
 
 

CITY  OF  P ITTSBUR GH  

Art Commission  

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

 

September 28, 2022 at 2:00 P.M. Meeting called to order by President Moss 

 

In Attendance 
Moss 
Goulatia 
Loftness 
Parsakian 
 

Staff Present 
Minnaert 
Cavalline 
 

Agenda Items Covered in These Minutes 
 

Item Page Number 

1. Merchant Street Bridge Sign 1-2 

2. City-County Building Historical Sign 2-3 

3. Art in Parks: Marlana Adele Vassar in Highland Park 3-4 

4. Friendship Asphalt Art 4 

 
 

A. Approval of Minutes 
 

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

 
 

B. Items for Review 
 
1.    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. The project had been tabled at a previous hearing 
and the proposal has now been revised.     

 
Moss asks if there will still be a landscaped strip when they install the new sidewalk, and if so, will the 

sign be on the landscaping or the sidewalk. Zinn says the landscaped strip will be eliminated. Loftness 
says that isn’t a good thing in terms of managing water. 

 
Loftness says she likes the title blocks. She asks about the height of the sign and if the height is in 

consideration of ADA accessibility. Zinn says yes. Jesse Belfast of Michael Baker International says that 
this follows the National Park Service guidelines.  
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Goulatia says the layout is improved since the last hearing. She asks how big each photograph in the 
layout is. Zinn says he doesn’t have measurements for the individual pictures, but the whole sign is 24” x 
36”. Moss guesses they’re at least five inches across.  

 
MOTION: Conceptual/Final Approval 
 
MOVED BY: Parsakian 
SECONDED BY: Goulatia 
IN FAVOR: All  
OPPOSED:  None 

 
 

2.   City-County Building Historical Sign – Department of Public Works 
Conceptual/Final Review 
 
James Hill gives the presentation for an informational sign describing the history of the City-County 

Building.    
 
Goulatia says she loves the way the sign tells the history of the building, but feels that the last column 

of the sign doesn’t aesthetically match, as the colors in that column are more vibrant. She suggests 
toning down the colors of this column. Loftness says that another option would be to brighten up the 
colors on the rest of the sign. 

 
Loftness asks if this sign is the same size as the existing sign about the County Courthouse that is 

installed nearby. Hill says yes. Loftness says that they should use the same mounting as the Courthouse 
sign, with two legs instead of four. Hill says they can make that change.  

 
Parsakian says that the Courthouse sign has a lot of rust, and asks if this sign will have the same 

issues. He asks if there will be any renovation of the Courthouse sign. Hill says the Courthouse sign is 
metal, whereas this sign is not, so it should not have the same issues. He says that sign is owned by the 
County so he can’t speak to its maintenance. Parsakian asks if Braille is being considered. Hill says they 
can look into that to see if it’s possible.  

 
Loftness wonders if Art Commission should request that the City and County collaborate on future 

informational signage. Hill says that he believes the Courthouse sign is an exception and that generally 
the County does not put up informational signage within the City.  

 
Jesse Belfast gives public comment. He says that one of the images of the courthouse on the sign is 

from a later time than indicated and suggests resources for finding images. He also suggests making 
more reference to the combination of City and County functions within the building, and suggests 
eliminating references to architectural details that are not pictured. 

 
Hill says that the language can be simplified if that is something the Commission feels strongly about, 

but that the language all references the façade, which will be visible in front of the sign. He says he will 
check the accuracy of the images, but that the images aren’t referencing previous County courthouses, 
they are referencing previous buildings that have served as City Hall. He says that though the City-
County Building is shared by the City and the County, it does not serve as the County’s center of 
government. 

 
MOTION: Conceptual/Final Approval, with the conditions that 1) the structure be identical to 

the nearby County Courthouse sign, with two supporting arms; and 2) that the color intensity be 
modified to be more consistent throughout the design 

 
MOVED BY: Loftness 
SECONDED BY: Goulatia 
IN FAVOR: All 
OPPOSED:  None 
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Moss encourages Hill to consider the comments by Commissioners and the public that were not 
required parts of the motion, and says that it would be good for staff to take a final look at the plans to 
make sure it complies with the motion. 

 
 

3.   Art in Parks: Marlana Adele Vassar in Highland Park – Department of City Planning 
Final Review 
 
Marlana Adele Vassar presents her proposal for a sculptural artwork in Highland Park as part of the 

City’s Art in Parks program. 
 
Goulatia asks if the forms on the sculpture will have sharp edges. Vassar says that the final 

refinement on the metal will include smoothing out of edges. Loftness asks for clarification on the form of 
the sculpture. She asks what the story presented by the sculpture is.  

 
[Technical difficulties temporarily interrupt the conversation.] 
 
Vassar says that the design of the sculpture plays off of existing sculpture within the park that 

addresses the interaction of humans with nature. She describes the figure’s dress as being made of 
flowers and tree bark, and that the figure is holding a small rabbit. Loftness asks if it is intended to be a 
child. Vassar says that for the theme she wanted the figure to be small, but did not want the figure to be 
less than four feet tall due to the surrounding plants.  

 
 Parsakian references the conceptual images and says that some of them were more childlike, and 

some of the innocence may have been lost in creating a more columned shape. He asks about Vassar’s 
process. Vassar says that when creating the maquette, she had to be aware that deeper folds and depth 
in the figure would be more difficult to be successfully realized in bronze. 

 
Parsakian references the Pittsburgh Parks Conservancy’s comments regarding the symmetry of the 

park. Vassar says that due to the budget, the sizes would have to be reduced to create two. Parsakian 
says he is not suggesting this, but rather the possibility of another sculpture in the future. Loftness says 
an alternative would be to move this sculpture off-center and nearer to the trees. She says that the 
original drawings were a little more childlike than the current representation. She encourages Vassar to 
keep in mind the intention of showing a child in nature.  

 
Goulatia says that bronze can be hollow on the inside and a more flowing form would look beautiful, 

as shown in her concept sketches. She says the flowers and rabbit may be getting lost in the current 
model.  

 
Minnaert says that the project is time-bound due to the grant funding, and that there have been 

complications due to the pandemic’s effect on fabrication schedules and costs. 
 
Moss says that the Commission is asking for another iteration of the sculpture’s design. He asks if 

there is time to do more design work. Vassar says that there would be at least three months once the final 
design is given to the fabricator, so it would be in spring of next year. Loftness says they would like to see 
another iteration that captures the essence of the concept sketches. Moss asks if a final design being 
sent to the fabricators by the end of the year will satisfy the funding requirements. Minnaert says it is a bit 
more complicated than that, but that they have been able to have conversations about the grant 
completion timeline for this particular project due to fabrication setbacks.  

 
Loftness says that the design should possibly not be so symmetrical and the placement of the 

sculpture could be explored once it is complete, as it may benefit from not being placed on the axis of the 
park. Goulatia says that the concept sketches had more flowing forms and that this would not visually 
require the same amount of symmetry as the current proposal which has a straighter shape.     

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

 
 

4.   Friendship Asphalt Art – Bloomfield Development Corporation 
Conceptual/Final Review 

 
Sam Spearing of Bloomfield Development Corporation presents the proposal for limited-term artwork 

on the streetscape on either side of Friendship Park. 
 
Goulatia confirms that the surface will not be slippery. Spearing says that DOMI will be reviewing and 

approving their materials, including the non-slip additive. Loftness asks what the longevity is for the 
proposed bio-based paint. Spearing says that he believes it is similar to regular traffic paint. 

 
Loftness says it’s a lovely project and applauds them on creating a project that is educational and fun. 
 
Goulatia says she appreciates that the crosswalk is incorporated into the artwork. 

 
MOTION: Conceptual/Final Approval 
 
MOVED BY: Loftness 
SECONDED BY: Goulatia 
IN FAVOR: All  
OPPOSED:  None 
 
The artists, Ann Rosenthal and JoAnn Moran, speak to the longevity of the paint. Moran says that it is 

comparative to standard traffic paint. She says that projects generally last a few years before they need 
maintenance, but it depends on the amount of traffic. Rosenthal says they will be layering the paint, which 
will also address possible degradation. Loftness asks about the process, and Rosenthal says that there 
will be stencils and rollers used, but the details will be hand-painted.  

 
Rosenthal discusses the praying mantis included in the design, which has special significance to one 

of the neighbors. She says that the community will help with the painting.  
 
 

C. Correspondence 
 

Minnaert describes the correspondence that was sent to the Commissioners, consisting of support 
letters for the projects being reviewed, and one letter from a citizen regarding Station Square. She says 
there were no Over-The-Counter reviews this month.  

 
 

D. Public Comment 
 

None. 
 
 

E. Director & Staff Report 
 

None. 
 
The Commissioners discuss whether the City should be putting together general guidelines regarding 

signage and the need for a graphic designer to critique signage. They discuss signage that can unify and 
distinguish neighborhoods in the City.  

 
Loftness speaks about the approval given to the BRT project at a previous hearing. 
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Parsakian brings up the need for guidelines stating what elements of projects they should and 
shouldn’t be reviewing, which the Commissioners discuss. 

 
Loftness discusses streetscape projects happening around the University of Pittsburgh that previously 

came to the Art Commission. 
 
The Commissioners discuss projects of differing scopes and the time spent on them at Commission 

hearings, and the number of applications at each hearing.  
 

 

F. Adjournment 
 

The meeting adjourned at 3:39 P.M. 


