T D 127 x 127 (approx.)

[’ TOTAL PANELS:
Lotd 128 panels (example layout)

P RO P 0 S AL #1 EXAMPLE DESIGN & PANEL GRID PO
Each square represents one student panet (12" x 1 : PANEL SIZE:

COLLABORATIVE OCEAN MURAL
MADE FROM RECYCLED MATERIALS

Students will work together to create
one large-scale ocean mural using

[T A1 FINISHED SIZE (APPROX.):
L/“} 8 ft wide x 4 ft tall

recycled materials. Each student 8 PANELS (Y  MATERIALS: Recycled plastic

contributes to the artwork by designing TALL @é) bottle caps, lids, fishing net, rope,

and creating one panel. When all panels (APPROX cardboard, plastic utensils, found
AFT beach items, and other recycled

are combined, they form a vibrant,

unified ocean scene that celebrates materials

MOUNTING: Plywood panels
| mounted securely to exterior wall

with weather-resistant hardware

; : ! . 1 DURABILITY: Sealed with UV
—_—_—mm——————— 16 PANELS WIDE (APPROX. 8 FT) e ) and weather-resistant clear coat

for long-term outdoor protection

marine life and promotes environmental
awareness

PROJECT OVERVIEW

COLLABORATIVE

WALL MOCKUP (EXAMPLE)

' O(Q& | STUDENT PROJECT BENEFITS
_r / Each student creates one pane
e J that becomes part of a larger 3 Promotes environmental awareness
community artwork 7'/
(& Uses recycled materials
" #% "\ RECYCLED & SUSTAINABLE _
( Encourages student creativity

L .> Artwork is made from recycled
3 / materials collected from
beach cleanups and donations

and teamwork

Enhances public spaces and
i ' community pride
/ "\ OCEAN CONSERVATION
\m | Raises awareness about
===
/  marine life and the importance
of keeping our oceans clean

v Creates a lasting, positive impact

/ /=" COMMUNITY IMPACT
{ ] Enhances public spaces and
N /  builds pride in our community
s through student creativity
and teamwork

= - - -

Bottle Caps & Lids Fishing Net & Rope

DETAIL EXAMPLES (CLOSE UPS)
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PROPOSAL #2 EXAMPLES OF STUDENT CREATED SEA ANIMALS PROJECT OVERVIEW

STUDENT-CREATED SR e | pesmn: et
SEA ANIMALS USING e N
RECYCLED MATERIALS Fer -

Each student creates their own sea animal ean-themed display

using recycled materials on a flat plywood T .
environment 2l awareness, and
panel. All panels are mounted together on Wn n
¢ nmunity engagement

a wall to form a vibrant, unified

ocean-themed display MATERIALS
O QO e, o F
B N N N’
PROJECT DETAILS
. SIZE OF EACH PANEL:
/ 12 1 PProx
TOTAL PANELS: BENEFITS
36 panels (example layout
MOUNTING:
Plywood panels mounted
securely to externor wall

with weather-resistant

hardware
@ DURABILITY
Artwork sealed with UV
and weather-resistant
ar ) r Jo0or
pr 1

COD  STUDENT INVOLVEMENT:
(-mﬁ Each student creates one

panel;: all panels me
gether as one ocear

ecosystem

May Hakenshn
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VISUAL ARTISTS RIGHTS ACT and verbal presentation to
6/2/26 City Council meeting

Last week | observed Redondo Beach Whaling Wall. It's
condition is horribly neglected. Considering the problems
between AES and City of RB, and considering the Sealab murals
were painted over, | becaome worried about the some happening.

| discovered that public art is protected through the Visual
Artists Rights Act of 1990. In 1991, Wyland created our own
Whaling Wall, one of his 100 that he planned to complete
throughout the world that depicted animails listed on the IUCN
Red List of Threatened Species. With or without a contract
between Wyland and the City, this art is protected. It cannot be
painted over or destroyed in any way without the consent of the
artist.

Currently, in Dallas, TX, Wyland's 82nd Whaling Wall was painted
over to display an ad for the FIFA World Cup, without Wyland's
permission, “they lied with a capital L", about obtaining, he
verified. He went on to say that, “They picked the wrong artist. |
can tell you that. | om going to go ofter them and go after them
hard. | am going to ask the community of Dallas to stay with me.
We are going to protect the other art in Dallas.

Then, ‘If they can get away with it, then all the public art in
Dallas and all the public art in America is ot risk”.

In the past, other artists have sued and won for $1.1IM and $6.7M.
This info is highlighted in the attached document for the Visual
Artists Rights Act thaot | have given to you.

Tonight, two points: o
*That this is something for which we should be oware, and moke
sure nothing happens to the wall. THOUS o Rotee wodsoTs

*Perhaps Wyland should be contacted to obtain an estimate for

restoring this wall completely The building could be parking lot.
—_Jea) '4'_“(/(71{&/) = o (ke
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Visual Artists Rights Act

s-law/public/101/650) title VI, 17 U.S.C. § 106A (https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/17/106
A)), is a United States law granting certain rights to artists.

VARA was the first federal copyright legislation to grant protection to moral rights. Under VARA,
works of art that meet certain requirements afford their authors additional rights in the works,
regardless of any subsequent physical ownership of the work itself, or regardless of who holds the
copyright to the work. For instance, a painter may insist on proper attribution of their painting,
and in some instances may sue the owner of the physical painting for destroying the painting even
if the owner of the painting lawfully owned it.[1]

Although federal law had not acknowledged moral rights before this act, some state legislatures
and judicial decisions created limited moral-rights protection. The Berne Convention required the
protection of these rights by signatory states, and it was in response that the U.S. Congress passed
the VARA.

Exclusive rights under VARA

VARA exclusively grants authors of works that fall under the protection of the Act the following
rights

= right to claim authorship
= right to prevent the use of one's name on any work the author did not create

= right to prevent use of one's name on any work that has been distorted, mutilated, or modified
in a way that would be prejudicial to the author's honor or reputation

= right to prevent distortion, mutilation, or modification that would prejudice the author's honor or
reputation
Additionally, authors of works of "recognized stature" may prohibit intentional or grossly negligent
destruction of a work. Exceptions to VARA require a waiver from the author in writing. To date,
"recognized stature" has managed to elude a precise definition. VARA allows authors to waive their
rights, something generally not permitted in France and many European countries whose laws
were the originators of the moral rights of artists concept.[2]

In most instances, the rights granted under VARA persist for the life of the author (or the last

surviving author, for creators of joint works).

Covered works

VARA provides its protection only to paintings, drawings, prints, sculptures, still photographic



images produced for exhibition only, and existing in single copies or in limited editions of 200 or
fewer copies, signed and numbered by the artist. The requirements for protection do not implicate
aesthetic taste or value.

Application and effect

VARA's application is limited to visual works that fall within a narrowly defined category.
However, for works that do fall within the category of protected works, VARA imposes substantial
restrictions on any modification or removal of those works. Purchasers of the works must obtain
written waivers from the author if they wish to exercise any of the exclusive rights under VARA.

This has particularly been an issue for those that commission public sculptures. Absent a waiver,
artists could effectively veto decisions to remove their structures from their benefactor's land. In a
2006 decision involving public sculptures that were removed from the park for which they were
created, the United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit ruled that VARA does not protect
location as a component of site-specific work. VARA covered works can be moved as long as the
move does not constitute "destruction, distortion, or mutilation."l3] However, one artist has
claimed "The moment that the sculpture is removed, it will be destroyed, because it cannot be what
it is anywhere else."l4]

Examples of works

= Tilted Arc, a well-known artwork by Richard Serra, was removed from public display prior to the
enactment of VARA.

= Kent Twitchell's Ed Ruscha mural was paifited over without his approval. Twitchell agreed to
the largest settlement ever under VARA for $1.1 milliort against the U.S.. government and 12
defendants. 516! -

= On February 12, 2018, a federal judge ci ARA in awarding $6.7 million /21 graffiti artists
at the 5 Pointz open-air graffiti museum whose works were, destroyed e developer who
owned the property on which the graffiti had been painted. ttding owner tore the building

down to rebuild condos.[781(9]

/



= In 2018, Finnish/American artist Christian Narkiewicz-Laine filed the largest VARA lawsuit in
U.S. history stemming from the destruction of the artist's rented space in Galena, lllinois where
he alleged over 4,000 works of art were destroyed and mutilated, claiming a value of $11.8
million. During the VARA trial in Rockford, lllinois, the artist's "recognized stature" under the
statute was at issue. The defendants argued that he lacked sufficient stature to gain protection,
citing his background as a Communist, a member of SDS during the 1970s, his numerous
arrests during the Civil Rights Movement, and burning of an American flag during an anti-
Vietnam War protest. His art and writings were also attacked for being provocative and “anti-
American,” and therefore not of stature. His credibility as a witness was also questioned, based
on his prior felony conviction for lying to the FBI during an art fraud investigation. Although the
defendants were found liable for trespass, conversion, and negligence, the jury awarded the
artist $120,000 for only four undisclosed, unnamed works of art from over 4,000. The federal
judge found that the jury's VARA award was properly included within the jury's other damages,
thus reducing the amount of the total judgment. In 2019, the case was appealed to the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit and was affirmed. The artist appealed the VARA case

to the U.S. Supreme Court and was declined a hearing.[10)(11]

See also

= Carter v. Helmsley-Spear Inc.

External links

= Text of Visual Artists Rights Act of 1990 (https:/Avww.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/17/106A)

= Waiver of Moral Rights in Visual Artworks (https://www.copyright.gov/reports/exsum.html). U.S.
Copyright Office. Retrieved 2005-07-01.

= RayMing Chang, Reuvisiting the Visual Artists Rights Act of 1990: A Follow-up Survey About
Awareness and Waiver, 13 TEX. INTELL. PROP. L.J. 129 (2005) (https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract id=902151): This article analyzes the history of VARA and presents
empirical data about the Visual Artists Rights Act of 1990 (VARA) from an exhaustive survey
that the author conducted in 2003.

= RARIN - Rights and Reproductions Information Network for Museum Professionals (http:/ww
w.rarin.org)
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