
 
 

Minutes of the Meeting of March 7, 2018 
Beginning at 12:30 PM 

200 Ross Street 
First Floor Hearing Room 

Pittsburgh, PA 15219 
In Attendance: 
 
Members Staff Others  

Lucia M. Aguirre Sharon Spooner Lisa Carver  Carole Malakoff 

Julie Asciolla (PLI) Sarah Quinn Sean Lange Rena Lin Belshe 

Ray Gastil  Gregory Kobulnicky Stephen Pascal  

Matthew Falcone  Charles Stern Mike Geiger 

Karen Loysen  Gary Cirrincione Christine Brill 

  Tom Gray Melissa McSwigan 

  Christian Heath Russell Blaich 

  Susan Brandt Stephen Connell 

  Dennis Ginther Arthur Perkins 

  Mark Fatla  

 
Call to Order: 
 
Ms. Aguirre call the meeting to order at 12:35 pm, calls role, and confirms that a quorum is present. 
 
Old Business-None. 

New Business: 
 

Approval of Minutes:  In regards to the February meeting minutes, Mr. Falcone moves to 
approve and [second is inadible]. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; Mr. Falcone, Ms. Aguirre, and 
Ms. Loysen are in favor and Ms. Asciolla abstains. Motion carries. 

   
Approval of Issuance of Certificates of Appropriateness:  In regards to the issuance 
of Certificates of Appropriateness in February 2018, Mr. Falcone moves to approve and Ms. 
Asciolla seconds. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

    
 
Other Business: 
 

1. Ms. Aguirre recognizes Commissioner Carol Peterson and announces that there will be a 

proclamation by the Mayor and Councilwoman Gross on March 20th at 10:00 am. 

2. Mr. Gastil comments that it is great to hear that the proclamation is happening. 

3. Ms. Quinn mentions that she has submitted two grant applications since the last meeting. 

4. Ms. Aguirre motions to recess at 12:44 pm, to resume for hearing and action at 1:00 pm. 

5. Ms. Aguirre calls the meeting back to order at 1:01 pm. 

 
 

Division of Zoning and Development Review  

City of Pittsburgh, Department of City Planning 

200 Ross Street, Third Floor 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219 



 
 

Director’s Report: 
 

1. Mr. Gastil states that he would like to open the Director’s Report portion of the meeting and 

asks for Ms. Loysen’s comments. 

2. Ms. Loysen comments on discussion among the Commissioners on contentious issues when 

an audience is present. 

3. Mr. Gastil comments that that is the nature of public hearings. He states that there are 

things they can do as a Commission that are not about specific projects and would not 

violate sunshine laws, such as workshops and trainings about topics and issues of concern. 

4. Ms. Quinn states that the National Parks Service does offer more detailed information on 

the criteria as well. 

5. Mr. Gastil talks about the conservation districts initiative. 

 
Adjourn: 

 
Ms. Aguirre motions to adjourn the meeting. 

Mr. Falcone seconds. 

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

Minutes of the agenda items follow. 



Pittsburgh HRC – March 7, 2018 

908 Beech Avenue    Allegheny West Historic District     

 
Owner:  
Greg Kobulnicky 
908 Beech Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15233 

 
Ward:  22nd 
 
Lot and Block:  22-S-76 
 

 
Applicant: 
Christine Brill 
Studio for Spatial Practice 
3609 Penn Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15201 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  6th 
 
Application Received:  2/16/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Fencing and lighting. 

Discussion: 

1. Ms. Christine Brill steps to the podium; she is the architect for the project. She 
explains the scope of the current project and goes through the presentation.  

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

3. Ms. Carole Malakoff steps to the podium representing the LRC. She states that 
they did meet with the owner and applicant and they do support the fencing 
proposals as well as the pavers. She states that the LRC did recommend that they 
look for other options for the fixtures as they feel the proposed fixture is too small 
and uninteresting. They are also concerned if the lighting will spill onto other 
properties. 

4. Ms. Aguirre asks if the LRC has any recommendations for light fixtures in the 
neighborhood. 

5. Ms. Malakoff states that there is a variety but none that she can think of that are 
industrial. 

6. Ms. Aguirre asks for additional public comment; there is none. She asks for 
comments from the Commissioners. 

7. Ms. Loysen asks about the previous lighting choice and the possibility that was 
mentioned about a door canopy. 

8. Ms. Brill states that the previous fixture was chosen quickly and revised to leave 
the possibility open for a door canopy if desired by the owner or tenant. They do 
like the current proposed fixture even without the canopy. 

9. Ms. Asciolla asks if there are any other fixtures on the structure. 

10. Ms. Brill says no. 



 Motion: 

1. Mr. Gastil moves to approve the application of a new wood fence, new stone base 
to match existing with wrought iron railings and posts, new sidewalk pavers, and 
new exterior wall sconces as submitted. 

2. Mr. Falcone seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC –March 7, 2018 

606 Cedar Avenue        Deutschtown Historic District     

 
Owner:  
Morgan Kronk 
Davis Prop. Holdings Co., LLC 
PO Box 44107 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15205 

 
Ward:  23rd 
 
Lot and Block:  23-S-111 
 

 

Applicant: 
Lisa Carver 
PWWG 
408 Boulevard of the Allies 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15219 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  6th 
 
Application Received:  11/17/17 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Building renovations. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Sean Lange steps to the podium; he is with the architects for the project. He 
explains the proposal for building renovations and the current issue before the 
Commission, which is replacement of windows along the alley side. He reads from 
the guidelines and states that this building has been suggested to be a corner 
building per the guidelines. He compares this building with other corner buildings 
in the district and notes several differences including the continuation of façade 
detailing as the other corner buildings turn the corners onto the side street 
elevations, which this building does not have. He explains the proposal for the 
vinyl windows and explains that the owner would like to preserve the existing 
brickmolds and frames, so the visual difference will be very minor. He states that 
the alley is very narrow and the windows are not easily viewable from any angle. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

3. Mr. Nick Kyriazi steps to the podium. He states that if the windows are kept the 
same size and since the brickmold and frame and being retained, he doesn’t see an 
issue with the material. 

4. Mr. Stephen Pascal steps to the podium. He asks about the proposal for the lintels 
and sills; the applicant states that they are being kept the same. He presents some 
additional photos of the building. He states that this restoration project has come a 
long way and the neighborhood is pleased with the changes that have been made. 
He states that his issue is still with window replacement on properties that back on 
to alleyways and urges the Commission to come up with a standard that is 
consistent. 

5. Mr. Lange steps back to the podium to respond to the comments and quotes the 
guidelines for window replacements.  

6. Ms. Quinn asks for clarification that these are composite windows and not vinyl as 
submitted previously. She states that the Commission has approved composite 



windows before, because the profile is generally much more appropriate than 
vinyl. 

7. Ms.  Loysen asks for clarification that the primary difference will be the change in 
the sash measurements. 

8. Mr. Lange states that the sash is slightly wider, closer to one inch. He clarifies the 
current and proposed measurements and states that it is a detail only a trained eye 
would notice, and even then someone would have to stop in the alleyway to look. 

9. Mr. Gastil states that the difference then will be that the window will be one inch 
more deeply inset. 

10. Ms. Loysen agrees. 

11. The Commissioners review the application documents. 

12. Mr. Pascal steps back to the podium to add that the question is if the alley is a 
right-of-way or not. 

13. Ms. Aguirre asks for additional public comment; there is none. She asks for 
comments from the Commissioners. 

14. Mr. Gastil addresses the issue about the public right-of-way and the status as a 
corner building. He states that he feels the Commission has to recognize this as a 
corner building; however, this is a composite window and other features of the 
windows are being maintained, so he feels they can consider the proposal. 

15. Mr. Falcone agrees. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Gastil moves to approve the proposed windows as submitted. 

2. Ms. Loysen asks for clarification about the property’s status as a corner building. 

3. Mr. Gastil explains that they are recognizing it as a corner building and they 
recognize that the standard is wood windows. At the same time, the Commission 
has precedent in approving composite windows, which is a material not referenced 
in the guidelines as it was not available at the time. He states that the decision does 
have implications, but at the same time it is very narrowly construed to this 
particular case. 

4. Mr. Falcone seconds the motion. 

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

6. Mr. Gastil repeats his motion for clarity. He states that in the motion he made, by 
stating “as submitted”, he was looking at the entire picture of the submission 
including the retention of the existing wooden frames, the retention of the existing 
form and appearance of the existing windows to a high degree, the and 
maintenance of the existing lintels. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – March 7, 2018 

Morrow School 
1611 Davis Avenue 

        
                      Individual Landmark     

 
Owner:  
Pittsburgh Public Schools 
1305 Muriel Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15203 

 
Ward:  27th 
 
Lot and Block:  75-C-89 
 

 
Applicant: 
Gary Cirrincione 
5507 Hays Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15206 
 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  
 
Application Received:  2/16/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Smokestack alterations. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Gary Cirrincione steps to the podium; he is the architect for the project. He 
explains the history of the project and the emergency repairs that needed to be 
done. He talks about the costs associated with the project and the fact that it is a 
public safety issue. He gives additional history of the building and a comparison to 
another historic school building for additional context. He explains their proposal 
and reasons for asking to alter the stack. He states that they believe that it would 
be best to commit resources to the primary building rather than to a now obsolete 
smokestack. 

2. Mr. Gastil asks for confirmation that what they are proposing today is retaining 
the stack at its current height after the emergency repairs, and that they have 
considered a proposal to take the stack down but that would be at a later date. 

3. Mr. Cirrincione says that is correct. 

4. Ms. Asciolla asks if there had been a maintenance plan for this smokestack. 

5. Mr. Cirrincione states that they had been watching it for a while and had proposed 
funds for repair, but it is a matter of when funds are available and what other 
projects are pending, which is a challenge. 

6. Ms. Aguirre asks if there would be any plan for the decorative top portion of the 
smokestack that has been retained. 

7. Mr. Cirrincione states that they have not considered those options yet. 

8. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment; there is none. She asks for comments from 
the Commissioners. 

9. The Commission discusses the application. 



 Motion: 

1. Ms. Loysen moves to approve the application to repair the smokestack to where it 
is now without the top 17 feet. 

2. Mr. Gastil seconds. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; Mr. Gastil and Ms. Loysen are in favor and Mr. 
Falcone, Ms. Asciolla, and Ms. Aguirre are against. Motion is denied. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – March 7, 2018 

210 Forbes Avenue Market Square Historic District     

 
Owner:  
Mike Geiger 

 
Ward:  1st 
 
Lot and Block:  1-H-212 
 

 
Applicant: 
Charles Stern 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  6th 
 
Application Received:  2/16/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Alterations to previously-approved storefront plans. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Charles Stern steps to the podium; he is representing the project manager for 
the project. He states that they did receive previous approval for the project, but 
upon beginning interior renovations they found they needed to make some 
alterations. He goes through the presentation and explains the changes. 

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

3. Mr. Falcone states that he is fine with the proposed changes. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to approve as submitted. 

2. Mr. Gastil seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – March 7, 2018 

1406-1410 Warner Street          Manchester Historic District     

 
Owner:  
City of Pittsburgh 

 
Ward:  21st 
 
Lot and Block:  22-F-119 
 

 
Applicant: 
PLI 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  6th 
 
Application Received:  2/16/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed:  Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Demolition to grade. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Russell Blaich from PLI states that the rear of the buildings collapsed and they 
have been condemned since 2002. They are city-owned properties. 

2. The Commission discusses the application. It is decided that the application 
should be tabled for additional photos of the property. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Gastil moves to postpone the application. 

2. Mr. Falcone seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – March 7, 2018 

Pittsburgh Wash House 
3495 Butler Street 

           
                         Historic Nomination     

 
Owner: 
Chip Desmone 

 
Ward:  6th 
 
Lot and Block:  48-S-235 

 
Nominator: 
Matthew Falcone 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  7th 
 
Nomination Received:  1/12/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed:  Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Nomination for historic designation. 

Discussion: 

1. Ms. Quinn makes a short presentation on the nomination. She states that the 
property is significant under Criterion 2, identification with a person or persons 
who significantly contributed to the cultural, historic, architectural, archaeological, 
or related aspects of the development of the City of Pittsburgh, State of 
Pennsylvania, Mid-Atlantic region, or the United States, Criterion 4, 
identification as the work of an architect, designer, engineer, or builder whose 
individual work is significant in the history or development of the City of 
Pittsburgh, the State of Pennsylvania, the Mid-Atlantic region, or the United 
States, 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 9, representation of a cultural, 
historic, architectural, archaeological, or related theme expressed through 
distinctive areas, properties, sites, structures, or objects that may or may not be 
contiguous. She states that although the interior was renovated, the exterior 
retains integrity. She states that her recommendation is that the Commission give 
a positive recommendation to City Council. She presents two emails of support 
from Mary Coleman and Keith Cochran. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

3. Ms. Susan Brandt from Preservation Pittsburgh steps to the podium to state their 
support for the nomination. 

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

5. Mr. Gastil talks about the nomination and states that he agrees with the criteria for 
significance and the staff recommendation. 

6. Ms. Quinn notes that the owner of the property is in favor of the nomination. 



 Motion: 

1. [Inaudible]. 

2. Ms. Asciolla seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – March 7, 2018 

Hefty House 
624-626 E. Ohio Street 

           
                         Historic Nomination     

 
Owner: 
URA 

 
Ward:  23rd 
 
Lot and Block:  24-N-118 

 
Nominator: 
Nick Kyriazi 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:   
 
Nomination Received:  12/22/17 
 

National Register Status: Listed:  Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Nomination for historic designation. 

Discussion: 

1. Ms. Quinn presents six emails in support of the nomination. She makes a short 
presentation on the nomination. She states that the nominator found that the 
property is significant under Criterion 3, exemplification of an architectural type, 
style or design distinguished by innovation, rarity, uniqueness, or overall quality of 
design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship, and Criterion 8, exemplification of a 
pattern of neighborhood development or settlement significant to the cultural 
history or traditions of the City, whose components may lack individual 
distinction. Ms. Quinn states that the nominator also found that the property 
retains sufficient integrity as well. She states that the property is owned by the 
URA, and they have not expressed an opinion on its historical significance. She 
recommends that the Commission provide a positive recommendation to City 
Council. 

2. Mr. Gastil asks for a review of the actions taken so far. 

3. Ms. Quinn states that at the last meeting, the Commission provided an opinion on 
the viability of the nomination—if it potentially had enough significance and 
historical integrity to be nominated. 

4. Mr. Gastil states that they voted to approve it and notes that the discussion in the 
minutes states that they noted that it meets at least one of the criteria for 
significance. 

5. Ms. Quinn states that today the Commission is providing a recommendation to 
City Council, and the next stop for the nomination will be a briefing before the 
Planning Commission and a vote. 

6. Mr. Gastil reads for the record the criteria for significance. [Criterion 3, 
exemplification of an architectural type, style or design distinguished by 
innovation, rarity, uniqueness, or overall quality of design, detail, materials, or 
craftsmanship, and Criterion 8, exemplification of a pattern of neighborhood 



development or settlement significant to the cultural history or traditions of the 
City, whose components may lack individual distinction.] He reiterates what the 
process will be from here. He states that Planning Commission will make their 
recommendation to City Council based on a different set of criteria related more to 
planning issues. 

7. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

8. Mr. Nick Kyriazi steps to the podium; he is one of the nominators of the property. 
He states that the nomination came about because Carol Peterson identified the 
buildings with their small stature as being some of the oldest in the neighborhood; 
he asked her to do a house history which confirmed this, although the city records 
are difficult to follow in some cases. 

9. Mr. Stephen Pascal steps to the podium; he is also a nominator of the property. He 
adds to Mr. Kyriazi’s testimony and states that although the earliest map is 1882, 
Ms. Peterson went back to the 1830 bureau directory which shows a dense 
business district on East Ohio. He states that the idea for the nomination had been 
around for a long time, it was catalyzed when the URA posted for demolition of the 
property in early December. He states that Ms. Peterson identified the buildings as 
possibly the oldest on the Northside and even the city after the Old Stone Tavern, 
and she stated that the loss of them would be unjustifiable. He states that there 
were quick inspections of the interior which do seem to confirm the age of the 
buildings. He states that it sounds like the URA in unequivocal on the historical 
significance, so he quotes the URA’s mandate by state law to preserve existing 
structures as part of their redevelopment efforts and the URA’s own design 
guidelines which advocate preservation and restoration. He states that they have 
been a partner in other projects in the area and hopes they will be supportive. He 
talks about the idea of preservationists standing in the way of development, but 
states that that rationale has allowed many vacant lots and non-compatible 
structures in the area already. He feels that the preservation of this historic 
building will add a valuable historic context to the commercial district and also 
would be a tribute to the hard work and knowledge of Ms. Peterson. 

10. Mr. Dennis Ginther steps to the podium. He states his strong opposition to the 
nomination based on what he feels is inconclusive evidence of the structures’ age. 
He states that he feels that nomination of this structure would be a mistake and set 
a bad precedent, and he asks for the HRC to be the voice of reason and recommend 
against designation. 

11. Ms. Melissa McSwigan steps to the podium. She wanted to make sure and attend 
the meeting to voice her support for the nominators’ efforts and the connection 
with Ms. Peterson, who believed in preservation of homes and businesses of 
ordinary working people and not just the city’s “mansionscapes”. She states her 
support of the nomination. 

12. Ms. Susan Brandt steps to the podium representing Preservation Pittsburgh. She 
states their support of the nomination based on its importance as an example of 
people’s housing and the way the neighborhood of East Allegheny developed. 

13. Mr. Mark Fatla steps to the podium representing Northside Leadership 
Conference as executive director. He talks about the history of planning around 
this site. He offers some documentation including photos of similar buildings on E. 
Ohio and elsewhere on the Northside, which he states are arguments against the 



nominated building being unique. He states that he is a preservationist but is in 
opposition to the nomination. He addresses the criteria for significance, starting 
with Criterion 3. He states that the structure may be old but is not unique, and he 
states that the beams are not enough to justify designation. He states that the 
structural elements are internal, which the HRC does not have jurisdiction over 
and should not be the basis for designation. He addresses Criterion 8, stating that 
the connection to the Pennsylvania Canal is speculative. He provides a historic 
map showing that the property is several blocks away from the canal. He states 
that the Greek Revival style and the construction methods cited were in use in the 
1830s but also for decades after, so neither is a reliable method for dating the 
structure. He also talks about Criterion 10 which he feels does not apply either. He 
addresses the integrity, stating that the structure has few original remaining 
exterior elements. He states that the building is structurally unsound, and a 
demolition permit was already issued to the URA prior to the nomination. He talks 
about the strategic importance of the site to the community plan. He also states 
that the NSLC is in support of their membership organization, the East Allegheny 
Community Council, who will speak to their position. 

14. Mr. Arthur Perkins steps to the podium. He states that he is on the board of the 
EACC and states that they are in opposition to the nomination as they are in 
support of the redevelopment project for the site which would involve demolition 
of these buildings in order to preserve the buildings around it. 

15. Ms. Aguirre asks for additional comment. 

16. Mr. Kyriazi steps back to the podium and states that he is also on the board of the 
EACC but submitted the nomination individually. He stated that he did support 
the development project 10 years ago, but states that that project has fallen 
through. He states that there is now a developer that is willing to buy and restore 
the buildings without subsidies, and he states that the neighborhood has come a 
long way with the help of the URA and the NSLC, but there is enough investment 
now that the subsidies are not needed. 

17. Ms. Quinn reminds the Commissioners that all they are looking at is the ten 
criteria for designation and the integrity. 

18. Mr. Fatla steps back to the podium to respond. He states that the project has not 
fallen through and gives some additional history of the development. He disputes 
the claim that there is another developer and that the restoration can be done 
without subsidies. 

19. Mr. Pascal steps back to the podium to briefly address the issues raised with the 
exterior and the façade. He states that the exterior elements are very likely in their 
original configuration. He states that the brick façade is possibly only present on 
the second story and does date to before 1882. 

20. Ms. Aguirre asks for additional testimony; there is none. She asks for discussion 
from the Commissioners. 

21. Ms. Quinn clarifies that whatever they decide today, the nomination is already in 
process and will go to Planning Commission and City Council. 

22. Ms. Asciolla asks for a brief summary of why the nomination was found to have 
merit last month. 

23. Mr. Gastil states that they looked at Criteria 3 and 8, and speaking for himself, he 



felt that Criterion 8 was a stronger case than Criteria 3 or 10. He states that they 
have heard a lot about the integrity, and he is interested in the construction 
methods but states that it is not incorrect that those are outside the Commission’s 
jurisdiction. He states that it is possible but still speculative that it may retain its 
original fenestration and clapboard siding. 

24. Mr. Falcone clarifies that there is no prohibition on accepting evidence, visual or 
otherwise, for the Commission to render a decision on the age of the building and 
whether or not it has historic significance. The purview of design is limited to the 
exterior visible from the public right-of-way, but the Commission can accept any 
sort of evidence for the decision. He states that the National Park Service is also 
very clear about commercial buildings and their evolution through time, and that 
there is an expectation that first-floor storefronts will evolve. He states that the 
Commission is not bound by NPS guidelines, but feels that they are helpful in this 
instance. He understands the public comment and frustration about not having a 
very clear picture and train of evidence going back to the buildings’ beginning, but 
he states that in this case it can be expected that they would not have all the 
records due to the age of the building. He states that he feels they have been 
presented with enough evidence for the overall age and development of the 
structure over time, and he feels that the building does meet the criteria as 
discussed. He notes that they did not discuss Criterion 10 and he does not feel that 
it applies to this structure. 

25. Mr. Gastil asks if he feels the structure has sufficient integrity. 

26. Mr. Falcone states that it does. 

27. Ms. Loysen states that one of the things that calls out to her is the structure on the 
inside although they have to discount that it can be protected. She states that so 
much else has changed on the building over the years but that internal structure 
shows the craftsmanship and personality of the structure. She states that she 
defers on the external elements of the structure but does state that the most 
significant element to her is the massing. She states that overall she is not sure of 
how the building is particularly special. 

28. Ms. Aguirre [inaudible]. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to make a positive recommendation to City Council that the 
property meets Criteria 3 and 8 and should be considered historic. 

2. Ms. Asciolla seconds. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; Mr. Falcone and Ms. Asciolla are in favor, Mr. Gastil 
and Ms. Aguirre are against, and Ms. Loysen abstains. Motion is denied. 
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