
 
 

Minutes of the Meeting of November 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 

Andrew Dash Sharon Spooner 

Lucia M. Aguirre Sarah Quinn 

Richard Snipe  
Karen Loysen  

Matthew Falcone  

David Green  

 
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 October 2021 meeting minutes, Mr. Falcone 
moves to approve and Mr. Snipe 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 October 2021, Mr. Falcone moves to approve and Mr. 
Green seconds. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 
Other Business: 
 

1. Ms. Quinn and the Commissioners discuss ongoing preservation projects. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for a motion to adjourn until 1:00pm. 

3. Mr. Falcone moves to adjourn. 

4. Ms. Loysen seconds. 

5. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and meeting is adjourned until 1:00pm. 

6. Ms. Aguirre calls the meeting back to order at 1:01pm. She calls role and confirms that a 

quorum is still present before moving to Hearing and Action. 

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 – November 3,  2021 

 
936 Beech Avenue 

                                                                     
Allegheny West Historic District 

 

Owner:  
Kevin Luffy 
936 Beech Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15233 

 
Ward:  22nd 
 
Lot and Block:  22-S-57 

 

Applicant: 
Claire Dynes 
Next Architecture 
1133 Penn Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15222 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 1st 
 
Application Received:  10/15/21 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Construction of rear garage with roof deck. 

Discussion: 

1. Ms. Claire Dynes speaks as the architect for the project. She explains the project 
and goes through the presentation. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

3. Ms. Carole Malakoff speaks on behalf of the LRC. She states that they strongly 
support the project because of the design of the structure including the setback, 
materials and lighting. They are also pleased that the applicant came to the LRC 
prior to even putting in an application to HRC. 

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

5. Ms. Loysen asks about the painting of the brick and the joint pattern. 

6. Ms. Dynes states that although the front house is painted, the rear garage would 
not be painted. She states that she can look at the joint pattern to try and match it. 

7. Ms. Aguirre states that there is a building down the street with similar brickwork, 
so she thinks it will be appropriate. 

8. Mr. Snipe state that he likes it and appreciates the work that went into it.  

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Dash moves to approve the application. 

2. Mr. Falcone seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 3,  2021 

 
1132 W. North Avenue 

                                                                     
Manchester Historic District 

 

Owner:  
Andrew & Shannon Reichert 
1132 W. North Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15233 

 
Ward:  21st 
 
Lot and Block:  22-R-272 

 

Applicant: 
Andrew & Shannon Reichert 
1132 W. North Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15233 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 6th 
 
Application Received:  10/15/21 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   After-the-fact alterations to rear carriage house. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Andrew Reichert speaks as the owner of the property. He explains the work 
that was done and goes through the presentation. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment; there is none. She asks for comments and 
questions from the Commissioners. She starts by stating that she is disappointed 
with the direction that the project took and the alterations that were made without 
approval.  

3. Ms. Loysen agrees and states that one of the biggest issues is the lack of lintels and 
sills, and that other character-defining features have been removed and given the 
building a homogenized appearance. She states that the painting is less of an issue 
that the fact that the old signage was painted over. 

4. Mr. Falcone agrees. He states that in Deutschtown a similar building with a ghost 
sign was actually restored, so it is disappointing to see this one painted over. He is 
also concerned about the lack of lintels and sills as well as the Juliet balconies. 

5. Mr. Snipe agrees and states that there was an opportunity to do some good things 
with this property that were lost when the applicant decided to move ahead 
without permits. 

6. Ms. Aguirre states that they can ask that the applicant correct the issues item by 
item. She starts with the replacement of the garage doors and states that looking at 
the streetview from 2008, the garage doors had a stable-type look, so the new 
garage doors can probably be approved. 

7. Ms. Loysen and Mr. Snipe agree. 

8. Ms. Quinn states that the Commission can approve some items if desired today 
and have staff work with the applicant on a remediation plan for the other items. 

9. Ms. Loysen states that the remediation can include lintels and sills and the 
character of the windows and doors, as well as possible recreation of the sign that 



was there. 

10. Mr. Falcone adds the Juliet balconies and the doors. 

11. Ms. Aguirre reiterates the items of concern for the applicant to work with staff on. 
She asks for a motion to table. 

 Motion: 

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

2. Mr. Snipe seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 3, 2021 

 
1707 Buena Vista Street 

                                                                     
MWS Historic District Expansion 

 

Owner:  
Seth & Sonja Wimer 
1707 Bunea Vista Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

 
Ward:  25th 
 
Lot and Block:  23-E-336 

 

Applicant: 
Seth & Sonja Wimer 
1707 Bunea Vista Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 6th 
 
Application Received:  9/17/21 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   After-the-fact painting of slate dormer. 

Discussion: 

1. Ms. Sonja Wimer speaks as the owner of the property. She explains the history of 
the work that was done and the additional photos and documentation. 

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

3. Mr. Snipe thanks the applicant for providing the additional photographs which 
show the prior condition more clearly. 

4. Ms. Loysen states that she is still concerned that the new coating is non-
breathable, compared to the tints that were previously applied to the slate. 

5. Ms. Aguirre seconds Mr. Snipe’s comments regarding the additional photos. She 
states that as Ms. Loysen stated, the paint may not have been the right product, 
but now that it is done they may have to live with it although it sets a confusing 
precedent in the neighborhood. 

6. Mr. Falcone is not in favor as he feels that the uniformly painted slate is 
inappropriate and detracts from the overall district. 

7. Ms. Loysen agrees with Mr. Falcone and is concerned about precedent. 

8. Mr. Snipe states that the house two doors down has had painted slate. 

9. Ms. Aguirre states that given that the slate has been painted, they could try to 
explore how to bring that condition into compliance.  

10. Mr. Dash agrees with Mr. Falcone on the inappropriateness of the painted slate. 

11. Ms. Quinn states that if this application had come in prior to the work being done, 
staff would have required any coloration to be restored. 

12. Mr. Snipe asks what an appropriate color would be. 

13. Ms. Quinn notes the colors in the slate photos. 



14. Ms. Loysen mentions that the colors were a tint rather than a coating. 

15. Mr. Falcone shares some photos of painted and patterned slate. He would like to 
see an appropriate design restored without causing further damage. 

16. The Commission discusses the application with the applicant. 

 Motion: 

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

2. Mr. Falcone seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 3, 2021 

 
211 Carrington Street 

                                                                     
MWS Historic District Expansion 

 

Owner:  
Sean Burke 
211 Carrington Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

 
Ward:  25th 
 
Lot and Block:  23-F-228 

 

Applicant: 
Edward D. Smith Drafting 
154 Meadowview Drive 
Canonsburg, Pa 15317 
 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 6th 
 
Application Received:  10/15/21 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Replacement of rear deck. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Sean Burke 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. She asks for comments and 
questions from the Commissioners. 

3. The Commission reviews additional information on the color scheme. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to approve the application as submitted including the color 
scheme as presented.  

2. Mr. Snipe seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 3, 2021 

 
101 Jacksonia Street 

                                                                     
MWS Historic District Expansion 

 

Owner:  
Daniel Meyer & Chris Fisher 
101 Jacksonia Street  
Pittsburgh, PA 15212 

 
Ward:  25th 
 
Lot and Block:  23-F-388 

 

Applicant: 
Daniel Meyer & Chris Fisher 
101 Jacksonia Street  
Pittsburgh, PA 15212 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 6th 
 
Application Received:  10/15/21 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Construction of rear garage and rear decks. 

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. She asks for comments and 
questions from the Commissioners. 

3. Ms. Loysen asks if the block will be painted or left natural. 

4. Mr. Francona states that they were looking to keeping it natural and just seal it. 

5. Ms. Loysen states that the immediate neighborhood does have a very eclectic 
vocabulary on the alleyways.  

6. Ms. Quinn states that the Commission recently approved a garage on the same 
alleyway. 

7. Ms. Aguirre asks to review the prior approval as she would like the Commission to 
be consistent in approval for the new district. 

8. The Commission reviews the context photos of the alley and the prior garage 
approval. 

9. Ms. Aguirre talks about the different treatments seen on the other garages in the 
alley. 

10. Ms. Loysen states that the block may be a good thing for maintenance. 

11. Mr. Green states that it is appropriate per code. 

12. Mr. Francona states that if a neighbor decides to construct a garage the side façade 
may be blocked anyway. 

13. Ms. Aguirre is concerned with having a floor and a half of concrete block. 

14. Mr. Dash states that he doesn’t have any concerns with the material. 

15. Mr. Falcone states that this is a very modern design compared to others they have 



seen. He asks if Ms. Aguirre was looking for just the alley façade to be faced in a 
different material. 

16. Ms. Aguirre says yes, just to break it up. 

17. Mr. Francona notes that the other garages used different treatments on different 
floors, but this garage would not have two floors. 

18. Ms. Quinn suggests using a railing instead of the parapet to reduce the height of 
the concrete block. 

19. Mr. Francona states that the owners would most likely want to retain the block for 
privacy on the side. 

20. Ms. Aguirre states that this would be a good compromise that she would like to see 
explored. 

21. Mr. Francona asks if the railings could be horizontal. 

22. Ms. Loysen says that she thinks that would be fine as it matches the railings on the 
decks. They could either use it just on the street side or wrap it around to the 
pergola. 

23. Ms. Aguirre agrees and asks for a motion. 

 Motion: 

1. Ms. Loysen moves to accept the design as proposed with the changes discussed. 

2. Ms. Aguirre suggests that the application be tabled for 30 days. 

3. Ms. Loysen amends the motion to table the application for 30 days to explore 
siding on the garage roof underneath the pergola. 

4. Mr. Francona states that was he was under the impression that it should be a 
horizontal fence. 

5. Ms. Loysen amends the motion to include fencing to match the fencing on the 
other decks on the house. 

6. Mr. Green seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 3, 2021 

 
114 W. North Avenue 

                                                                     
MWS Historic District Expansion 

 

Owner:  
United Methodist Church Union 
971 Beech Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15233 

 
Ward:  22nd 
 
Lot and Block:  23-K-418 

 

Applicant: 
Maggie Connor 
1/1 Studio 
1411 Arch Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 6th 
 
Application Received:  10/15/21 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Demolition of existing church building and new construction. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Donald Kaliszewski speaks as one of the architects for the project. He explains 
the project and goes through the presentation. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment; there is none. She asks for comments and 
questions from Commissioners and starts by thanking the applicant and team for 
coming to HRC early in the process. She states that there are two parts to this 
application, the demolition and the new construction. She asks the Commissioners 
for comments on the demolition. 

3. Mr. Snipe states that he is fine with the demolition. 

4. Mr. Falcone states that although the HRC doesn’t recognize contribution and non-
contributing, but this building could be considering non-contributing and outside 
of the period of significance for the district. He states that he would like more 
information on the garage. 

5. Ms. Loysen agrees and states she is confident in the applicant and team in 
designing the infill for this site. 

6. Ms. Quinn mentions that demolition is usually approved at the same time as plans 
for new construction. 

7. Mr. Dash states that the only part of the guidelines that would apply is that the 
church is still in good condition, but he is interested in reviewing the plans for the 
site and approving demolition in context of that. 

8. Ms. Loysen asks if the garage is significant architecturally at all and could possibly 
be incorporated as an alley house. 

9. Ms. Aguirre would like to see historic maps to see how long it has been there. 

10. Mr. Falcone agrees that historical context would be helpful to navigate this site. 

11. Mr. Kaliszewski states that they can prepare that information for next time. 



12. Ms. Aguirre states that the application is headed in the right direction and is 
excited to see this project develop. 

13. Mr. Falcone likes how they are thinking of massing and paying homage to the 
original church that was there. He thinks that they could emphasize the arch and 
tower elements. He states that front porches are an important element along this 
street and suggests trying to incorporate that type of massing. He also suggests a 
break between the existing and new buildings. He also would like to see a different 
solution for the garages. 

14. Ms. Loysen agrees about the garages and talks about some other options for 
garages on the site. 

15. Mr. Dash states that the recent Zoning changes on garages may prohibit the 
current proposal as well. 

16. The Commission discusses the garages and the site with the applicant. 

17. Ms. Aguirre also states that she would like to see the rooftop decks moved to the 
rear, and maybe larger windows on the front to take advantage of the views. 

18. Ms. Quinn agrees and states that the standard for historic districts is that rooftop 
decks are on the rear and minimally visible from the public right-of-way. 

19. The Commission discusses next steps with the applicant. 

 Motion: 

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

2. Mr. Snipe seconds. 

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

4. The Commission takes a five minute recess and resumes at 4:08pm. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 3, 2021 

 
1418 Chateau Street 

                                                                     
Manchester Historic District 

 

Owner:  
United Methodist Church Union 
971 Beech Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15233 

 
Ward:  22nd 
 
Lot and Block:  23-K-418 

 

Applicant: 
Maggie Connor 
1/1 Studio 
1411 Arch Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 6th 
 
Application Received:  10/15/21 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Demolition of existing church building and new construction. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Rob Pfaffmann speaks on behalf of the project. He introduces the owner Sam 
Patti to give some background on the project. 

2. Mr. Pfaffmann explains the project and goes through the presentation. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment; there is none. She acknowledges two letters 
of support received from the community. She asks for comments and questions 
from the Commissioners. She asks if there was any work done to try and fix the 
building since 2019. 

4. Mr. Patti states that there was some stabilization work done. 

5. Ms. Aguirre states that she appreciates trying to do better for the neighborhood 
and planning for the future, but is frustrated with the ongoing demolition-by-
neglect issue. 

6. Mr. Falcone agrees and states that many of the structural issues could have been 
avoided if the Commission’s guidance had been followed. He states that future 
development of the site would be a planning issue and outside of the purview of 
the HRC. 

7. Mr. Snipe states that he feels this building is too far deteriorated and should be 
allowed to come down for the sake of the community. He likes the idea of having 
someone come in and salvage anything that is able to be saved. He states that it is 
not financially feasible to save the building. 

8. Mr. Falcone states that the applicant should file a financial hardship application if 
that is the case. 

9. Mr. Green asks some questions about the structural conditions and issues. 

10. Mr. Pfaffmann answers the questions. 

11. The Commission discusses the structural conditions and issues. 



12. Mr. Dash states that there has been a lot of discussion of planning issues, and Mr. 
Patti has been a good partner for the neighborhood plan, but part of the plan is to 
protect the historic district. He states that the property has only gotten worse over 
the past five years, and the Commission has denied anticipatory demolition not 
only generally but for this property specifically. He states that there may be a time 
that the Commission makes a decision on this property in the context of new 
development, or that Mr. Green and PLI make a decision on an emergency basis 
due to the condition, but he doesn’t see a way to move forward on demolition at 
this time. 

13. The Commission discusses the application. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to deny the application. 

2. Mr. Dash seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC –November 3, 2021 

Tito House 
1817 Fifth Avenue 
1818 Colwell Street 

                
                
               Historic Nomination     

 
Owner: 
James A. McGuire 
Sal and Irene Williams 

 
Ward: 3rd 
 
Lot and Block:  11-E-93, 11-E-91 

 
Nominator: 
Brittany McDonald 

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

National Register Status: Listed:  Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Nomination for historic designation. 

Discussion: 
 

1. Ms. Quinn gives a short presentation on the property. She states that the 
nominator found that the property is significant under Criterion 1, location as a 
site of a significant historic or prehistoric event or activity, Criterion 2, 
identification with a person or persons who significantly contributed to the 
cultural, historic, architectural, archaeological, or related aspect of the 
development of the City of Pittsburgh, State of Pennsylvania, Mid-Atlantic region, 
or the United States, Criterion 3, exemplification of an architectural type, style 
or design distinguished by innovation, rarity, uniqueness, or overall quality of 
design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship, Criterion 7, association with 
important cultural or social aspects or events in the history of the City of 
Pittsburgh, the State of Pennsylvania, the Mid-Atlantic region, or the United 
States, and Criterion 10, unique location and distinctive physical appearance or 
presence representing an established and familiar visual feature of a 
neighborhood, community, or the City of Pittsburgh. She states that the property 
retains integrity and recommends that the Commission provide a determination of 
positive viability. 

 
2. Ms. Aguirre states that Criterion 8 was eliminated. 

 
3. Ms. Quinn states that is a criterion that would apply more in a district rather than 

an individual property. She states that only one criterion needs to be met for 
designation, so she is comfortable with her recommendation. 
 

4. Ms. Aguirre acknowledges for the record the many letters received in support of 
and the three against the nomination. She asks for clarification of ownership 
issues. 



 
5. Mr. Dash gives some background. 

 
6. Ms. Quinn gives additional background. 

 
7. Ms. Aguirre states that she would like to see more clarification on those issues 

before the next hearing. She asks for additional public comment. 
 

8. Ms. Susie Monteverde speaks in opposition to the nomination and in support of 
new development instead. 

 
9. Mr. Dax Parise speaks in opposition to the nomination. 

 
10. Mr. Tom Costello speaks as the representative for one of the owners, in opposition 

to the nomination. 
 
11. Ms. Michelle Faiello and Mr. Frank Faiello speak in opposition to the nomination. 

 
12. Ms. Fifi Sunseri speaks in opposition to the nomination. 

 
13. Mr. Francois Bitz speaks in opposition to the nomination and in support of new 

development instead. 
 

14. Mr. Patrick Riga speaks as the representative for one of the owners. He provides 
some background information on the ownership and speaks in opposition to the 
nomination. 

 
15. Mr. David Rotenstein speaks as the author of the nomination. He thanks the 

Commission and states that he is confident that they will act in accordance with 
municipal code and base their decision solely on historical significance and what is 
under their jurisdiction. He states that he is available to answer any questions. 

 
16. Ms. Aguirre closes public testimony with 19 statements of support and 10 

statements opposed. She asks for comments and questions from Commissioners. 
 

17. Ms. Loysen asks Mr. Dash for more information of where the property is planning-
wise. 

 
18. Mr. Dash gives so background, and states that development applications are now 

essentially on hold while the nomination is in process. He also brings up the 
difference in purview of the HRC and PC and that some of the comments brought 
forward in public testimony would be more a part of the discussion at PC. 

 
19. Ms. Aguirre states that what happens with this property will not change what 

development may happen on adjacent parcels 
 

20. Mr. Falcone states that discussion of potential development is beyond their 
purview. 
 

21. Ms. Aguirre advises the Commissioners to focus on the nomination and criteria in 



front of them. 
 

22. Ms. Loysen asks if there is more information on the condition of the building. 
 

23. Ms. Quinn clarifies that condition and integrity are two different things. She states 
that this building retains integrity, and the condition doesn’t look as bad as some 
that they have seen. 
 

24. Mr. Falcone adds that integrity means that it can still communicate its 
significance. He states that the family photos were helpful in that respect and he 
would consider it to have good to excellent integrity. 
 

25. Ms. Aguirre talks about the legacy of organized crime and the negative aspects it 
would have had on the community. At the same time, she states that history has 
both good and bad characters that have had an impact. 
 

26. Mr. Snipe states that designation could have an impact on future development 
depending on how much room is needed. He also has an issue with glorifying 
gangsters and organized crime and does not feel that it is appropriate to celebrate 
it. 
 

27. Mr. Falcone states that these are all good points. He states that some of the criteria 
are stronger than others, and he has reservations about some of them. He feels 
that the strongest criteria are 2 and 10. He states that he also has a concern that 
there needs to be more context brought into the discussion regarding the Italian-
American immigrant experience. He agrees with Mr. Snipe that crime is a thorny 
issue to base the significance on, but he states that the transition from Prohibition 
to legal commerce is interesting and well-documented. 
 

28. Ms. Quinn states that several breweries are already listed, so there could be a 
potential for a thematic nomination on beer and alcohol in the future. 
 

29. Ms. Aguirre addresses the issue of crime brought up during public comment and 
states that she thinks that Uptown is on its way up and is excited for its future. 
 

30. Mr. Green states that this is an interesting case and agrees with what has been said 
so far. He states that it is not often that they receive a nomination with such a 
colorful history. 
 

31. Mr. Falcone states that he would be interested to hear more from the Italian-
American community. 
 

32. The Commission discusses the criteria for significance one by one. 
 

 



 Motion: 

1. Mr. Dash moves to provide a determination of positive viability based on Criteria 
1 and 2. 

2. Ms. Loysen seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – December 2021 

Certificates of Appropriateness Report – November 2021  
Staff 

Approval 
C of A 

Number 
Date 

Issued 
 

Application Address 
Historic 
District 

 
Work Approved 

C 21-179 5-Nov-21 211 Carrington Street 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion Replacement of rear deck 

C 21-180 5-Nov-21 936 Beech Avenue Allegheny West 

Construction of rear garage 

with roof deck 

S 21-181 5-Nov-21 1533 Garfield Avenue 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion In-kind roof replacement 

S 21-182 5-Nov-21 1112-1116 Arch Street 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion Installation of fencing 

S 21-183 8-Nov-21 1100 Bingham Street 

East Carson 

Street 

In-kind replacement of garage 

door 

S 21-184 10-Nov-21 425 Avery Street Deutschtown In-kind window replacement 

S 21-185 10-Nov-21 510 Cedar Avenue Deutschtown 

In-kind replacement of rear 

deck 



Staff 
Approval 

C of A 
Number 

Date 
Issued 

 
Application Address 

Historic 
District 

 
Work Approved 

S 21-186 16-Nov-21 927 Western Avenue Allegheny West 

Power-wash chalk mural from 

side of building 

S 21-187 22-Nov-21 1410 Adams Street Manchester In-kind replacement of fencing 

S 21-188 22-Nov-21 929 Beech Avenue Allegheny West 

In-kind repair of rotted column 

bases 

S 21-189 22-Nov-21 216 W North Avenue 

Mexican War 

Streets Expansion Repainting 

S 21-190 22-Nov-21 69 S 11th Street 

East Carson 

Street 

In-kind replacement of rear 

door 
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