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DRAFT MINUTES 

 

PUBLIC ARTS COMMITTEE                                              SEBASTOPOL CITY HALL 

CITY OF SEBASTOPOL             7120 BODEGA AVENUE 

MINUTES OF December 07, 2016                           

9:30 a.m. 

 

PUBLIC ARTS COMMITTEE: 

 

The notice of the meeting was posted on December 01, 2016. 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER:  Chair Gordon called the meeting to order at 9:31 a.m. 

 

2. ROLL CALL: Present: Chair Gordon, and Committee Members Arnold 

Persinger, Vertz and Mills-Thysen 

          Absent:    None 

   Staff:  Kenyon Webster, Planning Director 

Rebecca Mansour, Planning Technician 

 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  November 2, 2016 and November 16, 2016 

 

Committee Member Arnold made a motion to approve all three sets of minutes as 

submitted. 

 

Committee Member Mills-Thysen seconded the motion. 

 

VOTE:  Ayes:  Chair Gordon, and Committee Members Arnold, Vertz, Persinger 

and Mills-Thysen 

  Noes:  None 

  Abstain:  None 

 

4. PLANNING DEPARTMENT UPDATE ON MATTERS OF GENERAL INTEREST: 

 

Director Webster updated the Committee on the following: 

 Last night at the City Council meeting Una Glass was elected Mayor and Patrick 

Slayter was elected Vice Mayor. 

 At a previous meeting, the Council adopted a forty-five day moratorium on rent 

increases of note more than three percent in one year along with some other 

provisions.  Last night the Council voted to extend the ordinance for another six 

months.  At their next meeting, the Council is expected to appoint a special housing 

subcommittee of the Council to have an intensive process to come up with actions 
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around housing affordability among other things. 

 Resulting from changes to State law on accessory dwelling units, the Council, at their 

next meeting, will initiate a process to change our rules to conform to the new law.  

These changes will meaningfully reduce the impact fees for accessory dwelling units 

and eliminate some standards. 

 An update to our Zoning Ordinance will be kicked off with the Planning Commission 

next week. 

 May take the opportunity to update the Public Arts Ordinance, which is 

contained within the Zoning Ordinance.  Changes that he may propose 

include: 

- The Public Arts Committee would have the final say over a private 

developers public art proposal, rather than the Design Review Board.  He 

noted that their decision would be appealable to the City Council. 

- Changing categories to guidelines, rather than rigid requirements, for the 

composition of the City’s various bodies. 

- He noted that the Committee could have an opportunity to comment on 

those ideas as well as other changes they may wish to make at a later 

date as it would be months before those types of changes would be before 

the Commission. 

 The next Committee meeting will take place on January 4, 2017.  The art piece for 

Hotel Sebastopol is expected to be on that agenda. 

 

The Committee asked questions of Director Webster. 

 

Committee Member Mills-Thysen asked if the meeting could be moved to the following week 

as she may be out of town. 

 

Director Webster responded that a special meeting could be arranged, if needed.  He noted 

that scheduling would depend on when the applicant submits the application. 

 

The Committee asked additional questions of Director Webster. 

 

5. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC ON MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA:  There were 

none. 

 

6. STATEMENTS OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST:  There were none. 

 

7. CONSENT CALENDAR:  There were none. 

 

8. REGULAR AGENDA:  There were none. 

 

9. DISCUSSION ITEMS: 

 

A. RECOMMENDATION REGARDING PUBLIC ART PROPOSALS:  Three artists were  

selected to proceed in the review process for a public art project in Sebastopol, and 

have made presentations to the Committee.  The Committee is expected to make a 

selection recommendation to the City Council, and may also make location 

recommendations.  Finalist artists include:  Vickie Joe Sowell, Ilana Spector/Mark 

Grieve, and Ned Kahn. 

 

Chair Gordon discussed process with the Committee. 
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The Committee agreed to begin their discussion by reporting the results of the rating sheets 

that they had each filled out prior to the meeting. 

 

Chair Gordon stressed that each Committee member should go into this with an open mind 

and listen to what each other has to say before making a final decision. 

 

Committee Member Mills-Thysen added that each Committee member should listen 

respectfully without challenging the views expressed by fellow members. 

 

Their ratings were as follows: 

 

                    Grieve/Spector        Kahn        Sowell 

Committee Member 

Arnold 
18 30 13 

Committee Member 

Gordon 
45 56 85 

Committee Member 

Persinger 
33 65 35 

Committee Member 

Vertz 
68 66 89 

Committee Member 

Mills-Thysen 
21 95 88 

Totals 185 312 310 

* Committee Member Arnold utilized a different rating methodology, however, his numbers 

provide a relative rating. 

 

Chair Gordon discussed process. 

 

Comments on the proposal by Mark Grieve/ Ilana Spector included the following: 

 

Committee Member Arnold commented: 

 Loves their proposal except that he did not think that it was fleshed out enough. 

 The piece would be difficult in the proposed location. 

 Expressed having issues with their budget and considered it to be overstretched to fit 

within the $45,000 budget. 

 It’s a charming project. 

 A project like this would be wonderful if over an avenue somewhere. 

 It’s not one of their standard projects, which is fine, but needs to be thought out 

more. 

 

Chair Gordon commented: 

 The more he looked at the piece the more he liked it. 

 It reflects the kind of quirkiness of Sebastopol, is interesting and kind of 

unpredictable. 

 It’s not right for the proposed location. 
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 It is full of maintenance related problems. 

 Does not think that it would be well-received as a first public art project for this 

community. 

 Safety is a big issue. 

 

Committee Member Mills-Thysen commented: 

 Comments from the public included things like, “it’s weird and looks like junk”. 

 It looked that way to her as well. 

 Likes some of their other work. 

 Felt that the proposal was kind of insulting. 

 Her feeling about it has not changed. 

 Does not like the proposed location. 

 Does not raise the sculpture tone for the community. 

 

Committee Member Persinger commented: 

 The proposal is interesting but didn’t strike him in a positive way. 

 There is an aspect of incompleteness to it. 

 The piece never grew on him. 

 

Committee Member Vertz commented: 

 This is the only proposal that really fits within the criteria that was requested by the 

Committee which she appreciated. 

 Mr. Grieve and Ms. Spector are amazing artists. 

 Has high hopes that, if chosen, their piece would be better than their model appears. 

 The piece didn’t wow her. 

 

Comments on the proposal by Ned Kahn included the following: 

 

Committee Member Arnold commented: 

 Loves the proposal. 

 We would be enhanced greatly to have it in our city. 

 If chosen, he would like to meet with Mr. Kahn to discuss location and the final 

shape.  Both of which Mr. Kahn has expressed being willing to modify. 

 Has the potential to be very valuable to the city in the long run. 

 Expressed not being concerned with the piece costing more than the budget allows 

as Mr. Kahn is accepting of that. 

 

Chair Gordon commented: 

 The materials are wonderful in terms of reliability and durability. 

 Mr. Kahn gave a wonderful presentation. 

 This proposal is completely off base in that it’s a tall vertical piece in a flat, 

environmental area. 

 The letter from the Open Space District on the inappropriateness of this piece in the 

proposed location was well written and should be taken into consideration. 

 Sebastopol is not a skyscraper community. 

 Mr. Kahn created a piece using materials he already had without really integrating 

the idea to the city of Sebastopol. 

 The location is wrong, the materials are wrong, and the way it will be read are 

wrong, for Sebastopol. 
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 When reading through the public comments, almost half of those that expressed 

being in support of this piece were so more for the reputation of the artist, not for 

the piece itself, which he had a problem with. 

 Understands the desire for people to have art made by a world-class artist in this 

community. 

 To that end, we’re going to get that because Mr. Kahn is currently working on a 

wonderful piece for the Hotel Sebastopol project. 

 Two Ned Kahn pieces within one year is not necessary, especially since the public art 

piece is not reflective of this community. 

 Went out and looked at the model. 

 The piece does not resonate as an appropriate public art piece for Sebastopol. 

 Talking about relocating and redesigning the piece is not appropriate. 

 The Committee is supposed to be in the judging phase, not the design phase. 

 There are a number of problematic issues with this project. 

 Hotel Sebastopol will have a lovely Ned Kahn piece which will be open to the public 

for viewing. 

 Less pressure with turning away a world-class artist because he will have a piece at 

Hotel Sebastopol. 

 The durability of the piece is striking and important. 

 It is unfortunate that the end design doesn’t come up to the manufacturing of the 

process. 

 Mr. Kahn was awarded a contract for a piece in Santa Rosa for a price, went over-

budget, and then had to raise funds in order to complete the project. 

 That outcome was not fair to the other artists that submitted proposals under-

budget. 

 While Santa Rosa was happy to get their project, it is a rough precedent to set. 

 The materials he is using are almost the same materials that he uses in every one of 

his projects, which is fine, but it doesn’t feel like something that belongs in 

Sebastopol. 

 Hard, metal, reflective surfaces in a spire does not reflect this community. 

 Does not feel comfortable with this piece. 

 The Hotel Sebastopol will happen, and won’t take as long as some may think. 

 If we feel so strongly about his ability to create a piece for us, we have another 

opportunity coming up, which he would be welcome to submit for. 

 Because he didn’t believe that the piece fit in with Sebastopol and thought that there 

would be a lot of backlash, he expressed being unwilling to support this piece. 

 

Committee Member Mills-Thysen commented: 

 Likes the location. 

 Several members of the public commented about the proposed location being an 

entrance to Sebastopol and on the piece needing to be significant as the first public 

art project. 

 The artwork is solid and maintenance will be minimal. 

 Expressed being in support of changing the shape as she felt it could make the piece 

work better. 

 The materials reflect the surrounding land and area. 

 This piece has received a lot of positive response. 

 The first public art project should be significant. 

 Mr. Kahn’s work is significant and is something to be remembered. 

 This piece does reflect because its materials are reflective. 
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 We should make our choice based on what was proposed, however, we should not be 

rigidly limited by that in terms of shape and location. 

 If not selected this time, we don’t know that he would want to apply again. 

 

Committee Member Persinger commented: 

 Obviously he has a great reputation. 

 Solely based on the model, the piece is clearly achievable for him which is important. 

 Because this is our first public art project, he would like it to be a sure thing in terms 

of achievability. 

 Mr. Kahn has already acknowledged and expressed being okay with the fact that his 

piece will cost more than our budget allows. 

 Artistically this piece is lovely and interesting. 

 A strong statement at the gateway to town makes sense to him. 

 Expressed not being convinced by the argument that we’d be getting two Ned Kahn 

pieces in one year. 

 We may or may not get the piece at Hotel Sebastopol and if we do it may take years. 

 This artwork provides us with a wonderful opportunity to get a great piece now. 

 Expressed being in support of this project as the city’s first public art piece. 

 

Committee Member Vertz commented: 

 Number one issue is that it is outside of the City’s budget. 

 The Committee should be really careful, especially with its first public art project, to 

make sure that their selection isn’t in any way a bribe. 

 Getting a bigger project than the budget allows will set a precedent for future 

projects, that if an artist is willing to give us more than we ask for as far as budget, 

we might pick them. 

 Artists deserve to get paid for everything that they do. 

 We should not ask for art for free. 

 Reiterated her concern with setting a precedent for future projects. 

 In asking him to produce something that is over-budget, there is no guarantee that 

the work can and will get done. 

 This is a difficult standard to set for the first project, which she expressed being 

worried by on many levels. 

 Part of the controversy with the KOWS antenna was over there being a 60-foot tower 

in town.  Given that, it is clear to her that Sebastopol does not want a 60-foot tower 

of any kind in this town. 

 Likes the piece and thinks that it’s beautiful, however, she did not feel that it 

represents the city. 

 In reviewing the public comments, a lot of people were picking this piece because of 

his reputation. 

 Mr. Kahn’s name is huge and we would be so lucky to have one of his artworks here. 

 A lot of people who weren’t familiar with Mr. Kahn did not get the piece and did not 

feel that it was appropriate for Sebastopol. 

 Picking this piece based on the artists name suggests that that is what it’s all about. 

 If we were selecting the piece based on the proposal, she would have to say no to 

this one. 

 The proposed location is not right. 

 It would not be appropriate to change the shape and/or location at this point. 

 Reiterated her concern with setting a precedent. 
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 Not opposed to choosing this piece, the city would be lucky to have it. 

 Cautioned the Committee against choosing his piece solely because they weren’t sure 

about whether or not he’d want to submit for a future opportunity. 

 Believed that this piece would get the most backlash. 

  

Comments on the proposal by Vickie Jo Sowell included the following: 

 

Committee Member Arnold commented: 

 Proposal has a lot of problems. 

 Cannot see Ms. Sowell climbing fourteen feet up on a ladder to maintain it. 

 Cannot see anyone in the city wanting to take on maintenance of this piece. 

 The maintenance of it will be very difficult. 

 Water can be difficult to work with. 

 Drip irrigation systems can become plugged. 

 A mist irrigation system would have been better than a drip irrigation system. 

 It won’t look like it does at the start as it grows and changes. 

 Spoke with a nursery owner in town who sells a lot of succulents.  Said nursery 

owner expressed a concern with the succulents freezing and considered it a terrible 

project. 

 Did not think that the succulents would freeze given that Ms. Sowell had done her 

research on the matter. 

 This project is fraught with problems. 

 Our first project should not have a lot of potential maintenance. 

 Ms. Sowell is charming but does not have experience doing projects like this, 

especially in terms of scale. 

 In terms of safety, this project is probably the most climbable of the three. 

 

Chair Gordon commented: 

 The piece itself is really wonderful. 

 Ms. Sowell’s presentation and model were completely lacking. 

 Both the concept and end result are really appropriate for this community. 

 The piece resonates with Sebastopol. 

 We have ten years of maintenance for this project covered. 

 Succulents do not freeze. 

 Loves the idea of people coming and picking off extra, whether organized or not, for 

their own use. 

 Likes everything about this project except for the unknown. 

 Plastic boxes may be better than metal. 

 While a mist irrigation system could be an option, he felt that a drip irrigation system 

would be fine. 

 Succulents can live with almost next to no water. 

 Loves the pattern that is created by the succulents. 

 This project has everything that he thinks will be accepted in this community. 

 Sedums retain their distinctive markings so the pattern would remain through the 

years. 

 There is a precedent for living walls, they’re popping up all over. 

 The suggestion to make the piece smaller is an interesting thought.  Any savings on 

materials could be put towards maintenance. 

 Because he likes this project, he was encouraged by the comments from the public 

that were in support of this project. 
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 Believes that there would be support for this project and that it would be good for 

the area. 

 Ran all three projects by professionals in the community and this one, aside from 

maintenance issues, seemed to resonate the most. 

 

Committee Member Mills-Thysen commented: 

 This is her second favorite of the three. 

 Expressed a concern with what it may look like in ten years. 

 Expressed a small concern with maintenance. 

 The proposed location is wonderful. 

 The idea behind the project is lovely. 

 The piece is not as significant as she would like for their first public art project. 

 Likes the feeling behind the piece. 

 Reiterated her concern with what it may morph into over the years. 

 Perhaps, if not selected, it would be good to connect her more strongly with the plant 

growing community so they could work together to create it. 

 

Committee Member Persinger commented: 

 It’s a beautiful, engaging and interesting piece. 

 The artwork fits the climate of Sebastopol as a place. 

 The presentation was poor, but the underlying feeling he had was that he was not 

convinced that the artist could actually achieve the piece. 

 There is so much that was not really thought out and that has never been done 

before. 

 It makes good sense to be experimental in art, however, he would hate for their first 

public art piece to have the potential of being a big disaster. 

 The artist was unclear on too many important factors. 

 Perhaps, if not chosen in this go round, Ms. Sowell could return with a smaller piece, 

something more in line with what she has created before, through a future 

opportunity. 

 If the piece really works it will be amazing. 

 Has a hard time picturing her up on a ladder, constructing and maintaining this 

piece. 

 

Committee Member Vertz commented: 

 The proposal goes beyond the scope of what was asked for. 

 Expressed a concern with committing to long-term maintenance 

 Rated her high because as far as what the city would like to see, this proposal nails 

it. 

 Loves the location. 

 Reiterated that this piece doesn’t fit within the scope of what was asked for. 

 Concern that she may not be able to get up on a ladder to construct or maintain the 

piece shouldn’t be an issue because if she can’t, she’ll have someone who can help 

her. 

 

General comments on the proposals and process included the following: 

 

Committee Member Arnold commented: 

 Not worried about safety for any of the three pieces. 

 Doesn’t want to try to convince anyone. 

 Felt that all of the proposals were within the limits of what was asked for. 
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 As an artist himself, it’s almost impossible to put a price on art. 

 

Chair Gordon commented: 

 All three projects have positives and negatives. 

 The rating sheet was very helpful because it broken down, very specifically, issues 

we would have with each project. 

 Overall he was looking for a project that really reflects the city. 

 Because this is the first public art project, it’s very important that we produce a 

project that the community will embrace, that’s appropriate and won’t come under 

ridicule. 

 We’re not in a position to demand that the community accept some kind of esoteric 

art standard. 

 The Committee has the option of recommending that the Council not choose any of 

the projects. 

 Agreed that none of the pieces were exactly right. 

 The Committee chose the RFQ process so that we weren’t asking artists to work for 

free. 

 Finding a piece that fits with Sebastopol is and should be a very high priority. 

 Feels very strongly about rewarding an artist for the project they pitched, not their 

reputation. 

 Unless trying to be ironic or challenging, appropriateness is important for a public art 

piece. 

 

Committee Member Persinger commented: 

 In representing the community, he wants something achievable with little risk. 

 Appreciates hearing from everyone. 

 Thanked his fellow Committee members for their thoughtfulness and insight. 

 Believes that artists should get paid for what they do and asked if the budgeted 

amount was enough. 

 Doesn’t want to have a process that is unfair to the artist. 

 Just because you can get artwork for cheap, doesn’t mean you necessarily should. 

 

Committee Member Vertz commented: 

 Was not on the Committee when this process began. 

 Expressed having an issue with it having been an RFQ (Request for Qualifications) 

rather than an RFP (Request for Proposals). 

 None of the three proposals are quite what she had imagined for the city. 

 May want to consider an RFP next time in hopes of getting something a little bit 

better for Sebastopol. 

 In her own experience, she has seen $50,000 go an unbelievably long way in terms 

of the kind of artwork that can be produced. 

 Is prepared to support the Committee’s recommendation, whatever it may be. 

 

Director Webster commented: 

 The Committee could recommend that the Council not choose any of the projects, or 

could simply forward their comments for Council consideration. 

 

Committee Member Mills-Thysen commented: 

 Agreed in that it was nice to hear everyone’s thoughts. 
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 Expressed being unsure with how to proceed as she was not hearing a consensus. 

 The projects that were pitched each had their weaknesses and their strengths. 

 Committee member Vertz’s comments on precedent make sense, but as a 

Committee they’ll have another chance to recommend what they think is best, 

regardless of precedent. 

 

The Committee discussed process and asked questions of Director Webster. 

 

It was the consensus of the Committee to not have the artists give a presentation to the 

Council, unless the Council wished to receive one. 

 

Committee Member Mills-Thysen made a motion to forward the following to the Council: 

Three members of the Committee supported the Kahn piece as the primary piece and 

two members of the Committee supported the Sowell piece as the primary piece. 

 

Committee Member Persinger seconded the motion. 

 

VOTE:  Ayes:  Chair Gordon, and Committee Members Arnold, Vertz, Persinger 

and Mills-Thysen 

  Noes:  None 

  Abstain:  None 

 

Chair Gordon thanked everyone for their input and participation in a sometimes difficult and 

very subjective process. 

 

Chair Gordon asked questions of Director Webster regarding the next step. 

 

Committee Member Arnold suggested that either the Arts Committee or a subcommittee be 

formed to discuss alternate sites for Mr. Kahn’s piece. 

 

Chair Gordon and Committee Member Mills-Thysen stated that that should wait until after 

the Council makes their decision. 

 

Director Webster responded that if Mr. Kahn’s piece was selected, the matter of siting could 

be left up to the Council.  He noted that the staff report, along with previous meeting 

minutes and public comment would touch on that issue as well. 

 

10.  REPORTS FROM THE COMMITTEE/STAFF:  There were none. 

 

11.  WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS:  There were none. 

 

12.  ADJOURNMENT:  Chair Gordon adjourned the meeting of the Sebastopol Public Arts   

Committee at 11:05 a.m. to the regular Public Arts Committee Meeting to be held 

January 04, 2017 at 10:30 a.m., at the City Hall Conference Room, 7120 Bodega 

Avenue, Sebastopol, CA. 

 

Respectfully Submitted By: 

 

 

Kenyon Webster 

Planning Director 


