
 
 

Minutes of the Meeting of February 3, 2021 
Beginning at 12:30 PM 

Held via Zoom and available to view at 
https://www.youtube.com/user/planpghvideo 

In Attendance: 
 
Members Staff 

Lucia M. Aguirre Sharon Spooner 

Richard Snipe Sarah Quinn 

David Green  
Karen Loysen  

Matthew Falcone  

James Hill  

 
Call to Order: 
 
Ms. Aguirre calls role and confirms that a quorum is present.  

 
Old Business-None. 

New Business: 
 

Approval of Minutes:  In regards to the December 2020 meeting minutes, [not recorded] 
moves to approve and [not recorded] seconds. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor 
and motion carries. 
   
Approval of Issuance of Certificates of Appropriateness:  In regards to the issuance 
of Certificates of Appropriateness in December 2020 and January 2021, [not recorded] 
moves to approve and [not recorded] seconds. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor 
and motion carries. 

    
Other Business: 
 

1. [Not recorded.] 

 

Adjourn: 
 

Mr. Falcone moves to adjourn. 

Ms. Loysen seconds. 

Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote, all are in favor and meeting is adjourned. 

Minutes of the agenda items follow. 

Division of Zoning and Development Review  

City of Pittsburgh, Department of City Planning 

200 Ross Street, Third Floor 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219 

https://www.youtube.com/user/planpghvideo


Pittsburgh HRC – February 3, 2021 

 
1713-1715 E. Carson Street 

                                                                     
East Carson Street Historic District 

 

Owner:  
John & Deborah Catanese 
1713 E. Carson Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15203 

 
Ward:  17th 
 
Lot and Block:  12-E-310,311 

 

Applicant: 
David J. McLean 
McLean Architects, LLC 
809 Bingham Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15203 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 3rd 
 
Application Received:  7/6/20 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Proposal to remedy after-the-fact storefront alterations. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. David McLean speaks as the architect for the project. He gives an update on 
the project. 

2. Ms. Aguirre states that they are in receipt of an email from the LRC requesting that 
they table the item pending a final proposal. 

3. Mr. Falcone asks the applicant if 30 days will be sufficient. 

4. Mr. McLean states that they would like to be back in 30 days and would like to 
meet with the LRC in that time as well. 

5. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

6. Mr. Bob Russ speaks as a member of the LRC. He states that they are encouraged 
by the results so far, and would just like to see a detailed scope of work and 
drawings for the restoration. They would also like to see the wood blocking for the 
awning removed. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to table. 

2. Ms. Loysen seconds. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 3, 2021 

 
1209 E. Carson Street 

                                                                     
East Carson Street Historic District 

 

Owner:  
John Demauro 
1209 E. Carson Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15203 

 
Ward:  17th 
 
Lot and Block:  3-H-166 

 

Applicant: 
David Morgan 
 1234 Sarah Street 
 Pittsburgh, Pa 15203 
 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 3rd 
 
Application Received:  12/2/20 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Building and site alterations. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. David Morgan speaks as the architect for the project. He explains the project 
and goes through the presentation. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

3. Mr. Bob Russ speaks on behalf of the LRC. He states that he appreciates the work 
that the architect has done with them. He shares a concern about painting on the 
upper floors on the façade, and states that they have other concerns about the rear. 
He states that in the past they have pushed for and pushed the HRC to require 
plans for new construction to replace buildings approved for demolition. He states 
that they have seen patios before and that they have found that restaurant owners 
tend to want to enclose patio seating to increase revenue. He states that this 
proposal is almost there, but the LRC would like to see some revisions and for it to 
come back next month for approval. 

4. Ms. Aguirre acknowledges for the record the email received from the LRC as well. 
She asks for comments and questions from Commissioners. 

5. Ms. Loysen asks if there are any images of adjacent buildings and window 
proportions. 

6. Mr. Morgan states that he should have included them but describes how he is 
trying to complement them. 

7. Ms. Aguirre summarizes that what they are looking at is phase 1, which is restoring 
the front building, and phase 2 with is the back area and the new building. She 
thanks the applicant for his detailed proposal as well as for his work with the LRC. 
She states that she doesn’t have issues with the storefront except for the painting 
of the upper floors as noted by the LRC. She states 

8. Ms. Loysen notes that the adjacent building is very minimalist and could sit well 
with the proposed building. 



9. Mr. Hill asks for feedback from the Commissioners about what they will want to 
see on the new construction. 

10. Ms. Aguirre states that she will want to see the context photos that Ms. Loysen 
mentioned. 

11. Mr. Falcone states that he thinks the treatment of the primary façade and the 
overall design of the new construction are appropriate. He states that he would like 
to see more views as well as more detail especially specs for fencing, windows, etc. 

12. Ms. Loysen states that she feels it is appropriate for this to be a more plain, 
background building. 

13. Ms. Aguirre states that she would like to see the ghost sign remain. 

14. Mr. Morgan states that they have eliminated the plan to paint any brick including 
the ghost sign. 

15. Ms. Aguirre asks for a motion to approve the front renovations and table the rear 
work and new construction. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to approve renovations to the primary façade with the 
condition that any exterior masonry not be painted, and for the applicant to return 
within 30 days to the Commission with a more robust plan for the rear addition, 
which should include additional photos for context. 

2. Mr. Hill seconds. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 3, 2021 

 
2526 E. Carson Street 

                                                                     
East Carson Street Historic District 

 

Owner:  
Paul Pantelas 
George Pantelas 
2526 E. Carson Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15203 

 
Ward:  16th 
 
Lot and Block:  12-M-33 

 
Applicant: 
Peter Margittai 
2110 Sarah Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15203 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 3rd 
 
Application Received:  11/17/20 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Building and site alterations. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Robert Zoelle speaks as the architect for the project. He explains the project 
and goes through the presentation. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

3. Mr. Bob Russ speaks on behalf of the LRC. He states that they are fine with the 
proposal, including the removal of the non-compliant signage. He states that 
everything conforms either to the guidelines or to precedents that have already 
been set. 

4. Ms. Aguirre states for the record that they did also receive email comments from 
the LRC. 

5. Mr. Snipe comments that this is a great improvement and thanks the applicant for 
their efforts. 

6. Ms. Aguirre states that she agrees and she would just like the colors to be 
submitted to staff for final review. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Snipe moves to approve, with final color selection to be submitted to staff for 
approval. 

2. Mr. Hill seconds. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 3, 2020 

 
1218 Buena Vista Street 

                                                                   
Mexican War Streets Historic District 

 

Owner:  
Keith Farrell 

 
Ward:  22nd 
 
Lot and Block:  23-J-312 

 

Applicant: 
Tim Hickey 
Hickey Contracting 
7722 Evans Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15218 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 1st 
 
Application Received:  12/23/20 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   After-the-fact replacement of slate on dormer with asphalt 
shingles. 

Discussion: 

1. Ms. Sadie Freund speaks on behalf of the project. She explains that the roof was 
leaking and needed to be replaced and explains the work that was done. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment; there is none, 

3. Mr. Snipe asks if they have gotten any quotes about replacement with the correct 
materials. 

4. Ms. Freund states that they were looking to see if what they installed can be 
accepted. She states that they don’t have any plans to replace the shingles with 
slate, and they also had the issue that the underlying wood was rotted and they 
didn’t have anything to attach the slate to. She states that they can work on getting 
a proposal for replacement in slate, but it is her understanding that shingles are 
the best option so the water issues don’t happen again. 

5. Mr. Falcone states that the issue is that there was such a distinctive pattern on this 
part of the roof that was highly visible from the street, and he would like to see that 
replicated. He states that since the slate has been removed there may not be an 
opportunity for restoration, but they can look at alternate materials such as 
synthetic slate. 

6. Ms. Loysen asks if all the slate was removed or if it was covered up. 

7. Ms. Freund states that the slate was removed and the wood was replaced and 
shingles installed on the triangle gable area shown in the photos. She states that 
she isn’t sure if the slate was removed on any other area of the roof. 

8. Ms. Aguirre states that she is concerned if shingles were installed over slate, both 
for the historical nature and the lifespan of the roof. 

9. Ms. Freund state that they can check if there is any existing slate on the flat area of 
the roof. 



10. Mr. Hill agrees that more information is needed before they can render any type of 
decision. 

11. Ms. Aguirre agrees and states that they will need to know exactly what happened 
and what is still existing, as well as a plan for how the pattern will be restored. She 
states that they would like to see slate restored but again they can look at other 
materials. 

12. Mr. Falcone also comments on the red color showing in the photos, so if they could 
clarify if the original material was slate or some type of tile that would also be 
helpful. 

13. Ms. Aguirre states that she appreciates the fact that they are here and working 
through the process. 

14. Ms. Freund clarifies that they did have an emergency which is the only reason this 
was done this way. 

15. Ms. Aguirre states that she understands and they can work on resolving this going 
forward. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to table the application for 30 days to give the applicant an 
opportunity to do some exploration and work with staff and to come back with a 
full proposal for restoration of the original roof pattern. 

2. Mr. Hill seconds. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 3, 2021 

 
Northside Residences 
Alpine & Arch Streets 

                                                                      
 

MWS Historic District Expansion 

 
Owner:  
October Real Estate Holdings LLC 
610 Lockhart Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

 
Ward:  25th 
 
Lot and Block:  Various 

 
Applicant: 
Cipriani Studios 
650 Wahington Road, Suite 400 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15228 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 1st 
 
Application Received:  6/18/20 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Construction of new residences. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Doug van Haitsma speaks on behalf of the project. He shows the options that 
they have developed for the garage doors. He addresses the discussion had at the 
last HRC about if garages would be acceptable on Alpine, and he provides context 
photos showing the narrowness of the street and the number of cars parked on it. 
He states that it will be difficult to develop the alley without off-street parking. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment; there is none. She asks for comments and 
questions from Commissioners. 

3. Ms. Loysen comments on the renderings and how they don’t reflect the narrow 
nature of the alley as shown in the photos with all the cars parked on the street. 

4. Mr. Dash asks if they have looked into shared driveways or another solution to 
allow rear parking. 

5. Mr. van Haitsma states that they did look into it with the developer, but the 
preference is to keep green space in the rear. 

6. Ms. Aguirre asks if the proposed off-street parking changes to be heard by 
Planning Commission later in the month would affect a development like this. 

7. Mr. Dash states that a development like this would not be able to take place under 
the changes. 

8. Mr. Falcone states that he appreciates the enhanced cornice line on the builidngs. 
He states that the garage and parking issue is the core issue though. He states that 
since this type of house did not exist historically, the Commission has focused on 
materials, and these houses are on a street that has mostly brick houses. He states 
that the Commission should focus on making sure these houses are not a 
detriment to the district. 

9. Mr. Snipe understands the developer’s concerns, but also sees how these houses 



could take away from the historic character. He is concerned that not allowing the 
garages could prevent development on this street as it is so narrow. 

10. Ms. Aguirre agrees with both points, and although the garages may be a detraction 
to the historic character, being able to hide the cars in the garages may open up the 
views on the street. She commends the other changes made to the design. She 
states that if garages are approved, she prefers the option with one set of windows. 

11. Ms. Loysen states that she prefers the garage doors with more glass as they look 
more activated and may discourage graffiti. 

12. Mr. Snipe states that the more he looks at it, the more comfortable he is with the 
project because of the alley location and the opportunity to get housing into the 
neighborhood. He states that he is fine with either garage door design. 

13. Mr. Hill states that he is torn, but he feels that they may be cancelling the project if 
they don’t allow the garages. 

14. The Commission discusses the Alpine properties as well as the property on Arch. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Snipe moves to approve the Alpine properties with the 8 panel garage doors as 
submitted. 

2. Ms. Loysen seconds. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; Ms. Loysen, Mr. Snipe, Mr. Green, and Mr. Hill are in 
favor, Mr. Dash and Mr. Falcone are opposed, and Ms. Aguirre abstains. Motion 
carries. 

4. Mr. Snipe moves to approve 1514 Arch Street as submitted. 

5. Mr. Green seconds. 

6. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; Ms. Aguirre, Mr. Snipe, Mr. Green, Mr. Dash and Mr. 
Hill are in favor, and Mr. Falcone and Ms. Loysen are opposed. Motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 3, 2020 

 
414 Sampsonia Way 

                                                                   
MWS Historic District Expansion 

 

Owner:  
Carl D. Freedman 
7708 West Avenue 
Elkins Park, Pa 19027 

 
Ward:  25th 
 
Lot and Block:  23-K-44 

 

Applicant: 
Carl D. Freedman 
7708 West Avenue 
Elkins Park, Pa 19027 
 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 6th 
 
Application Received:  1/13/21 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Installation of new front steps. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Carl Freedman speaks as the owner of the property. He explains the project 
and goes through the presentation. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment; there is none. 

3. The Commission discusses the application. 

 Motion: 

1. Ms. Loysen moves to approve the stair and railing with the sloped railing at the 
stair and the grey paving underneath. 

2. Ms. Aguirre clarifies that option #3 is the design that is approved. 

3. Mr. Snipe seconds. 

4. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 3, 2020 

 
1311 Sherman Avenue 

                                                                   
Mexican War Streets Historic District 

 

Owner:  
Benjamin & Amanda Primrose 
1311 Sherman Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

 
Ward:  25th 
 
Lot and Block:  23-K-185 

 

Applicant: 
John D. Francona 
1234 Resaca Place 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 6th 
 
Application Received:  1/10/21 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Building and site work including new garage. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. John Francona speaks as the architect for the project. He explains the project 
and goes through the presentation. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment; there is none. 

3. The Commission discusses the application. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to approve with the condition that materials specifications be 
submitted to staff for review. 

2. Mr. Snipe seconds. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 3, 2020 

 
821 Liberty Avenue 

                                                                   
Penn-Liberty Historic District 

 

Owner:  
Catholic Charities 
212 Ninth Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 152212 

 
Ward:  2nd 
 
Lot and Block:  9-N-65 

 

Applicant: 
Ray Cervenak 
Omega Security Services 
103 Yost Blvd. Suite 100 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15221 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 6th 
 
Application Received:  11/2/20 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Installation of security cameras 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Ray Cervenak speaks on behalf of the project. He explains the project and the 
security concerns that are necessitating it, and he goes through the presentation. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment; there is none. She states for the record that 
the applicant did attend a Development Activities Meeting with the community. 
She asks for comments or questions from the Commissioners. 

3. Ms. Loysen states that she appreciates the need for the cameras, but wonders if 
there is a model that is more inconspicuous or more compatible with historic 
buildings. 

4. Mr. Cervenak states that there are smaller models, although there would be a 
challenge to get the desired field of view. 

5. Mr. Falcone speaks to his experience in searching for security options for historic 
buildings. He states that the hardware can be painted or dyed to better match the 
historic masonry. He talks about the location of the cameras and asks if there is 
any option to tuck the camera away without sacrificing the field of view. 

6. Mr. Cervenak states that they did explore that option and the views became too 
more limited than what they need. 

7. The Commission discusses the cameras and the locations. 

8. Ms. Quinn states that staff can work with the applicant and even meet him on site 
to work out the location and color. 

 

 



 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to approve with the condition that the applicant work with staff 
on the placement and color of the cameras. 

2. Mr. Hill seconds. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 3, 2020 

 
204 Tennyson Avenue 

                                                                   
Schenley Farms Historic District 

 

Owner:  
Qing-Ming Wang 
204 Tennyson Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15213 

 
Ward:  4th 
 
Lot and Block:  27-L-46 

 

Applicant: 
Qing-Ming Wang 
204 Tennyson Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15213 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  
 
Application Received:  10/8/20 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   After-the-fact alterations to rear building. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Qing-Ming Wang speaks as the owner of the property and explains the work 
that was done. 

2. Ms. Quinn clarifies that although the neighbors had concerns about zoning and 
building code issues, the only things that the HRC will be looking at are the two 
windows that can be seen from the street. She suggest that if they were a dark color 
they may not have even been noticeable. 

3. Mr. Wang states that his handyman has presented him with an option for painting 
the windows once the weather is nicer, or he can explore replacement of the 
windows. 

4. Mr. Snipe asks what the Commission would want as far as the material of the 
windows. 

5. Ms. Quinn states that she would normally recommend in-kind replacement. Mr. 
Wang clarifies that the windows that are installed currently are clad wooden 
windows. 

6. Ms. Aguirre states that she feels more information will be needed before they can 
render a decision, including pictures of what was there before. 

7. Ms. Quinn goes through the presentation materials that were submitted and the 
Commission reviews the presentation. 

8. Ms. Loysen asks if the “addition” on the front of the garage was existing. 

9. Mr. Wang states that it was. 

10. Mr. Snipe states that it looks like the applicant will have to present an application 
for new windows and come back for approval. 

11. Mr. Wang states that they are wooden windows, but not in the same color as the 
rest of the house. 



12. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

13. Mr. Kimo Jung speaks as a neighbor. He states that the rear building was 
originally a carriage house that matched the front house, and that the addition was 
added without permits or review. He states that it is alarming that something 
could be built that is not only unsafe but harms the aesthetic of the neighborhood. 
He states that he hopes the Commission will enforce strict compliance to 
discourage unpermitted work in the district in the future. 

14. Ms. Elizabeth Frame speaks as a neighbor. She states that the application states 
that this is a small building, but in fact the building was a carriage house designed 
by a renowned architect and is significant to the neighborhood. She states that all 
of the owners of houses in Schenley Farms agree to respect the historic charm of 
the neighborhood, and she finds it disconcerting that the applicant changed the 
carriage house without approval. 

15. Mr. Norman Cleary speaks as chairman of the Schenley Farms Civic Association. 
He states that the president, Janet Squires, did send written comment as well. He 
confirms that the house was a carriage house and presents a historic photograph. 
He states that 204 Tennyson is a very significant property and gives a little bit of 
the history of the property. He appreciates the comments from staff about the 
visibility but questions the continued use of a 1969 addition that would never be 
permitted today. He understands that it is existing and the Commission may be 
limited in what they can require, but he states that the neighborhood would 
appreciate if the Commission would require the windows and door to be 
appropriate in scale and material. 

16. Ms. Aguirre asks for additional public comment; there is none. She enters for the 
record letters received from the Oakland Planning and Development Corporation 
as well as the Schenley Farms Civic Association. She also mentions the report from 
the Development Activities Meeting. She asks for questions or comments from 
Commissioners, and to start she asks if the addition was already there when the 
applicant purchased the property. 

17. Mr. Wang states that it was already there when he purchased the house, and it was 
being used as a garage. He states that the only work he did was to replace the 
garage door with a wall and add the windows and doors. 

18. Mr. Snipe states that since this was a garage with a new façade added to it, he 
would like to see some pictures of what was there before making a decision. 

19. Mr. Hill agrees. 

20. Ms. Loysen agrees. 

21. Ms. Aguirre states that what the Commission has done in the past is ask for more 
information to be able to understand the entire project, even though in this case 
only a small portion is visible. She commends the applicant on going through the 
correct process now, and suggests that he work with staff to pull together more 
information. 

22. Ms. Loysen states that adaptive reuse in historic districts is fine but the new 
construction should respect the character of the neighborhood. 

23. Mr. Green states that since they can’t say definitively what was there before, they 
can’t make a judgement, as it makes a difference if there was historic fabric there 



or not. He also wants to recognize that the visibility of the structure from the 
public right-of-way is relatively minor, and that perhaps the Commission can 
consider that. 

24. Ms. Aguirre asks for a motion to table the application for 30 days for the applicant 
to provide information and photos of what was there before, more information on 
the extent of exterior renovations, and information about the materials to be used. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Snipe moves to table the application for 30 days. 

2. Mr. Hill seconds. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – March 2021 

Certificates of Appropriateness Report – February 2021  
Staff 

Approval 
C of A 

Number 
Date 

Issued 
 

Application Address 
Historic 
District 

 
Work Approved 

S 21-014 2-Feb-21 723 N Beatty Street Alpha Terrace 

In-kind building repair and 

installation of railing 

S 21-015 3-Feb-21 708 Armandale Street 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion Alterations to rear porch 

C 21-016 8-Feb-21 2526 E Carson Street 

East Carson 

Street Building and site alterations 

C 21-017 8-Feb-21 414 Sampsonia Way 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion Installation of new front steps 

C 21-018 8-Feb-21 1311 Sherman Avenue 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion 

Building and site work 

including new garage 

C 21-019 8-Feb-21 1509 Arch Street 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion Construction of new residences 

C 21-020 8-Feb-21 1511 Arch Street 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion Construction of new residences 



Staff 
Approval 

C of A 
Number 

Date 
Issued 

 
Application Address 

Historic 
District 

 
Work Approved 

C 21-021 8-Feb-21 1514 Arch Street 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion Construction of new residences 

C 21-022 8-Feb-21 211 Alpine Avenue 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion Construction of new residences 

C 21-023 8-Feb-21 213 Alpine Avenue 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion Construction of new residences 

C 21-024 8-Feb-21 217 Alpine Avenue 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion Construction of new residences 

S 21-025 11-Feb-21 26 Market Street Market Square Signage 

S 21-026 11-Feb-21 1202 Sherman Avenue 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion In-kind repairs and repainting 

S 21-027 12-Feb-21 344 Boulevard of the Allies Individual In-kind door replacement 



Staff 
Approval 

C of A 
Number 

Date 
Issued 

 
Application Address 

Historic 
District 

 
Work Approved 

S 21-028 17-Feb-21 520 Pressley Street Deutschtown In-kind front door replacement 

S 21-029 17-Feb-21 1523 Monterey Stret 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion In-kind rear door replacement 

S 21-030 22-Feb-21 921 Penn Avenue Penn-Liberty 

Installation of windows in 

bricked-up openings to match 

S 21-031 24-Feb-21 1222 Sherman Avenue 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion Window replacement 
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