
 
 

Minutes of the Meeting of November 6, 2019 
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 Carole Malakoff Stephen Pascal 

Richard Snipe Sarah Quinn Joseph Parente Geoffrey DiBeneditto 

David Green  Chris Gates Ryan Croyle 
Karen Loysen  Paige Hetland Jeff Slack 

Matthew Falcone  Matt Barnett Angelique Bamberg 

  John Palmieri Jeremy Waldrup 

 
 
Call to Order: 
 
Ms. Aguirre calls the meeting to order at 12:40 pm and confirms that a quorum is present.  

 
Old Business-None. 

New Business: 
 

Approval of Minutes:  In regards to the September 2019 meeting minutes, Mr. Falcone 
moves to approve and Ms.Loysen seconds. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and 
motion carries. 
   
Approval of Issuance of Certificates of Appropriateness:  In regards to the issuance 
of Certificates of Appropriateness in September 2019, Mr. Falcone moves to approve and 
Mr. Green seconds. Ms. Aguirre asks for a vote; all are in favor and motion carries. 

    
Other Business: 
 

1. Ms. Quinn talks about some ongoing items including questions about buildings on First 

Avenue and trying to plan upcoming trainings. 

2. Mr. Falcone gives an update about the status of nominations at City Council. 

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

4. Mr. Falcone motions to adjourn. 

5. Mr. Snipe seconds. 

6. All are in favor and meeting is adjourned until 1:00pm. 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 

Division of Zoning and Development Review  

City of Pittsburgh, Department of City Planning 

200 Ross Street, Third Floor 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219 



 
 

Adjourn: 
 

Mr. Green moves to adjourn. 

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 – November 6, 2019 

 
852 Beech Avenue 

                                                                   
Allegheny West Historic District 

 

Owner:  
Robin Zoufalik 
852 Beech Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15233 

 
Ward:  22nd 
 
Lot and Block:  22-S-85 

 

Applicant: 
Lori Begg 
Renewal by Andersen 
1640 Golden Mile Highway 
Monroeville, Pa 15146 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 1st 
 
Application Received:  10/4/19 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   window replacement with composite product. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Robin Zoufalik steps to the podium; he is the owner of the property. 

2. Mr. Gregory Cohan steps to the podium representing Renewal by Andersen. He 
explains the project and goes through the presentation. 

3. Mr. Zoufalik clarifies that the only window that has full visibility is the rear 
window, the other windows are on the rear side and minimally visible. He clarifies 
that the new windows have already been installed. He states that the old windows 
were replacement aluminum windows from the early 2000s. 

4. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

5. Ms. Carole Malakoff steps to the podium representing the LRC. She states that 
they did meet with the homeowner and did not know that the windows were 
already installed. However, they found that the windows were minimally visible 
and are supporting the project. She states that they did recommend that they 
provide a sample. 

6. The Commission reviews the photos of the windows. 

7. Ms. Aguirre states that since they have installed these windows before in historic 
districts it should be no surprise that they need to receive historic approval before 
installation. 

8. Ms. Loysen agrees and states that more specific information about the windows 
would be helpful. 

9. Mr. Zoufalik steps back to the podium to read the information that he provided to 
the LRC. He reads from the applicable Allegheny West guidelines to clarify that 
everything was done according to the guidelines. He states that the old windows 
were installed in around 2000 and were not original and were not wooden. 

10. Ms. Aguirre states that even though the installation is already done, she would like 
to see additional documentation including photos of the original windows, photos 



of the new windows, and sections of the windows. 

11. Mr. Falcone asks if those are things that can be provided. 

12. Mr. Cohan states that he can work with the homeowner to provide the additional 
information. He states that the old windows are gone but they can provide profile 
information for the new windows. 

13. Mr. Falcone proposes tabling the application for 30 days so the applicant can 
provide the necessary information including the old and new photos and a sample 
of the new windows. 

14. Mr. Green states that the other option would be to have the information reviewed 
by staff given the minimally visible location. 

15. Ms. Quinn states that she would like this to return to Commission as it is after-the-
fact. 

 Motion: 

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

2. Mr. Green seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 6, 2019 

 
710-712 Cedar Avenue 

                                                                   
Deutschtown Historic District 

 

Owner:  
East Ohio Capital 
PO Box 6666 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

 
Ward:  23rd 
 
Lot and Block:  23-S-240 

 

Applicant: 
Hart Architects 
984 Greenfield Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15217 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 1st 
 
Application Received:  7/19/19 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Building renovations and construction of rear garages. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Geoff DiBeneditto steps to the podium; he is the architect for the project. He 
gives some background of the project and presents the additional material 
requested. 

2. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

3. Mr. Stephen Pascal steps to the podium. He states that it is important to bear in 
mind that the alley is in the historic district and should be held to the same 
guidelines and standards. He addresses the garages, stating that the guidelines 
indicate that garages should be compatible with and sympathetic to the character 
of the district and that these are distinctly modern and even suburban. He states 
that the proposal is only half of the project, with no guarantee that the other half 
will be built. He states that the guidelines state among other things that gabled 
roofs should have projecting eaves at the end, which this does not. He also states 
that the sheltered and lit area will attract unwanted activity in the alley. He states 
that the proposal for rear of the houses is to clad them in fiber cement board and 
not wood as they originally would have been. He states that the current condition 
and possibility of in-kind repair or replacement of the wood was not addressed. He 
states that the garage elevations to not include dimensions or match the key and it 
is hard to judge what will actually be built. He states that he is in opposition to the 
plan and encourages the Commission to require revisions. He submits a letter with 
more detailed comments. 

4. Mr. Chris Gates steps to the podium. He states that he reviewed the proposal as 
available online and states that there is no key available. He states that the rear 
elevations are visible from James Street across a parking lot and from Moravian 
Way. He states that there is not elevation shown for the rear dog leg passage that 
will be visible. He provides photos and a letter with detailed comments. He states 
that the garage should be compatible and secondary to the main building, and as 
designed they are inappropriate. He states that there are contributing garages in 



the district and that these should be contributing rather than non-contributing. 

5. Ms. Aguirre asks for additional public comment; there is none. She asks for 
comments from the Commissioners. She states that she is hesitant to approve 
these garages without the proposal for the other two properties. 

6. Mr. DiBeneditto states that they are only asking for approval for garages at these 
two addresses. 

7. The Commission reviews the applicable guidelines. 

8. Ms. Loysen states that they are meeting the guidelines, although the detailing is 
not historic. 

9. Mr. Falcone provides some historical context, stating that there were two wooden 
houses fronting on the alley according to the 1909 Hopkins maps. He asks about 
the depth of the roofline. 

10. Mr. DiBeneditto refers to the site plan and shows the dimensions and explains how 
the dimensions and materials do comply with the guidelines. 

11. Ms. Loysen states that she feels that the letter of the guidelines has been met. 

12. Mr. Falcone agrees, and states that it looks like later additions were added to the 
rear of the houses at some point. 

 Motion: 

1. Ms. Loysen moves to approve the applications as submitted. 

2. Mr. Snipe seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 6, 2019 

 
1002 Cedar Avenue 

                                                                   
Deutschtown Historic District 

 

Owner:  
James & Eve Elsen 
1002 Cedar Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15218 

 
Ward:  23rd 
 
Lot and Block:  23-M-215 

 

Applicant: 
James & Eve Elsen 
1002 Cedar Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15218 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 1st 
 
Application Received:  10/18/19 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Window replacement. 

Discussion: 

1. Ms. Eve and Mr. James Elsen steps to the podium; they are the owners of the 
property. Ms. Elsen explains the situation and background and goes through the 
presentation. 

2. Mr. Elsen steps to the podium and explains more of the situation and their 
proposal. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

4. Mr. Chris Gates steps to the podium. He states that this is again the question of 
vinyl windows in the historic district. He provides a photo of the building prior to 
the aluminum windows being installed and states that there was a change in 
fenestration altogether that never should have occurred. He states that there was 
testimony that this is a modern house and states that that is incorrect, that it is a 
historic and contributing house with an ugly addition on the front. He also states 
that there was testimony that there was a missed opportunity to put in good 
windows by the previous owner, which he states is true but that it doesn’t mean 
that there should be a further downgrade to vinyl. He states that since the 
fenestration was completely changed and nothing was replaced in-kind that 
wooden windows should have been installed by the previous owner. He states that 
vinyl windows will degrade the historic district and that aluminum windows are 
bad enough, but if the addition is considered modern then the aluminum windows 
do contribute to it whereas vinyl would not. 

5. Mr. Stephen Pascal steps to the podium. He states that they have been here before 
on vinyl windows and that the Commission should consider that precedent is being 
set on this. He states that the fact that the Commission approved this is staggering. 
He states that vinyl windows are neither compliant with the district nor a 
replacement in-kind. He appreciates that the previous owner installed the 
cheapest windows possible which is unfortunate, but the new owners have a 
responsibility to follow the guidelines. He does also point out that the windows are 



vinyl and not a composite. He urges the Commission not to approve the 
application. 

6. Ms. Aguirre asks for additional public comment; there is none. 

7. Ms. Loysen concurs that the product is a vinyl window and not composite. 

8. Mr. Falcone states that he was on the Commission at the time of the previous 
decision. He states that the rationale behind the change in fenestration is that 
obviously this was a modern addition to a historic building. He states that there 
was discussion at that time about removing that addition to do a full restoration, 
but the developer did not want to go that route. He states that the discussion was 
about changing the fenestration to be more reflective of typical fenestration in the 
district as there is only so much that can be done to help this type of addition blend 
in. There was discussion of wooden windows but it was decided that they would be 
anachronistic on this addition and the integrity of the façade was so degraded. 

9. Ms. Loysen asks what his opinion is on the current proposal. 

10. Mr. Falcone states that the principle still stands, that replacement in wood would 
not add integrity back to the home or district. 

11. Mr. Green agrees. 

12. Ms. Loysen states that vinyl on the front façade is still something that they would 
not normally approve. 

13. Mr. Falcone states that looking at the district as a whole, the integrity of this 
façade is already so compromised that the selection of materials on it will have a 
negligible effect. 

14. Ms. Aguirre states that she sees that but still thinks that being a front façade it 
should have materials of a better quality. 

15. Mr. Green states that he feels there are mitigating factors in this case. He states 
that the addition is not a contributing element to that structure and he is wary of 
trying to apply a standard to something that isn’t historic fabric. He feels that non-
contributing elements should have more freedom in choice of materials. 

16. Ms. Quinn states that the windows are aluminum already, and the question is if 
they want to allow further straying from the guidelines. 

17. Ms. Aguirre agrees. 

18. Ms. Loysen states that the issue for her is quality of materials for a streetface in a 
historic district. 

19. Mr. Snipe states that he agrees with Mr. Green. He states that the degradation of 
the aluminum windows is a bigger distraction, and that the new windows will 
actually be an improvement. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Green moves to approve the window replacement. 

2. Mr. Snipe seconds. 

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



 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 6, 2019 

 
518 Pressley Street 

                                                                   
Deutschtown Historic District 

 

Owner:  
Pinre Holdings 
316 W. North Avenue Apt A 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15212 

 
Ward:  23rd 
 
Lot and Block:  9-A-30 

 

Applicant: 
Hart Architects 
984 Greenfield Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15217 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 1st 
 
Application Received:  9/19/19 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   After-the-fact painting of brick facade. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Geoff DiBeneditto steps to the podium; he is the architect for the project. He 
explains the background of the project and what is being requested. 

2. Ms. Quinn clarifies that all the work they did was approved except for painting the 
brick. She states that painting of brick is never approved and was also not 
requested as part of the scope of work. 

3. Ms. Aguirre states that the Certificate specifies cleaning and repointing of the 
brick. 

4. Mr. DiBeneditto states that is correct and at the time they did not realize that the 
brick was previously painted. 

5. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment. 

6. Ms. Renee Zavitsanos steps to the podium; she is the realtor for the property. She 
explains the position of the buyers and states that they would be looking for a 
solution so that the sellers can clear up the issue. 

7. Mr. Stephen Pascal steps to the podium. He comments on the casement window 
and trim on the dormer that were removed and encourages the seller or buyer to 
restore what was there. 

8. Mr. Sam Martin steps to the podium; he is one of the buyers of the house. He 
states that the color was what brought them to the historic neighborhood. He 
states that if they do need to repaint, they will, and they have swatches for other 
colors. 

9. Ms. Quinn states that the issue is not the color but the fact that the brick is painted 
at all. 

10. Mr. Martin states that three quarters of the brick on the façade was already 
painted. 

11. Ms. Zavitsanos states that the brick was painted and the quality of the brick and 



mortar was degraded. 

12. Ms. Loysen states that the issue is that it was presented in the original application 
as not having been painted. 

13. Mr. Falcone asks about the dormer window. 

14. Mr. DiBeneditto states that he didn’t realize that anything had happened to it. 

15. The Commission reviews the photos and documentation. 

16. Ms. Aguirre states that the issue is that what was approved was cleaning and 
repointing of the brick, and then paint was found and someone decided to paint 
the whole thing. She states that paint can be removed and brick can be restored, 
and painting the façade, especially black, was not the right solution. 

17. Mr. Snipe asks why the owner isn’t here to defend the situation, as he was the one 
responsible and not the new owners. 

18. Ms. Loysen states that it would be a different situation if the paint and brick 
condition had been presented and explained prior to the painting. 

19. Mr. Falcone states that there has been a breakdown, and now there is a house out 
of compliance with the C of A that was issued in that the brick has been painted 
and the dormer window has been replaced. 

20. Mr. Snipe states that they can request that the owner correct the issues. He states 
that they need to decide what is acceptable for the paint. 

21. Mr. Green states that the photo seems to show that a portion of the façade was 
painted. 

22. Ms. Loysen states that it looks like a paint wash. 

23. Mr. Falcone states that it looks like it may have been painted but it was so 
degraded that you could see brick and mortar throughout. He states that cleaning 
that would have been an easier task than cleaning what is there now. He states that 
paint is harmful to brick as well. 

24. Mr. Nathan Hart steps to the podium; he is the architect for the project. He 
explains further that the unpainted brick shown in the pictures was replacement 
brick and did not match the rest of the brick. 

25. Mr. Chris Gates steps to the podium. He states that there was some inaccurate 
information presented. He states that there was no replacement brick, but there 
was a porch on the façade below which the brick wasn’t painted. 

26. Ms. Loysen states that that seems to be correct as the brick coursing matches from 
the very bottom to the very top. 

27. Mr. Falcone states that what is before them is whether or not to accept the paint 
and window or whether they will let the original C of A stand, which calls for 
cleaning the paint off the façade and restoration of the mortar as well as 
installation of a double-hung four-over-four window in the dormer. 

28. Ms. Zavitsanos states that they can change the window, but the condition of the 
brick will prevent them from cleaning the brick. She asks if there is a color they can 
compromise on. 

29. Ms. Loysen states that the paint can be bad for the brick, and they need to know 



what kind of paint is used even if they do repaint it. 

30. Mr. Falcone states that it is a bigger issue if it wasn’t repointed prior to painting as 
well. 

31. Mr. Green states that since the two neighboring buildings are painted and this one 
had some type of paint they may want to table it for more information. 

32. Ms. Aguirre states that she is sympathetic to the buyers but states that they do 
have to do the right thing by the neighborhood. She states that she is willing to 
entertain tabling for more information from the seller. 

33. Mr. Green states that information about what was done prior to painting and what 
materials were used would be helpful. 

34. Ms. Quinn suggests getting a cost estimate on paint removal as well. 

 Motion: 

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

2. Mr. Green seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 6, 2019 

1737 E. Carson Street   East Carson Street Historic District     

 

Owner:  
Don Company 
4739 Bayard Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15218 

 
Ward:  17th 
 
Lot and Block:  12-E-318 

 

Applicant: 
Holly Simpson 
441 Morris Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15218 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 3rd 
 
Application Received:  9/13/19 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Replacement of front step. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Chad and Ms. Holly Simpson step to the podium. They provide the additional 
documentation requested. 

2. Ms. Aguirre reads the comments from the LRC into the record. The LRC is not in 
support of the project as the existing building is contributing to the district and the 
sandstone stoop should be replaced in-kind and not in concrete. 

3. Ms. Quinn asks how far the sandstone goes back behind the door and if it would 
cause a lot of destruction to the front of the building if they had to remove it. 

4. Mr. Simpson states that at far as they can tell it goes back the depth of the landing 
and that it would need to be cut at some point to install a new step. 

5. Ms. Loysen states that they could still cut the slab and replace the step with new 
sandstone, which would last another 100 years. 

6. Mr. Green asks if the concrete step at the neighboring property was approved. 

7. Ms. Simpson states that it has been there since the ‘90s at least. 

8. Ms. Aguirre asks for any public comment aside from the letter from the LRC; there 
is none. 

9. Mr. Green states that he is concerned about the safety hazard of the step in its 
current condition, although he knows it is not necessarily the purview of the 
Commission. 

10. Mr. Snipe asks if they would copy the same look and color as sandstone with the 
concrete. 

11. Mr. Simpson states that they will closely match the color and texture of sandstone. 

12. Mr. Snipe states that he is inclined to approve the application for several reasons. 
He states that he is concerned about the safety hazard as well and states that the 
concrete would look very similar to sandstone. He also points to the existing 
concrete step that according to testimony has been there since the 1990s. 



13. Ms. Loysen states that she feels it should be replaced in sandstone. 

14. Mr. Green states that the effect on the overall façade of replacement in concrete 
will be minimal, although it will have some impact. 

15. Mr. Falcone states that they could deny the application but can’t mandate the new 
material. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Green moves to approve the proposal to replace the sandstone step with a 
concrete step that is tinted and finished to look similar to the existing sandstone 
landing. 

2. Mr. Snipe seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 6, 2019 

1025 Murray Hill Avenue               Murray Hill Historic District     

 

Owner:  
Melita Viegas 
1025 Murray Hill Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15217 

 
Ward:  14th 
 
Lot and Block:  85-F-130 

 

Applicant: 
Joseph Parente 
1101 Milton Street 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15218 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  
 
Application Received:  10/14/19 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Porch restoration including new fiberglass columns. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Joseph Parente steps to the podium; he is the applicant for the project, 
representing the owner Melita Viegas. He explains the project and goes through 
the presentation. 

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

3. Ms. Loysen asks if the profile around the outside of the box gutter is being 
retained. 

4. Mr. Parente states that all of the porch trim will be retained or replaced in-kind. 

5. Mr. Falcone asks about the scope of replacement. 

6. Mr. Parente states that they will be replacing most of the porch. 

7. Mr. Falcone asks if they have specs for the railings. 

8. Mr. Parente states that they don’t and were looking to match the existing railings 
in-kind. 

9. Mr. Falcone asks about the plinth that the column sits on, as other houses on the 
street do have full-height columns. 

10. Mr. Parente states that they are willing to do full-height columns if appropriate. 

11. The Commission discusses the application. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Green moves to approve the application for replacement of the roof with the 
product submitted, replacement of the porch columns with full-height fiberglass 
columns, replacement of handrails in kind to be reviewed by staff, and 
replacement of porch flooring and corbels in-kind. 

2. Mr. Falcone seconds. 

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



 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 6, 2019 

1 Oakland Square       Oakland Square Historic District     

 

Owner:  
John Palmieri 
Palmieri Property Group 
2015 Babcock Boulevard 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15209 

 
Ward:  4th 
 
Lot and Block:  28-M-125 

 

Applicant: 
John Palmieri 
Palmieri Property Group 
2015 Babcock Boulevard 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15209 

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  
 
Application Received:  8/26/19 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   After-the-fact filling in of garage door opening with brick to 
match. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. John Palmieri steps to the podium. He apologizes that this work was done 
after-the-fact. He states that this property has been in his family for many years 
and the neighborhood has changed quite a bit in that time. He states that the 
garage is on the side, not the front, and was a target for graffiti and was not usable 
due to cars constantly being parked in front of it. He states that they met with the 
community group, who advised that they would like to see more green space in this 
area. He states that they did match the existing brick and window type. He states 
that he has provided the updated plan showing the proposed landscaping. 

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

3. Mr. Falcone thanks the applicant for his apology and states that he appreciates the 
approach. He states that he was surprised that he is giving up parking spaces and 
adding green space, and states that green space was integral to the development of 
Oakland Square and will add integrity back to the district.  

4. Ms. Aguirre states that this is on the side and not the front, and agrees that the 
brick and window matches what was existing on the side. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to approve the after-the-fact renovations. 

2. Mr. Snipe seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 6, 2019 

915 Liberty Avenue       Penn-Liberty Historic District     

 

Owner:  
Matt Barnett 
Day3Design 
1414 Commons Lane 
Bridgeville, Pa 15017 

 
Ward:  2nd 
 
Lot and Block:  9-N-58 

 

Applicant: 
Matt Barnett 
Day3Design 
1414 Commons Lane 
Bridgeville, Pa 15017 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 6th 
 
Application Received:  10/18/19 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Building renovations and construction of rooftop addition. 

Discussion: 

1. Mr. Ryan Croyle steps to the podium; he is representing the applicant Day3Design. 
He explains the project and goes through the presentation. 

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

3. Mr. Falcone asks if they have site views with the work completed. 

4. Mr. Croyle says no, but he could put that together. 

5. Mr. Falcone asks about the existing rear elevation versus what is being proposed. 

6. Mr. Croyle states that they will be wrapping the rear windows in aluminum and 
they will be double-glazed. 

7. Mr. Matt Barnett of Day3Design steps to the podium to give more details on the 
window proposal. He states that they do intend to match the existing windows. 

8. Ms. Quinn states that they will need specs for the windows. 

9. Mr. Falcone states that the Commission can look at conceptual approval and have 
them come back with more detail. 

10. Mr. Green states that more information about the visibility of the rooftop element 
will be helpful as well as more information on the proposed railing. 

11. Mr. Falcone states that the less that it can be seen, the better. 

12. Ms. Paige Hetland of Day3Design steps to the podium to give details on the 
planting boxes that will be installed next to the railing. 

13. Ms. Loysen states that the contrast in color of the addition helps it recede from the 
main building. 

14. Mr. Green states that he feels the proposal is headed in the right direction and 
appreciates their efforts in reusing a difficult building. 

15. Ms. Aguirre states that she would like to see some specific information about the 



lighting. 

16. Ms. Quinn states that they will want to think about the location of the lighting to 
avoid drilling holes in the masonry. 

 Motion: 

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

2. Mr. Snipe seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 6, 2019 

 
925 Liberty Avenue 

                                                                   
Penn-Liberty Historic District 

 

Owner:  
Rugby Realty Co., Inc. 
707 Grant Street, 838 Gulf Tower 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15219 

 
Ward:  2nd 
 
Lot and Block:  9-N-55 

 

Applicant: 
Pgh Downtown Partnership 
925 Liberty Avenue, 4th Floor 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15222 

Inspector:   
 
Council District: 6th 
 
Application Received:  8/5/19 
 

National Register Status: Listed: X Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Change temporary installation to permanent. 

Discussion: 

1. Ms. Angelique Bamberg steps to the podium. She reviews the proposal and goes 
through the presentation. She proposes to address the maintenance concerns by 
having the project return to the HRC on an annual basis for five years, after which 
the project will be reevaluated. 

2. Mr. Jeremy Waldrup steps to the podium to address larger concerns about the 
installation of art downtown. 

3. Ms. Aguirre asks for public comment; there is none. She thanks them for coming 
back and providing the additional information. She states that she thinks the time 
frames for review are a good idea. 

 Motion: 

1. Ms. Loysen moves to approve the submittal for the installation with the intent of 
reviewing it annually and with the expectation that it will remain for five years and 
maybe more. 

2. Mr. Snipe seconds. 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 6, 2019 

The Bradberry Apartments 
1130 Reddour Street 

                          
               Historic Nomination     

 

Owner: 
GTB Bradberry Ventures 
Century Building 130 7th Street, Suite 300 
Pittsburgh, Pa 15222-3409 
 

 
Ward: 22nd 
 
Lot and Block:  23-L-70 

 
Nominator: 
William Gatti 
4917 Wallingford Street 
Pittsburgh, PA 15213  

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  1st 
 
Nomination Received:  9/16/19 
 

National Register Status: Listed:  Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Nomination for historic designation. 

Discussion: 
1. Ms. Quinn makes a short presentation on the property and states that the property 

meets Criterion 2, identification with a person or persons, Criterion 3, 
exemplification of a distinguished architectural type, style, or design, Criterion 4, 
work of an architect, engineer, designer, or builder, and Criterion 5, 
exemplification of important planning and urban design techniques. She also 
states that it has retained integrity. 

 
2. Mr. Jeff Slack steps to the podium; he is the preparer of the nomination. He gives 

more information on the history of the nomination and the building. 

3. The Commission discusses the nomination. 

 Motion: 

1. Mr. Falcone moves to positively recommend the nomination to City Council based 
on Criteria 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

2. [No second is audible.] 

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

 



Pittsburgh HRC – November 6, 2019 

City-County Building 
414 Grant Street 

                          
               Historic Nomination     

 

Owner: 
City of Pittsburgh 
Allegheny County 
 

 
Ward: 6th 
 
Lot and Block:  2-J-2 & 2-E-284 

 

Nominator: 
William Peduto 
Rich Fitzgerald 
  

Inspector:   
 
Council District:  1st 
 
Nomination Received:  10/15/19 
 

National Register Status: Listed:  Eligible:  

Proposed Changes:   Nomination for historic designation. 

Discussion: 
1. Ms. Quinn makes a short presentation on the property and states that the property 

meets Criterion 3, exemplification of a distinguished architectural type, style, or 
design, Criterion 4, work of an architect, engineer, designer, or builder, 
Criterion 7, association with important aspects or events in cultural or social 
history, Criterion 8,  exemplification of a significant pattern of neighborhood 
development or settlement, and Criterion 10, unique location and distinctive 
physical appearance or presence representing an established and familiar visual 
feature of a neighborhood, community, or the City of Pittsburgh.  

 
2. Ms. Aguirre states that she was surprised that the building wasn’t already listed. 

 
3. Mr. Falcone states that there is no other building like it in the city and it has been 

integral to the city since before construction even started. 

4. The Commission discusses the nomination. 

 Motion: 

1. Ms. Loysen moves to positively assess the viability of the nomination based on 
Criteria 3, 4, 7, 8, and 10. 

2. Mr. Green seconds 

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