
 
 

Minutes of the Meeting of February 1, 2016 
Beginning at 12:30 PM 

200 Ross Street 
First Floor Hearing Room 

Pittsburgh, PA 15219 
In Attendance: 
 
Members Staff Others  

Joe Serrao Sarah Quinn John Francona  Jerry Morosco 

Erik Harless  Jeff Slack Canard Grigsby 

Ernie Hogan  Ilona Beresford Steve McDaniel 

Ray Gastil  Chris Ray Susan Brandt 

Matthew Falcone  Todd Meyer Greg Mucha 

  Mike Geiger John Iaquinta 

  Carmine Carapella Charles Stern 

  Lu Donnelly Elmarie Van Dyk 

  Zirkia Snyman Allison Smyth 

  Chad Wheatley Gail Dwyer 

 
Old Business-None. 

New Business 
 
Approval of Minutes:  In regards to the December 2016 meeting minutes, Mr. Serrao motions to 
approve and Mr. Falcone seconds. Mr. Hogan asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 
 
Approval of Certificates of Appropriateness:  In regards to the December and January 
Certificates of Appropriateness, Mr. Serrao motions to approve and Mr. Falcone seconds. Mr. 
Hogan asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 
    
 
Other Business: 
 

1. Ms. Quinn talks about current and upcoming historic nominations. She talks about the 

National Register nomination for Lawrenceville as well as other upcoming grant projects 

and applications. 

 

 

Adjourn: 
 

Mr. Falcone motions to adjourn the meeting. 

Mr. Gastil seconds. 

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 



 Pittsburgh HRC – February 1, 2017 

931 Beech Avenue       Allegheny West Historic District     

 
Owner:  
John & Melissa Tingue 
931 Beech Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15233 

 
Ward:  22nd 
 
Lot and Block:  7-D-57 
 

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

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  6th 
 
Application Received:  1/11/17 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Construction of a rear porch. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. John Francona steps to the podium; he is the architect for the project. He 
states that the proposed work is entirely in the rear. He shows photos of the 
existing conditions. He shows the site plan for the proposed design. He states that 
they are still working on the color scheme and will submit it to staff. He shows 
renderings of the proposed porch design. He states that the porch will be painted 
wood with TREX decking, and the roof will be a flat-seam metal roof. He shows a 
rendering showing the proposed porch and how they designed it to complement 
the neighbors’ similar rear porch. They are also proposing to remove two of the 
panels in the door and replace them with glass as well as replace a wooden window 
sill with stone. He presents the comments from the LRC, who support the project. 

2. Mr. Hogan asks for public testimony; there is none. He presents for the record the 
email from the LRC in support of the project. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Serrao motions to approve the construction of a new porch, installation of 
glass in the rear door, and replacement of a wooden sill with a stone sill, with final 
color selections to be presented to staff. 

2. Mr. Falcone seconds. 

3. Mr. Hogan asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 1, 2017 

53 S. 12th Street East Carson Street Historic District     

 
Owner:  
Hakeem Real Estate Holdings 
214 Bethany Drive 
Greensburg, Pa 15601 

 
Ward:  17th 
 
Lot and Block:  3-H-172 
 

 
Applicant: 
Gerald Lee Morosco 
5956 Baum Boulevard  
Pittsburgh , Pa 15206 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  3rd 
 
Application Received:  1/13/17 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Building renovations. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Gerald Morosco steps to the podium; he is the architect for the project. He also 
introduces his client, Mr. Charles Nikoula, who is proposing to renovate the 
building into a restaurant with three dwelling units. He asks the Commission if the 
buildings can be considered individually, as one of the structures is historic and 
contributing and one is non-contributing. 

2. Mr. Hogan states the since they are all on the same parcel, they have to consider 
them together, but he asks if he can present them building by building. 

3. Mr. Morosco shows historic and existing photos of the corner building and site, 
pointing out historic features, later alterations, and features that they plan to 
restore. He talks about the piece in the back that was altered in the 1980s and 
states that they are planning to restore the original panel doors and transom. To 
the right there is currently a mechanical exhaust for the cooking hood, which they 
would like to be able to retain if they can’t relocate it to the roof. They would prefer 
to restore the opening if they can. The next opening was a double-door opening 
which was infilled and which they will restore per the historic photos. There is also 
a fresh-air intake above the door, which they may need to retain as well with a 
louvered transom instead of a glass transom. He also talks about the corner entry, 
which was also infilled and which they are planning to restore. He talks about the 
storefront, which they will be reconstructing per the drawings. They are also 
proposing masonry cleaning for the upper story. 

4. Mr. Hogan asks if they are required to do fire-rated glass in the windows where the 
fire escape is located. 

5. Mr. Morosco states that they are not changing the existing windows, which have 
wire glass and steel frames. He shows the elevation view to show the shed 
penthouse and the line of the deck; he states that they have pulled the railing back 
so it will be minimally visible. 

6. Mr. Hogan asks about how they are dealing with the masonry. 



7. Mr. Morosco states that the masonry is painted but they are intending to clean it. 
He moves on to the second building, stating that it was significantly altered in 
1986, and previous to that the second floor was reconstructed. He states that since 
everything has been reframed it is hard to tell what the roofline was. He states that 
since some of the framing is now failing, they are proposing to remove the roof 
structure and reframe it. He talks about the plans for reconstruction and shows the 
elevations. He states that the brick will be a standard brick in a red-orange color, 
but says they can submit specs and paint samples to staff for approval. 

8. Mr. Harless asks if the buildings are internally connected. 

9. Mr. Morosco says yes. 

10. Mr. Hogan asks about the windows and if they will be wood. 

11. Mr. Morosco says that they will be wood and prefinished with a color. 

12. Mr. Hogan asks for spec sheets to be submitted to staff on those as well. 

13. Mr. Hogan asks about the storefront materials. 

14. Mr. Morosco states that the materials for the corner building will be wood and 
ceramic tile, and the new building storefront will be prefinished aluminum. He 
states that they will submit those specs to staff as well as the signage application. 
He also states that the lintels will be precast stone, and the doors will be 
prefinished like the windows. 

15. Mr. Hogan asks about the finishes for the stair tower. 

16. Mr. Morosco states that the finish isn’t finalized but he is leaning towards cements 
lap siding in a neutral color. 

17. Mr. Harless asks about mechanical units on the roof. 

18. Mr. Morosco states that those details are still being finalized, but he doesn’t expect 
anything to be visible above the parapet line. He states that they could bring 
engineering reports back to the Commission or to staff. 

19. Mr. Hogan asks for public comment. 

20. Mr. John Martine steps to the podium representing the LRC. He states that they 
submitted their comments and are in support of the project.  

21. Mr. Hogan states that more detail is needed on materials and finishes, including 
brick type, size, and color, paint colors, window spec sheets, tile spec sheets, 
storefront spec sheets, detail on the roof deck railing, and more information on the 
shutters—although he would prefer blacked-out windows instead. 

22. Mr. Hogan acknowledges the letter from the LRC in support of the project and 
confirms that the questions raised in the letter have been addressed. 

23. Mr. Morosco states that they are really looking for conceptual approval, with final 
colors and finishes to be approved by staff. 

24. Mr. Hogan states that a lot of additional detail is needed, so what they can do is 
table the application to give them more time to pull together the additional info. 
He states that he can grant them conceptual approval to continue in this direction. 

25. Mr. Serrao agrees. 



 Motion: 

1. Mr. Serrao motions to grant conceptual approval for the building renovations with 
regard to the work on the windows, doors, façade renovations, and brick 
restoration as submitted. 

2. Mr. Hogan clarifies the final plans and specs should be submitted within 60 days 
to the Commission for final approval. 

3. Mr. Falcone seconds. 

4. Mr. Hogan asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 1, 2017 

P&LE RR Station 
100 W. Station Square Drive 

 
              Individual Landmark     

 
Owner:  
Forest City Station Sq Assoc 
50 Public Square 
1100 Terminal Tower 
Cleveland, Oh 44113 

 
Ward:  19th 
 
Lot and Block:  1-R-110 
 

 

Applicant: 
III Rivers Ext and Int 
104 Meadow Lane 
Belle Vernon, Pa 15012 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:   
 
Application Received:  12/9/16 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Window replacement. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. David McGaffin steps to the podium; he is the operations director for the 
property. He states that the company has invested in restoring the façade and the 
sign. He states that the windows are wooden with single-pane glass which were 
originally operable, but some have been replaced over time so there is a mix of 
windows. They are proposing to replace the windows with insulated glass in an 
aluminum glazing system. The wooden windows are in disrepair and are tied into 
the masonry system, and as the building is fully occupied they want to minimize 
disruption to tenants. They are proposing a system that will create custom 
extrusions that will match the profiles exactly and will not be operable. He shows 
the photos and documents in the submittal. He states that they are also intending 
to mimic the exterior detail and will probably have it custom molded in fiberglass. 

2. Mr. Hogan asks for public testimony; there is none. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Serrao motions to approve the window replacement, with final color selection 
to be submitted to staff. 

2. Mr. Harless seconds. 

3. Mr. Hogan asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 1, 2017 

Waldorf/Ursuline School 
201 S. Winebiddle Street 

 
              Individual Landmark     

 
Owner:  
Waldorf School of Pittsburgh 
201 S. Winebiddle Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15224 

 
Ward:  8th 
 
Lot and Block:  50-P-183 
 

 
Applicant: 
Pfaffman and Associates 
223 Fourth Avenue, Suite 800 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15222 
 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:   
 
Application Received:  1/13/17 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Chimney removal. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Jeff Slack steps to the podium. He states that the proposed project is to 
remove a chimney that projects five feet above the roof. He talks about the school’s 
vision plan and how the project fits into that; it will allow two small rooms to be 
combined into a larger classroom. He shows an aerial view and street views 
showing the chimney in question. 

2. Mr. Hogan asks for public testimony; there is none. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Serrao motions to approve as submitted. 

2. Mr. Gastil seconds. 

3. Mr. Hogan asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 1, 2017 

1405 Buena Vista Street              Lemmon Row Historic District     

 
Owner:  
Heather Johnson 
1412 Buena Vista Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

 
Ward:  25th 
 
Lot and Block:  23-J-140 

 
Applicant: 
Heather Johnson 
1412 Buena Vista Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  6th 
 
Application Received:  11/18/16 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   New construction. 

Discussion: 

1. Ms. Heather Johnson steps to the podium; she is the owner of the property. She 
states that she did meet with Mr. Gastil and he provided her with guidelines for 
new construction in historic districts. She read it thoroughly and took into great 
consideration the scale and height as well as context, the flow of the houses, sight 
lines, and size, shape, and material of the houses in the row, across the street, and 
throughout the Northside. She has made ten different changes to the proposal 
which she would like to present. The first change is the change in the roofline from 
slanted to flat to match the other homes in the neighborhood. She states that they 
also changed the façade materials from wood and cement board to wood only to 
match other historic homes in the Northside, and they changed the window 
arrangement to match the house next door. The stair count was also changed to 
match the neighbors’. They have taken the height of the house down from 40 feet 
to 35 feet so it will match the height and shape of the neighbors’, and they have 
brought the height of the garage door up to match the line of the neighbors’ 
windows, and have changed the material of the garage from aluminum to wood. 
They have also added a transom above the front entry door. The biggest change is 
that they have set the third story back to create a break and to match the 
neighbors’ cornice. She states that all of the colors will be neutral. She has tried to 
respond to what her neighbors would like to see in the neighborhood. 

2. Mr. Hogan asks what the depth of the third story recess will be. 

3. Ms. Johnson states that it will be set back a foot and a half. 

4. Mr. Hogan asks about the third floor railing. 

5. Ms. Johnson states that it will be wood and will sit on the same plane as the 
cornice. 

6. Mr. Hogan asks about the wood siding. 

7. Ms. Johnson says that she did bring her samples back from last time, but thought 



that the materials were fine per the last meeting and the issue was the design. 

8. Mr. Hogan asks if the windows will be metal. 

9. Ms. Johnson states that they will be aluminum and are a combination of fixed an 
operable. 

10. Mr. Hogan asks for public testimony. 

11. Mr. Todd Meyer steps to the podium; he asks to view the updated drawings. He 
states that although the Lemmon Row Historic District has not been formally 
adopted, they have informally adopted the Mexican War Streets guidelines. He 
reads from the guidelines under “new construction,” stating: 

The Commission will take the following criteria into account when it makes its 
review: 

1. The established architectural character of the area; 

2. Building height; 

3. Building proportions (height to width); 

4. Building setbacks; 

5. Materials; 

6. Colors; 

7. Proportions of openings (windows and doors); 

8. Rhythm of solid wall to openings; 

9. Roof shapes, styles and materials; 

10. Landscaping (in general); 

11. Architectural detail; 

12. Rhythm of building spacing on the street; 

13. Rhythm of porch/entrance projections; and 

14. Vertical or horizontal character of the facade. 

He states that the guidelines also state that “the Historic Review Commission will 
NOT review favorably proposals that introduce new construction into the district 
that is visually incompatible in terms of size, scale, design, materials, color and 
texture or that destroys historic relationships on the site.” He states that for all of 
these reasons, he objects to the design and states that it does not follow any of the 
criteria and will irreversibly destroy the historic row. 

12. Mr. Doug Durfey steps to the podium; he is a neighbor in the row. He states that 
although he recognizes the efforts of the applicant, he feels that this row is unique 
in that it has the same character and level of detail from one end to the other. He 
states that he objects to the proposal. 

13. Ms. Gail Dwyer steps to the podium; she is a neighbor in the row. She also 
appreciates that applicant’s efforts but still feels that the proposal does not fit into 
the historic row and must object to the proposal. 

14. Mr. Greg Mucha steps to the podium; he is a neighbor and longtime property 



owner in the neighborhood. He states that he objects to the proposal and especially 
feels that the garage is not appropriate. 

15. Mr. Hogan asks for additional public testimony; there is none. 

16. Mr. Gastil states that as the applicant stated they did meet with her and provide 
her with documentation. 

17. Ms. Quinn clarifies that the document is the design guidelines that are available on 
the website. 

18. Mr. Gastil states that the department and staff works with applicants starting from 
where they are and give their best advice according to the guidelines. As the 
Commission said at the last meeting and as the applicant noted, the goal is not to 
do a historic reproduction but to respond to the historic district. He clarifies that, 
and states that the applicant was advised, that meeting with applicants is not a 
guarantee that the application will be approved, but to offer as much as possible in 
the way of achieving their goals within the bounds of historic review. He states that 
the applicant has made several changes in that direction. He states that the 
situation is slightly unusual in that the district is in the nomination stage and does 
not have formal guidelines but is still subject to review. He wants to make it clear 
what advice was given to the applicant and that it is part of the job in the 
department, and that the applicant worked in good faith to respond to that advice 
and that of the Commission. He states that it is now up for consideration and 
deliberation by the Commission. 

19. Mr. Hogan states that portions of the guidelines refer to the Department of the 
Interior’s standards, which are pretty clear that additions and new construction 
should not try to mimic historic fabric. He states that the guidelines indicate that 
the size, plane, and window arrangement should be the same so that the building 
is in harmony with the neighborhood without trying to match the demolished 
building exactly. He states that the historic nature of Lemmon Row is valued by 
the Commission, but at the same time there are a lot of “missing teeth” in historic 
neighborhoods and they need to think about how to encourage infill housing with 
a variation of architectural expression within the guidelines, in order to create 
neighborhoods of diversity. He states that he appreciates the work and feels that 
the design has come a long way, and his only concern is the second floor window 
which he feels might be better to rotate to match the other window and the other 
houses on the street. 

20. Ms. Johnson states that they had based those windows on the house directly across 
the street. 

21. Mr. Serrao agrees that it would be better to rotate the window to match the houses 
on this side of the street. He would also like to see another row of windows on the 
garage. 

22. Ms. Johnson states that she would be willing to make those changes if they want to 
grant her conditional approval. 

 

 



 Motion: 

1. Mr. Serrao motions to approve the new construction with the following 
modifications and conditions: the second floor right window is to match the 
second floor left side window, the garage should have nine panel openings to 
match instead of six panel openings, and final colors shall be submitted to staff for 
approval. 

2. Mr. Harless seconds. 

3. All are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 1, 2017 

100 5th Avenue        Market Square Historic District     

 
Owner:  
Sprint Spectrum LP 

 
Ward:  1st 
 
Lot and Block:  1-D-125 
 

 
Applicant: 
3 Rivers Sign LLC 
157 Cemetery Lane 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15237 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  6th 
 
Application Received:  12/13/16 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Signage. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Robert LaGamba steps to the podium representing 3 Rivers Sign Company 
who will be installing the sign. They are proposing to replace the existing Radio 
Shack sign with a Sprint and a Radio Shack sign. He states that they are over their 
square footage by about 10 sf, but the building is on a corner lot. 

2. Mr. Hogan asks if the signage is back-lit. 

3. Mr. LaGamba states that they are face-lit with LEDs, and they can probably reuse 
the existing masonry holes with the addition of three new ones. The signage is 
channel letters on a raceway backer, as is the existing signage. 

4. Mr. Hogan states that the issue is that front-lit letters aren’t permitted in historic 
districts, and since they are completely removing the existing and installing new 
signage they will have to comply with the existing signage guidelines. He states 
that they could either have halo-lit or externally lit signage, but they cannot have 
box-lit signage as they submitted. Either option could be approved over-the-
counter. 

5. Mr. LaGamba states that they will review their options and come back. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Serrao motions to approve the configuration of the new signage, as long as the 
final design meets the historic guidelines. 

2. Mr. Gastil seconds. 

3. Mr. Hogan asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 1, 2017 

210 Forbes Avenue        Market Square Historic District     

 
Owner:  
Steve Glickman 
5821 Forward Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15217 

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

 
Applicant: 
Basic Concept Interiors 
PO Box 204 
Allison Park, Pa 15101 
 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  6th 
 
Application Received:  11/18/16 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Demolition and new construction. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Charles Stern from Basic Concept Interiors steps to the podium. He introduces 
Karamagi Rujumba from PHLF, Carmine Carapella the architect, Mike and John 
the owners of Moe’s Restaurant, David Glickman the property owner, and Lu 
Donnelly a Pittsburgh historian. He states that two issues were raised at the last 
meeting; the first was the visibility of the rooftop from within Market Square, and 
the second was the status of the building as a non-contributing building. He states 
that Ms. Donnelly did a study in 1980 for the state regarding historic buildings in 
Pittsburgh, and he invites her to speak to the non-contributing nature of the 
building. 

2. Ms. Donnelly steps to the podium; she states that the study found that since the 
building has been so altered and is one story instead of two, it should be 
considered to be non-contributing in the historic district. 

3. The Commission agrees that the existing building is non-contributing. 

4. Mr. Stern states that Mr. Carapella will address the issue of the visibility of the 
roof. 

5. Mr. Carmine Carapella steps to the podium; he is the architect for the project. He 
goes over the changes that were made to the design. 

6. The Commission discusses the changes and materials. 

7. Mr. Hogan clarifies that what they are seeing is that there is a higher parapet with 
the roofing and deck material hidden behind it. He asks if they need to have the 
glass. 

8. The Commission and applicant discuss the two options and decide that option 1 is 
more appropriate. 

9. Mr. Gastil asks the applicant to go through the material stating at the base. 

10. Mr. Carapella states that the very bottom is blue ceramic tile, then cast stone, then 



brick on the top. Around the corner, the materials are cast stone and tile, with the 
brick indented into the tile. 

11. Mr. Gastil asks about the windows. 

12. Mr. Carapella states that the windows are clad wood which will be custom made. 

13. Mr. Hogan asks for clarification on the windows and if they are enamel finished 
wood windows. He states that he wants to be very clear that aluminum-clad 
windows are not permitted in historic districts. 

14. Mr. Carapella agrees they will be enamel finished wood windows. 

15. Mr. Hogan asks about the stair tower. 

16. Mr. Carapella states that they were planning on using aluminum cladding. It will 
mainly be visible from the hotel rather than the street. 

17. Mr. Gastil asks about what they are planning to do about the loading dock 
requirement for the planned restaurants. 

18. The applicants talk about the options for loading. There are several designated 
areas in Market Square designated for loading, and due to size constraints and the 
fact that they will be loading at night, they believe they will be able to ask for a 
zoning variance. 

19. Mr. Hogan asks for public testimony. 

20. Mr. Karamagi Rujumba from PHLF steps to the podium. He states that they have 
been working with the applicant since they were approached with a proposal. They 
were concerned about the history of the existing building, but through working 
with Lu Donnelly they found that the building does not have much significant 
architectural detail or significance within the district. They worked with the 
applicant on the design and are comfortable with the revisions and feel that the 
building will be an enhancement to the district and are in support. 

21. Mr. Chad Wheatley with Millcraft Investments steps to the podium; they are the 
owners of the neighboring building. He states that he is not an architect and is 
neither for nor against the design. He suggests continued discussion of the stair 
tower and possibly having it relocated from the center toward the neighboring 
building. 

22. Mr. David Glickman steps to the podium; he is the owner of the property as well as 
one next door. He states that he is excited and in full support of the project. 

23. Ms. Susan Brandt steps to the podium representing Preservation Pittsburgh. She 
states that after research, they have determined that portions of the building may 
be older than the 1914 date given. She states that the oldest photos depict a three-
story structure consistent with other building in Market Square as early as the 
1930s. They acknowledge the issue of integrity with the building having lost two 
stories, but the existing building has existed in its present form for 70 years. They 
believe that demolition approval should be contingent upon archeological 
mitigation by the applicant. As far as the new construction, they believe that the 
building as designed is incongruous with its setting and overly designed. She states 
that this building has long anchored this corner, and the application for demolition 
should be carefully considered. 

24. Mr. Hogan states that he would like to make sure that demolition permits will be 



contingent upon demonstration of financing and ability to begin new construction 
immediately after demolition so as not to disrupt the fabric of the square. He states 
that the applicant has made significant improvements to the design; he has issues 
with the stair tower but appreciates the alterations made to it. 

25. Mr. Gastil states that Market Square is highly eclectic, and he hopes that the 
building can be responsive to the square as well as add to the mix. 

26. Mr. Hogan states that he believes that before they can issue approval for 
demolition, they will need to see that they have gone through all approvals, 
variances, and have financing, etc. 

27. Mr. Gastil asks if they would make a motion that the actual act of demolition 
should not occur until the project has been through the entitlement process. He 
asks if that is in their purview. 

28. Mr. Hogan states that even though the building is non-contributing, it is still 
fabric, and they should be able to say that demolition should not be able to occur 
until certain conditions are met. They can give approval for the infill structure so 
that they can proceed, but he wants to make sure they can’t get a demolition 
permit tomorrow. 

29. Ms. Quinn states that they will need a C of A to get a permit, and staff won’t issue a 
C of A until final drawings and documentation are received. 

30. Mr. Gastil doesn’t think that they can require architectural work, but he thinks that 
photographic documentation should be encouraged. 

31. Mr. Hogan agrees that a record should be provided to the Heinz History Center or 
other organizations if possible. He thinks they should advise staff to proceed with 
receiving further documentation. 

32. The applicant is in agreement with the conditions. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Serrao motions to approve the demolition and new construction option 1, with 
all final materials, cut sheets, and colors to be submitted to staff. 

2. Mr. Harless seconds. 

3. Mr. Hogan clarifies that applicant will proceed with all further approvals needed to 
execute the project prior to seeking a demolition permit. 

4. Mr. Hogan asks for a vote; Mr. Serrao, Mr. Hogan, Mr. Harless, and Mr. Gastil are 
in favor and Mr. Falcone opposes. Motion carries. 

 



Pittsburgh HRC – February 1, 2017 

1234-36 Wolfrum Street Mexican War Streets Historic District     

 
Owner:  
The Property Trio 
PO Box 341 
Mars, Pa 

 
Ward:  22nd 
 
Lot and Block:  23-K-184 

 
Applicant: 
Elmarie van Dyk 
4074 Valleyvue Drive 
Gibsonia, Pa 15044 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  6th 
 
Application Received:  11/18/16 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Façade renovations including changes to siding, windows, and 
doors. 

Discussion: 

1. Ms. Zirkia Snyman steps to the podium; she is one of the owners of the property. 
She states that they are looking for approval to add dormers to both units. She 
shows photos of the property and states that it has a normal, low-pitched roof. She 
states that they did research in the neighborhood and online and shows examples 
of dormers. She states that they are proposing eight-foot dormers with double 
windows, and they will be symmetrical as the houses currently are. 

2. Mr. Hogan states that a structure of this age would not normally have dormers, 
and the examples provided were of newer buildings. 

3. Ms. Snyman states that the reason for the proposal is that the houses are on a side 
street with no view, and the alley is already lined with garages, and dormers will 
add light and space to the building. She states that if they are not able to put 
dormers in the front, they can explore putting them in the back. 

4. Mr. Falcone states that there is no alley way behind the property. 

5. Ms. Snyman says that is correct. 

6. Mr. Hogan asks for public testimony. 

7. Mr. Todd Meyer steps to the podium. He agrees that the structure most likely 
dates from the 1860s and that the front should not be altered. He suggests a flat 
skylight at the rear. 

8. Mr. Falcone asks if the dormer is the only item being considered. 

9. Ms. Quinn states that she was able to approve some items over the counter, so this 
is the only item before them. 

10. Mr. Falcone asks if they are looking at a dormer in the rear. 

11. Ms. Snyman states that they would prefer to have the dormer in the front, but if 
they are allowed to put a dormer in the rear they will consider if they want to do it 



or not. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone motions to deny the addition of dormers in the front and to approve 
the construction of either dormers or skylights in the rear, with the condition that 
they not be visible from the front. 

2. Mr. Serrao seconds. 

3. Mr. Hogan asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 
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Crawford Hall 
142 Tennyson Avenue 

                                                           
Oakland Civic Center Historic District     

 
Owner:  
University of Pgh Facilities 
3400 Forbes Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15213 

 
Ward:  4th 
 
Lot and Block:  27-L-78 
 

 
Applicant: 
Ewing Cole / Christopher Ray 
100 N. 6th Street 
Philadelphia, Pa 19106 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:   
 
Application Received:  1/13/17 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Building renovations. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Canard Grigsby steps to the podium. He introduces Ilona Beresford, the 
project manager, and Steven McDaniel and Christopher Ray, architects for Ewing 
Cole. He introduces the project, stating that the building is one of the life science 
buildings at the University of Pittsburgh and is a contributing building in the 
Oakland Civic Center Historic District and is also adjacent to the Schenley Farms 
Historic District. He states that with this renovation they intend to pay homage to 
the established building vernacular, which is a local example of the International 
Style.  

2. Ms. Ilona Beresford steps to the podium; she is the project manager. She talks 
about the use of, future use of, and constraints on the building. She states that it is 
a laboratory building and will remain so after the renovation. The building was 
built in 1969 and has not received many upgrades, and so will need a lot of work to 
bring it up to modern laboratory standards. She states that they did reach out to 
the Schenley Farms neighborhood organization, and they will be meeting with 
them in March to get their input. 

3. Mr. Steve McDaniel steps to the podium; he is with Ewing Cole, the design 
consultant for the project. He shows an aerial photo of the building and the others 
in the complex. He shows photos and talks about the current building and the 
proposed design. He shows the plans for the current and proposed designs. He 
states that the main goals of the renovation project is to create a sustainable as 
well as a safe building, which necessitates moving the mechanical roofs to the top 
of the building and increasing the size of the penthouse and a new façade to 
conceal the duct shafts. They feel that it is a much more integrated design than the 
add-on approach. 

4. Mr. Hogan states that it is an interesting approach. His concern is that the original 
architecture has a very simple and gentle expression and is one of the better 
examples of 1960s architecture. He states that adding a new façade five feet 



outside of the current footprint changes the dynamics of the original simple box. 
He states that the penthouse may be acceptable with alterations such as changes to 
the cantilevering, cornicing, and roofline to soften the effect. He states that they 
are creating the canopy to hide the fact that they added five feet to the building to 
enclose the ductwork, and he wonders if the mechanicals could be incorporated 
inside the building instead at the expense of square footage. 

5. Mr. McDaniel states that they are amenable to making alterations to the 
penthouse, but they feel the new façade would make the building a much better 
place to work. 

6. Mr. Hogan states that the façade is part of the expression of the original 
architecture. He does understand the challenges of retrofitting these buildings. He 
states that it was difficult to give approval to renovations the other buildings on 
campus, and he wishes in retrospect that they could have been dealt with a 
different way. He states that the challenge is to keep these productive buildings so 
that they can remain part of the fabric, and his intent with the other buildings was 
to approve changes that could be removed once technology changes. He states that 
this is a pretty significant piece of architecture, and he admires their effort but 
feels that the changes to the windows especially are something he can’t support. 

7. Mr. McDaniel asks if the add-on approach would be more appropriate.  

8. Mr. Hogan states that the location of the ventilation systems on the roof and a 
better penthouse design would be more appropriate. 

9. Mr. McDaniel states that with regard to the shafts, they don’t think it is feasible to 
put them inside the building as the building is reinforced concrete. 

10. The Commission discusses the options. 

11. Mr. Hogan states that he is okay with increasing the penthouse as long as it is not a 
simple box, and if the roofline needs to be open that is acceptable as long as they 
mimic the overhang of the original roof and keep it sympathetic to the original 
architecture. 

12. Mr. Serrao states that they should try to integrate the five foot extension and see 
what they can do with the elevation. 

13. Mr. Hogan would prefer everything to be kept in the building’s original footprint. 
He states that if an addition is needed, they should try to keep it within the current 
language of the building. He states that if they would like to try to pull the façade 
out while keeping the look the same, they can try that. 

14. Mr. Falcone states that he appreciates that they reached out to the neighbors and 
encourages them to continue with that. He states that they are moving towards 
tabling and asks them how much time they need. 

15.  The applicant says that they would like two months. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to table the application for 60 days. 

2. Mr. Serrao seconds. 

3. Mr. Hogan asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 
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4435 Schenley Farms Terr.   Schenley Farms Historic District     

 
Owner:  
Hossam Kandil 
4435 Schenley Farms Terrace 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15213 

 
Ward:  5th 
 
Lot and Block:  27-C-248 
 

 
Applicant: 
Hossam Kandil 
4435 Schenley Farms Terrace 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15213 
 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:   
 
Application Received:  11/23/16 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   After-the-fact/in-progress alterations to side garage. 

Discussion: 

1. Ms. Kandil steps to the podium; she is the owner of the property. She explains the 
project, stating that the existing garage/storage structure had structural issues 
including a collapsed roof and walls that were bulging out. She explains that they 
took down the walls and have started to rebuild the structure reusing the same 
bricks. 

2. Mr. Hogan states that it was previously a front sloping garage. 

3. Ms. Kandil states that they have upgraded the structure by closing the front 
entrance and improving the drainage, which was a problem with the previous 
structure. 

4. Mr. Hogan states that they have expanded the structure down the driveway and 
changed the use. 

5. Ms. Kandil states that it is still a storage structure, but the entrance is now around 
the back. She states that they were not able to use the driveway anyway as the 
slope is too steep. The front of the structure will now have a three by three window. 

6. Mr. Hogan states that a big issue is that the new roof has a half gable, but the 
house has a hipped roof, and the previous structure had a simple roofline. 

7. Ms. Kandil states again that the roofline is for drainage reasons. 

8. The Commission discusses the new footprint of the garage structure. 

9. Mr. Hogan asks if they didn’t know they were in a historic district. 

10. Ms. Kandil states that they did not know. 

11. The Commission discusses and determines that permits were not obtained and a 
stop work notice was issued. 

12. Mr. Hogan states that the roofline is an issue and also that the foundation band 
does not continue into the new structure. He feels that the Commission will need 



drawings and a site plan to be able to make a decision. 

13. Mr. Harless asks if they have consulted with an architect. 

14. Ms. Kandil states no, because they felt that they were just fixing the existing 
structure. 

15. Mr. Hogan states that the issue is that they enlarged it; if they would have used the 
same footprint and articulation and not touched the house it would not have been 
an issue. 

16. Mr. Harless recommends that they prepare some drawings, as they will be needed 
once they are ready to apply for permits. They will also need more information on 
the window. They will especially need to look at and make changes to the roofline. 

17. Mr. Falcone states that they would like to see the roof of this structure look like the 
roof of the house. 

18. Mr. Hogan asks for public testimony; there is none. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Serrao motions to table for 60 days to give them time to prepare the necessary 
documents. 

2. Mr. Harless seconds. 

3. Mr. Hogan asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 
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Lemmon Row                             Historic Nomination     

 
Owner: 
Various 

 
Ward:  22nd 
 
Lot and Block:  23-J-142, 141, 140, 
139, 138, 137, 136, 135, 134 

 
Nominator: 
Todd Meyer 
1239 Buena Vista Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  6th 
 
Nomination Received:  11/14/16 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Nomination for historic designation. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Hogan states that they have been presented with the nomination and felt that 
it had merit. He states that today the Commission can hear additional testimony 
and will make a recommendation to City Council. He asks for additional 
testimony. 

2. Mr. Todd Meyer steps to the podium; he is the nominator and owner of three 
houses in the row. He states that last time there was only one person that testified 
that was not in favor. He states that unless that has changed, and if the 
Commission is in favor of the nomination as well, he is not sure if there is a need 
for further testimony. 

3. Mr. Hogan states those present can add to their testimony or let their previous 
testimony stand. 

4. Ms. Gail Dwyer steps to the podium; she is a homeowner in the row. She states 
that she was not able to be at the previous meeting. She states that she is support 
of the nomination. 

5. Mr. Doug Durfey reiterates his support for the nomination. 

6. Mr. Hogan concluded public testimony and asks for a recommendation from the 
Commission. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone motions to provide a positive recommendation to City Council for the 
creation of Lemmon Row Historic District. [The criteria for designation are 
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, and potentially 
Criterion 3, exemplification of an architectural type, style or design 
distinguished by innovation, rarity, uniqueness, or overall quality of 



design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship.] 

2. Mr. Gastil seconds. 

3. Mr. Hogan asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 
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