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City of Pittsburgh 

Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

 
October 4, 2022 at 2:00 PM, Meeting called to order by  

  
In Attendance  
Acting Chairwoman LaShawn Burton-Faulk   Sabina Deitrick  
Fred Brown       Becky Mingo 
Secretary, Holly Dick      Rachel O’Neill 

Chair Christine Mondor   
  
Not Present 
Jennifer Askey 
Dina (Free) Blackwell 
 
Staff Present  
Corey Layman, Zoning Administrator    Anne Kramer  
Joe Fraker       Sarah Quinn 
Kate Rakus, Principal Planner     Kevin Kunak  
Mary Russo, Recording Secretary    Daniel Scheppke 
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A. Approval of Minutes  
Four sets of minutes to be taken separately 
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05/31/2022 minutes 

                         MOTION:  To approve the minutes for 05/31/22. 
MOVED BY: Ms Dick 
SECONDED BY: Mr Brown  
IN FAVOR: Mr Brown, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Deitrick, Ms Dick 
ABSTAINED: Ms Mingo  
CARRIED. 

  
06/14/2022 minutes 

                         MOTION:  To approve the minutes for 06/14//22. 
MOVED BY: Ms Dick 
SECONDED BY: Ms Mingo  
IN FAVOR:, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Deitrick, Ms Dick 
ABSTAINED: Mr Brown, Ms Mingo  
CARRIED. 

 
09/06/2022 minutes 

                         MOTION:  To approve the minutes for 09/06/22. 
MOVED BY: Ms Dick 
SECONDED BY: Ms Mingo  
IN FAVOR: Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Dick 
ABSTAINED: Mr Brown, Ms Deitrick, Ms Mingo  
 

09/20/2022 minutes 
                         MOTION:  To approve the minutes for 09/20/22. 

MOVED BY: Ms Deitrick 
SECONDED BY: Ms Dick  
IN FAVOR: Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Deitrick, Ms Dick 
ABSTAINED: Mr Brown, Ms Mingo  
CARRIED 
 

B. Correspondence (See Attachment B)   
The Commission is in receipt of the following correspondence:  

• Letter from Northside Leadership Conference RE AGH IMP 
 

C. Development Reviews (See Attachment C for staff reports)  
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk requested a motion for continuance for DCP-ZDR-2021-14139, 305 
Forbes Ave. 
 

MOTION: to allow continuance of DCP-ZDR-2021-14139.  No date has been set yet. 
MOVED BY: Ms Mingo 
SECONDED BY: Ms Deitrick  
IN FAVOR: Mr Brown, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Deitrick, Ms Dick, Ms Mingo  
CARRIED. 

 
1. Hearing and Action DCP-HN-2021-00841 – 412 Boulevard of the Allies Historic Nomination. 
Central Business District Neighborhood Rescheduled from July 26, 2 
Ms Quinn presented the nomination.  The nomination is a contributing resource to the First Side 
National Registered Historic District. The building is an early example of the skyscraper of the 
1920’s first built in the style of a classical Roman column.  The property is significant as the 
identification of an architect or designer, Joseph Kuntz.  It is also significant as a unique location 
in distinctive physical appearance.  The Historic Review Commission provided a positive 
recommendation to City Council.  It is Ms Quinn’s opinion that by providing a positive 
recommendation to City Council, the Planning Commission would be supporting an extra layer of 
protection from the real estate changes happening in the City. 
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             Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if there was any public testimony. 
             Mr Fraker saw no hands raised. 
             Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if Commissioners had any questions or comments.   
             Ms Dick asked about the general overall condition of the building. 

Ms Quinn commented that the exterior is in fairly good condition, and the interior is being 
refurbished or built-out.  There were water problems in the basement but have been resolved 
with the purchase of the property by the City.  

MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh provide a positive recommendation for 
historic nomination to City Council 

MOVED BY: Ms Mingo 
SECONDED BY: Ms Dick  
IN FAVOR: Mr Brown, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Deitrick, Ms Dick, Ms Mingo  
CARRIED. 
 

2. Hearing and Action DCP-ZDR-2022-09781 – 1251 Waterfront Place High Wall Sign Strip 
District Neighborhood 

Mr Kunak introduced the project.  The first sign is 53.82 sq ft on the north façade, facing the 
Allegheny River.  The second sign on the westerly façade is 84.03 sq ft, facing surface 
parking.  There are no requests to the Zoning Board of Adjustment, there are no comments 
from Staff Design Review, and there is no Registered Community Organization so no 
Development Activities Meeting was required.  There is a statement of compliance from the 
applicant.  The recommended motion is that the Planning Commission approve 2 new non-
illuminated high wall signs. 
Stephen Selahy presented the signage project.  The two signs are replacing former Heinz 
Field tenant signage.  The sign code regulating these signs is 919.03.M.7, subject to design 
review and approval by Planning Commission.  These are non-illuminated, non-changing ID 
signs and will not alter the character of the neighborhood or district.  They will be mounted 
higher than 40 ft above grade. They will not project above the roof or parapet and do not 
exceed 2% of the façade.  The new signs are a reduction in square footage from the previous 
signs.   

     Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if there was any public testimony. 
                  Mr Fraker saw no hands raised. 

Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if Commissioners had any questions or comments.  Hearing 
none she asked for a motion.  

MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh approve the Project Development Plan.  

MOVED BY: Ms Dick 
SECONDED BY: Mr Brown  
IN FAVOR: Mr Brown, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Deitrick, Ms Dick, Ms Mingo  
CARRIED.  
 

3. Hearing and Action DCP-ZDR-2022-03495 – 100 Art Rooney Avenue Public Destination 
Facility Signs North Shore Neighborhood 

Ms Kramer introduced the project.  The sign is 166 sq ft and is for the Hall of Honor Museum 
in the addition to the football stadium on the easterly façade.  The Zoning Board of Adjustment 
Case 119 of 2022 approved the signage, increasing the total square footage on the easterly 
side to 1435 sq ft.  The recommended motion is for approval of the public destination facility 
sign. 
Mr Gallagher commented that there were no comments from the previous briefing by Planning 
Commission.   
Mr Kolano presented the project.  The sign is 166 sq ft located on the east façade which is 
below the allowable square footage for that façade.  The sign will identify the Hall of Honor 
Museum with a future sponsor’s name included.  The sign is illuminated and complies with the 
City lighting ordinance.  The sign is positioned to attract the public from the east parking lot 
and the highway above. 
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     Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if there was any public testimony. 

                  Mr Fraker saw no hands raised. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if Commissioners had any questions or comments.  Hearing 
none she asked for a motion. 

MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh approve the public destination facility sign. 

MOVED BY: Ms Dick 
SECONDED BY: Mr Brown  
IN FAVOR: Mr Brown, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Deitrick, Ms Dick, Ms Mingo  

CARRIED. 
 

4.  Hearing and Action DCP-ZDR-2022-10886– 100 Art Rooney Avenue High Wall/Public 
Destination Facility Signs North Shore Neighborhood. 
Ms Kramer introduced the signage.  Four signs replacing the former football stadium name:  
sign 1 faces South at 1598 sq ft; sign 2 faces North at 652 sq ft; sign 4 faces West at 187 sq 
ft; sign 3 faces East at 243 sq ft. There were no requests to the Zoning Board of Adjustment.  
Staff Design Review had no comments.  There is no Registered Community Organization so 
no Development Activities Meeting was required.  The recommended motion is for approval of 
the four high wall signs. 
Mr Kolano presented the project.  Sign 1 faces South at 1598 sq ft under the 2% requirement. 
The sign is attached within the architectural framework on the back of the scoreboard.  The 
sign will have the capability of changing color within the light levels per the City.  The sign is 
directed to be seen from the Fort Pitt Bridge and South Side.  Sign 2 faces North at 652 sq ft, 
also under the 2% of allowed signage, and is located on the back of the scoreboard.  The sign 
has color changing capability.  The sign is directed to be seen from Rte 65.  Sign 4 faces West 
at 187 sq ft, less than 10% of allowed signage, and is located on an architectural tower.  Sign 
3 faces East at 243 sq ft at only 10% of the sign allowance.  It is located on an architectural 
tower toward the river, facing directly down W. Gen. Robinson St. and is more pedestrian and 
vehicular oriented in that direction. 

     Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if there was any public testimony. 
                  Mr Fraker saw no hands raised. 

Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if Commissioners had any questions or comments.  Hearing 
none she asked for a motion. 

MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh approve the four high wall signs. 

MOVED BY: Mr Brown 
SECONDED BY: Ms Deitrick  
IN FAVOR: Mr Brown, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Deitrick, Ms Dick, Ms Mingo  

 CARRIED. 
 

5. Hearing and Action DCP-ZDR-2021-10110 – 2028 5th Avenue Exterior Alterations and Multi-
Unit renovation in Uptown Public Realm Uptown Neighborhood 
Mr Kunak introduced the project of exterior alterations and a change in use to multi-unit 
residential with 7 dwelling units.  There were no requests to the Zoning Board of Adjustment.  
There were no significant concerns from Staff Design Review.  A Development Activities 
Meeting was held 08/22/2022 with the Hill CDC and Uptown Partners.  The site is within the 
Uptown Eco-innovation District.  There is a summary of compliance, a staff analysis, and a 
statement of compliance for this project.  The recommended motion is that Planning 
Commission approve the PDP for exterior alterations and change in use as multi-unit 
residential with seven dwelling units with the following condition: that the final construction 
documents shall be reviewed and approved by the Zoning Administrator prior to issuing the 
Final Record of Zoning Approval. 
Mr DiBeneditto presented the project.  The project is actually two buildings adjoined to make 
one.  Stairs connect the rear half to the front half because the two building do not align 
completely.  An egress stair will be added to the rear as a second means of egress to all the 
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units, accessing the rear alley.  The ground floor unit will be a Type B ADA unit with direct 
access in the rear.  The roof will be replaced and additional floor height added to create one 
extra unit.  Affordable housing will comprise 3 units, or 43% of the building, earmarked for 
60% area meeting income.  Both minority and women-owned subcontractors will be used 
throughout the construction and renovation.  At the DAM meeting the Hill District asked that 
the history of the building as it relates to the African-American community be looked into.  
There were no historic photos of the building.  The Bluff area was comprised of 16 different 
ethnic groups, including African-Americans, but it is undetermined what percentage of that 
population was specific to the building or the block where it is located.  Another question was 
how to showcase the history of the African-American community.  There are no areas on the 
building to accommodate a mural, however, the owner has agreed to display artworks from 
the African-American community in the Hill District within the building.  Also, the Hill District 
commented that affordability of the 60% AMI in Uptown is too expensive for the Hill District 
residents but realized that it is generally financially infeasible to meet beyond that 60%. 

     Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if there was any public testimony. 
                  Mr Fraker saw no hands raised. 

Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if Commissioners had any questions or comments.   
Ms Dick asked if the newly residential building has a working name.  
Mr DiBeneditto replied that it did not other than the address of 2028 5th Avenue. 
Mr Brown asked how this project aligns with the 2030 Plan; how is the projected energy use of 
the building going to reduce the overall energy use of the building’s existing carbon footprint? 
Mr DiBeneditto replied that compared to the energy the building would be using, it is a 
reduction of about 60%; all the units are 95% or higher efficiency rated; there would not be 
anything that would reduce the carbon footprint further other than solar arrays, putting it out of 
the affordability range. 
Mr Brown asked if there is a specific target of minority participation that they are looking at for 
the project. 
Mr DiBeneditto said the main contractor, doing the framing, demo, and some of the 
installation, will comprise about 50% of the work by minority-owned subcontractors, and the 
landscaping, cleanup, and some interior finishes is woman-owned.  He could not be more 
specific because the project has not asked for bids, yet. 
Mr Brown asked how this project aligns with the 2030 Plan. 
Mr DiBeneditto stated that Uptown is in full support of the proposed use of the building, 
improving the neighborhood and increasing density and reactivating the street. 

     Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if there was any public testimony. 
                  Mr Fraker saw no hands raised. 

Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if Commissioners had any questions or comments.  Hearing 
none she asked for a motion. 

MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh approve the PDP for exterior alterations 
and change in use as multi-unit residential with seven dwelling units with the following 
condition: that the final construction documents shall be reviewed and approved by the Zoning 
Administrator prior to issuing the Final Record of Zoning Approval. 

MOVED BY: Ms Dick 
SECONDED BY: Ms Mingo  
IN FAVOR: Mr Brown, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Deitrick, Ms Dick, Ms Mingo  

 CARRIED. 
 

6. Hearing and Action DCP-ZDR-2020-03210 – 6112 Penn Avenue Demolition and new 
construction of a bank East Liberty Neighborhood 

Mr Layman interjected to ask to call a temporary recess to make sure there was a quorum 
before continuing the hearing. 
Ms Burton-Faulk recessed for about 5 minutes. 
Commissioner O’Neill joined the hearing. 
Mr Layman asked that presenters be as brief as possible due to time constraints for Ms 
O’Neill. 
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Ms Burton-Faulk verified the court reporter was still present. 
Ms Kramer introduced the project consisting of demolition and new construction as a bank in 
East Liberty at the intersection of Penn Ave and Centre Ave.  It was reviewed in its original 
design by Planning Commission 10/12/21.  The Commission denied the case without 
prejudice, allowing the applicant to make revisions and return to the Commission.  The second 
design was reviewed by the design staff and CDAP 06/07/22.  A design review summary letter 
regarding the second version has been submitted.  A storm water management plan is under 
review.  DOMI has reviewed the site plan and location of curb cuts.  There are no requests to 
the Zoning Board of Adjustment.  The Commission is reviewing this according to Section 
922.10.E.2 for a PDP.  The recommended motion is that the PDP be approved with the 
condition:  that the final construction documents, including the landscaping and site plan, shall 
be reviewed and approved by the Zoning Administrator prior to issuing the Final Record of 
Zoning Approval. 
Mr Knipper began with comments.  The site has been a bank since the 1940’s.  The building is 
now about 5 to 6 times larger than what our normal branch would be today.  As a bank, we do 
not do multi-tenant developments.  The branch was closed in March, 2020, intending to open 
a new branch within a year.  Several colleagues are in attendance to assist with questions 
from commissioners.  
Mr Bisbano presented the project.  This project is a 2600 sq ft bank with parking and 
landscaping designed to be more open and to be more engaging with pedestrians.  There is 
also a park added to open the site.  A request was made to remove the storm water direct 
connection from the City storm water system.  Rain gardens have been incorporated to absorb 
surface water into the ground.  Wall heights will not block vision entering and exiting the site.   
Through community meetings and design review the building was enlarged and made taller 
with a change in exterior building materials to fit the surroundings of East Liberty. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if there was any public testimony. 
Mr Fraker recognized Rob Pfaffmann. 
Mr Pfaffmann, Architect testified against this project a number of times on his own and in 
association with Preservation Pittsburgh when they tried to save the Mellon Bank on that site.  
He recognized that the City is in a difficult position with a large national bank.  The land is 
owned by Real Estate Investment Trust.  The land owner would not allow a multi-story, mixed-
use, high-density building.  The trust is one of the largest most wealthy accumulations of 
banking investment firms in the world and could do a better job here.  Mr Pfaffmann didn’t 
accept the excuses from the land owner.  There are two banks going in on this corner.  This is 
also an investment area for the TRID, Transit Revitalization Investment District.  Millions of 
dollars were used in making this property valuable.  He felt the citizens who invested in this 
site are not getting a good return on their investment.  The Community Reinvestment Act is 
how these banks do business in places like East Liberty.  They are calculating their returns on 
the locations of these sites.  Mr Pfaffmann asked the Planning Commission, is this facilitating 
development of good quality as one of your charges?  He asked, are we trying to spur 
reinvestment of existing building stock?  He answered, no.  Are we preserving the uniqueness 
of Pittsburgh, including its natural and human-made environment, most importantly the 
architecture in this case?  Are we strengthening the neighborhood, is this making East Liberty 
a better place to live and work?  No.  This is suburban development in the City that reduces 
the amount of opportunity for the community to rebuild itself and to grow in a diverse and 
equitable manner.  It is not preserving or enhancing the public realm.  It is not creating a 
sense of place that is unique to Pittsburgh.  The site looks like any other suburban bank in the 
US.  New development fit within existing development patterns doesn’t mean lining up a 
façade or putting in more glass or making it four feet taller.  It is about making it fit socially, 
economically, and equitably.  Mr Pfaffmann called on Citizens Bank to withdraw this plan and 
to work to follow the tenants of the Community Reinvestment Act, and said the City should 
take the bully pulpit and ask for the plan to be withdrawn.  They have legally the right to do 
this, but it is the wrong project, the wrong place, the wrong time, and the wrong community. 
Mr Fraker recognized Pittsburgh Modern Committee, Brittany Reilly.  
Ms Reilly, Board of Directors of Preservation Pittsburgh, and Chair of Pittsburgh Modern 
Committee.  She began, February, 2021, we nominated the existing 1970’s structure that is up 
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for demolition as a distinctive 20th Century Modernist piece of architecture as recognized by 
Mellon Bank.  The nomination was voted against by City Council, although it gained significant 
support from the community, design professionals, members of the Planning Commission and 
Historic Review Commission, both voting in favor of positive recommendation of designation.  
Nominating the bank was motivated by our ongoing research and conviction that it is worthy of 
landmark designation.  The process made clear frustration with new construction projects that 
not only obliterate a unique existing quality building that has been present on a primary corner 
for over 50 years but also leaves much to be desired in a new design.  There a nods to the 
existing structure, its quality materials of full brick and granite, to its unique site-specific layout, 
and to its massing and visual presence on the intersection, referencing the original structure, 
as the building owner moves to demolish it.  The first bank on this site dates back to 1899.  
Once a building is gone, it is gone, and the gesture of salvaged slabs of granite cannot fix that.  
This generic structure will be a blatant reminder of this right at the visual epicenter of a 
neighborhood that has been through so much complex change.  This historic building was an 
opportunity for Citizens Bank but was treated as a road block. 
Mr Fraker recognized Melissa McSwigan. 
Ms McSwigan echoed everything that Mr Pfaffman and Ms Reilly said.  She began, I recently 
attended an open house event at the Union Project in Highland Park.  I heard Councilwoman 
Gross laud the Union Project and lament the lack of other affordable community spaces like 
the Union Project, especially since so many properties are in the hands of private owners, and 
real estate prices are out of reach for many.  Given that this building is at a prominent 
intersection and the building is larger than Citizens’ needs, there is a possibility to work with 
community groups and others to do something really wonderful in the existing space with bank 
services and other small business groups and nonprofits.  We can envision all kinds of neat 
things to go in there.  There are examples across the country of banks sharing space with 
others to form a meaningful community hub.  Proposing this false second story in the revised 
design seems to symbolize for me a lot of what has transpired to date, a project without 
imagination and collaboration, and a true engagement process. 
Mr Fraker recognized East Liberty Development Inc., Skip Schwab, Deputy Director of ELDI. 
Mr Schwab had two comments.  He commended the bank and development team.  They have 
been very active and engage with the broader community in making some concessions to the 
design.  He hasn’t heard very much criticism of the design itself.  The arguments about saving 
the historic bank are the same arguments he has been hearing for the past year and a half.  
That decision has already been made, and he hoped the Planning Commission can move 
forward with this proposal. 
Mr Fraker recognized Mike Staresinic. 
Mr Staresinic commented that of the seven banks facing a similar situation, Lawrenceville has 
been saved, five of them are Citizens’ properties, two are PNC.  The playbook is to downsize 
to reduce their footprint and make smaller, more efficient banks.  Pittsburgh will face this over 
and over again.  That is why I urge the Commission to take this quite seriously.  My main 
comment is to not replace a superior building with an inferior building of less value.  I don’t 
think the esthetics meet Pittsburgh’s eastern gateway.  This is the main entrance that is a 
node of five streets, which it has been for over 200 years, where people come together at East 
Liberty.  It kind of cheapens the investment of over $1,000,000,000 in the neighborhood and 
nearby neighborhoods. For the next half century it will have that impact.  I have noticed 
improvements since the comments came in in the last couple of years.  I don’t want to over 
criticize the team that is working to make this better.  My question is, how can you make it 
even better?  There still may be a chance to reuse 1/5 of the building and build out inside as 
you need.  You could leave the rest empty, as you want.  All you need is a little brick cleaning 
and some new windows on the façade.  I view renovating the building as quite cheaper than 
building a new one as long as you keep it to the size that you need.  If worse comes to worse, 
you might end up reusing the beautiful hard-fired green brick from the old Mellon Bank, which 
matches Citizens’ colors pretty closely, and use that in the façade instead of the gray brick.  I 
think that might make it a bit more elegant.  I would like to support people who are advocating 
for the built environment in a very urban neighborhood. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked for Commissioners comments or questions. 
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Ms Mingo did not believe this project fit the criteria for approval.  Siting Section E, the proposal 
must address pedestrian traffic circulation patterns and pedestrian safety, you are asking us to 
add an additional curb cut on a very busy street with a lot of pedestrian activities.  Adding a 
curb cut with the amount of bicycle and pedestrian traffic on the street is decreasing public 
pedestrian safety and bike safety.  Also, this proposal must be sensitive to views and view 
corridors.  It was presented that a pedestrian could cut through the park.  So does the eye.  
The eye cuts through the park.  Where we had a place that was a marker on a triangular 
corner, we now have a bleeding cutting-through of the eye of a pedestrian on that corner.  The 
project also does not address the relationship between the architectural buildings and the 
surrounding buildings on the Centre Avenue side.  There is no longer a façade that addressed 
the retail across the street.  There is now a park.  Although it is not a historic building, it is 
however a significant building, and your proposal does not do that. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk pointing out Ms Mingo’s comments concerning Section 922.10.E.2, 
Sections E & J that the project does not address, asked for a motion. 

MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh to deny approval. 

SECONDED BY: For purposes of discussion, Ms Dick seconded the motion. 
Mr Brown questioned what is it that the Commission expect them to do that offers them a 
pathway forward as opposed to saying no?  What are we asking for that they are not doing 
and have they had enough time to do that? He asked Ms Mingo is there an example 
somewhere else that we have approved in the past that is a model or demonstrates what you 
are referring to as an example to give people what you are referring to?  
Ms Mingo replied Doughboy Square addressed a triangular situation in Lawrenceville.  They 
chose to renovate that building.  It is possible to do this.  She commented that rents in Easter 
Liberty are higher than they have been in decades.  It should be affordable to be able to build 
a building. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk stated if they are finding sections from 922.10.E.2 that they feel are 
making this unacceptable to receive an approval, there are other options.  The Commission 
could deny without prejudice and give the applicant another opportunity to come back.   
Ms Dick pointed out that they cannot have two motions on the floor at the same time.  They 
will need to act on the motion already on the floor. 
Ms O’Neill suggested withdrawing the motion, if possible, and move forward with Acting Chair 
Burton-Faulk’s motion. 

 Ms Dick said yes, that is possible. 
 Ms Mingo said she could modify it without prejudice. 
 Ms Dick felt she should withdraw the motion instead. 
 Ms Mingo withdrew her motion. 

MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh deny without prejudice. 

SECONDED BY: Mr Brown. 
IN FAVOR: Mr Brown, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Dick, Ms Mingo, Ms O’Neill and Chair 

Mondor. 
CARRIED. 

 
D. Plan of Lots  

2. 1) DCP-LOT-2022-01134, Hermitage Street, Major Consolidation 2, Homewood North 
2) DCP-LOT-2022-01313, Smithfield Street, Minor Consolidation, Central Business 
District 
3) DCP-LOT-2022-01210, West Jefferson Street, Minor Consolidation, Central Northside 
 

Mr Scheppke said all three plans be batched. 
Mr Scheppke presented each plan of lots and recommended that each plan be approved. 
Acting Burton-Faulk called for public comment; hearing none she called for commissioners 
comments; hearing none she asked for a motion to approve plan of lots items one through six 
as presented by Mr Scheppke 
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 MOTION:  Approval of the three plans of lots. 
MOVED BY: Ms Dick 
SECONDED BY: Mr Brown  
IN FAVOR: Mr Brown, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Dick, Chair Mondor  
CARRIED. 

  
E. Director’s Report  

 Mr Layman acknowledged Ms O’Neill and Chair Mondor for maintaining a quorum. 
which Mr Layman summarized There is a quarter 3 report 

F. Adjournment  
Motion to adjourn made by Acting Chair Burton-Faulk and seconded by Ms Mingo. The meeting 
adjourned at 4:40. 
  
Approved by:, Secretary  

  
Disclaimer  
The official records of the Planning Commission’s meetings are the Minutes of the Meetings approved by 
the Commission’s Secretary, Becky Mingo. The Minutes are the ONLY official record. Any other notes, 
recordings, etc. are not official records of the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission cannot 
verify the accuracy or authenticity of notes, recordings, etc. that are not part of the official minutes.  
 

 

 


