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Comments Organization 

I am wondering if the URA staff is obligated to choose the least 
offensive of the proposals and to recommend it to the board, or if they 
can honestly report that none of the proposals for housing are 
reasonable for the site, and recommend reopening the RFP process. 

All of the Above 

As a neighborhood tenant I have a high stakes interest in the 
development of affordable housing. But the impact your project would 
have on the neighborhood would be so negative that maybe I don't 
want to live here anymore. 

ACTION Housing 

I didn't understand what any of the proposed buildings will look like. 
I'm praying that we don't end up with big box apartment buildings on 
the Homewood Avenue property. 

URA 

Overall, the development of the back end of the site will not have too 
negative an impact on the neighborhood. The housing proposals are 
terrible. 

All of the Above 

Please reject all of these proposals and go back to the drawing board. URA 

Please post your analysis of the relationship between the density of 
the proposed housing subdivision and the current density of the 
adjacent neighborhoods. Also, based upon your experience, what 
impact would any change be expected to have on the neighborhoods? 
Thanks 

URA 

How will you seek input from residents who do not have computers? Beacon 
Communities  
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I was disappointed in all of the presentation on Thursday evening. It 
seemed that none of the developers presented any images of what 
they're intending to build, none had a plan for working collaboratively 
with the neighborhood to ensure the appropriateness of the 
development. Will the URA proceed in a serious and deliberate 
manner to gain detailed information? Also lacking, despite the URA's 
efforts at transparency, was a clear sense of the basis on which a 
decision will be made. I will be looking forward to the presentation in 
Homewood in July, and will be hoping for exponentially more detail 
from developers. No more "concept drawings"! Show us what the 
thing is going to look like! Because the presentations to date make it 
look like you have something to hide. 

All of the Above 

Developers buried a lot of important information in their 
presentations. For example, "affordable" housing in the Pittsburgh 
Lexington Partners plan is based upon a single individual making at 
least $30,000 per year. This does not reflect the group for which 
housing in our neighborhood is needed. 

URA 

I noticed that in one of the URA diagrams for Bridging the Busway, it 
was mentioned that there was a need for a grocery store in the area, 
as Homewood has none. There were two locations mentioned as 
possible sites, the first was Homewood & Hamilton, while the second 
(alternate site) was around Homewood & McPherson (in the Lexington 
Technology Park site). Now, this was before the Susquehanna Homes 
were built. Since the Susquehanna Homes go up to Tioga St, would the 
amount of land remaining around Homewood & Hamilton be large 
enough for a grocery store? If not, would not the alternate site 
mentioned on one of the diagrams be a better fit, especially with the 
new homes/apartments in the area, and the busway making it easy to 
access? Just want to make sure a grocery store does not get skipped 
over for the area, since this is a prime location for one right near 
Homewood which also could help be a catalyst for more development 
further down N. Homewood Ave. 

URA 

I'm confused. Lexington Partners' proposed plan for the property 
shows "Live/Work Housing" and "Micro Housing" with parking down 
below, but it appears to me that this is to be on the industrial side of 
the property, which the EPA has deemed unsuitable for residential 
housing.  Am I correct in assuming this, based on their presentation 
and slides included herewith? 

Lexington Partners 
of Pittsburgh 

I think this company did the best presentation on the 14th, maybe just 
because they were 1st, but mostly because of their razor-sharp focus 
on the 12.1 acres designated as light industrial/office/green space and 
commitment to partner with a "best in class" residential developer for 
the 4.4 acre housing portion of the property.  I think their success 

7301 Penn Ave., 
LLC 
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would be directly tied to their selection (and URA's approval) of this 
housing developer, and I could even see them partnering with ICON or 
the Beacon Communities people.  Not so much with the ACTION-
Housing people though, because I don't think they (ACTION) have a 
good plan, and I think their progress would be hindered by them being 
a non-profit (as much as I LIKE no-profits, my wife works for one) -- I 
believe a for-profit developer and builder would work best all-around, 
because they have more "skin in the game", more to gain (or lose, 
although I certainly hope not) by a well-planned and well-executed 
project, and more likely to deliver the finished project "on time" -- 
which in this case would mean "in a timely manner" or, more 
personally, "in my lifetime"..... 
I think these people had the weakest presentation, hopefully I wasn't 
being prejudicial or having preconceived notions about their 
organization just because they're a non-profit, but I just see a for-
profit developer doing a better job on this rather large and in some 
ways, complicated project.  As I said in my email to Emily Mitchell, a 
for-profit developer and builder may/should/would work best all-
around, because they have more "skin in the game", more to gain (or 
lose, although I certainly hope not) by a well-planned and well-
executed project, and more likely to deliver the finished project "on 
time".  I really think the 4.4 acres residential vs 12.1 acres business 
office/light industrial mix calls for a good-sized (as in BIG) developer, 
one who has a coordinated plan for BOTH sides of the property, 
because there has to be a synergy, a plan that ties it all together, and it 
demands a very high level of cooperation between both sides as 
further planning details and construction move forward.  
Miscommunication between the two could mean delays, botched 
execution of one or the other's plan, and just plain "trouble" as the 
project moves forward -- and NO ONE wants that. 

ACTION Housing 

To the URA, 
 
I hope all is well. Please see below my concerns and hopes 
 
1. I hope that Action Housing is granted the chance to develop their 
proposal because their plan works best to at least slightly alleviate the 
housing crisis Pittsburgh is facing, with regard to the 17,000 units 
needed for those making $20,000 and below.  
 
2. Lexington Partners of Pittsburgh's proposal will create further 
instability for those in Point Breeze North who make $35,000 and 
below. The community will have to scramble to put into place anti-
displacement strategies if this proposal is accepted.  The median rent 
in Point Breeze North stayed quite steady until 2016, when it jumped 
from $831 to $1019. (American Community Survey, 2011-2016, 5 Year 

URA 
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Estimates)  This proposal will only cause rents to rise even more 
steeply. Point Breeze North is already on its way to losing the income 
diversity in its households, with those making 50k and above having 
increasingly larger presence in the neighborhood over time (American 
Community Survey, 2011-2016, 5 Year estimates). Point Breeze North 
also has almost completely lost its publicly subsidized affordable 
housing.  Households making 10-15K went from a 15.8% share in 2010, 
to a 1.6% share in 2016.  
 
3. None of the proposals addressed traffic volume.  
 
 
I'm a co-owner of the lot at the NE corner of Thomas & Homewood, 
also known as "Shiloh Farm." This lot is cultivated by Grow Pittsburgh. 
Shiloh provides inexpensive produce to the neighborhood through a 
Thursday Farm Stand, as well as being a destination for occasional 
school groups, and a nice green space.   
The grassy area just north of this lot (which is presently just lawn and 
trees) could be an place for Grow Pittsburgh to expand its cultivation 
operations, if a developer wanted to partner with them, and 
coordinate that use. 

All of the Above 

Please require Lexington Partners of Pittsburgh to give a public tour 
indicating which of the old growth trees on the site they are planning 
to sacrifice. 

URA 

None of the developers showed any clear images of what they are 
proposing to build. All of the developments seemed to be grossly out 
of scale with the neighborhood, but, for example, if 200 units of 
housing were all single room occupancy then the scale would not be so 
bad as if they are all one or two bedrooms. 

All of the Above 

When will the neighborhood see a traffic impact study? Will an 
environmental impact study be conducted? 

All of the Above 
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None of these proposals are appropriate to the neighborhood. The 
URA should withdraw the RFP and create something more thoughtful, 
less hastily thrown together. 

All of the Above 

The TOD report seems to be the real source of trouble here. The big 
assumption that people are going to ride the bus has resulted in 
proposals for extreme density, (120 units and more on only a 4 acre 
site,) inadequate parking, (one parking place per unit, and in some 
proposals even less,) and housing units that are only 'affordable" to 
families making far more than the average income in the 
neighborhood. With this level of disregard for quality of life in the 
neighborhood, next they'll be proposing to build a high rise in the 
middle of Westinghouse Park. 

All of the Above  

I realize that redeveloping tracts such as this requires economies of 
scale to maximize profits but I am concerned that all of these models 
will create too dense a population surge into our area.  Also, the 
architecture does not fit in with our community at all.  I have seen the 
same housing structures go up all over the East Liberty area and in the 
Hill District.  Although they are clean and well built they all look the 
same, and it is my opinion that detracts from the overall appeal of the 
neighborhood in which the are built. 
 
I would like to ensure that the housing built fits in with the overall feel 
of the neighborhood.  I do like that Beacon has included a bit more 
green space into their plan and I would like to see more of that from 
the other developers if possible. 

All of the Above 

The density of the housing units proposed will undoubtedly yield 
architecture that will be viewed in the future as scornfully as Stalin-
block housing is viewed today. 

All of the Above 

How are we supposed to comment on these proposals when none of 
them give a clear view of what the developers are proposing to build. 

URA 

It is my hope for our community that the URA will reject all of these 
proposals and rewrite the RFP without such heavy reliance on the 
deeply flawed TOD report. 

URA 
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Affordable housing should be spread throughout the neighborhood. 
Cramming it all into one 4-acre site creates an economic ghetto. 

URA 

I suspect that the TOD is the root of the problem that all of these 
proposals share. P4 needs to subtract points for high density! 

All of the Above 

Was highly impressed at how they understand their commercial and 
residential development. They have done a phenomenal job at the 
building on South Braddock Avenue and Meade Street. They would be 
a great developer for Lexington Technology Park! 

Lexington Partners 
of Pittsburgh 

I strongly support the proposal made by Action Housing.   I believe that 
the lower number of units (120), and the emphasis placed on low and 
moderate-income housing in that proposal will serve my community 
best, with regard to the housing portion of the redevelopment.  It is 
disappointing to me that aside from the Lexington Partners proposal, 
which promises more than it can deliver, and crams too much housing 
into the space, there is no dynamic proposal for the commercial/retail 
portion of the project.  7301 Penn's proposal was essentially rehabbing 
the existing space, a too-timid proposal which would miss a very real 
opportunity for a transformative undertaking.  The North Lexington 
parcel should be opened to through traffic, with an added emphasis on 
affordable retail and small office space.  By virtue of its longstanding 
presence and vitality in the community, the East End Food Co-op 
should be prioritized as a tenant in that new commercial/retail 
corridor.  It is a not-for-profit, and could be legally favored as such.    
 
If possible, I would like to see the RFP time period extended to try and 
solicit a more dynamic proposal for the North Lexington parcel.   
Please don't settle for an imitation of the Bakery Square development, 
or for a housing construction proposal that prioritizes market-rate 
residences, while seeming to do otherwise.     

All of the Above 

Please do not cut down the old growth trees in the 7200 block of 
Thomas Blvd 

Lexington Partners 
of Pittsburgh  
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I liked the ACTION - Housing presentation the most. To have someone 
who seems genuinely interested in developing the existing community 
matters a lot to me. The first company did not attend community 
meetings and could not give a good answer as to why not. The second 
company seems to have an ok plan but their presentation wasn’t that 
good. And the last company didn’t really present much of a plan at all, 
they seem to just want to put up property to collect rent I definitely 
don’t want those kinds of developers in my neighborhood.  
 
I personally wouldn’t mind having a small commercial presence but I 
don’t like the idea of my neighborhood becoming a high traffic area!! I 
also would prefer to not be too inconvenienced by a lot of 
construction on the Thomas Blvd. and Meade St. intersections. 
 
I also believe the developers should do the research on the 
demographics and current income of the existing neighbors, as to not 
have a plan that will change these figures. 

URA 

Of all of the plans, this is the only one I did NOT like.  I think a mixture 
of commercial, manufacturing, retail, office, and residential (mixed 
rate, rental, and sale units) would be best for our neighborhood and 
move us forward. 

ACTION Housing  

I am a homeowner in the neighborhood and my property is adjacent to 
the North Homewood Parcel. Any housing developed on the parcel 
should be consistent with existing housing in the neighborhood (single 
family, multi-family homes, preferably owner occupied) and similar to 
the existing style and architecture of the neighborhood - i.e., a natural 
extension of McPherson. Some of the proposed housing design and 
density is far too inconsistent with the existing neighborhood. No high 
density housing (affordable, market or otherwise) should be 
constructed on the North Homewood Parcel. High density housing well 
over 100 units, and in the case of Lexington Partners of Pittsburgh, a 
massive 255 units, will drastically and negatively impact our 
neighborhood, parking and traffic. Lastly, per our community 
statement, any development of the North Homewood Parcel should 
maintain the existing green space and trees on the parcel and 
incorporate use of the existing homes on the parcel. 

All of the Above 

I was pleased to see that you incorporated comments from community 
meetings into your plan. I hope this show of respect for the 
community will extend to reducing the density of your housing 
proposal by at least 50% to bring it closer to the surrounding streets. 
Jamming low-income families into disproportionately crowded living 

ACTION Housing 
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conditions is disrespectful to the neighborhood and especially to the 
families themselves. 

Interested in Environment Impact on the already traffic problems 
• Mini electric surges too often  
• Electric outages 4 to 5 times a year  
• City lead water lines yet to be corrected  
• Rain water drainage more notable on Washington Blvd.  
• Water line breaks  

All the Above 
(especially URA) 
Comment cards 

Most convincing and impressive presentation – have most confidence 
in their ability to create the best development for the neighborhood 
and environment  

ACTION Housing 
Comment cards 

Please pick ACTION Housing and 7301 Penn Ave n/a 
Comment cards 

I was extremely impressed with the Lexington Park group who already 
own adjacent properties in Point Breeze. They seem to have a deep 
grasp on all aspects of development which include office commercial 
and housing.  
 
It would be great for them to develop this site and add value to the 
community. 
 

n/a  
Via e-mail 
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I liked their ideas for the residential side, with the mix of townhomes, 
apartments, "live/work housing" and "micro housing" and the fact that 
they're already involved/invested in our section of the City, with 
their development projects a little further east, The Factory, Food Co-
op, 201 Braddock Ave, etc.  I also like their initial plans for ample 
amounts of parking, we can't afford to leave this overlooked by any of 
the potential developers.  Parking in many sections of the East End is 
at a premium and in some places impossible to find, and if someone is 
going to build all these great places to work and (especially) live, 
parking must be taken into account.  I know that, with its proximity to 
the Homewood Avenue MLK Busway stop, that this is a mass transit-
centric development, but (as I asked of them in the meeting) if I live in 
one of their "micro housing units" and I own a vehicle, I want to know 
that I'll have a safe secure place NEARBY to park it.  Likewise, although 
you'd like to see all the people who work there (in the new, improved 
Lexington Park complex) arrive via mass transit and either walk up to 
their jobs from the Busway or down to their jobs from Penn Avenue, 
the fact of the matter is that a lot of these people won't have timely or 
convenient connections to those mass transit options, and some will 
come from sectors of the Greater Pittsburgh Area (Murrysville, North 
Hills, South Hills, e.g.) that pretty much demand that they use their 
personal vehicles - and have a place to put them while they're at 
work.  I like Lexington Partners' preliminary plans showing two 
underground garages and additional surface parking lots, although 
most of it shows up on the business side, and I'd like to see a little 
more of it on the residential side.  The rest of their plans looked good 
to me, although I question the southeast section that now has 230 
surface parking spots and they've designated as a "Future 
Development Site", I'd be curious to know their long-term plans for 
that area. 

 

Lexington Partners 
of Pittsburgh  
Via e-mail 

 


