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About our planning process
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Discovery
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2
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Public 

Engagement
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3

Development 
of Cohesive 

Plan
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Phase 
4

Presentation & 
Approval

• This discussion is part of a larger planning process which has been broken out 
into four separate phases.

• The final plan is expected to launch at next year’s Columbus Art Fest
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BENEFITS of PUBLIC ART
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Public Art Benefits

Greater Columbus. Greater ART.6

Public Art Works & Artists 
showcasing a city or region’s artists 
while providing income and talent 
retention

Social Cohesion
strengthening affinity of sense of 
belonging to a place, requiring 
collaboration, forging 
meaningful connections

Economic Development
supporting jobs, generating revenue, 
boosting tourism- economic benefits to 
artists (through increased opportunity) 
and the community (through tourism, 
talent retention)

Beautification
improving the built environment 
through beautification

Public Health & Safety
addressing health and safety challenges, 
further awareness, spread public service 
messages 



PRELIMINARY 
TAKAWAYS OF OUR 

RESEARCH
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The concept of placekeeping has been driven 
by Indigenous architects and planners who 
have pointed out their traditional role in 
protecting the land, honouring its history and 
water systems and environment and its 
layers of change over time. It shifts 
traditional creative placemaking concepts to 
acknowledge, honor and retain historic 
elements or contributions by historically 
underserved constituents that have helped 
shape a location’s unique identity.

Creative 
Placemaking

Placekeeping

Conceptual Frameworks

Creative Placemaking is generally understood as the use of 
arts and culture by diverse partners to strategically shape 
the physical and social character of a place to spur 
economic development, promote enduring social change 
and improve the physical environment.

Where creative placemaking activities have been criticized for 
enabling gentrification, etc. across the country, “Creative 
Placekeeping” has emerged as a counter, defined as the active 
care and maintenance of a place and its social fabric by the 
people who live and work there. 

Placekeeping

Placemaking



Environmental Scan Research:
Public Art Management
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Percent-for-Art

Taxes

Private 
Philanthropy

State & 
Federal 
Grants

Municipal

Public - Private

Private

Public Art Management Frameworks

Managed by city department and 
funded primarily by public dollars

Managed by a private non-profit, but 
still receives some public funding

Private entity manages operations and fully 
funded through private dollars

Public Art Funding Sources



Allocates funds from capital 
budgets for public works & 

capital improvement projects 
to fund public art

Sometimes referred
to as civic art

Local ordinance that 
places fee on large-

scale projects to fund 
public art

Sometimes this is in 
exchange for negotiated 

benefits (height or density)

Can be fixed amount 
of a municipal budget 

(typically 1%)

Can be levied as percentage 
of hard and soft costs of 

capital project construction 
budgets or hotel taxes or 

billboard texes

Commission Directly Pay an “in-lieu” fee 
towards public art fund 
with broad range uses

KEY CONCEPT: Percent-for-art can refer to both public and private dollars

Percent-for-Art

PUBLIC 
DEVELOPMENT

PRIVATE 
DEVELOPMENT
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We researched 23 cities in North America with a focus on 
municipalities of similar size and character to Columbus, including its 

benchmark economic development and tourism cities:
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• Calgary, CAN

• Charlotte, NC

• Chicago, IL

• Cincinnati, OH

• Cleveland, OH

• Denver, CO

• Grand Rapids, MI

• Indianapolis, IN

• Portland, OR

• Raleigh, NC

• San Jose, CA

• St Louis, MO

• Toledo, OH

• Toronto, CAN

• Vancouver, CAN

• Jacksonville, FL

• Kansas City, MO

• Louisville, KY

• Milwaukee, MN

• Minneapolis, MN

• Nashville, TN

• Philadelphia, PA

• Pittsburgh, PA



All 23 cities 
were scanned 
to identify and 
understand:
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• Which cities operate a municipal public art program, 
meaning operations and programs are housed within local 
government, versus those that leverage a public-private 
partnership model.

• Which cities employ a percent-for-art program on public 
and/or private development.

• Which cities have created and published a Master Plan for 
Public Art.

• Which cities have created and published a Cultural or 
Heritage Plan, or feature Cultural Districts.



Of All Comparable Cities:
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70%
have a municipal program within a 

department of local government 
(13 of 20 US cities and all 3 

Canadian cities)

30%
employ a public-private 
partnership to manage 

public art (7 of 23)

• Only Cincinnati is a completely private model. Pittsburgh is counted as both municipal and public-private.

• In some cases, the nonprofit entity within a public-private partnership that governs public art is largely funded 
through taxpayer dollars (for example in Jacksonville, Cultural Council of Greater Jacksonville runs the AIPP 
program and is over 90% funded by government; we have classified this as a public-private partnership.)



Comparable Insights By The Numbers
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8 6 %
have cultural districts or a 

cultural plan or one in process 
(only 3 do not: Cleveland, 

Cincinnati, and Jacksonville). 

9 1%
have a private or public 
percent for art program 

(only 2 do not: Cincinnati 
and Grand Rapids).

8 2 %
have a percent-for-art 
ordinance for publicly 

funded capital projects 
(19 of 23).

3 0 %
have private percent-for-art 
or developer incentives for 

benefits in exchange for 
public art (7 of 23). 

3 4 %  
of cities without a public art 
master plan have published 

guidelines and policies (8 of 23).  

4 3 %
have a Public Art Master Plan 

or similar (10 of 23).

Out of 23 comparable cities, only two—Cincinnati and Grand Rapids—do not have some type of public or private percent-for-art ordinance to 
fund public art. Nationally, 67% of programs serving areas of 1 million or more receive funding from a percent-for-art ordinance or policy.
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We then focused on 
the following 10 cities 
to learn more in depth 
details regarding 
governance, staffing, 
policies, and plans:
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• Chicago

• Denver

• Louisville

• Minneapolis

• Nashville

• Pittsburgh

• Raleigh

• St. Louis

• Toledo

• Toronto



The structure of each city 
and program is unique 
and complex, thus 
difficult to compare side-
by-side or through binary 
considerations. 

We created one-sheet 
summaries for all ten 
cities.
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Environmental Scan Findings

• Public art programs are complicated and involve many cross-sector partners and groups.

• A study of 10 similar US cities found that all use a “percent-for-art” mechanism to fund their public 
art program – some on private development and some on public development. Corporate 
sponsorship is not a significant funding source for government programs.

• Many cities offer a fast-track or over the counter approval process for smaller community art 
projects.

• Professional development and training programs for local artists are critical to ensure their 
participation

• Digital and Environmental art are especially worth considering in Greater Columbus and Franklin 
County because of the growing regional tech sector and wealth of riverfront and green space. 

• The strongest programs use marketing and communication to get people more involved. 
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Challenges
• Implementation challenges:

– Louisville Plan for Public Art called for 
Commission, Administrator, and 
Independent non-profit. Lack of funding 
meant non-profit was not realized

– Pittsburgh is currently reviewing their 
operational framework after a 2005 
initiative established a separate nonprofit 
(Office of Public Art) to support the city’s 
public art program

• Monuments and Memorials are a major issue 
that cities are addressing directly through 
commissioned studies and task forces. 
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THANK YOU.
Contact details: 
Natalie MacLean-Boissonneault
 Senior Consultant
Phone: 647-332-3741
Email: nmaclean@lord.ca
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