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Commission barely two months, from June to August 1993, to turn the
entire project around.

To save time the commission suspended its normal artist selection
process, which includes advertising projects and peer reviews of pro-
posals. Instead, commission staff nominated Leonard Hunter, head of
SFSU’s sculpture department, and Sheila Ghidini, a visiting professor
there, for the job. The commissioners, pleased that Hunter and Ghidini
had connections to the community, approved.

Hunter and Ghidini held weekly meetings with the various groups
opposed to the project. They began with a presentation that surveyed
boarding platforms used in other transit systems, explored the area’s
architectural history, and reviewed the history of transit in that part of
the city. They fostered a discussion about the community’s attributes
and its most recognizable visual characteristics.

Then the artists helped establish the process by which design
decisions would be made, a simple majority vote. They helped the
community define basic criteria for the design of the stations and
identify issues of concern, such as the impact of sunlight patterns
and prevailing winds.

Week after week, the artists returned with ideas, explaining how
the design responded to the group’s concerns. Covering the walls
with tiles, for example, would make it easier to clean graffiti. An
undulating canopy would reflect San Francisco’s hilly cityscape and
anticipate the sun’s movement. This patient design process broke the
logjam. The artists won the group’s trust and their proposals won the
community’s support.

Other problems loomed. The cost of the canopies, seating, lighting,
and other amenities was now estimated at $600,000 per platform. In
August 1993, when preliminary designs were complete, the Art
Commission applied through Muni for Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) enhancement funding. That October, the
commission was told the project would likely be given $400,000,
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which would
cover much,
but not all, of
the gap.

The Public
Utilities Com-
mission (PUC),
which oversaw
Muni and had
to approve the
project, was
unaware of this design process and was stunned by the new and
different look that was proposed. The project stalled again while
politicians debated issues of neighborhood equity and design prece-
dents. Now the same community that had been resistant to Muni
came out in droves to support the project. Ultimately, the PUC
increased its funding to $200,000 per canopy and the city agreed to
provide the required match for the ISTEA money from transportation
sales tax revenues.

The next snag occurred during construction. The artists had devel-
oped a conceptual design, but Muni asked its in-house engineering
staff to prepare construction documents. The Art Commission insisted
the artists be given oversight, but there were disagreements between
the artists and engineers over construction details. Ultimately, during
construction, costly change orders were issued to undo unnecessary
structural work.

The stations, opened for service in November 1994, are clearly
some of the most distinctive features of San Francisco’s transit land-
scape. There is no better evidence of the community’s support than
SFSU’s agreement to maintain the station near its campus, at a cost of
$50,000 per year. As a result, the station is free of ads, adorned with
flower boxes and announcements about cultural events on campus.


















Groundwork for the fence project
began in 1992 and was facilitated by
Tri-Met staff members who had good
relationships with both the contractor
and the five institutions. The art project
was incorporated into the plans for the
construction site even before the sta-
tion contract was bid; specifications
included appropriate treatment for
fence surfaces, construction of a mixing
station and storage shed, and requirements for electricity, water,
security, and traffic control.

The contractor was most concerned about safety and liability.
Advance arrangements kept the artists who were painting the access
gate and trucks rumbling in and out of the site from interfering with
each other. And RACC hired an on-site coordinator who worked to
ensure the two weeks of painting went smoothly.

In fall 1994, artists were asked to submit letters of interest. Out of
two hundred responses, seventeen artists were selected, ranging from
some whose careers were well established to some who had never
had a public commission before. During the winter, the artists worked
with Edmunds to develop their concepts, which were reviewed by the
Art Advisory Committee and a committee of representatives of the five
institutions near the site.

The fence went up in late 1994 and painting was scheduled for
May, 1995, to avoid Portland’s rainy winter weather. It was not an
easy job. The artists had to work on site, painting the already con-
structed wall while crowded into an eight-foot-wide space separated
from busy streets by concrete barriers. To minimize interference with
construction, the painting had to occur within a two-week time frame,
leaving little room for rain delays. The artists were given only five
colors to work with (primary colors, white, and black); they had to
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mix to make other colors. (The paint
was high quality latex house paint,
which research showed would hold up
as well as oil paint.)

Both the artists and the weather
rose to the occasion. The artists incor-
porated elements from the site into
their designs, improvised tools to deal
with the scale of the fence and took
advice from passersby; the weather

was warm and sunny. The biggest problem was that the paint was
used up more quickly than expected; by the second day, project coor-
dinators realized there wouldn’t be enough and rushed to a home
repair store to buy more.

Altogether, the artists produced sixteen paintings, ranging from 44
feet to 144 feet long and representing a wide range of styles. Angela
Medlin’s stylized figures of African Americans depict unity among fam-
ily and friends. Lucinda Parker’s “Tree Leaves” depicts the shape of
leaves found near the site and contains the names of Oregon trees.
Manda Beckett’s “Traffic” is a movement-filled cityscape that encom-
passes many types of transportation.

Thousands of people see the paintings every day, and many of
them react with astonishment. “We’re used to seeing advertisements
or graffiti outdoors,” curator Edmunds remarked. “We’re presenting
something on a large scale that isn’t a billboard.”

This inexpensive, easy-to-administer project is likely to pay long-
term dividends for Tri-Met. The fence project managed to build good
will with a community adversely affected by transit construction and
to generate positive attention. In fact, the paintings —scheduled to be
up for almost two years, until work is finished in 1997 —might outlive
the construction project. Local groups have offered to find new sites
for the paintings after the barricades come down.









Proposal for
wire-mesh
sculpture that
relates to
defense and
aerospace indus-
tries located
near station.
Oppaosite:
Phrases carved
into risers echo
thoughts that
may be in riders’
minds.

Los Angeles: Creating a place for art on the Gree

Los ANGELES SEEMS an unlikely place for a mass transit system. But the
region’s buses carry more than a million riders a day, and for more
than a decade it has been pressing ahead with construction of a
planned 8o-mile, $7.86 billion light- and heavy-rail network.

MetroRail’s public art program is equally ambitious. The Green
Line, a recently completed light-rail segment, was the first that includ-
ed artists in station design teams. At the outset, some construction
and engineering staff were wary of the collaborative approach, fearing
that it would detay the project and make it more expensive, that the
public would consider art an unnecessary cost, and that the art would
be controversial.

One help was MetroRail’s CEQ at the time, Neil Peterson, who
personally urged construction staff to support the program. Metro

Art staff established extensive consultation processes with construc-

tion managers and created a community advisory group to seek
input and participation.
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Line

If anything, the projects demonstrated that the closer architects,
engineers, and artists work together throughout the entire design and
construction process, the better. Artists didn’t join the design team
until the 60 percent design phase, making it hard to review budget
estimates for artwork untit the final design submittal. Also, the struc-
tural plans for some of the artwork proved to be over-engineered,
requiring costly redos. The architects weren’t involved in the construc-
tion phase (although the artists were), making it hard to ensure the
designs were built as proposed.

Some artists had difficulty fabricating their artwork on time, but
installation contracts were modified without delaying the completion
of the stations. Maintenance problems (such as the use of materials
and p. it that would not stand up to the region’s moist, polluted air)
were avoided by having maintenance staff review materials specifica-
tions | orto installation; Metro Art is taking steps to submit future
projects to even closer scrutiny.

In spite of their late start, the artists influenced many components
of the system. Renee Petropoulos carved reflective phrases into the
risers of the Douglas/Rosencrans Station, noting that a transit ride
often marks an important transition in a person’s day. Daniel Martinez’s
sculpture at the El Segundo Station plays on the neighborhood’s his-
tory as an aerospace and defense manufacturing center.

The stations have been received warmly by Green Line customers
and are becoming tourist attractions. And collaborative station design
projects are now standard procedure as Metrorail expands.


















Opposite:
MetroLink train
threads through
an old railroad
tunnel.

St. Louis: Artists help shape new light-rail syst¢ n

WHEN ST. Louis began planning its new light-rail system in the mid-
1980s, two of the challenges it faced were attracting riders who didn’t
normally rely on public transportation and building a system that con-
tributed aesthetically to the region. So the system’s planners asked
artists for help—not in creating specific art projects, but in designing
the system from top to bottom, from stations to shop buildings, from
rolling stock to rights of way.

The resulting collaboration between MetroLink’s artists, architects,
and engineers has resulted in an award-winning work of infrastructure
and proved that artists can help design a visually coherent, efficient
system that is appealing, easy to use, and comfortable. MetroLink’s
higher-than-expected passenger loads (43,000 on weekdays, 45,000
on weekends, compared to projections of 12,000 a day) demonstrate
that investment in good design can help attract riders.

The Bi-State Development Agency, which was building MetroLink,
wanted to use off-the-shelf, service-proven technology in order to
contain costs and keep development on schedule. At the urging of
civic leaders, Bi-State brought in a team of six artists, hoping to
attract riders by improving the design.

The system was designed and constructed through a full funding
agreement from the Urban Mass Transit Administration {now FTA);
funding for the artist involvement initially came from the National
Endowment for the Arts and the St. Louis Regional Arts Commission
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and later from FTA funds.

The artists started work at the 30 percent design stage, after pre-
liminary engineering had been completed, so they had to invent their
own guidelines for involvement. They decided to approach the entire
system as an 18-mile-long work of art, rather than to create isolated
art projects. They sought to design a kit-of-parts for newly constructed
elements (such as bridge piers, canopies, tunnel ceilings, and vehicle
interiors) while preserving visual elements of the right of way that
MetroLink would occupy.

The artists established three criteria that would infuse their work:
MetrolLink would grow from what is characteristic of St. Louis, it would
be a whole set of related components, and it would be dynamic rather
than static. They envisioned a system that would flow through the
region, reflecting the ever-present curves of the Mississippi River, the
Eads Bridge (a nineteenth-century steel and limestone landmark), and
the Gateway Arch.

At first the collaboration was tense. Because of the pressure to
keep the project on time and budget, it was not always easy to rethink
basic decisions —especially since the architects and engineers, not the
artists, would be held responsible for delays and overruns. Lead artist
Leila Daw observed that the designers worked together best in one-
on-one, conversational settings over drafting boards or cups of coffee,
rather than in the formal atmosphere of meetings.
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FTA Circular 9400.1A

Subject: Design and Art in Transit Projects

June 1995

1. Purpose This circular revises FTA Circular 9400.1, reaffirms that costs for design
and art are eligible costs for FTA-funded transit projects, provides guidance for the
incorporation of quality design and art into transit projects funded by FTA, and, within
recommended parameters, leaves the allocation of funds for art to the discretion of the
local transit entity.

2. Cancellation This circular cancels FTA Circular 9400.1, “Design and Art in Public
Transportation Projects,” dated 1-19-1981.

3. References

42 U.S.C. 321 and 331, National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

b. 49 U.S.C. U.S.C. 303(a) and 303(b), “Policy on lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges
and historic sites” (formerly §(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966).

¢. 49 U.S.C. 5301(e), “Preserving the Environment” (formerly Section 14(a) of
the Federal Transit Act, as amended).

d. 23 CFR Part 771, “Environmental Impact and Related Procedures.”

e. FTA Third Party Contracting Guidelines 4220.1B.
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4. Applicability This circular applies to Federal assistance under 49 U.S.C. 5309, 5303,
5307, and 5311 (formerly Sections 3, 8, 9, and 18 of the Federal Transit Act, as amended)
and note that under the flexible funding provisions of Title 23 U.S.C. funds may be trans-
ferred to selected FTA programs.

5. Policy The visual quality of the nation’s mass transit systems has a profound impact
on transit patrons and the community at large. Mass transit systems should be positive
symbols for cities, attracting local riders, tourists, and the attention of decision makers
for national and international events. Good design and art can improve the appearance
and safety of a facility, give vibrancy to its public spaces, and make patrons feel wel-
come. Good design and art will also contribute to the goal that transit facilities help to

create livable communities.

In updating this Circular, FTA articulates its commitment to fund quality design and
art in mass transit projects and allows local agencies discretion in developing allocation
of funds for these efforts within recommended parameters. FTA will fund the costs of
design, fabrication, and installation of art that is part of a transit facility.

To create facilities that are integral components of communities, information about
the character, m  2up, and history of the neighborhood should be developed and local
residents and businesses could be involved in generating ideas for the project. Artists
should be encouraged to interact with the community and may even choose to work
directly with res  nts and businesses on a project.

6. Areas of Application While many transit projects can benefit from quality design

and the inclusion of art, some areas offer greater potential for such aesthetic treatment.

Examples of projects that offer special promise are:

a. Major Construction Projects New fixed guideway (“New Starts”) projects,
bus terminals. intermodal facilities, park-and-ride lots, and other associated facili-
ties that pro  |e bicycle and pedestrian access to the transit facilities have a
significant impact on their environs and provide an opportunity to include artists on
teams that plan, design, and engineer all aspects of the project. Artists should be
part of the initial stages of project development.

b. Modernization Projects Fixed guideways, bus terminals, and intermodal
facilities periodically undergo modernization and renovation. Such projects offer
opportunities to restore valuable historic elements and to include contemporary art
that responds to the historic context. Rehabilitation of these facilities and integra-
tion of art that respects the original architecture may serve to reinforce the history of
mass transit in the modern urban setting. These facilities can also serve as showcas-
es for regior and other exhibits, thereby increasing their identity as important
public facilities.

c. Vehicle and Related Facility Improvements Rail cars, buses, and paratransit
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7.

vehicles can be made more attractive through distinctive interior and exterior design
and graphics employed in a cost-effective manner by design professionals and artists.
Many communities have a need for bus shelters to protect riders from inclement
weather. These shelters and surrounding areas can be designed by architects, land-
scape architects, or artists, or a team approach can be taken. In addition, the
shelters could provide display cases for posters or announcements of local events.
Construction Mitigation Temporary art may be commissioned during

construction to mitigate the negative economic impacts on businesses and to be
used as part of a public outreach program for the community.

Eligibility of Costs for Art in FTA-funded Projects Although facility design and

construction activities are eligible FTA project expenses covered under ongoing planning
and capital grant programs, art has not always been an eligible capital cost as a
component of these activities. The incorporation of art into all areas of transit projects
that are visible to the public is considered to be an eligible capital cost as a part of
pianning, design, and construction activities. The definition of art can be interpreted
broadly for these purposes, from free-standing sculpture to wall pieces to functional
elements such as seating, lighting, or railings to artists being part of an interdisciplinary
team in which the artists contribute to the overall design and specific art pieces may or
may not be created.

a.

Eligibility In order to promote local determination of appropriate transit-

related art undertakings, FTA has established broad, flexible guidelines for including
these items in agency-funded projects. In general, such artistic undertakings should
conform to the following criteria:

(1) Studies and other local activities to develop programs for including art in the
planning and design of transportation facilities and to obtain public participation
must be included in the appropriate annual planning work programs (the Unified
Planning Work Program for planning-only projects and the Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Programs for capital projects) that are assisted with FTA
funds.

(2) Funds spent on the art component of projects should be appropriate to the over-
all costs of the transit project and adequate to have an impact. These costs should
be all-inclusive and generally should be at minimum one half of 1% of construction
costs, but should not exceed 5% of construction costs, depending on the scale of
the project. Artists may be paid a fixed fee or an hourly wage with a cap, similar to
other design professional services (see FTA Third Party Contracting Guidelines,
4220.1B).

(3) Costs should be included in the relevant budget line items; that is, in planning,

design, and construction line items.

(4) Artistic undertakings that promote specific private or corporate business inter-
ests are ineligible for FTA funding.

(5) The local transit agency should provide adequate administrative and technical
support to professionally develop and implement the art program as well as make a
long-term commitment to the maintenance of the art, as is customary with other
physical assets.

Procuring Artists FTA Third Party Contracting Guidelines stipulate procedures for
for selecting architects for transit projects but do not specifically address the selec-
tion of artists. The appropriate artist selection process should vary among projects,
depending upon the nature and scope of the project, characteristics of the site,
resources of the community, and state and local statutes. Whatever process is used
to select artists, FTA recommends that it be structured to assure the following:

(1) Ajustifiable process, demonstrating appropriate use of public funds, that

gives serious consideration to a variety of artists available and capable of

working on the project.

(2) Artists, regardless of race, color, creed, national origin, sex, or age, are eligible
for consideration.

(3) Selection of artists and/or artwork recommended to the grantee is determined
by a panel of art and design professionals, which may include but is not limited to
art administrators, artists, curators, and architects.

(4) The community surrounding the future facility participates in the selection
process. This could include all levels of participation, including supplying informa-
tion, attending panel meetings, and being voting members of the panel. The extent
and type of participation should be determined by the commissioning agency and be
appropriate to both the project and the community.

Criteria for Transit Projects in Which Artists Are Involved It is suggested that

the following criteria be used when artists are involved in planning and design of
transit projects and/or when individual works of art are commissioned:

(1) quality of art or design,

(2) impact on mass-transit customers,

(3) connection to site and/or adjacent community; art that relates, in form or sub-
stance to the cultures, people, natural or built surroundings, or history of the area in
which the project is located,

(4) appropriateness for site, including safety and scale,

(5) durability of materials,

(6) resistance to vandalism, and

(7) minimum maintenance.
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Boston

Writing, Photography, and History
Projects

Sponsoring Agency: Massachusetts
Bay Transportation Authority
Consultant: UrbanArts

Art Project Director: Pamela Worden
Photographer: Peter Hamblin

Corpus Christi

Port Ayers Station

Sponsoring Agency: Regional
Transportation Authority

Project Director: Denise Hernandez,
Fernando Benavidez (RTA), Alda
Godines (Center for Hispanic Arts)
Artist: Alda Godines

Architect: Lugo O’Keefe and
Associates (Oscar O’Keefe)
Engineer: Urban Engineering (Art
Aguirre), BMW Engineering
Landscape Architect: Robert Gignac
Construction Manager: Govind and
Associates

Photographs: Courtesy RTA
Staples Street Station

Sponsoring Agency: Regional
Transportation Authority

Project Director: Steve Ortmann
(RTA), Nora Sendejar (Creative Arts

Case study credits

Center)

Artists: Ed Gates, Terri Compton
Architect: John Wright

Planner: Project for Public Spaces
Photograph: Courtesy Project for
Public Spaces

Los Angeles

MetroRail Green Line

Sponsoring Agency: Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority, Metro Art

Art Project Director: Maya Emsden
Architect: Escudero-Fribourg
Architects

Engineers: Parsons Brinckerhoff
Artists: Carl Cheng, Meg Cranston,
Charles Dickson, Daniel Martinez,
Renee Petropoulos, Joe Sam,
Richard Turner

Photographs: Courtesy MTA

Miami

oth Street Pedestrian Mall
Sponsoring Agency: Metropolitan
Dade County Board of County
Commissioners (Arthur E. Teele, Jr.,
Chair)

Participating Agencies: Metro-Dade
Transit Agency (Edward Colby,

Director), Dade County Art in Public
Places (Vivian Donnell Rodriguez,
Director), Dade County Department
of Facilities and Development
Management (Diana Gonzalez,
Director), Dade County Public Works
(Armando Vidal, Director), City of
Miami Commission

Artist: Gary Moore

Landscape Architect: Wallace,
Roberts and Todd (Gerald C
Marston, ASLA, with Patrea St. John,
Kevin Might, Michael Del Giudice,
Bart McElfresh, Robin Garcia)
Engine  Metric Engineering
Planning Surveying Co.

Contractor: Community Asphalt
Corp.

Community Advisory Panet:
Overtown Advisory Committee
(Dorothy Jenkins Fields, chair).
Photographer: Gary Knight
Associates Inc.

New York

Automated Fare Collection Subway
Grilles

Sponsoring Agencies: Metropolitan
Transportation Authority, MTA New
York City Transit

Project Directors: Wendy Feuer, MTA
Arts for Transit and Facilities Design,
Pierce Williams, NYC Transit Division
of Automated Fare Collection

Artist: Laura Bradley

MTA: Ronay Menschel (former Board
Member)

NYC Transit: Russ Broshous, Paul
Katz, Steve Morris, Bob O’Brien
Design Consultant: Don Clinton,
Partner, Cooper Robertson +
Partners

Photographer: Peter Hamblin

Portland

Washington Park Station
Construction Fences

Sponsoring Agency: Tri-Met,
Westside MAX Public Art Program
Rebecca Banyas, Public Art Manager
Eloise MacMurray, Public Art
Director, Regional Arts and Culture
Council

Amy Carlsen Kohnstamm,
Community Affairs, Westside Max
Curator: Kristy Edmunds

On-site Coordinator: Barbara Berger
Artists: Rick Austin, Manda Beckett,
Jim Blashfield, Michael Brophy,
Rebecca Campbell, Judy Cooke, Kay
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French, Gregory Grenon, Mary
Josephson, David Hapgood, Stephen
Hayes, Angela Medlin, William Park,
Lucinda Parker, Laura Ross-Paul,
Phil Sylvester, Margot Thompson
Artist Selection Committee: Kristy
Edmunds, Terri Hopkins, Amy
Carlsen Kohnstamm, Norie Sato
Architect: Zimmer Gunsel Frasca
Partnership

Engineers: Parsons Brinckerhoff (Bill
Bieker, Gary Hartnett, Tom Plant),
Tri-Met (Carl Zeitz)

Contractor: Frontier Traylor Joint
Venture

Photographers: Mark Barnes (page
10), Tim Jewett (pages 11-13)

St. Louis

MetrolLink

Sponsoring Agency: Bi-State
Development Agency, Arts in Transit
Art Project Director: Ann R. Ruwitch
(1988-1993), Sarah B. Smith (1993-)
Artists: Alice Adams, Gary Burnley,
Leila Daw, Michael jantzen, Anna
Valentina Murch, Jody Pinto
Architects: Kennedy
Associates/Architects Inc; Tod
Williams and Billie Tsien

Landscape Architects: Austin Tao
and Associates

Engineers: Sverdrup Corporation;
Booker Associates; Kuhlman Design
Group; Booz, Allen & Hamilton
Trackwork: LS Transit Systems
Photographer: Robert Pettus

San Francisco

19th Avenue Boarding Islands
Sponsoring Agencies: San Francisco
Municipal Railway, San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission, San
Francisco Art Commission (Public Art
Program)

Project Managers: Ken Jew, Jim
Nelson (San Francisco Municipal
Railway), Jill Manton, Eleanor
Beaton (Art Commission)

Artists: Leonard Hunter, Sheila Ghidini
Architect: Miguel Tello (San
Francisco Municipal Railway,
Engineering)

Engineer: Bill Gamlen (San Francisco
Municipat Raitway, Engineering)
Community Facilitator: Karen
Silverman (San Francisco Municipal
Railway, Community Affairs
Department)

Photographer: Peter Hamblin

Seattle/King County

New Bus Fleet

Sponsoring Agency: King County
Department of Transportation

Art Project Director: Carol Valenta
Design Team: Karen Anderson,
Danilo Bonilla, Jon Hersh, Pam Lund,
Fred Metz

Metro Arts Committee: Louise Miller
(Chair), Ruth Askey, Lynn Basa,
Elizabeth Conner, Eileen Gruhn,
Susan Harris, Rose Lee, Samaj,
Catherine Unseth.

Metro Employee Bus Design Task
Force Division Representatives:
Emmett Heath, Mike Voris (Capital
Planning and Development); Robert
Wade, Jane Glascock (Research and
Market Strategy); Gary Larson
(Community Relations and
Communications); Wayne Hom, Bob
Carroll (Service Development); Craig
Clark, Jim Nale, Bob Liddel, Mark
Kelly (Vehicle Maintenance); Linda
Wraith, Sharron Shinbo (Sales and
Customer Service); Dan Williams
(Corporate Communications); Gary
Gibson (Graphics); Vic Kaufman,
Doug Thompson, llene McCune,
Marityn Davis (Operations); Sue

Stewart, Jerry LaBorde (Safety).
Manufacturer: Gillig Corp.
Photographer: Peter Hamblin

Seattle/King County

Bus Shelter Mural Program
Sponsoring Agency: King County
Department of Transpartation
(Transit Division, Service
Development Section, Comfort and
Safety Unit)

Program Manager: Dale Cummings
Project Coordinator: Patt Comstock
Photographer: Peter Hamblin
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