
 
 

Minutes of the Meeting of May 2, 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 Bill Kolano  Steven Adams 

Cara Halderman Sarah Quinn Jeff Slack Rob Pfaffmann 

Ray Gastil  John Wojtyna Connie Cole 

Karen Loysen  Sarah Cohen Lorelli Moser 

Matthew Falcone  Morgan Zollman David Keating 

Erik Harless  Michael Belshe Ryan Indovina 

  Alison Keating Russell Blaich 

  Mary E. Moses Mary Coleman 

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

New Business: 
 

Approval of Minutes:  In regards to the April meeting minutes, Ms. Loysen moves to 
approve and Ms. Halderman seconds. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; Ms. Halderman, Ms. 
Aguirre, and Ms. Loysen are in favor and Mr. Falcone and Mr. Harless abstain. Motion 
carries. 

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

    
Other Business: 
 

1. Ms. Quinn talks about the ongoing guidelines project and working with Allegheny West on 

new guidelines. 

2. Mr. Gastil asks for an update on ongoing survey work. 

3. Ms. Quinn talks about the survey work that is already completed, ongoing, and upcoming. 

4. Mr. Gastil asks about the Lawrenceville National Register nomination and how it fits into 

the survey. 

5. Ms. Quinn talks about the NR nomination and the survey work that was done as a part of it. 

6. Ms. Loysen asks about training. 

7. Ms. Quinn talks about upcoming training that she is looking to schedule. 

8. Ms. Aguirre adjourns the meeting until 1:00 pm. 

9. Ms. Aguirre calls the meeting back to order at 1:04 pm. 

Division of Zoning and Development Review  

City of Pittsburgh, Department of City Planning 

200 Ross Street, Third Floor 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219 



 
 

Adjourn: 
 

Mr. Falcone motions to adjourn the meeting. 

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

Minutes of the agenda items follow. 



Pittsburgh HRC – May 2, 2018 

Hunt Armory 
324 Emerson Street 

            
                          Individual Landmark     

 
Owner:  
URA 
200 Ross Street, 12th Floor 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15219 

 
Ward:  7th 
 
Lot and Block:  84-L-283 

 
Applicant: 
Pfaffmann and Associates 
223 Fourth Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15222 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:   
 
Application Received:  4/13/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Building renovations. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Rob Pfaffmann steps to the podium to introduce the project. He introduces the 
design team including Mr. Steve Mosites, Mr. Bill Kolano, and Mr. Jeff Slack. 

2. Mr. Jeff Slack steps to the podium to give some history of the building and 
architecture. 

3. Mr. Pfaffmann steps back to the podium to explain the proposal for the ice rink on 
the interior. He goes through the existing conditions and proposal for the exterior 
modifications. 

4. Mr. Bill Kolano steps to the podium to explain the proposal for signage. 

5. Ms. Halderman discloses for the record that she is working with Pfaffmann and 
Associates on another project not related to this one. 

6. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

7. Mr. John Wojtyna steps to the podium. He is a neighbor who lives in the Alder 
Court Apartments, the co-op across the street, and has some background in 
historic preservation. He gives some background on his building and how it may 
be affected by the alterations to the Armory. He states that the alterations to the 
Armory are visible and he and his neighbors feel that they will be a degradation to 
the building. 

8. Ms. Aguirre asks how many floors are in his building. 

9. Mr. Wajtyna says there are four. 

10. Ms. Connie Cole steps to the podium; she is also a neighbor who lives in the Alder 
Court Apartments. She states that she understands the need for signage but feels 
that it will be a concern for the neighbors. She urges the design team to be cautious 
and mindful. 



11. Ms. Sarah Cohen steps to the podium; she is also a neighbor who lives in the Alder 
Court Apartments. She expresses a concern about the appropriateness of the 
gunshed addition. She echoes the previous neighbor in her concern for the 
character of the neighborhood and the need to be mindful of that. 

12. Ms. Aguirre closes the floor for public testimony. 

13. Ms. Loyen asks if they have addressed exterior lighting. 

14. Mr. Pfaffman states that they have not addressed it yet. 

15. Ms. Halderman asks about the existing Hunt Armory signage and asks how they 
plan to address the identity of the building as the Hunt Armory. 

16. Mr. Pfaffman states that there is still some signage on the building and do plan to 
have some wayfinding and historic interpretation. 

17. Mr. Bill Kolano states that they can also do some gold or bronze infill on the 
signage so it can stand out while still being historically appropriate. 

18. Mr. Falcone asks if there is any historic context for the signage or banners. 

19. Mr. Pfaffmann states that a lot of flags and banners were on the interior. 

20. Ms. Loysen comments on the character of the quiet street and how that will 
change. She comments that the proposed signage looks awkward against the 
historic building. She thinks that the banners will add something dynamic to the 
building but would like to see them relate to the building better. 

21. Ms. Quinn states that they will also need to address how the signage is attached to 
the building. 

22. Mr. Falcone states that they should consider if they even need all of the proposed 
signage. 

23. Mr. Pfaffmann states that the building is concealed by trees in the summer months 
and they want to think about visibility and how to still keep the sidewalks open. He 
states that they will be moving the locations of the trees to work with the entrances 
and signage. 

24. Ms. Loysen states that the strongest element of the architecture is the repetition, 
and the placement of banners just here and there would interrupt that. 

25. Ms. Aguirre states that she is also concerned with that and the number of banners, 
and states that the community expressed concerns about that as well. 

26. Mr. Gastil asks for clarification on the various signage. 

27. Ms. Loysen states that she feels that the door signage does not work with the 
architecture and could be more subtle. 

28. Mr. Gastil talks about the signage and suggests that the doors might become part 
of the communication plan. 

29. Ms. Aguirre states that they also have a lot of space on the interior for signage, 
which would help address the concerns of the community and the Commission. 

30. Ms. Loysen agrees. 

31. Mr. Kolano states that the corporate sponsor will need to have their name on the 



outside of the building. 

32. Ms. Loysen states that she thinks that they could do that in a more sophisticated 
way than what is found on the stadiums. 

33. Ms. Aguirre states that the stadiums and arena are different than a building 
located in a residential district. 

34. Mr. Leif Metz steps to the podium to give a bit of context for the naming sponsor 
signage. 

35. Mr. Harless asks if they are looking at this as a preliminary review. 

36. Mr. Pfaffmann speaks about where they are in the process and what their 
approach will be from here. He states that he would like to approach it from the 
point of view of the original architect. 

37. Mr. Falcone states that he likes that approach, and states that the approach for an 
armory would not have been flashy. 

38. Ms. Loysen agrees and states that the building is so distinctive that they don’t have 
to take the plastic sign route, and they can look for examples of similar buildings 
and uses. 

39. Ms. Aguirre states that she heard comments about the height of the building and 
asks for the applicant to address those. 

40. Mr. Pfaffmann talks about the height and the setbacks. 

41. Ms. Quinn states that they will need information about what is visible from the 
alley as well. 

42. Mr. Slack steps back to the podium to talk about the National Park Service 
Standards for Rehabilitation and how they are applying them to this project. 

43. Ms. Halderman asks about the relationship of the height of the addition and the 
apartments. She states that she appreciates what they have done with moving the 
clerestory up and the trusses. 

44. Mr. Falcone commends their approach to the windows and states that they will 
want to make sure they go through a community process. 

45. Mr. Pfaffmann talks about their timeline and their plans for a community process. 

46. Mr. Gastil states that the Commission doesn’t have a formal process for a 
preliminary hearing. 

47. Ms. Quinn states that the understanding was that they wouldn’t be approving 
anything today. She states that they could table for a certain number of months or 
have an open-ended table in which he applicant could let staff know when they 
want to come back with final drawings. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Gastil moves to table the application with an open-ended date for returning to 
Commission. 

2. Mr. Falcone seconds. 

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



Pittsburgh HRC – May 2, 2018 

Malta Building 
100 W. North Avenue 

            
                          Individual Landmark     

 
Owner:  
Douglas Ostrow 
100 W. North Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

 
Ward:  22nd 
 
Lot and Block:  23-K-411 

 
Applicant: 
Ryan Indovina 
Indovina Associates Architects 
3185 Penn Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15201 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:   
 
Application Received:  4/13/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Building renovations including construction of rear addition. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Ryan Indovina steps to the podium; he is the architect for the project. He 
presents the proposal for the project. 

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

3. Mr. Indovina states that they did receive a letter of support from the Allegheny 
City Central Association. 

4. Mr. Falcone asks if they have any historic precedent for their proposal. 

5. Mr. Indovina states that the owner wasn’t aware that this was a historic landmark. 
He states that they haven’t been able to locate historic photos of the property, so 
they are working off of assumptions about how the storefronts were treated. 

6. Ms. Halderman states that she is concerned that if they infill the openings on the 
side it may read too much as that what was always there, instead of reading as 
windows or whatever was there originally. 

7. Mr. Falcone states that the nomination called out the entire first floor as being 
commercial originally, and he feels that this approach detracts from that. He states 
that he realizes the building has been altered over the years, but he wishes that 
there were some more indicators of its original function. He states that they can 
look at the Alphabet City building across the street as far as materials and setback. 

8. Mr. Indovina addresses the setback of the storefront. 

9. Mr. Falcone states that with individual landmarks they need to be very sensitive to 
the original use, and although this is being turned into a single-family home, he 
feels that there can be a compromise in the use of materials. He addresses the side 
door and transom windows and feel that those can be rethought as well. 

10. Ms. Loysen feels that there is a fundamental planning issue with having a single-
family home on this corner. She wonders if there is something they can do to 



balance the commercial look with privacy concerns. 

11. Ms. Quinn states that the Commission has never approved tinted or frosted glass. 
She states that they could have shutters on the inside, which would not even need 
to be reviewed. 

12. Mr. Falcone states that since it was commercial, there is a lot of flexibility with the 
way the storefronts can look and the materials. 

13. Ms. Loysen agrees that something behind the glass might be best for privacy. 

14. Mr. Indovina states that he feels the infill along Reddour does anchor the building, 
and inserting storefronts in those areas would complicate that elevation. 

15. Mr. Harless states that the approach of the Commission should not so much to be 
critical of how the building is used, but to respect the intent behind the original 
building and have the first-floor recognizable as historic commercial space. 

16. Ms. Aguirre states that the use of the same material on the side overshadows what 
is happening on the rest of the building. 

17. Mr. Falcone states again that historic information would be helpful; even if there 
are no photos of the building itself photos of the street for context would help. He 
states that this is not to have them restore the building exactly as it was, but would 
just be helpful. 

18. Mr. Harless states that more detail would also be helpful. 

19. Ms. Halderman states that she does have some concerns with the new addition. 
She states that the fenestration pattern could relate a bit more to the main 
building. 

20. Ms. Loysen states that she thinks the treatment is appropriate as it is distinctive 
from the rest of the building. 

21. Mr. Indovina talks about the addition and alignment of the windows. 

22. Ms. Aguirre agrees that the addition is different enough that it doesn’t compete 
with the building but thinks that the connecting portion could relate to the existing 
building more. 

23. Mr. Indovina states that their approach was to create a physical separation for 
more contrast. 

24. Mr. Falcone asks about the rooftop deck on the addition. 

25. Mr. Indovina explains. He states that the glass railing does have a metal cap on it 
which they would be willing to remove. 

26. Ms. Loysen suggests that a parapet could be a railing as well. 

27. Mr. Harless suggest tabling the application. He asks how much time the applicant 
would need. 

28. Mr. Indovina states that he can come back next month. 

 Motion: 

1. Ms. Harless moves to table the application for 30 days. 



2. Ms. Halderman seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – May 2, 2018 

John Woods House 
4604 Monongahela Street 

            
                          Individual Landmark     

 
Owner:  
URA 
200 Ross Street, 12th Floor 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15219 

 
Ward:  15th 
 
Lot and Block:  55-P-37 

 
Applicant: 
Krish Pandya/Oak Moss 
PO Box 5144 
6360 Broad Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15206 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:   
 
Application Received:  3/16/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Building rehabilitation including construction of an addition. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Krish Pandya steps to the podium. He goes over some of the background of the 
project for those who were not present last month. He talks about the additional 
historic research that they did and the changes they have made to the proposal. 

2. Mr. Chris Waraks steps to the podium; he is the contractor on the project. He 
presents the renderings that they didn’t have projected at the last meeting. He 
talks about their proposal and the materials. 

3. Ms. Loysen asks about the balusters on the porch. 

4. Mr. Waraks states that they are proposing a plain square shape; they want to keep 
it simple to match the house and also meet code. 

5. Ms. Loysen asks about the shutters. 

6. Mr. Waraks talks about their proposal for the shutters and the windows. He talks 
about the research they have done with the historic photos of wooden shingle roof 
and metal roofs to support their proposal for a metal roof. 

7. Mr. Harless asks about the historic addition. 

8. Mr. Waraks shows the photos of the historic addition. 

9. Ms. Aguirre asks about the chimneys. 

10. Mr. Waraks talks about their proposal for the chimneys. He states that they are 
open to suggestions if the Commission wants them to do something different. 

11. Ms. Halderman states that she feels that the chimney are very important to 
understand how the building functioned, with its massive fireplaces, and she 
would like to see them both rebuilt. She states that she appreciates the additional 
research and changes that they made. She asks if the addition of the porch is for 
the function of the building or just based on historical evidence. 



12. Mr. Waraks states that the porch will be important for the function of the building 
as the house is so small, and they wanted to cover it to maximize its use. 

13. The Commission discusses the porch design. The recommendation is to base the 
porch on the historic porch but to use glazing or a glass railing to meet code. 

14. Mr. Falcone talks about the roof and states that the house would most likely not 
have had a metal roof. He suggests a wood roof for the original house and metal on 
the addition. He asks if the addition can be separated at all from the main house. 

15. Mr. Waraks addresses space concerns with the addition. 

16. Mr. Falcone addresses the vestibule and suggests that they eliminate it and maybe 
use something temporary or made of glass on the exterior. 

17. Ms. Halderman addresses the vestibule as well. 

18. Mr. Pandya states that they can eliminate the vestibule and just do something 
temporary. 

19. Ms. Halderman suggests solid paneled doors as in the historic photos. 

20. Mr. Falcone suggests that side lites on the doors may be appropriate if they would 
like to incorporate them. 

21. The Commission discusses the possibility of painting the addition instead of letting 
the cedar weather. The recommendation is to paint the addition white. 

22. Ms. Loysen suggests detailing the joint between the old building and new addition. 

23. Ms. Aguirre suggests that a very small inset could work as well. 

24. Ms. Loysen states that she would like to see more details on the site work. 

25. The Commission discusses the next steps with the applicant. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Harless 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. 

4. Mr. David Brewton steps to the podium; he is from the Hazelwood Initiative. He 
expresses his support for the project 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – May 2, 2018 

520 N. Taylor Avenue   Mexican War Streets Historic District     

 
Owner:  
Tracer2 LLC 
1238 Palo Alto Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

 
Ward:  22nd 
 
Lot and Block:  23-J-211 
 

 
Applicant: 
John Srokose 
1238 Palo Alto Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 1st 
 
Application Received:  4/13/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Alterations to front dormer. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Steven Adams steps to the podium and explains the project. He states that 
they were originally looking to restore the dormer as-is, but they are now looking 
to enlarge the dormer to match the neighboring houses. 

2. Ms. Halderman comments that the building on the corner does have a single 
dormer as well. She talks about the variety of dormer styles in the area and 
questions if a double dormer is appropriate. 

3. Mr. Falcone states that he also noticed that the houses across the street have single 
dormers. He is also concerned that the neighboring house may not have gotten 
approval for the larger dormer. 

4. Mr. Falcone asks if there is a dormer on the rear. 

5. Mr. Adams states that they were approved to widen the single dormer in the rear 
to a double dormer. 

6. The Commission discusses the dormer. 

7. Ms. Halderman states that she is concerned about setting a precedent without 
knowing if the other double dormers were original or were altered without 
permission. 

8. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment; there is none. She states that she feels that 
there is not enough information to approve a double dormer. 

9. Ms. Halderman states that she is leaning toward denial, as this house has always 
had a single dormer, and there are many other buildings with single dormers in 
the neighborhood. 

10. Mr. Falcone agrees. 



 Motion: 

1. Ms. Halderman moves to deny the application 

2. Mr. Falcone seconds. 

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

4. Ms. Quinn states that approval for in-kind restoration of the single dormer can be 
done over the counter. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – May 2, 2018 

930 Penn Avenue           Penn-Liberty Historic District     

 
Owner:  
930 Penn Associates 
925 Liberty Avenue 8th Floor 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

 
Ward:  2nd 
 
Lot and Block:  9-N-105 
 

 
Applicant: 
David Keating 
Bridges & Bourbon 
146 Pinehurst Drive 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15229 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 6th 
 
Application Received:  4/13/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Façade alterations. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. David Keating steps to the podium; he is with the tenant of the restaurant. He 
explains the proposal for removal of the signage, replacement of the doors, and 
installation of light fixtures. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Harless moves to approve with the single element door handle. 

2. Ms. Halderman seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – May 2, 2018 

215 Tennyson Avenue       Schenley Farms Historic District     

 
Owner:  
Michael Belshe 
215 Tennyson Avenue  
Pittsburgh, Pa 15213 

 
Ward:  4th 
 
Lot and Block:  27-L-51 
 

 
Applicant: 
Michael Belshe 
215 Tennyson Avenue  
Pittsburgh, Pa 15213 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  
 
Application Received:  3/16/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Replacement of slate roof with composite product. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Michael Belshe steps to the podium; he is the owner of the property. He has 
come back from last month to proceed with his request for a roof replacement. He 
talks about the issues with leaking and maintenance with the existing slate, and he 
talks about the proposed product. He states that he has done more research as 
requested last month. He presents a photo of the water damage that has been 
done. He talks about the Commission’s suggestion to have the roof re-evaluated by 
another slate roof expert and the steps he took. He presents some of the pictures 
taken by the roofing expert of some of the problems with the existing roof. He 
states that the roofing expert also recommended replacing the roof, but did also 
provide a list of what repairs would be needed to correct the issues as well as the 
cost. He talks about the issues with how many expenses homeowners are expected 
to bear. He states that although Schenley Farms does not have specific guidelines 
for roof replacement, other districts to and they do allow alternative materials on a 
case-by-case basis. He also states that many homes in his neighborhood have 
replacement roofs in different materials and shows photos. He gives additional 
information about his proposed product. 

2. Ms. Quinn clarifies what the Commission is allowed to consider in the review and 
the appeals process (Certificate of Economic Hardship.) 

3. Ms. Aguirre wants to point out for the record that this house is a bit different from 
other houses in the neighborhood, as it is mostly roof. She asks for public 
comment; there is none. 

4. Ms. Loysen states that she does appreciate the additional work that was done by 
the applicant but agrees with Ms. Aguirre that this is a special house. 

5. Mr. Falcone agrees. He recognizes the complexity of the issue, and especially 
without specific historic guidelines for the district they can only rely on the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. He also appreciates the additional research 
and echoes Ms. Quinn’s guidance on what they are allowed to consider. 



6. Ms. Halderman agrees that she does not want to be swayed by the economics and 
wants to make sure the application goes through the proper channels. 

7. Mr. Harless asks if the gutters and downspouts would be replaced. 

8. Mr. Belshe states that they would most likely need to replace the gutters. He states 
that most of the gutters are in the back and the side and not visible from the street. 
He states that he would most likely not want to use copper gutters again. 

9. The Commission talks about the process for an economic hardship application 
with the applicant. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to deny the application. 

2. Ms. Halderman seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – May 2, 2018 

217 Tennyson Avenue       Schenley Farms Historic District     

 
Owner:  
Carroll & Lori Quinn 
217 Tennyson Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15213 

 
Ward:  4th 
 
Lot and Block:  27-G-206 
 

 
Applicant: 
Carroll & Lori Quinn 
217 Tennyson Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15213 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:   
 
Application Received:  3/16/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Replacement of slate garage roof with composite product. 

Discussion: 

1. The applicant is not present. 

 Motion: 

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

2. Ms. Loysen seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – May 2, 2018 

1326-1328 Adams Street              Manchester Historic District     

 
Owner:  
City of Pittsburgh 

 
Ward:  21st 
 
Lot and Block:  22-F-66,73 
 

 
Applicant: 
PLI 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  6th 
 
Application Received:  4/13/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed:  Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Demolition to grade. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Harless asks to table the application as Mr. Russell Blaich was not able to stay. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Harless 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 – May 2, 2018 

Carol Peterson House 
172 46th Street 

           
                         Historic Nomination     

 
Owner: 
Carol Peterson Estate 
172 46th Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15201 

 
Ward: 9th 
 
Lot and Block:  80-P-160 

 
Nominator: 
Matthew Falcone 
417 Lockhart Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  7th 
 
Nomination Received:  2/16/18 
 

National Register Status: Listed:  Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Nomination for historic designation. 

Discussion: 

1. Ms. Quinn 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, and 
Criterion 3,  exemplification of an architectural type, style or design 
distinguished by innovation, rarity, uniqueness, or overall quality of design, detail, 
materials, or craftsmanship, the State of Pennsylvania, the Mid-Atlantic region, or 
the United States. She states, however, that she feels that Criterion 2 is much 
stronger. She states that the Commission will be making a recommendation to City 
Council. 

2. Mr. Falcone asks for public comment. 

3. Ms. Mary Coleman steps to the podium; she is in support of the nomination. 

4. Ms. Mary Moses steps to the podium; she is in support of the nomination. 

5. Mr. Falcone mentions two letters of support and over 100 petition signatures that 
were received. 

 Motion: 

1. Ms. Halderman moves to make a positive recommendation to City Council. 

2. Ms. Loysen seconds. 

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