

A. Approval of Minutes 
 

Goulatia asks Commissioners to review and comment on minutes from July 2022. Parsakian motions 
to approve the minutes, seconded by Loftness. All ayes. Motion carries. 

 
 

B. Items for Review 
 
1.    Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) System – Pittsburgh Regional Transit 

Final Review 
 

Steve Auterman of the Department of Mobility and Infrastructure, Denise Ott of Pittsburgh Regional 
Transit, and David Haines of AECOM are on hand for Commissioner comments on this project, which 
consists of 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. Commissioners Loftness and Parsakian discuss their review of the 
proposed shelters, including comments which were previously sent to the applicant and the applicant’s 
responses to those comments. Based on their review, Loftness and Parsakian give their current 
recommendations for potential motions of approval.  
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Minnaert summarizes that out of the total proposed stations, Loftness and Parsakian are 
recommending 18 to be approved, with six others requiring further discussion today. Parsakian says that 
there are also a few overall design details that they still want to discuss today. Minnaert suggests 
beginning with verifying the stations that can be given approval, and then discussing the six that have 
concerns.  

 
Loftness begins with a list of ten stations that should be fine for approval, although she wishes that 

some of them could be phased since they are very long. They discuss the location of the Market Square 
shelter. Quintanilla says that considering the need of riders and the minimalist design of the shelters, he 
thinks the Market Square shelter is appropriate. Besides Market Square (location #3), Loftness also lists 
locations 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, 15, 18, 20, and 22 as being fine for approval, though she says they are large and 
will change the visible appearance of the City. 

 
Goulatia says that the designs are minimalist. She asks about the ticket station. Loftness says there 

is a lot of visual clutter. Goulatia says there are only three seats. Loftness says that most other cities are 
using bench seating. Goulatia asks if there will be more than one electrical cabinet for the larger stations. 
Ott says that each station will have one electric cabinet regardless of the station’s size, but some stations 
will have more than one ticket machine. Loftness asks if riders can use smart tickets. Ott says yes.  

 
Loftness lists seven more stations that could be approved but that there are concerns with 

accessibility and pedestrian flow. These stations were 1, 7, 8, 11, 19, 23, and 24. Parsakian says these 
seven could be approved with the knowledge that DOMI will be reviewing and approving the pedestrian 
concerns.  

 
The discussion proceeds to the final six stations, which are 2 (Steel Plaza), 12 (Fifth & Chesterfield), 

14 (Fifth & Bigelow/Soldiers & Sailors), 21 (Forbes & Jumonville), 25 (Forbes & Bouquet), and 26 (Forbes 
& Bigelow/Schenley Plaza).  

 
They discuss Steel Plaza. Loftness says it is a visual block. She says it needs to be phased by 

building a 60 foot station, not a 120 foot station, and then see how it goes. Quintanilla says that the 
adjacent plaza is internal and so the station blocking it is not detrimental. He says that it is very windy 
there and he does not have a problem with the proposed size due to the amount of users and 
pedestrians. Auterman notes that the Commissioners had suggested this be a gull-wing station, and says 
that there is not room for this without removing a lane of traffic. Loftness says that this is a major 
pedestrian thoroughfare. Quintanilla notes that this is adjacent to the entrance to the T. Goulatia asks 
about the renderings in the application and that the metal bars are not shown on them. Auterman notes 
that these are basic renderings to show massing and location. Ott says that the Steel Plaza station will be 
a big transfer point to people using the T. Parsakian says that this station could be approved, as he 
understands that ridership is increasing, and that many other stops will be eliminated. Loftness says that 
in general three stops will be eliminated for every one new stop.  

 
They discuss the Soldiers and Sailors (Fifth & Bigelow) station, which Loftness says should not be 

located there as it blocks the view. Auterman says that the station will be replacing current on-street 
parking, and the station will not block the view from pedestrians on the sidewalk, and they do not believe 
it will significantly block the view from across the street. Loftness says that if a film wanted to shoot with 
Soldiers & Sailors as a backdrop, this would get in the way. Parsakian says that this is the shelter he has 
the most concern about.  

 
Quintanilla asks what percentage of room along the street the station takes up. Ott says 20%. 

Quintanilla says that in Europe they often put stations in front of historic buildings in order for people to 
use them as meeting places. He says that he is thinking of the importance of the station to users, and that 
he doesn’t think that the visual clutter would be too much. Loftness says this station should be moved to 
another location. Ott describes the process of public input that led them to the current locations. Loftness 
says the public engagement did not include these renderings.  

 
They discuss the Chesterfield station. Loftness asks what the intention of such a large station is. 

Auterman says the sizes are based on ridership demand, and the 60 foot shelter is the smallest size that 
accommodates the needs for this location. Auterman also notes this is a walk-through station. Parsakian 
says that he is not as concerned about this shelter. Loftness says that they were not familiar with the 
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concept of a walkthrough shelter. Ott describes this as not having side walls to eliminate obstruction. 
They discuss the placement of the existing shelter and the proposed shelter. Loftness says this could be 
dangerous if it is not recessed enough.  

 
Quintanilla says he has often seen people at this stop overflowing the current shelter, and so he 

thinks that the need is there for more shelter. 
 
They discuss the Jumonville station. Loftness questions the future urban development of the site. 

Auterman says that it is currently adjacent to a UPMC shuttle parking lot. He says that the BRT stations 
are located at corners because it does not inhibit entrances to properties, as these must be located away 
from corners due to DOMI regulations. He also says that for future development, an adjacent transit stop 
may be appealing.  

 
Lucas notes that Loftness has noted current shelters being eight feet long, but she believes that the 

current standard is actually fifteen feet. Dash mentions changes made to the zoning code for the Uptown 
Public Realm District relating to future development. 

 
The discussion is moved to the Forbes & Bouquet (Central Oakland) and Forbes & Bigelow 

(Schenley Plaza) locations. Loftness says the Schenley Plaza location is a beautiful vista and these 
shelters would be in front of that. Parsakian notes that the proposal at this location is for two 60 foot 
stations. Loftness notes that there are Pitt bus stations nearby. Loftness says that at the Central Oakland 
location, students often gather on the adjacent retaining wall. Parsakian notes that Pitt is going to 
redesign that plaza so the area may be different soon. Loftness says that these two stations, along with 
Soldiers & Sailors, should be moved and come back to Art Commission at a later date. Goulatia says that 
the renderings should include everything on the street.  

 
Auterman says that at Schenley Plaza, the station is being installed on an extended sidewalk that will 

replace on-street parking. He says the area will be more open and it should not affect views or enjoyment 
of the park. He says that they do not know what Pitt will do at Central Oakland but they have requested 
the BRT stop be at this location.  

 
Loftness says she doesn’t think the shelters are similar in scale to parked cars. Auterman says that 

without the cars there will be more access to the sidewalk and the park. Loftness says that these three 
stations should return to Art Commission with a better mock-up.  

 
Quintanilla says that at Central Oakland, they do not know what Pitt intends to do, and as an architect 

he does not find the building there interesting. He says that the people who sit on the retaining wall are 
typically waiting for a bus, and so he would not mind this bus station being there. Parsakian says that the 
Central Oakland and Schenley Plaza stations are only a block apart. Loftness says that a better location 
would be at Hillman Library, between these two locations. Loftness says that they could approve Central 
Oakland and just leave Soldiers & Sailors and Schenley Plaza as the locations that they have concerns 
about.  

 
Ott asks for clarification about the concerns. Loftness says it is both location and size. Ott says that 

the locations were decided very early on in the process and were coordinated with all utility companies 
and stakeholders. She says that changing locations would delay the project substantially. She also says 
that PRT feels strongly that these are the correct sizes for the intended ridership. Loftness says that these 
two stations should be relocated or resized. 

 
Auterman speaks of the high ridership demands of the Central Oakland and Schenley Plaza stations, 

especially with the intended consolidation of stops. Loftness compares the size to other cities who use 
smaller stations and says this will change the face of the city.  

 
Minnaert summarizes the discussion thus far as being in favor of the approval of all but the Soldiers & 

Sailors station and the Schenley Plaza station. She asks the applicant team what possibilities exist if 
these two are not approved. Auterman says that they can possibly provide better renderings and further 
rationale for these stations, and asks what the process would be for that to come back to the 
Commission. Minnaert asks if alternate sizes or locations are possible, as this answer will determine 
future process. Auterman says that changing size is the easier task and is something they can look into. 
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He says that changing location is a much more substantial effort. Ott says that if they look at new 
locations, there will be at least a year delay. 

 
Goulatia asks if the Schenley Plaza station and the Soldiers & Sailors Plaza can be moved or resized. 

Auterman says that changing the size would be the easiest path. He says that moving a few feet is an 
engineering question but moving to another block would take public process. Goulatia asks if they are 
able to phase the project. Auterman says the funding for the project needs to be all in one go. Loftness 
says changing the 120 foot shelters to 60 foot shelters would not substantially change their budget 
request. 

 
The Commissioners discuss potential approval motions. Loftness states that phasing is an easy 

solution. Quintanilla says that the extra space will make a big difference to riders needing shelter and that 
it accounts for people wanting to be distanced from others as they wait. He says that phasing would be a 
good option but only if it didn’t affect the project. He says that the shelters would not affect long views of 
what is behind them.  

 
Goulatia asks if they need to see renderings of different sizes for the two Bigelow stations and if this 

could determine their approval. Ott says that they have worked for five years to get the funding for this 
project, and if they do not build the full size stations now, there is no guarantee they will ever get the 
funding to increase the size. Loftness asks if the entire budget is federal funds. Ott says it is over half and 
the rest is County, City, and Port Authority. She says it sounds very easy to say that they can phase it, 
but that it is not as easy as it sounds. She says that any grant funding not used now will need to be 
returned, so it cannot be used later.  

 
Parsakian suggests a more open design might be a solution for these two stations. Quintanilla says 

there is a reason for the glass wall, and they are trying to find a different solution when this is actually 
something functional that the public needs. 

 
Minnaert asks the Commission for a motion. Loftness says they have given a lot of concessions and 

they are asking for a size reduction for these two shelters. Quintanilla says that the shelters need to be 
whatever size they have to be based on the number of people who need to use them.  

 
MOTION: Final Approval of 21 stations for the Bus Rapid Transit System as proposed; 

excluding the stations in front of 1) Soldiers & Sailors Memorial and 2) Schenley Plaza. The 
stations in front of 1) Soldiers & Sailors Memorial and 2) Schenley Plaza are approved under the 
condition that their size is reduced by 50%. 

 
MOVED BY: Loftness 
SECONDED BY: Parsakian 
IN FAVOR: Goulatia  
OPPOSED:  Quintanilla 
 
Parsakian asks if the applicants can return with a revision or more information if they wish to still 

pursue the larger station. Dash says the proposal was not denied so they should be able to return. 
Cavalline agrees.  

 
 

2.   Merchant Street Bridge Sign – Norfolk Southern Corporation 
Conceptual/Final Review 
 
Timothy Zinn of Michael Baker International gives the presentation for an informational sign 

describing the history of the Merchant Street Bridge. 
 
Goulatia asks if the sign will have an antique patina look. Zinn says that the patina is part of the 

background design of the sign. Goulatia says there is a lot of writing and asks if it can be cleaned up. Zinn 
says it was developed in accordance with the National Park Service standards for interpretive signage. 
He says that this is their second version of the design after input from the consulting parties.  
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Loftness asks who the audience is for the sign, as it is low and the text is small. Loftness says she 
has no issue with the location but says that there doesn’t seem to be a specific message. Zinn says that 
the bridge is fairly standard and is not very unique, but they tried to highlight the engineering aspects. He 
says the sign will be four feet wide, so it will be pretty readable. Goulatia says she wishes the text had 
subheadings. She says there is a lot of visual clutter. Zinn says they could add subheadings. Loftness 
says they should get an educator to edit the text.  

 
Parsakian asks about the materials. Zinn says it’s a fiberglass-embedded panel and will be similar to 

existing signs on the riverfront trails. Parsakian notes the size is actually 24” x 36”. 
 
Loftness asks if this is part of a series. Zinn says no, it was part of the mitigation process due to the 

requirements of the historic code. Loftness asks what was removed and what was replaced. Zinn says 
the existing bridge will be removed and replaced in its entirety but they will be reusing the abutments and 
the ornamental railings. He says the replacement bridge will look similar. Loftness says the preservation 
efforts are a more interesting story for the sign text. Goulatia says the design layout is not engaging.  

 
Parsakian says that he would prefer a heavier visual impact and editing might help make people more 

engaged.  
 

MOTION: Table 
 
MOVED BY: Loftness 
SECONDED BY: Parsakian 
IN FAVOR: Goulatia 
RECUSED:  Quintanilla 
 
 

3.   Alta Via Market Square – Rothschild Doyno Collaborative 
Conceptual/Final Review 
 
Daniel Rothschild of Rothschild Doyno Collaborative gives the presentation for the renovation of 

outdoor dining area of the new Alta Via restaurant, including terrace and covered porch. The restaurant is 
on private property but the terrace extends into the public right-of-way. 

 
Loftness says that the Art Commission should allow for outdoor dining whenever possible. She says 

that the applicant did a good job picking up the architectural cues, but she finds it very dark. She says the 
planters should be lower. Rothschild says that what looks like dark windows in the rendering is actually 
completely open. They discuss window placements on the façade of the building. He says that they have 
many options with the green color so if a change is recommended, they can share options with the 
Commission. Rothschild clarifies that when the windows are pulled up, there is nothing blocking the view 
into the restaurant. Rothschild further explains the renderings and the adjustments that could be made in 
the height of the planters. Loftness says she would have the plants dribble over. 

 
Goulatia says that it is a visually heavy structure. She asks what the material of the green walls is. 

Rothschild says it is Azek. He says that when CDAP and the neighborhood looked at this, it was very 
important to tie all the elements together and for it is be cohesive and unified.  

 
Quintanilla agrees that the planters will limit the visual impact and connection to the space. He says 

that the green is pleasant but as it is attached to a dark building, something punchier would work well.  
 
Parsakian asks if the proposed door is similar to Mad Mex, and Rothschild says yes. Rothschild 

confirms that is in the plane of the building, not the addition. Parsakian asks if the patio will be winterized. 
Rothschild says they will have heaters in them. Parsakian asks about how the lighting will impact Market 
Square. Rothschild says there will be gentle pin lights on strings. Parsakian asks if the sign will be back 
lit. Rothschild says they do not have a sign concept yet. Parsakian asks how people access the 
restaurant. Rothschild explains the layout of the entrances. 

 
Goulatia asks where the Percent For Art would be incorporated. Minnaert notes that although they 

always encourage public art, the Percent For Art does not apply here as this is not City funding. 
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Rothschild says public art is a great goal and there are opportunities for this. Parsakian says there is an 
opportunity with the planters.  

 
Loftness says if the goal was to tie in to PPG then there would be bright white snap lines, and part of 

the reason it feels dark and squat is because the strong band is dark and large.  
 

MOTION: Conceptual and Final Approval, with the recommendation to rethink the height of the 
planter boxes and the overall color, and to give consideration to the inclusion of artwork. 

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

 
 

4(a).   Fern Hollow Bridge Public Art by John Peña – Office for Public Art 
Conceptual Review 

 
Sallyann Kluz of the Office for Public Art and artist John Peña give the presentation for integrated 

artwork to be coordinated with the construction of the new Fern Hollow Bridge. 
 
Loftness says it is a fascinating project and will be very exciting. She says she hopes it can be even 

more three-dimensional. She says that the text on the guardrail may be hard to read for bikers, so the 
texts may possibly be better positioned if they switched sides. Goulatia agrees and asks about the 
staining. Peña says they are working on prototypes to test but is imagining it to be more subtle. Goulatia 
says it’s a beautiful project. 

 
Parsakian clarifies that one side of the bridge will be for bikers and pedestrians and one will just be 

for pedestrians. He asks how the text will be laid out on the rail and says he would like it to run the length 
of the rail as opposed to being a block of text. He asks if road salt will compromise the design. Peña says 
those are considerations they are looking into. Goulatia asks if the text is sand-blasted. Peña says sand-
blasting would have to occur earlier in the process and would only be able to be done on the vertical wall 
of the shared use path. Parsakian encourages Peña to make the text progressive as you move across the 
bridge.  

 
Loftness asks if the site lines to Frick Park are being maintained. Kluz says that it is being designed to 

meet engineering requirements as well as maintaining site lines. She says the height of the concrete is 
only two feet.    

 
MOTION: Conceptual Approval 
 
MOVED BY: Loftness 
SECONDED BY: Parsakian 
IN FAVOR: All  
OPPOSED:  None 
 
 

4(b).   Fern Hollow Bridge Public Art by Carin Mincemoyer – Office for Public Art 
Conceptual Review 

 
Sallyann Kluz of the Office for Public Art and artist Carin Mincemoyer give the presentation for 

integrated artwork to be coordinated with the construction of the new Fern Hollow Bridge. She presents 
two possibilities: an arch below the bridge and a meander on the pedestrian trail.  

 
Goulatia asks how large the domes of the arch are and if there is anything under them. Mincemoyer 

says that there would be nothing below the domes except possibly a wire to keep them from swinging. 
She says they are about 44” in diameter. Parsakian confirms that the domes are hollow. 
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Parsakian comments on the arch and references Christo and Jeanne-Claude installations. He says 
that both artists’ projects reference history. He says that the idea of the trail meander is also great. He 
says that he fears he may not want to spend a lot of time under the bridge as its scale will be so large.  

 
Loftness says both ideas are strong. She says there will need to be a path below, so artwork on the 

path would be valuable. She says that the rain chain of the arch would interact with nature and would be 
exciting to walk underneath. She suggests exploring the kinetic nature of the arch.  

 
Goulatia says that if the idea was for both artists’ work to speak to each other, then the trail concept 

has a lot of possibilities. She says it feels more intrinsic. 
 
Loftness says the bridge frames are evocative of Japanese trestle paths. She wonders if the arch can 

be even bolder and less delicate.  
 
Mincemoyer says that her idea with the trail was to be present and engaging, but not overpowering 

and distracting.  
 
Goulatia says it would be possible to turn the domes upside down to make the nature motifs more 

visible. Mincemoyer says that they would then have birds nesting in them and they would collect water 
and debris. Goulatia asks about the height of the domes. Mincemoyer says that they would be 40-45 feet. 
Loftness suggests trying different scales to get the effect that is desired.  

 
MOTION: Conceptual Approval 
 
MOVED BY: Loftness 
SECONDED BY: Parsakian 
IN FAVOR: All  
OPPOSED:  None 

 
 

C. Correspondence 
 

Minnaert notes that there was one new Over-The-Counter approval this month. 

 
D. Public Comment 

 
None. 

 
 

E. Director & Staff Report 
 

None. 
 

F. Adjournment 
 

The meeting adjourned at 5:53 P.M. 


