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Minutes of the Meeting of March 2, 2011 
Beginning at 12:30 PM 

200 Ross Street 
First Floor Hearing Room 

Pittsburgh, PA 15219 
In Attendance: 
 
Members Staff Others Others (cont.) 
Noor Ismail Makenzie Diehl Michael Kratsas Julie Edwards 
Ernie Hogan  Doug Sipp Elena Ramsey 
Linda McClellan  Carol Anthony Park Rankin 
Arthur Sheffield  John Rudiak Eli Shorak 
Joe Serrao  Laura Schwartz Canard Grigsby 
John Jennings  Dusty Kirk Anne Nelson 
  Jeremy Jackson Gary English 
  Demi Kolke Eloise McDonald 
  Ken Lee Scott Leib 
  Evelyn Jones Jeff Slack 
  Travis Williams Rob Pfaffmann 
  Rich Hixon  

New Business 
Approval of Minutes: In regards to the February 2011 minutes, Mr. Serrao moved to approve.  Ms. McClellan 
seconded the motion, all members voted in favor. 

Certificates of Appropriateness: In regards to the February 2011 Certificates of Appropriateness, Mr. Serrao moved 
to approve, Ms. Ismail seconded the motion, all members voted in favor. 

Applications for Economic Hardship: None  

Correspondence:  Mr. Hogan asks if there is a desire of the Commission to enter the four letters of correspondence 
into the public record. Mr. Serrao moves to enter the correspondence into the record but not acknowledge them as part 
of evidence in today’s decision. Ms. Ismail seconds, all members voted in favor.  

Mr. Hogan states that it has been moved to acknowledge the communications from Robert Pfaffman, Preservation 
Pittsburgh, Michael Roberston, and Aubrey Bruce. He states the Commission has accepted and acknowledged the 
information as part of the record, but it will not be part of the testimony of the Civic Arena. Mr. Jennings states that the 
public hearing was last month; therefore it should have been presented at that time.  

Upcoming Demolitions:  
• None 

Adjourn: Mr. Serrao moved to adjourn, Ms. Ismail seconded the motion, all voted in favor. 

Discussion on hearing items follows on the attached pages. 

Division of Development Administration and Review 
City of Pittsburgh, Department of City Planning 

200 Ross Street, Third Floor 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219 
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NATIONAL REGISTER: LISTED.......................................  ELIGIBLE ...................................  
 

Proposed Changes: 
 Proposed new construction of 11-story dormitory. 
 
Discussion: 

1. Park Rankin, University Architect with the University of Pittsburgh, introduces himself. Mr. Rankin says they 
are here to follow up from a meeting with the Commission of a few months prior, concerning the demolition 
of 121 University Place. He says they are back today with final plans, elevations, and design elements for 
further review by the Commission and approval for new construction. 

2. Mr. Rankin says the project is a 570-bed freshman housing facility. He says one level will be dedicated to the 
Wellness Center which is medical services for students, and the lower level will be retail. He says it will be 
approximately 11 stories high.  He says floors 3-11 will be residential. Mr. Rankin uses a map and images to 
exhibit the proposed building’s location. He shows building elevations from different viewpoints and explains 
the building’s setting and context. He identifies the building’s primary neighbors including the Bellefield 
Presbyterian Church, The Schenley Quadrangle, Soldier’s and Sailors Memorial, the Pittsburgh Athletic 
Association, the University Club, and the Cathedral of Learning. 

3. Mr. Rankin further discusses the building floor plan. He says the first floor will have a University Pharmacy 
which serves faculty and students. He also shows a footprint of the green roof which will be on top of the 
second floor. Mr. Rankin says the mechanical services will be on the roof which will be surrounded by a 
mansard synthetic terracotta tile roof. 

4. Mr. Rankin says all of the exterior is a masonry product, some of it will be a fabricated stone material, but 
most of it brick. Mr. Rankin references a detailed rendering of the building’s first floor and base which 
includes columns and piers. He identifies where the main entrance will be located. He says there will be 
landscaping adjacent to the entrance. He says the Wellness Center entrance will be located near the rear.  

5. Mr. Rankin shows further building elevations which illustrate the building’s architectural details. He shows an 
image of the contextual buildings which identifies their massing and height. He then shows the same image 
with the proposed building included. 

6. Mr. Hogan asks if Mr. Rankin can walk the Commission through the materials selection. Mr. Rankin says the 
lower level will be a granite base. He says the coining will be a beige brick material, similar to the 
surrounding buildings. He says the cornice work and pier caps will be either a pre-cast concrete or a glass 

OWNER: 
University of Pittsburgh 
Dept. of Property Management 
127 North Bellefield Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15213 

APPLICANT: 
Mr. Joseph Fink, Assoc. Vice 
Chancellor 
3400 Forbes Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15213 

WARD: .......................................4th 

LOT &  BLOCK: ................. 27-R-59 

INSPECTOR: ..................... JIM KING 

COUNCIL DISTRICT:........................ 

ZONING CLASSIFICATION: .............. 

ARCH. RATING: .............................. 

APPLICATION RECEIVED: 11/16/10 
 
SITE VISITS: 
 
CERTIFICATES OF APP.:00-000 



Pittsburgh HRC Minutes – March 2, 2011 

121 University Place  Oakland Civic Center Historic District 
 

   3 

reinforced concrete product. He says the upper cornice work and the window detailing will be a synthetic 
stone or pre-cast material. He says they are looking at a number of options considering cost and material 
replication. He says they are looking at something that has a little more detail, but they are also hoping for cost 
efficiency; but it would be a material replicating a stone, somewhat toward the tone of a buff limestone. He 
says the mansard roof will be synthetic terracotta. He says it is fiber-reinforced, lightweight, efficient, and 
very durable. He says the windows will be double-hung aluminum and will be painted (most likely) in an 
antique ivory. 

7. Mr. Hogan asks if the brick size will be standard. Mr. Rankin says yes. Mr. Rankin points out the darker brick 
which will be used around the windows forming the header and the sill. He says these will be slightly 
recessed, allowing for the articulation of depth and height to the opening. 

8. Mr. Hogan asks for public comment. There is none. 

MOTION: 

Mr. Serrao................. Motions to approve the new construction at 121 University Place as submitted, with final 
materials and color palettes to be submitted to HRC staff for final review. 

Mr. Jennings ............. Seconds the motion. 

All Members .............  Voted in favor. 

................................. Motion passes.
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NATIONAL REGISTER: LISTED.......................................  ELIGIBLE ...................................  
 

Proposed Changes: 
 Proposed installation of structural steel canopy. 
 
Discussion: 

1. Douglas Sipp, project architect, introduces himself. Mr. Sipp says this project has been in front of the HRC 
before. He says as they have begun renovations which were approved by the HRC last year, and are here today 
to propose further enhancements to the building by carrying out the Art Moderne streamlined look of the 
building out onto Market Square. He says Market Square north is currently a 22’ wide sidewalk which was 
recently renovated, and they are looking to move out onto it for exterior dining, keeping in concept with the 
Paris to Pittsburgh design concepts. He says the four columns, as shown, are 11’6” - halfway out onto the 
sidewalk - and the canopy roof extends an additional 4’. Therefore ¾ of the sidewalk would be taken up. 

2. He says the canopy will be a simple steel structure with metal angles in a curving form, and the columns are 
simple 8” pipe columns. He says there will also be some under canopy lighting and possibly fans. He says there 
will be furniture which will be approved by Paris to Pittsburgh.  He says the originally proposed fabric canopies 
only projected 4’, and the newly proposed canopy projects 15’, enhancing the opportunity for exterior dining. 
He says the canopy will be painted the same color as the building roof (aqua green). 

3. Mr. Hogan asks for public comment. 

4. Anne Nelson of Pittsburgh History and Landmarks Foundation comes to the podium. Ms. Nelson says PHLF 
owns the four buildings across Market Street from this project, and is in support. 

5. Mr. Hogan clarifies that what is in front of the Commission is the approval of the addition of the 
awning/canopy. Mr. Sipp says they will be communicating with the Department of Public Works for an 
encroachment permit, but wanted to first gain approval of the HRC. 

6. Mr. Serrao asks if there will be signage on the façade. Mr. Sipp says there will be identifying signage. Mr. 
Kratsas, representative of the building owner, introduces himself and states that there will definitely be signage. 
He says N & P Properties is a restaurant group and they have since decided they will create one of their own 
concept restaurants to occupy the space, instead of renting it out. 

7. Mr. Jennings says from a public safety standpoint, because there are so many rallies and gatherings in Market 
Square, he is concerned that this will block the sidewalk and part of the Square. He says additionally the 

OWNER: 
Nicholas and Patrinos Properties 
79 South 23rd Street 
Pittsburgh, PA 15203 
 

APPLICANT: 
Michael Kratsas  
79 South 23rd Street  
Pittsburgh, PA 15203 

WARD: ......................................2nd 

LOT &  BLOCK: ................. 1-D-163 

INSPECTOR: .......BOB MOLYNEAUX 

COUNCIL DISTRICT:........................ 

ZONING CLASSIFICATION: .............. 

ARCH. RATING: .............................. 

APPLICATION RECEIVED: 7/21/2010 
 
SITE VISITS: 
 
CERTIFICATES OF APP.:00-000 
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columns allow for the potential for banners to be hung, which would not be appealing to the surrounding 
venues. Mr. Hogan says those would need approval. Mr. Jennings says he understands but things are often done 
without approval. 

8. Mr. Kratsas says whatever is required by the City, they will comply with. He says they will be back with 
signage when it comes time to get the approved. 

9. Mr. Jennings says he would be concerned with people crawling on top of the structure during rallies. Mr. 
Krastsas says because of the location of the columns, and extension of the canopy, that would be very difficult 
to do. 

10. Mr. Jennings asks if they have any future plans to add a rooftop deck on top of this structure. Mr. Kratsas says 
it does not comply with the City Code. He says they looked into it, but the size of the building and what is 
upstairs would not work. 

11. Mr. Hogan says the only other concern he would have is if in the winter they tried to utilize it by hanging 
plastic awning enclosures, which they would also need approval for. Mr. Kratsas says they have no intention of 
that at this point. 

12. Ms. Ismail asks what the width of the remainder of the sidewalk would be. Mr. Kratsas says the sidewalk is 22’ 
6” to the outside of the granite curb, and the columns come out 10’6”, so there are approximately 12’ left over 
beyond the column. 

13. Mr. Jennings asks if they have intentions to put a railing around. Mr. Kratsas says it will remain open but 
according to City Code there does need to be some protection perpendicular to the front. 

 

 

MOTION: 

Mr. Serrao................. Motions to approve the application as submitted, with any modifications including signage 
and railings to be submitted to HRC staff. 

Mr. Sheffield............. Seconds the motion. 

All members ............. Voted in favor. 

................................. Motion passes. 
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CIVIC ARENA - HISTORIC NOMINATION STAFF REPORT 
 
Name of Property ................................ Civic Arena 
Address of Property ............................ 66 Mario Lemieux Place 
Property Owner .................................. Sports & Exhibition Authority/Pittsburgh Arena Real Estate Redevelopment LP 
Nominated by: ..................................... Eloise McDonald 
Date Received: ..................................... 23 November 2010 
Parcel No.: ........................................... 2-C-400 
Ward: .................................................. 3rd 
Zoning Classification:.......................... GT-E 
Neighborhood ...................................... Central Business District/Hill District 
Bldg. Inspector: ................................... Bob Molyneaux 
Council District: .................................. 6 - R. Daniel Lavelle 

FORMAL ACTION REQUIRED BY THE HISTORIC REVIEW COMMISSION: 
1. Act on the Preliminary Determination of Eligibility for Historic Designation (5 January 2011) 
2. Conduct a public hearing for the Historic Designation (2 February 2011) 
3. Review the Report prepared by staff for the property in question, and make a recommendation to the City 

Council on the Historic Designation (2 March 2011) 

FORMAL ACTION REQUIRED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION: 
4. Conduct a public hearing for the Historic Designation (22 March 2011) 
5. Review the recommendations of the Historic Review Commission and make a recommendation to the City 

Council on the Historic Designation 

FORMAL ACTION REQUIRED BY THE CITY COUNCIL: 
6. Conduct a public hearing for the Historic Designation 
7. Review the recommendations of the Historic Review Commission and the City Planning Commission and 

take action on the Historic Designation 
 
TIMELINE: 
            
  Nomination: Civic Arena Notes Occurred Must Occur Before 
            

  Nomination Submitted   23-Nov-10   

        With Check   

  Date of Notice sent to Property Owner   29-Nov-10 2-Dec-10 

  Date of Notice Sent to each Owner of Record   N/A 1-Aug-10 

  Date of Preliminary Determination Hearing  5-Jan-11 7-Jan-11 

  Date of Public Hearing   2-Feb-11   

  Date of HRC's Recommendation   2-Mar-11   

  Date of PC Briefing   8-Mar-11    

  Date of PC's Recommendation       

  Date Recommendations sent to CC   23-Apr-11 23-Apr-11 

  Date of City Council Hearing       

  Date of Adoption by City Council     21-Aug-11 

  Mayor Signs         

  Effective Date         
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Discussion: 
 
A full transcript is available by contacting Network Deposition Services. 

1. Mr. Hogan says at this point the Commission has heard the public comment from the hearing last month. He 
says he knows some of the Commissioners have done additional research and reflecting upon the provided 
information.  He asks if there is any further discussion amongst the Commission. 

2. He says he knows this is not an easy decision. He says he has personally reflected and done a lot of additional 
homework with regards to this, and is pretty much in the middle on this decision. He says he feels from a 
standpoint of Pittsburgh and architecture that this is somewhat of a challenge to really look at. He says, 
understanding that the City saw much architecture being built in the 60’s as a result of Urban Renewal, and 
reflecting across the City on neighborhoods like East Liberty and the North Side, you start to wonder do you 
celebrate architecture that we view as failed architecture or do you move ahead with the City’s future and 
continue to move on? He says he is not saying that the Civic Arena can’t be repurposed, but it is his 
understanding from the national designee point that unless it is currently purposed and continues to operate as 
an open-air amphitheater, it does not qualify for national designation. He asks for further discussion or 
comment from the Commission before a motion is put forward. 

3. Mr. Serrao says he concurs with Mr. Hogan. He says the decision is extremely difficult, and the building does 
have memories and a presence, but there are also issues with its architecture, as well as its planning and 
inception, and continued use. He says he thinks the testimony was extensive on both sides, and it is a decision 
of what can go there, what should go there, and what is there as current. He says he also has done some more 
homework, to make the right decision for the building and the City. 

4. Mr. Jennings said he wants to point out that during the public hearing he was keeping track of those who spoke, 
and there were 18 in his count – 7 for and 11 against designation. He says even though it was a close margin, 
the majority of the speakers were against the designation of the Civic Arena as a historic structure.  He says this 
was in front of the HRC several years ago, and he does not see where the Civic Arena has become any more 
historically significant since it was turned down then. He says nothing has changed other than the fact that it is 
now an empty building, and unfortunately everyone who made a presentation to the City on reuses, did not 
have any backing or developers that were willing to step forward and start those developments, which means 
the Civic Arena could remain vacant for years to come. He asks, in that time who is going to maintain the 
building, how is it going to remain in a good condition? He says it is a very expensive building not only to 
operate, but also to maintain, and he is fearful that if nothing would happen with the building several years 
from now BBI would be trying to find the allocations of monies and funds to do a demolition on the building 
because it has fallen to such disrepair. He says we have seen this in other situations around the City where 
people say they are going to renovate and reuse buildings and they are currently just falling apart. He says there 
have also been other very large venue buildings in the City that have been demolished within the last several 
years which held prominent events and prominent people and those buildings are gone and never came before 
the HRC, and they are part of our history as well. He says he doesn’t see where the Civic Arena is any more 
historically significant than it was at previous hearings. 

5. Ms. Ismail says she agrees with the comments of her colleagues. She says this is a very difficult decision, but 
this is a situation where she feels a historic nomination would hinder the adaptive re-use of that structure. She 
says it was debated about 10 years ago, and there still is no adaptive re-use of the structure. 

6. Mr. Hogan says part of the thing the HRC is challenged with is - by designation - the use of the Civic Arena 
becomes an open air amphitheater discussion, and any change, modification, or reuse of the amphitheater in its 
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present condition would require approval of the HRC going forward, and would negate its whole standard of 
why it would be approved for historic designation. He says he thinks it was an amazing challenge and a great 
bright light for the City. He says one can look at East Liberty, the North Side and other architectural pieces 
such as Posvar Hall, but he doesn’t believe anyone would be running out to designate those unique architecture 
pieces, and the technologies that were employed to build them.  

7. Ms. McClellan says this is a solemn decision they are being approached with. 

8. Mr. Sheffield says he does feel the building is worthy of a discussion for historic preservation, if it’s not itself 
actually being historic. He says he has to weigh that with the historic significance of the land, and what it 
means to the community and what their desires are, and he thinks that exceeds the merit to preserve the 
building. 

9. Mr. Hogan says his fear is that any reuse of the building is going to require significant modification. He says he 
thinks that this designation - although it is an appropriate use for preserving Pittsburgh’s landscape and 
significant architecture - in this case could be construed as counter-productive. He says his fear is that the SEA 
has enough data and information - of which they heard several pieces during public testimony - and that there 
has been significant analysis of the building’s reuse; and because of the error when it was constructed and the 
current standards of safety code and reuse, the cost of renovation is significant, and they could make a 
reasonable argument under the Historic Preservation Code for approval of demolition for a historically 
nominated building.  

10. Mr. Serrao says he thinks the question we looked at just talking earlier today is – are we preserving a building 
or a roof? He says as the reuse options were presented, that is where we became torn apart, because most of the 
reuse options of the building call for the technical demolition of the building, and what’s saved is the roof. He 
says the interior seating bowl would be gone, concourses would be removed, and that is the conundrum that we 
are not technically in many ways preserving the building, but a part of the building, which in this case is a roof. 

11. Mr. Hogan says he thinks that is the part he has really struggled with in the nomination. He says he believes the 
events that happened in the Hill are significant but they are not reminiscent of just this particular structure. He 
says those were activities and times that were happening across our City and others. He says he thinks that as 
for the proposal of who the construction was of - that firm is not in existence today and isn’t as well renowned 
as Frank Lloyd Wright or Hornbostel or others we have heard throughout the testimony. He says it is a very 
difficult decision and being that the theater as it was constructed in its original heyday, for its original purpose 
was to create an entire cultural district which was in many cases never was found, and the action plan never 
actuated; therefore he does not see where it meets the planning component of the designation either. 

12. Mr. Serrao says in terms of a nomination you would make an affirmative motion, and then take a vote 
accordingly. 

MOTION: 

Mr. Serrao................. Motions that the historic nomination of the Civic Arena building be approved/recommended 
to City Council. 

Ms. McClellan .......... Seconds the motion. 

13. Mr. Hogan says the motion has been properly moved and seconded and asks if there is further discussion. He 
says as he pointed out, he does not believe it meets Criterion 1, 2, 4, 5 or 10.  
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14. Mr. Serrao says he concurs. 

15. Mr. Hogan says he waivers on Criteria 3. He says being that 3 is the only piece he waivers on, he does 
understand that it has been abandoned as its original intended use, and that the City at this point has no reuse, 
and it would probably stand in perpetuity until a said nomination of hardship were to come in front of the HRC, 
if it were to make it through the other processes. He says he would have a real hard time not approving a 
demolition. 

16. Mr. Serrao says he concurs with Mr. Hogan’s analysis. He says it came down to Criteria 3, and he agrees with 
Mr. Hogan on his logic. 

17. Mr. Hogan asks for a vote on the motion, which is to recommend it to City Council for consideration of historic 
designation. 

All members ............. Opposed. 

................................. Motion defeated. 

18. Mr. Hogan says it is the point of the Commission not to recommended [the Civic Arena] for historic 
designation to City Council. 
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WIGMAN HOUSE - HISTORIC NOMINATION STAFF REPORT 
 
Name of Property ................................ Wigman House 
Address of Property ............................ 1425 Brownsville Road 
Property Owner .................................. Grace McClory 
Nominated by: ..................................... Carrick-Overbrook Historical Society 
Date Received: ..................................... 30 December 2010 
Parcel No.: ........................................... 60-G-168 
Ward: .................................................. 29th 
Zoning Classification:.......................... R2-L 
Neighborhood ...................................... Carrick 
Bldg. Inspector: ................................... Ken Seisek 
Council District: .................................. 3- Kraus 

FORMAL ACTION REQUIRED BY THE HISTORIC REVIEW COMMISSION: 
8. Act on the Preliminary Determination of Eligibility for Historic Designation (2 February 2011) 
9. Conduct a public hearing for the Historic Designation (2 March 2011) 
10. Review the Report prepared by staff for the property in question, and make a recommendation to the City 

Council on the Historic Designation (6 April 2011) 

FORMAL ACTION REQUIRED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION: 
11. Conduct a public hearing for the Historic Designation 
12. Review the recommendations of the Historic Review Commission and make a recommendation to the City 

Council on the Historic Designation 

FORMAL ACTION REQUIRED BY THE CITY COUNCIL: 
13. Conduct a public hearing for the Historic Designation 
14. Review the recommendations of the Historic Review Commission and the City Planning Commission and 

take action on the Historic Designation 
 
TIMELINE: 
            

  Nomination: Civic Arena Notes Occurred Must Occur Before 
            

  Nomination Submitted   30-Dec-10   

       With Check   

  Date of Notice sent to Property Owner   3-Jan-11 4-Jan-11 

  Date of Notice Sent to each Owner of Record   N/A 9-Jan-11 

  Date of Preliminary Determination Hearing  2-Feb-11 13-Feb-11 

  Date of Public Hearing   2-Mar-11   

  Date of HRC's Recommendation   6-Apr-11   

  Date of PC Briefing       

  Date of PC's Recommendation       

  Date Recommendations sent to CC   30-May-11 30-May-11 

  Date of City Council Hearing       

  Date of Adoption by City Council     27-Sep-11 

  Mayor Signs         

  Effective Date         
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Discussion: 

1. John Rudiak introduces himself as a member the nominating party, the Carrick-Overbrook Historical Society. 
He says the Society’s members believe in preserving memories and history, and educating the community. He 
says through their website they have had contact with former residents and their families all over the country. 
He says in two years they have had over 140,000 visits to their site. He says their work includes educating 
adults and children of their forgotten history as well as the current world. He says their forgotten residents 
include industrialists who built Pittsburgh, such as John Phillips, Thomas Senke, and others. He says through 
their research into this property they have met Ferdinand Benz a famous banker from the Southside who built 
the Market House, and William H. Wigman of Wigman Lumber who supplied building products from 1850 to 
1950. Mr. Rudiak says they made the connection between these prominent, wealthy, industrialists by making 
connections between the past and present. He says one such connection was the investigation conducted on 
Hornday Road, which lead them through the Phillips family to the Brashear Association and Shuman Center. 

2. He says today they have the opportunity to preserve this magnificent structure, previously only known as the 
Queen Anne Crown Jewel at the corner of The Boulevard and Brownsville Road. He says it now has a name – 
the Wigman House – previously owned by William H. Wigman of Wigman Lumber. He says they hope that it 
will not be known as the house on the corner that used to be there, as so many of the architectural gems now 
are.  He says they only now know of three of these types of homes that existed in Carrick: John Phillips’ 
mansion on Hornaday Road (which was demolished to build Hornaday Road); John M. Philips’ Impton House 
(now the location of St. Pius Church); and a home at 2117 Brownsville Road (now the site of a brick apartment 
building). He says they have photographic evidence of only two of these buildings.  

3. He says they only knew about the Queen Anne building at 2117 Brownsville Road, because an author named 
Emily Pritchard Kerry, a former Carrick resident now in her 80’s, wrote that her doctor had practiced in a 
Queen Anne Style home. He says no current Carrick residents knew this building ever existed. 

4. He says the Wigman House is a beautifully preserved representation of Carrick’s grand history and past. He 
says it contains all the traditional aspects of a Queen Anne style house. He says in a 1904 newspaper article 
describing the newest borgouh of Allegheny County  the residence and architecture was described as being 
owned by wealthy Southside businessmen. He says the Southside Cemetery across the street from the Wigman 
House is the final resting place of most of these South Hills founders. He says the exterior and interior [of 1425 
Brownsville Road] has been preserved as it was built in 1903. He says they are under the assumption that the 
grand stained glass windows in the foyer were done by G.W. Sauder, who may have done the Senke Home 
windows, as well as the Epiphany Church in St. Paul Synod Hall. He says many of the homes in Carrick have 
significant architecture but none are as prominent and representative as the Wigman House. He says The 
Boulevard, on which this house was the anchor, was such a grand street that the Birmingham Land Company 
simply named it The Boulevard. He says they are asking the Commission to grant historical status to their 
Crown Jewel to preserve it for future generations, who will also ask questions like they did and study the 
construction and style. 

5. He says through his research into other Queen Anne style architecture in the U.S., he has found neighborhoods 
in San Francisco, New Orleans, and Cincinnati who have chosen the route of preservation rather then 
demolition. He says in 2009 one of the Painted Ladies in San Francisco sold for over $4 million. He says they 
hope future generation will be able to see Carrick’s Crown Jewel, the only remaining Queen Anne, and be part 
of an effort to preserve the City and the neighborhood.  

6. Carol Anthony also of the Carrick-Overbrook Historical Society introduces herself. Ms. Anthony says she 
represents that Overbrook side of the Society and they are in complete support of their sister community. She 
says when she was growing up the Wigman House was known as the McClory House. She says she was a 
classmate of one of the McClory children. She says she spoke with her former classmate yesterday and asked 
her how she felt about the historic designation. Ms. Anthony says the woman told her the McClory family was 
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neutral. Ms. Anthony says the house is up for sale right now and one of the offers they had was to raze it, and to 
make a parking lot for the Funeral Home which is across the street. She says the McClory family did not want 
to see this happen. 

7. Anne Nelson of Pittsburgh History and Landmarks Foundation says PHLF supports the designation. She says 
the building was including in PHLF’s survey of 1979-1984, and it was also chosen out of 10,000 structures 
which were surveyed to be one of the 600 that were included in their more recent publication, Pittsburgh’s 
Landmark Architecture by Walter Kidney, published in 1997. She says Mr. Kidney stated “the building at the 
juncture of Brownsville Road is a remarkable Queen Anne house of wood” and the original survey card noted 
that “with its important compendium of ornamental detail this house should be preserved as a fitting guardian 
of The Boulevard”; therefore PHLF supports the nomination. 

8. Mr. Hogan asks if this is the only Queen Anne still remaining on The Boulevard. Mr. Rudiak says, yes, that 
they know of. He says there were very few houses that were built before 1928 that were made of wood, and this 
is the only remaining Queen Anne that they know of. 

 

  


