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In 1981,a new performing arts center waking shapgn Eugene és downt own. At t
City enacted a percefor-art funding ordinance to support public art, placing Eugene on the leading edge
of a nationapublic artmovement.

After almost three decades, the Hult Center and performing arts continue to fldiméskisual arts are

present too, with an art museyon the University of Oregon campum)d numerous galleriesugene

has emerged as an arts destination, aittabundace of arts and culturalfferings enjoyed by visitors

and residents al i ke. artcdlattiorchasgrowraskowly oveE thig sameepér®od p u b | |
nearly 30 years later, the public art progiaas experienced modest and mixed success.

Recenty, Eugene completeithe Cultural Policy Reviewvateny e ar cul t ur al plan that
accomplishments and raises the bar once again. With full community support, Bolginesttes its
aspirationtobecom@ The Wor |l ddés 6érdatestn@Gi Outdbotrso.

E u g e aultuéakplan counts on publicarttoplay r ol e i n that transformati or
culture into the fabric of Ruypuwlearemaser plap iwiddntdiedn and
inthe culturalphna s a strategic tool to assist in reinvigo

In 2009, assisted by a grant from the National Endowment for the Arts, Eugene began work on a plan to
review, reshape and redirect the public art program. The project wastatirby the Eugene Public Art
Committee and a hember Steering Committee.

The Steering Committee sponsored an extensive community outreach process. More than 400
community members participated in the planning, sharing their vision and ciidatigen ways to move
public art forward.

I n summary, the communi t y@d®se adihbattereadi logaied throughout or p u
the community more conspicuousCommuni ty | eaders and others expe
exceptionahndaccesdile.

Why hasnot this already happened ?orartTundng sommecewe r i S
relies on construction or purchase of | arge publi
year in a midsized city, leaving gaps ipublic - .
art funding. Without a stable, reliable fundin__ ., A

A XYL OXPS : L -
base, Eugeneds publi_— . REE-
inconsistent over the years. The progrstiti ‘

does not have fullime, dedicatd staff i an

Until very recently, omponents of the progra
have beenhoused in three different City [§ 8=\
departments. -

\

| =5
I'n | ight of these ha )
has beenust short ofremarkable. The public
art inventory encompasse498 pieces of art
located in the downtown amather parts of the
city, representing a variety of media. Some
90% of community members surveyestently



say they are aware of Eugenebds public art.
Inreshaping Eugeneds publ i portunities haperbeeg idemtiiied: f i ve | mpor

e Linking public art t o abditggaayartsp s successf ul perf

e Expanding prtnershig with the University of OreganLane Community College, and other
institutions;

e Integrating public art into community planning;
e Replicating the successful model of public art installed at the Eugene Public Library; and
e Increasinge u g e n e 6 dor gotéundg n t

Priorities for expanding and upgradinfuge ne 6 s (pee lbélow) havebeeth developed in
consultation withmore tha four hundred community volunteser These are the backbone of the Public
Art Plan.

Priorites or Eugeneds publ i cingeedignts identiiepdoyanmunity
leaders and citizens who padted in planning:

V Build a public art collection of the highestquaBtwor t hy of Eugene
cultural offerings and significant achievements.

VRegppraise Eugeneds existing public ar
andpublic art professionals to review and critique the current body of work.

V Extend public art beyond the downtown, to new locations across the tigy:airport
and othergateways, parkand playgroundschools walkways and bike paths

V Forge partnershipwith the University of Oregon, Lane Community College, Lane
County, EWEB, and other institutions able to support and nurture public art.

V Integrate pubt art into community planning and developmeagking for
opportunities to make public appart of ever project.

VExpand Eu g dar-artdunding erdinaneentd yield additional funds to purchas
and maintain art. Seek other public and private funds to leverage public péoceart
monies.

V Assign fultime, professional staff to manage the pubtigpaogram. Organize the
program under one lead department.

VDevel op a program that assures ongoin
public art collection.

VImprove public accessibility of Eugen
educational materials and method§how it offl

V Involve citizens and volunteers in all aspects of the public art program.

The accompanying Eugene Public Art Plan givether details on public arts needs, community

priorities, opportunities and strategiéd/ith this strategic plan in place, Eugene has a ahémcelebrate
the30"birthdayo f t he communi t yvielon theveitoward baildingatruly o g r a m
exceptional public art collectoif he Publ i ¢ art Commi t tirechainpionihpeader s hi
the commapptrwpodosateand reprioritization of public
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the resources from various City

goals, and convince Cityopcymakers about the benefits of moving ahead now.

depart men

Authentic experieres offer unexpected surprisesstonish visitorg inspire creativity and community

pride.
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The greatest concentration of public art is in thelowntown.
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Introduction

In recent decades, the City of Eugene has consciously worked to brand itself as an arts community. With
the opening of the Hult Center for the performing arts, professional theater and dance resicemespmp

a world class music festival, an art musewalleries,thriving literary arts,professional arts education

offerings and a vibrant local arts scene, Eugene is striving to live up to its slogam dase Wor | d 6 s
Greatest City of the Arts and Outdoars.

The City is taking step® ensure that art continues to be an indelible part of the daily experience for
Eugeneds <citizens and visitors. Ar t i s appreciat
built environmentqf cplead &0 ,a iump auds stppwademnomico f | i
activity. In 2007, the City completed a tgear cultural plan to outline strategies that integrate arts and
culture into the fabric of Eugeneds downtown and

Public arti art that is communitpwned ad displayed in public placés can play a pivotal role in

spreading arts and culture citywide. In recent years, the Eugene Public Art Committee has been reinstated

and its job has been expanded and incdes overseeing the communityos
among the earlier cities across the U.S., the City of Eugene enacted a-fmeragnbrdinancethat
designates a percentage of capital i mapyr opvuebnhei nct aprr
supporting the purchase of artworks to be placed in public spaces.

Over its 25+ year history, E u g 08 woksof gutuelpresentingar t ¢
outdoor sculpture and a variety of media, thaleeensional and twdimensional, from monumental scale

to miniature. The Cityds public art collection
Baker Park but some works have spread to other locations.

Now a maturginage)pr ogr a m, E u g e niee®ascohesivé plan, policges dnd proeeglwres to
ensure the community will continue to enjoy all of the benefits of high quality public art.

The tenyear Cultural Policy Review

identified public art as a key ingredient in
reinforcing Eugenebs emer
t o hietdgnate dirts and culture into the

fabric of Eugené s downt own art
neighborhoodd ( Go al V) . A publ
was pinpointed as a tool eded to help
Afenhance Eugeneds physic
through public art in the downtown and
throughoutthe City ( St rategy V. 3) .

Eugene Public Art Program
0 Goal

Eugeneds public art <
T from miniature to monumental.




In 2009, the City of Eugene began work on its citywide public artci.; orts and the developm
plan assisted by a grant from the NatioBatlowmentfor the Arts. ¢ - icic 2nd provide experien
Eugeneds initiati v eublicartplanhasbtea \Aﬁwich%@rigﬁ%ﬁd%(ih?r i ve
guided by the Egene Public Art Committee and a citizen volunteer physical environment.
Steering Committee. This group retained the services of a consultant

team headed by Barney & Worth, Inc. to assist in developing the

public art plan. The Steering Committee collaborated with the consattamery stage of planning.

While the fourteetme mber Steering Committee (and Public Ar
work and guided the public art planning, many other groups participated: Eugene City Council, local
community arts organizationgrtists, downtown businesses, City planning and parks departments,
neighborhoods and others. The master plan was developed through meaningful outreach and collaboration
with these and other interested patrties.

The Citybds goal is to dev
that establishes a vision, and-siapes the

programto ensure it will flourish.There are

countless opportunity sites for placement of

public art: atE u g e com@unity gatewaysn

the  downtown, commercial  districts,
neighborhoods, parks and elsewhere. It is
envisioned the Public Art Plan will recommend

updated organizing principles and policies for
Eugeneds emer ging publ i c
help identify immediate and loAigrm gogram

goals and priorities. The plan will also pinpoint

special opportunities and new features for the
communityds expanded publi

Policies to regulate and operate the public art program are also very important. Experience in other
communties has shown that any single public art commission can attract controversy. The art solicitation
and selection process must toensparenand efficient, capable of attracting responses from top artists

and vyielding high quality art. The master pleanalso intended toaddress questions about funding
methods, art selection and commissioning, siting, security, ongoing conservation and maintenance, and
staffing.

The foundation for Eugees P u b | i cbro#dbased Bitizen nngt. i Asmulti-faceted program for
public outreach enlisted hundreds of citizens who volunteered and involved themselves in the plan.

Members of theSteering Committe@verseeinghe planning included Eugene Public Art Committee
members and City staff.The Steering Committee participated in consultant selection, designed the
workscope and schedul®uredP or t | and 6 s p u bl RegionalArts anad QultureeCoundil o n ~ wi
program managerslesigned public outreacsponsorednd distributed a communityivey, facilitated a

public workshopgdeliberated on recommendaticarsd

reviewed the draft &blic Art Plan.




A public workshop gave a still wad range of October 20 20080 Shar e Your
interested citizens a chance to contribute their creati Prior | ties for Publ
suggestions and help shape the Public Art Plahe

October 20, 2009 workshop attracted some 45

participants for a lively discussion.

Community outreach also included a surve
mailedto:

Eugene area arts organizagon
Local artists
Neighborhood associations

Participants irE u g e B0@7csltural
plan

> >

The survey attracted 335 detailed respong
submitted online and by maftom citizensacross
the city. Most of the survey respondentsere
unable to attend the workshopA summary of
survey results appears in an appendix.

Finally, more than 25 key stakeholders

community leaders and other énested citizenglentified by the Steering Committéavere interviewed

to seek their views on important issues surrounding the Public Art Plan, and capture their ideas for
Eugeneds future.

A synopsisotc o mmu n i t y comments appear8 below. The gt of community participation

confirmsp ar t i deepiaterastsa@ supportarpand andipgradeE u g e publid &t program. The

results of community inpltave shapegugeneds Public Art Pl an, and ar
the plan.

Key points offered by community leaders and others who were interviewed:

1. Eugene has accumulated a sizeable public art c
u p ®here is some concern that the public art collection, to date, lacks a unifyingorision
distinctive character.

2. Therearesompubl i c art projects whheEugen&ERulgielibearyhas g
is mentioned most often for its consistent high quality, variétyartists, scale and media, and
integration of public art with tharchitectural design.

3. A strength of Eugenedés coll ectiSpmearegartst s stror
leaders see this local emphasis as a shortcoming, however, and urge the City to broaden artist
selection to acquire more diverse workanfrregional/national/international talent.
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Public

character or the absence of a centering vision. The public art
program receives some criticism for accegtiumeven
quality.

5. E u g e nublié &t ismot yet penetrating public
awarenessand there is not a sense of shared ownership in
the community. Many artworks are prominently placed in
public spaces but reportedly remain unnoticed or
underappreciated.

6. Partnerships with higher education institutions offer
an opportunity to extend the
program.While Eugene is only a midized city, the presence
of the University of Oregofand art mseum) and Lane
Community College, with formidable arts resourdess the

public art.

7. Public art can become an amenity for visitors.
Eugeneds rgaddoffeprgs continuarto attract visitors yeaund. High quality
public art would appeal to thissame-ofit own audi ence and hel p rei
an arts destination

4., The overall guality of Eugen
questionedper haps due to the coll ecti

potential to raise the quality

8. Alackoffullt i me staff hamper s t heublicartpogreanTheo Cpe yds

public art program needs fitime staff to take on the wide range of art selection, marketing,
fundraising and curatorial duties required to support amvethaged program.

9. Responsibility for the public art program alsbould be organized under one lead department.
Until recently, pogram responsibilitieS  g— _
have beewlistributed among several City====s
offices, which makes coordination of &
activities difficult.

10.Therebds also a ne
The current perceffor-art funding
source is no longer considered adequat
to sustaincareforand gr ow E
public artcollection '

The hundreds of community members wk
responded to the survey concur wittiany of
these key paits. Nearly 80% of the survey

participants are Eugenmesidents andre directly

involved in the art$ 23% identify themselves as

artists, and another 11% represent arts and culture organizations. Soroé ¥cipantsay they are
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familiar/'very fami i ar wi t h Eugeneds publ i salamgdowntewmdtredisave no
in parks, at the Hult Center and Eugene Public Library.

Two-thirds of respondents want to see public art in both the downtown and neighborhoods. Preferred
sites includepublic buildings (74%), parks (78%), institutions (71%), city streets and sidewalks (71%).
Thereds wide concurr enc eartdhat isptegeafee itoéandscape/buiidmg t y p e
design and functional objects; sculpture and other outakbor

The operended comments offered by survey respondents echo three themes:

e Vision: More! Visible and accessibl Diverse. Higher quality. Expandedriperships
(UO, LCC, EWEB, others).

e Sites:Everywhere! Downtown, gateways, papitaygroundsschoos.

e DisappointmentCanEugené r ul 'y cl ai m t o b etydftheArtssaNdor | d 6 s
Ou t d o ols shat?an unsubstantiated boast that misstates or even undermines the
communityds real accompli shment s?

. Context for Public Art

The most comprehensiveationalsurvey of public art programd
(in 2001) found 350 prograsnn the United Statest the time’
Public art prograre for typical midsize cities (100,000 to[
250,000population in 2001: .

® Were operated by government
e Had annal budgets averaging $330,000

e Had two (or more) full-time professional staff|
and also used consultants ’

e Were supported largely by percentfor-art
funding sourc&73% of total funding)

A recap ofnationalstandard practicgor public art programs =TT o - ighvisibii ysi s
appears below. for public art.

Public Art Programs 7 Standard Practices (2001)*

* Public Art Programs i Fiscal Year 2001, Americans for the Arts, 2003.
* 2008 Survey of Public Participation in the Afesearch Report #49, National Endowment for the Arts,



Organization

Staffing

Budget

81 percent of programs are operated by public
agencies; 19 percent are operated by-prarfits.
Most programs (72 percen@rse a single city or
county.

Non-profits that run public art programs usually
operate other programs, too.

Public art committees (boards, commissions)
average ten members. They often include
architects / design professionals, artists, arts
administratorsbusiness leaders, community
representatives and others. Half of public art
programs train their committee members.
Threequarters of programs operate with a public
art ordinance; these programs tend to be larger
and faster growing.

Public artprograms range from 0.5 to 11.0 staff,
with an average of 2.1.

Staff commonly hold degrees in studio art, art
history or arts administration. Their prior
experience typically covers arts administration
(90 percent), studio art, curatorial, art history,
public administration, public relations and/or
museum.

More than twethirds of programs (69 percent)
also utilize public art consultants.

Average annual budget in 2001 was about
$750,000. For migize cities (100,000 to
250,000) the average was $3300.

Governmertun programs have larger budgéts
$912,000 vs. $306,000 for nquofits. Budgets

for government programs are growing faster than
for nonprofits, and faster than inflation.

Typical government programs receive 73 percent
of their revenudrom percenffor-art funds.

Other funding sources are private contributions
(corporations, foundations, individuals) and
earned income.

Non-profits rely on roughly equal amounts of
public funding, private funding and earned
income.

Art commissions and pahases account for
threequarters of program spending

Projects
[ ]

Artists

Commissioning permanent projects and
purchasing existing works outnumber temporary
projects eight to one.

Project budgets range widely: from $25 to $3
million. The vas majority of public art programs
(86 percent) require liability insurance for public
art commissions.

The average public art collection includes 80
different artists.

Artist contracts typically comply with the Visual
Artist Rights Act and artistetain the copyright

for their work.

Most artists apply for commissions, via open call.
Most public art programs pay finalist artists for
their proposals ($250 to $2,000 or more).

Nearly half of public art programs provide
training for artists.

Art Seledion

Publicity

Selection is routinely made by independent
selection panels. These usually include
architects, artists, arts professionals, business

leaders and other community members, as well as

representatives of the commissioning agency and
public art program.

Selection panels average 8.6 members (including
support staff).

Many communities (49 percent) require artists to
meet a defined level of experience; some limit
eligibility to fAlocald
living in the same state).

The mest common marketing materials are
printed brochures (82 percent), website (77

percent), maps of public art (48 percent), and post

cards (48 percent).
Nearly all public art programs (88 percent) offer

web images / descriptions of their collection.

*Source Public Art Programs Fiscal Year 2001
Americans for the Arts, 2003.

While the standard funding source for public art programs is pefoeatt, there is no standard
formula. In various cities across the United States, pefoeart is calculateen the basis of 1% to
2% of:

Annual capital budget
Above-ground capital improvements

artis



Newly constructed, purchased @mdenovated buildings
Newly constructed buildings only

Designated falities (e.g. airport, libraries, parks
Capital bond measures

Private (norresidential) construction

And there are lsny more methods!
The City of Eugene can draw upon its own experience and lessons learned in many peer communities

where mature public art programs are in place. Thanks to these efforts, themegtsr for a
successful community public art program are generally known and accepted (see below).

A Commitment to institutionalize the program via ordinance or policy

A well-defined goals

A Inclusive definitiorf public art

A Good communication with government agencies

A Decisiortmaking body (Art Committee or Commission): with
participation by community leaders, arts, aarsddesign professionals,
other citizens with arts interest/experience

A Professional statatleast 2 FTE for midized cities)

A criteria and guidelines for selection of artists and art

A Percentfor-art funding source (2% for entire capital budget for leading
cities)

A Dedicated fund to collect and disburse public art funds

A Policies for considering dations, memorials, resiting and deaccession

A Artist-friendly contracts

A Plan, fundsstaffand protocols for ongoing maintenance

A System to catalogue artworks in the public collection

A Public education activities and publications

A Ongoing community interaitn

Hundreds of cities across the United States have public art programs in placapsdme40 years.

Public art programs in three mgilzed cities in the Pacific Northwest, Southwest and Southeast are
profiled below to show the raagf approaches in peer communities. The three cities are Tacoma, WA,
Tempe, AZ, and Fort Lauderdale, FL.



Tacoma, WA

Tacoma is a city of 197,000 (2006) located in the Puget Sound area, south of Seattle. In March of 2000,
the City of Tacoma reinstatéde Municipal Art Program, a percefair-art program that dedicates 1% of
construction costs for the cityds capital project

The City of Tacomads public art collection is diwv
neighborhood a point of local pride. Tacoma also emphasizes proper stewardship for its collection and
a commitment to quality.

Tacomads public art pmewmbdprTacomaiAds Comnessianeaeitizcenby t he 17
volunteer body appointed by Taco@iy Council. The Commission publishes an aniedr in Review
report that documents:

e Public art projects advertised, underway and completed
e Major maintenance and conservation completed
e Awards and recognition

The Tacoma public art program also sponsorsrray of related activities:

Online public art tour, with photographs and information on artists and locations
Art at Work Month

Artistso6 studio tours

Public art symposium

Art Slam: unjuried public presentations of locally created artwork includswplarts, music, film,
performance art and spoken word

Technical assistance for artists, including a workshdpansitioning to Public Art: Methods for
Translating 2D Work to the Public Realm

Publications, includingh Community Guide to Creating Publeti a howto guide to use public art

fas an agent of change in your neighborhoodsbo
Tacomads guiding public art ordinances and polici

e Tacoma Municipal Code Chapter 1.28 (Tacoma Arts Commission)

e Public Art Accession Policy

e Public Art DeaccessioPolicy

e Public Art Gift Policy

[

Artists Eligibility and Selection Process Policy
Tempe, AZ

Tempe is a growing Phoenix suburb with a 2006 population of 186,000. Tempe has cultivated a diverse
public art collection intended to complement the natural arfddniironment. To achieve this goal, the
public art program collaborates with the community and design team on projects that pair artists with
building and site designers.

The public art program i s organi z &ision.uSindeel988,t he Ci t
the program has commi ssioned more than 50 project



with permanent works, implement new initiatives, engage the community and change perceptions about
public art.

Tempeds pudiiicoastamequnded through the Cityds c
cityds capital budget is allocated to public art.
and city construction. Public art appears in the downtown and gieT€own Lake, in City Hall, public

plazas, city parks, fire stations, transit shelters, and the public library.

Tempeds public art pr ogr aintheiTampeoMueigipal Arss Commigsioh wo c it
and the Public Art/Art in Private Developmeé@ommittee. The latter group advises the Commission on

policies and actions taken for the public art program, as well as acquisitions and loans of art made to the

city. The Commission and Committee work to incorporate public art into the capital inmanot/e

projects for City departments. The City Council must approve individual art commissions valued at

$50,000 or more.

Since 1998, Tempe has also required large, private retail and office developments (over 50,000 square
feet of net floor area) to comasion artwork on their property or support cultural programs. The Art in
Private Development Ordinance has resulted in more than 60 privately commissioned artworks blanketing
many parts of the community.

Tempedbds public art-limer digprusbrh i &l sam to fgfad ivee rdgn s@t f s he
photos covering every projecthe program is administered by one -ithe staff person.

Fort Lauderdale, FL

Fort Lauderdale is a city of 186,000 (2006) located in south Florida, the county Beatvafd County.
Fort Lauderdale is a major tourist destination, attracting 10.4 million visitors annually, with 42,000
resident yachts and 100 marinas and boat yards, and 4,100 restaurants.

Fort Lauderdal eds publ i c a adCaquntydgbliciArhand Besignr gani zed
Program, which celebrated its"38nniversary in 2006. The program allocates 2% of the total new

construction budget farew/renovatedovernmenbuildings and 1% of the capital budget for roads,

runways, etcto commissbn artists to provide design expertise and create artworks for a broad range of

capital projects. Artists are commissioned in the early design stages of a project to promote collaboration

with architects and site designers. Architects are also encouragsath out to the community, to

ensure the artworks respond to community needs and values.

The Broward County Public Art & Design website allows website visitors to review public art collections
by title, location, artist or medium. More than 120 bt and design projects are located in Fort
Lauderdale.

For purposes of comparison, a review of six4simkd and larger communities in the southeastern United

States shows the variety of public art programs and pefoeatt funding sources iplacetoday These

six programs cover the full spectrum: from one of the largest and most mature programs in tide nation
Broward County, Florida (Ft. Lauderdalel976 it o Hunt svi | | e, Al abamabds ne
Most communities have completed public plans. All but Huntsville have percefar-art funding

sources in place, with percentages calculated fronfAshville, Charlotte, Nashvillejo 1.5% (Atlanta)

and 2% (Broward County). Four of the public art programs are operated by city government; two



programs are run by regional authorities. All programs (except Huntsville) haxarielprofessional
staff, with nine fultime staff in Broward County.

The accompanying table providespsule summaried the six public art progranis the Southeast.



