
1 

 

 

City of Pittsburgh 

Planning Commission 

Meeting Minutes 

 
January 10, 2023 at 2:25 PM, Meeting called to order by Chairwoman Christine Mondor 

  
In Attendance  
Acting Chair LaShawn Burton-Faulk    Rachel O’Neill 
Secretary, Holly Dick      Becky Mingo 
Dina Blackwell       Jennifer Askey 
Sabina Deitrick 
          
Not Present 
Chairwoman Christine Mondor      Fred Brown     
        
Staff Present  
Corey Layman, Zoning Administrator    Kevin Kunak 
Andrew Dash       Katherine Reed 
Kate Rakus, Principal Planner     Daniel Scheppke 
Will Gregory       Joe Fraker 
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A. Approval of Minutes  
MOTION: To approve Planning Commission Minutes for 11/15/2022 

   MOVED BY: Ms Dick 
SECONDED BY: Ms O’Neill 
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ABSTAINED BY: Ms Mingo  
IN FAVOR: Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Deitrick, Ms Dick, Ms O’Neill  

CARRIED. 
 

MOTION: To approve Planning Commission Minutes for 11/29/2022 
   MOVED BY: Ms O’Neill 

SECONDED BY: Ms Dick 
ABSTAINED BY: Ms Askey, Ms Deitrick  

IN FAVOR: Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Dick, Ms Mingo, Ms O’Neill  
  CARRIED. 
 

MOTION: To approve Planning Commission Minutes for 12/13/2022 
   MOVED BY: Ms O’Neill 

SECONDED BY: Ms Dick 
ABSTAINED BY: Ms Askey  

IN FAVOR: Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Deitrick, Ms Dick, Ms Mingo, Ms O’Neill  
 CARRIED. 

 
B. Correspondence (See Attachment B)   

DCP-ZDR-2021-15753 – Brickworks Project  

• Strip District Neighbors   
  
DCP-ZDR-2022-00442 Grandview Townhomes   

• William Conroy  

• Jaye Newsom 
  
DCP-MPZC-2022-01041 – SP-11 Lower Hill PLDP Amendments and/or   
DCP-ZDR-2022-06099 – SP-11 Lower Hill Block E  

• Chavaysha Chaney, Policy and Programs Associate, Hill CDC  

• Exectuve Management Committee of the Lower Hill CCIP 

• Natan Diacon-Furtado  

• Marlana Adele Vassar  

• Deavron Dailey  

• Brandon Jennings  

• Dr. Kimberly Ellis  

• James Simon  

• CCIP attachment  
  

DCP-ZDR-2021-02885 – Manilla Street  
DCP-ZDR-2021-02914 – Manilla Street  
DCP-ZDR-2021-02944 – Corner of Webster Avenue and Robert Street  

• Becky Davis 
  
Lawrenceville in need of a walkable grocery store  

• Lauren Doyle  
 

C. Hearing and Action (See Attachment C for staff reports)  
1. DCP-ZDR-2022-10883 – 100 Art Rooney Avenue Public Destination Facility signs North 
Shore Neighborhood   

Mr Kunak presented the project for City staff.  The project is two internally illuminated high wall 
public destination signs.  Both signs are approx. 187 sq ft.  The signs will be located on the 
easterly and westerly facades at a height of 79 ft 6 in from grade.  The maximum of four high 
wall signs was previously approved Oct 4, 2022,  by Planning Commission.  ZBA Case 225 of 
2022 approved two additional high wall signs, totaling 6 with the condition that no additional 
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high wall signage will be permitted for any façade of the stadium.  A staff design review took 
place for the proposed signs, and there were no comments from the review.  Since there is no 
Registered Community Organization in this location a Development Activities Meeting was not 
required.  The recommended motion is that Planning Commission approve the Project 
Development Plan as presented for the 6 high wall signs. 
Mr Kolano stated the total façade allows 2,253 sq ft of signage.  Only about 200 sq ft per sign is 
being used.  The two additional signs are located on architectural towers situated in view 
corridors corresponding to roads and streets.  The white lettering is internally illuminated with a 
nonilluminated black background.   
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked for public testimony. 
Mr Fraker saw no hands raised. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked for commissioners’ questions, comments, or motion. 

MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh approve the Project Development Plan 
as presented for the 6 high wall signs.  

MOVED BY: Ms Mingo 
SECONDED BY: Ms Blackwell 

       IN FAVOR: Ms Askey, Ms Blackwell, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Deitrick, Ms Dick, Ms Mingo, 
Ms O’Neill  

CARRIED. 
 

2. DCP-ZDR-2021-02885 – Manilla Street  
 DCP-ZDR-2021-02914 – Manilla Street  
 DCP-ZDR-2021-02944 – Corner of Webster Avenue and Robert Street New construction of 3   
single-family detached homes Crawford-Roberts Neighborhood 
 

Mr Kunak presented the project for City staff.  The project is Final Land Development plans 
for new construction of three single-family detached homes located in an RP zoning district.  
Public notices of the project were mailed to property owners as required because 10 or more 
years had elapsed since the approval date of the most recently amended PLDP for the 
district.  A Development Activities Meeting was held October 31, 2022, with the Hill 
Community Development Corporation, the Registered Community Organization for this 
location.  A staff design review found the elevations in compliance with the Bedford and Hill 
District Pattern Book.  A CDAP meeting was not recommended.  The recommended motion 
is that Planning Commission approve the FLDPs as presented with a condition that the final 
construction document shall be reviewed and approved by the Zoning Administrator prior to 
issuing the Record of Zoning Approval (ROZA). 
Mr Ohmori stated the three proposed homes are the last remaining of the Crawford Square 
Development.  Three other parcels are being developed but are not part of this hearing and 
action.  The homes are intended to be owner occupied.  More detailed photos were 
requested at a previous briefing and were presented for context and reference.  Most of the 
homes have front access garages with some having drive-in access off a secondary street or 
alley.  Elevations and site plans presented showed contextual setbacks and exterior 
materials used. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked for public testimony. 
Mr Fraker recognized Becky Davis. 
Ms Davis read a submission to the Planning Commission concerning the upkeep and 
maintenance by her and other neighbors.  She contacted the URA to express interest in 
obtaining the parcel, but received no response.  She stated concerns about the rear porch 
and windows of the new structure in relation to her home.  She stated that she wished the 
neighborhood could have included more inclusive housing with single-story homes, citing the 
amount of stairs, and accommodations for older or disabled potential neighbors. 
Mr Fraker recognized Patrick Gray. 
Mr Gray stated that they were told when they moved into their home that the final 
development would not include low income housing.  The homes would be market value, 
which is what they paid for their home.  He expressed concerns about the look and scale of 
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the new houses.  He also expressed concerns about traffic, noting drivers violate the law 
frequently driving the wrong way on the one-way street because it is nearly impossible to 
see oncoming traffic.  He also cited issues with parking on the street blocking the street.  He 
said registered a complaint but nothing was done.   
Mr Ohmori commented that there were multiple presentations with the HOA.  The designs 
and proposals result from working with the HOA, including the proportions and locations of 
the houses on their sites.  There are large setbacks that set the houses back on the sites, 
but they are the same as the existing houses, complying with contextual setbacks.  The 
homes fall in line with the Pattern Book.  He stated they have taken great care in selecting 
responsible and committed homeowners and hope they are welcomed into the 
neighborhood.  Also, they have tried to make high quality homes to share with families that 
might not otherwise be able to afford homes. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked for commissioners’ questions, comments or motion.  
Ms O’Neill moved to approve as presented. 
Ms Mingo asked to speak and commented that the request for photos of the conditions was 
to understand the impact on the neighbors.  She stated she was concerned that the two 
neighbors’ concerns haven’t been addressed.   
Mr Ohmori stated there were two presentations with the HOA and two meetings with the 
community group with good attendance at all four meetings. 
Mr Tillman stated they received support letters from both organizations and Council. 
Ms Mingo asked if there is a way to address the specific concerns of Ms Davis or Mr Gray 
about ensuring windows don’t line up with each other, or to look at the other houses to make 
sure they don’t have light shed or are not peering window to window. 
Mr Ohmori stated they can pay close attention to window alignment, but the site constraints 
and large setbacks push the home to the back of the site.  Also, the site is fairly steep and 
the deck is the only way to provide some useable outdoor space for the home. 
Ms Mingo stated she was not convinced that all the concerns have been met at this point.  
She said that no site plans had been presented that show how the site works or that show 
the porch on the site. 
Mr Ohmori asked to go back to the site plan for the home which shows the context in relation 
to the neighboring homes, including the rear porch and setbacks that comply with the Zoning 
Code. 
Ms Mingo asked how this new house compares to the original plan from years ago. 
Mr Ohmori stated in general the sizes of the homes are about the same.  Both the existing 
homes are much wider.  The new home is consistent with the existing homes. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if any other commissioners had questions or comments, or 
if they could go back to the motion from Ms O’Neill. 

MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh approve the FLDPs as presented with 
a condition that the final construction document shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Zoning Administrator prior to issuing the Record of Zoning Approval (ROZA).  

MOVED BY: Ms O’Neill 
SECONDED BY: Ms Dick 

IN FAVOR: Ms Askey, Ms Blackwell, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Dick, Ms Mingo, Ms O’Neill 
CARRIED 

 
3. DCP-ZDR-2022-00442 – Grandview Avenue (between Augusta Street and Republic Street) 

New construction of 23 townhomes in the Grandview Public Realm District B Duquesne 
Heights Neighborhood 
Mr Kunak presented the project for City staff.  The project is new construction of 23 single-
family attached units in the GPR-B zone.  Three units in the R1A-H zone are shown for 
reference and are under another review.  A Development Activities Meeting with the Mt 
Wash Community Assn RCO occurred July 28, 2022.  A storm water management plan has 
received approval.  This is an undermined area, and a Geotechnical report is under review.  
The proposed application was reviewed by CDAP Nov 8, 2022.  The recommended motion 
is that Planning Commission approve the PDP with conditions, 1.  DOMI shall review the 
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final plans and issue the necessary DOMI approvals prior to issuing the ROZA; 2.  the storm 
water management plan be approved prior to issuing the ROZA; and 3.  the final 
construction documents shall be reviewed and approved by the Zoning Administrator prior to 
issuing the ROZA. 
Mr Geoff Campbell stated the site is on the western edge of Grandview Ave in Duquesne 
Heights on Mt Washington.  The geotechnical exploration involved drilling down to bedrock 
which ranged from just a few feet to 33 feet below ground.  Test pits were also dug to 
understand storm water infiltration.  A number of plans were shared relating to Grandview 
Avenue and defining the Grandview Public Realm, ending in 1995.  A ten-year housing 
strategy was issued 13 years ago which was also reviewed.  The project complies with all 
zoning dimensions for height, setbacks, and single-family uses.  A public realm district 
requires a review of the project.  The project proposes 26 rear-entry units, minimizing curb 
cuts to only three.  Two-car garages per unit are provided.  Landscaping and screening is 
provided at the rear of the garages and the adjacent parcels.  The architectural context is 
varied in scale, time period, designs, and heights.  Each unit is 3 stories high with a below 
grade garage with an extra room and a roof deck.  As requested from a previous briefing, the 
exterior materials in a black and white pallet of brick, fibercement siding, precast 
concrete/stone panels, windows, roofing, wood elements, and retaining walls were 
presented.  Also presented was a 3D front landscape with light wells and retaining walls, 
along with a front yard planting page.  Concerns about utilities on poles were expressed to 
Duquesne Light, but the utility has no plans to put them underground at this time. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked for public testimony. 
Mr Fraker recognized Jordan Davidson, Executive Director of Mt Washington Community 
Development Corporation. 
Mr Davidson read a letter from the MWCDC submitted for the record December 10, 2022. 
Mr Fraker recognized Patrick Gianella, elected Democratic Committeeman for this area. 
Mr Gianella stated that Mr Davidson and the secretary resigned from the MWCDC and do 
not represent the residents.  There was no well-published attendance of the CDC. He said 
they asked on several occasions that the CDC meet with the community and take the 
recommendation of the residents into account when preparing their approval of this 
construction.  He also stated they asked that letters be sent to voters in this district so 
everyone could have input but were refused.  The developer quoted $3M to underground 
utilities.  The cost the developer submitted was questioned by civil engineers and a 
representative from Public Works, citing a cost of $3M to underground 15 blocks in the 
South Side.  Also, a pedestrian experience was promised to the community and the City.  To 
allow construction without underground utilities would be a big mistake by the Planning 
Commission.  He also stated that there will be insufficient parking for this project. 
Mr Fraker recognized William Conroy. 
Mr Conroy owns a house next door to the development.  He commented on the cost and 
ability to underground the utilities and asked that the Commission make it part of the project. 
Mr Fraker recognized Jay Gennuso. 
Ms Gennuso owns property behind the proposed project.  She stated that most of their back 
yard has been washed away by the property, and that they lost a magnolia tree.  She also 
stated that a church has also had water issues and had to have construction done as a 
result.  She commented that there have been 3 sink holes after the West End landslide right 
behind their home.  On the first boring, the bore began to sink, and 3 men had to try to hold it 
up. They discontinued boring and trenched the site.  As trees were eliminated, a natural 
spring running under the ground washed away more ground.  She stated concerns about 
traffic and parking since there are already parking concerns in the area.  Requests for 
meetings through letters, calls to councilpersons, CDC have gone unanswered.  The 
developer has torn down trees, resulting in lost sound barrier and privacy.  This development 
will bring down property values in the area. 
Mr Fraker recognized Jim Settembrino. 
Mr Sttembrino owns an adjacent house since 1950.  He is also concerned about water runoff 
and parking, citing many church and other activities in the community that this project will 
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restrict.  The project will change the landscape and water issues will eliminate the enjoyment 
of his back yard.  
Mr Fraker recognized Daria Newsom. 
Ms Newsom lives behind the development.  They built an addition to their home.  At the time 
they were advised that there were voids in the area and needed to increase the stability on 
the addition.  It had something to do with a void adjacent to their property.  Also, when a bath 
was installed in the basement the local plumber showed them that there was a spring 
running under their home from the Grandview Ave property.  He stressed it was fresh water.  
Ms Newsom emailed after the last meeting asking if the developer had addressed those 
issues and hasn’t heard anything about that.   
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked for commissioners’ questions, comments or a motion. 
Ms O’Neill asked that the applicant respond to undergrounding the utilities.  Also, how the 
geotechnical work has been evaluated and steps moving forward that would not contribute to 
storm water runoff or other issues on the street. 
Mr Magrino stated that storm water management has been developed to capture, meter, and 
slowly release storm water from the site to the municipal storm system through rooftops, 
gutter systems, online collections systems, curbs, gutters, and inlets.  This will actually 
reduce runoff to the various homes downgrade to the property.  The underground systems 
have been lined so that water will not leach or perch into the ground.  Less water will be 
released after construction to the storm system and discharge to the homes will be less. 
The geotechnical engineer confirmed with their driller that there were no issues.  They 
conducted a full sequence of borings and an infiltration test.  The infiltration test involved a 
backhoe which could have be misconstrued as trenching.  The exploration resulted in 
recommendations for site designs and foundation designs of the proposed buildings.  They 
have been incorporated into the overall site design and submitted for review by the City. 
Ms O’Neill confirmed that they have received the NPDES permit relating to storm water, and 
asked about the status of the storm water and geotechnical reviews with the City.  She also 
confirmed that the geotechnical review incorporates a review of undermined or void areas 
that would be addressing any stability related to them. 
Mf Magrino confirmed they received the permit the afternoon of this hearing and action.  
Also, there is one comment they must respond to about the storm water review around 
easements onsite.  The geotechnical review will address the undermined or voids and is still 
under review in PLI.  
Mr Kamin addressed the utilities issue.  His understanding is that it is a far more complex 
and larger project than has been described here.  He stated that they are willing to work with 
Duquesne Light as is feasible.  He stated they didn’t think it is appropriate that underground 
utilities be placed as a condition of approval, not that it is within the jurisdiction of the 
Planning Commission.  He said they have had discussions with Duquesne Light, making it 
seem it was a 7-figure number and unfeasible to do.  It is their understanding that the utility 
lines are serving other units not just this new development. 
Ms O’Neill asked staff if there are regulations or requirements that relate to underground 
utilities.  
Mr Layman commented that in a detailed review of the GPR zone and subdivision 
regulations they can take a look. 
Ms O’Neill proposed a condition that Planning Commission encourage assessing 
underground utilities to the extent feasible and working with staff to evaluate that. 
Mr Kamin said they can definitely work with staff but just can’t have it mandated.   
 Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked for commissioners’ questions, comments or a motion 

MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh approve with conditions as stated in 
the staff report and with the additional condition that the applicant work with staff to 
evaluate the feasibility of underground utilities. 

MOVED BY: Ms Dick 
SECONDED BY: Ms Askey 
IN FAVOR: Ms Askey, Ms Blackwell, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Dick, Ms Mingo, Ms 

O’Neill 
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CARRIED 
 

4. DCP-MPZC-2022-01041 – SP-11 Lower Hill PLDP Amendments Preliminary Land 
Development Amendment for SP-11 Lower Hill Central Business District (Downtown) 
Neighborhood 

Acting Chair Burton-Faulk read in the agenda item, asked Mr Kunak to present the PLDP. 
Ms O’Neill recused herself for this hearing and action item. 
Mr Kunak  
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk stated they are in receipt of a 101 document submitted by the 
applicants after the start of today’s briefing.  As a result, neither staff nor the Commission have 
had a chance to review.  She asked if the applicants want the Commission to review that 
submission as a part of the record.  If so, it would be understood that it may necessitate a 
continuance because Commission has had no time to review. 
Ms Kirk stated that most of what is in the document has already been seen by the 
Commission and just the first five pages are new. 
Mr Sittig commented that the document primarily addresses the dashboard that was a 
condition of the FNB Financial Center approval.  It represents the up-to-date detail that is 
summarized in the presentation.  There is nothing that the Commission can’t consider today.  
If there is a question on the dashboard and extent of efforts made in compliance of the FNB 
condition, the Commission can decide.  It doesn’t have to do with the amendment itself or 
Block E.  It is an update that the Commissioners wanted up-to-the-minute progress with the 
neighbors. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk stated it sounds as if they want the Commission to consider it as 
part of the record.  The Commission will continue with the presentation and figure it out as the 
hearing progresses. 
Ms Kirk asked that they receive the additional correspondence that the Commission has 
received. 
Mr Layman interjected that staff works hard to make sure there are clear deadlines for 
submissions, and if something comes in after the deadline, it is not to be considered for a 
hearing.  Ms Kirk is asking the Commission to make an exception on this, and he just wants to 
be clear it works for both sides.  The intent is not to open up a process where staff have to 
manage correspondence up to the minute of or during a Commission meeting.  Staff does not 
have the ability to do that. 
Mr Sittig stated it is not an amendment and does not have anything new with the application 
itself.  It is an update on community process and not part of the application itself. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk said it is noted and to proceed. 
Mr Kunak present the project for the City.  It is new construction of a mixed-use office tower 
approved by Planning Commission May 4, 2021, that included a condition that an amendment 
to the PLDP address the removal of Wylie Ave, and that any other post changes to the Master 
Plan shall be approved prior to, or at the same time as, the next FLDP for SP-11.  He stated 
that it is required within 2 years for commencement of open space on Block F.  A DAM 
meeting was held Oct 17, 2022.  Staff reviewed and made comments on the proposed PLDP.  
The recommended motion is that Planning Commission approve amendments to the PLDP as 
presented in this item. 
Ms Kirk stated they are here in response to conditions of approval that the Lower Hill to 
Downtown should be pedestrian friendly and accessible.  The site included topography, 
drainage, pedestrian safety, accessibility, and connectivity challenges.  We are here to look at 
removing some streets and installing alleyways and pedestrian easements in Block A & B, and 
also to vacate Wylie Ave at the lower part of the site.  Approval is really important to complete 
projects on A & B, and F as urban open space and the permitting on G4 that was required.  A 
street vacation application was submitted to the City and is in the final stages of review by 
DOMI.  An updated and approved 2021 transportation report was submitted to reflect the 
changes to these streets. 
Mr Craig summarized the application submitted is for the lower portions of Wylie Ave and 2 
streets, a dogleg on the A & B block and a cul-de-sac on the C Block, and three street 
vacations being processed by DOMI.  The site is organized around three central principals, 
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Wylie Ave as the historic corridor, making the connection between Downtown and the greater 
Hill District, centering pedestrian activity, retail, and primary focus for buildings; Logan Street, 
focusing the major destination facility, the Arena, and mixed-use entertainment venue, and 
activity and retail on a “festival street” allowing closure; and Centre Ave as the main corridor 
connection between Downtown, the Hill, and Oakland. 
Ms Spanza presented slides that compared the original FLDP with the amendments.  The 
streets and connections have been revised to alleyways in Blocks A, B and C, providing better 
continuity through the development.  The urban open space is being increased to a total of 
3.83 acres.  Modifications to frontage locations are in response to the revised parcel 
configurations.  Parking and servicing have been adjusted to address block configurations, 
adjusting the quantity and location of curb cuts.  A prohibition has been added on surface 
parking adjacent to urban open space. 
Mr Bonce addressed achieving full universal accessibility throughout the site due to the slope 
transitions citing even able bodied people would have difficulty maneuvering through the 
corridor.  The revised plan achieves 5% universal accessibility throughout the entire site.  
Buildings articulate with the grade.  All accessible routes arrive at various plazas or various 
door elevations to enter the buildings.  They also go through park activities, seating, gardens, 
artwork, & amphitheaters for accessibility. 
Mr Craig stated they are following the guidelines in the Zoning Code that create open space 
being publicly accessible, open at regular business hours within the district, and maintained 
for passive recreation by the public.  The Lower Hill District Conservancy was established 
which will maintain, program, operate, and provide supplemental security for the urban open 
space.  A community advisory committee will be formed to help with programming and 
operations of the spaces.  

      Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked for public testimony. 
Mr Fraker recognized Merma Milliones, Pres & CEO of The Hill Community Development 
Corporation. 
Ms Milliones asked for extra consideration, given that the Hill CDC is the RCO for the Hill 
District neighborhood, to have extra time to get though the extensive comments.  The Penns 
refused to agree to attach the community collaboration and implementation plan or to 
strengthen the language in the PLDP to ensure community protections for the Hill District.  In 
order for Pittsburgh to achieve an equitable and just city, our city must move beyond the 
normal facilitation of processes and policies that will only perpetuate structural inequities.  
Without formally attaching the CCIP, there is no requirement for the Penns and private 
developers to follow the Community Collaboration and Implementation Plan.  Therefore, there 
is nothing like inclusionary affordable housing or zoning for commercial space.  The 
socioeconomic impact has to be assured by having some type of guideline. 
Mr Fraker recognized Renee Wilson. 
Ms Wilson stated that this item needs to go to the community so they can know about this.  
Many people in this area are senior citizens who are voters and need more information to be 
able to vote on what just came over today.  She stated that some things seem to be done 
before they are brought to the Planning Commission, citing Wylie Ave already looks like it has 
been cut off at the FNB Building.  The community should definitely be included and be given 
more time. 
Mr Fraker recognized Chavaysha Chaney, Policy & Program Associate at the Hill CDC. 
Ms, Chaney spoke about the Lower Hill development status and the Hill District Unified 
Community Review process.  The Hill utilizes the Development Review Panel as an orderly 
and democratic process per the City RCO ordinance.  The DRP is comprised of 9 Hill District 
organizations working together to ensure equitable Hill district redevelopment.  The DRP is a 
two-step process. Step 1 is a focused review and scoring at the committee level if a plan is 
aligned with the master plan and CCIP, scoring 80% or above.  Step two is to advance the 
plan to the residents for review and vote.  The developers must secure a letter of support of 
80% or better.  The Penns have complained that this process is too lengthy.  The duty of the 
RCO is to ensure that the developers are heard in the order they are received.  Ms Chaney 
asked that the Planning Commission support the Hill District community and send them back 
to complete the RCO process. 
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Mr Fraker recognized Phyllis Gaffar. 
Ms Gaffar is a retired planning professional.  She testified that she went through the SEA and 
City processes before the Civic Arena was demolished.  She stated she is glad the City is 
working with Macedonia Church and Bethel AME Church to ensure their historical and land 
use needs are met.  Ms Gaffar stated two concerns.  First, there is a need that the community 
and DRP group receive clarity and respect from the developer concerning the changes that 
will occur, and that the developer does not subvert the process, causing it to take such a long 
time.  Second, she stated that there is a greater need in the overall Hill to have the common 
goals of the community and the Penguins Development Group communicated.  She stated 
she is more concerned about the lack of affordable housing throughout the community and not 
to get hung up on minutia and attitudes.  She noted the interaction between the BCP and the 
CDC intermingles with the facts and stops progress.  She would like to see the 100 page 
document presented at this hearing.  
Mr Fraker recognized Martin Rafanan. 
Mr Rafanan agreed with Ms Gaffar and stated that the community has a right to look at the 
documentation.  Although the developers have moved forward on a number of points of 
concern, it is important that they take a close look at the documentation and understand what 
is being recommended.   He did not like the document being submitted a couple of hours 
before this hearing, and that commissioners are asked to vote on it before the community has 
a chance to take a look at it.  He praised the commissioners’ efforts listening to complex 
material.  As the community is going to be impacted by this development, it is important that 
they have the opportunity to carefully look at and discuss this issue.  He echoed concerns 
about affordable housing and asked the Commission to continue this hearing until the 
community has had a chance to look at the new things put on the table by the developers. 
Mr Fraker recognized Kevin McNair. 
Mr McNair stated the same concerns of previous public testimony that a vote should happen 
without transparency to the community.  He believed that to be fair and equitable, 
conversations have to be more than just words and promises.  He would like to have an 
opportunity to look at the document.  It would only be equitable that the community know what 
was going on because it impacts them in this area. 
Mr Fraker recognized Rev Dale Snyder. 
Rev Snyder stated that Bethel is the oldest African-American owned entity west of the 
Alleghenies and would like to offer an opportunity for them to come together as a community.  
He noted that finances are hard to come by when doing major developments like this.  It 
sometimes causes last minute changes. He encouraged everyone to examine the proposed 
plans posted on the City Website and do their homework, and for the community to come 
together to move in the right direction.  He believed they all want the same thing in different 
ways and must find a way to communicate that to get the best that they can from the monies 
that are available.  This land has been vacant long enough and he hoped that the community, 
developers, City, and Commission can find ways to work together to create a win-win.  He 
thanked everyone for their commitment to allow Bethel to tell their story. 
Mr Fraker recognized Cn Daniel Lavelle. 
Mr Kunak said the Councilman dropped off. 
Mr Fraker recognized Charlotte Ka. 
Ms Ka stated that she and Eric Reynolds of Mocha Art Gallery would like to commend Dr Kim 
Ellis for all the information she provided concerning this project and would like to augment 
Frankie Place with a mosaic in her honor to let the citizens of the Hill District know that she 
was a pioneering woman who worked tirelessly to honor the citizens of the Hill District.  She 
stated that she is happy to see that Bethel Church is getting some reparations for their past 
work and the beautiful church that was torn down. 
Mr Fraker recognized Cn Daniel Lavelle. 
Cn Lavelle had 3 quick notes on the PLDP.  1. When the original request was made to attach 
the CCIP as a supporting document, he submitted a letter of support and formally asked the 
Commission to consider doing it.  He stated his support at having the CCIP attached. 2. There 
is now discussion to remove public streets and eventual privatization of public land.  Once it is 
privatized, how do you ensure it still remains public especially for those who are native to this 
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community?  If the Commission approves this, Cn Lavelle asked that they do so with 
consideration to ensure the privatized public land remain public at all times.  And 3. Curtain 
Call was mentioned earlier.  There was an exhaustive process to select its current place.  The 
applicant has suggested there could be a better location.  If the Commission approves this, 
they should know that they would be approving something that has not been vetted with the 
community.  He asked that the Commission approve it with conditions ensuring they still have 
to go through a community process. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk thanked everyone for the presentation and public testimony due to 
the length of the hearing, but staying the course is testimony of a level of commitment.  She 
then asked for questions or comments from commissioners. 
Ms Askey stated that the CCIP was established in 2014, and she would like staff to refresh 
everyone on what the City and legal department feel the role of the CCIP should be. 
Mr Layman stated that there is no statement ready from the Law Department.  Staff did 
consult with the solicitor at the time.  Mr Layman felt that none of the conditions of the 
document or the Planning Commission’s purview have changed.  The position is that the CCIP 
stands on its own.  It is considered an informational and supplemental document.  The 
Commission’s role regarding approving land development plans is narrow and focused on the 
development review and plan review.  Mr Layman asked Mr Dash for comment. 
Mr Dash stated the CCIP has no legal authority other than it is Planning Commission’s criteria 
for decisions. 
Ms Kirk said she was there in 2014 when the CCIP was established, and it is a reference 
document and thought that is what the Planning Commission and Court of Common Pleas 
decided.  This is a very small PLDP with minor revisions.  It is here because it is required to 
come back before further development.  The urban open space will be the same as all other 
UOS in the City.  The Lower Hill Conservancy plans to have security through that site.  It is 
intended to be open to all.  That is why there is pedestrian accessibility in the easements.  
This needs to move forward so that the money for parking tax diversion can help the Lower 
and Middle Hill. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk said she understands that what we are reviewing today is strictly 
land use related and that the CCIP and PLDP stand independently from one another.  She 
wants the applicant to understand the gravity as it relates to the CCIP and how the community 
perceived that to be a win at the time.  We are hopeful that the EMC is holding feet to the fire 
and basic reciprocity is occurring.  She thinks it boils down to communication, and the 
community is feeling excluded of information.  Ms Burton-Faulk stated she would not be 
comfortable moving forward because there are 101 pages that say something, and the 
community and commissioners haven’t had time to review them.  She would be comfortable 
closing record today and giving everyone a chance to go through it before taking a vote. 
Ms Askey agreed that the Commission and the community should have a chance to confirm 
that all information was previously presented in other ways and would not affect the decision. 
Mr Sittig noted that these documents have to do with the compliance of the condition on 
another project that is not directly related to this approval.  They understood that even if a vote 
to approve was taken, there is a dashboard that would establish compliance for a staff 
determination to be made.  It is a 100 page document, but it is a 5 page summary of 
attachments that are in the record elsewhere.  It is a convenience document to allow whoever 
is going to make the determination of compliance with condition 6.  He stated that they are in 
compliance with the CCIP and are willing to have this as an ongoing condition.  Whether the 
determination is from the Planning Commission or the Zoning Administrator, we need a 
determination where our dashboard complies. 
Ms Kirk agreed and stated this is a condition from the approval for G1 and doesn’t relate to the 
PLDP, but it must be presented for the next approval and we can’t get to Block E approval  
without going through this approval. 
 Acting Chair Burton-Faulk stated their intention was to submit it in time for today, but it didn’t 
make it in terms of the clock.  This issue is that we have a last minute document that has not 
be communicated to the entire community, causing a trust issue. 
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Ms Dick agreed with what Ms Burton-Faulk stated.  She stated the she believed it has been 
proven that ignorance leads to fear.  If people have not read, they fear what it may mean.  The 
general public in the Hill need to read this first, and we need to have a continuance. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk stated that there has to be communication, and they have to give 
an extension of trust.  She put a motion on the table to continue.  She would like Cn Lavelle to 
organize a virtual meeting instead of people having to read on their own.  

MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh continue the hearing.  

MOVED BY: Ms Burton-Faulk 
SECONDED BY: Ms Dick 
ABSTAINED: Ms O’Neill 
IN FAVOR: Ms Askey, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Dick 
CARRIED 

Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked to please set something up between now and the next 
meeting.         
Mr Sittig asked for clarification if the continued hearing will be focusing on the summary of 
the dashboard they submitted. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk said they were asking for more communication, and that the 
community understands where we are.  The Planning Commission understands this is land 
use.  This was intended to be a part of what commissioners were to consider today. 
Mr Sittig stated he wanted to be sure they will be ready for everything and will focus on this 
submittal at the continued hearing. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk stated they should probably table the next item as well. 
Mr Sittig asked that they go ahead with the next item.  They would be able to come back with 
what they need for both items. 
Ms Askey said that they hear the presentation but won’t vote until the next meeting. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked for a 5 minute recess. 
Ms Kirk clarified that the record on the PLDP is closed. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk had stated that on record earlier. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk stated that because the Commission lost quorum for this last 
hearing and action, the vote for the continuance will need to be voted on again.   

MOTION:  
A motion to continue the PLDP amendment until the next Planning Commission 
meeting. 
MOVED BY: Acting Chair Burton-Faulk 
SECONDED BY: Ms Blackwell 
ABSTAINED: Chair Mondor  
IN FAVOR: Ms Askey, Ms Blackwell, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Dick  
CARRIED 

 
5. DCP-ZDR-2022-06099 – SP-11 Lower Hill Block E New construction of parking structure, 

public safety station, and entertainment venue Central Business District (Downtown) 
Neighborhood 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk stated that in an effort to maintain quorum for this last hearing and 
action, they should hold on Item 5.   
Mr Sittig asked if that means to move it to the next meeting 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk said yes.  They do not have a quorum.  She also stated that 
because there was no vote on the PLDP, it makes sense to hold here.  Part of the break was 
to make sure they had quorum.  

MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh to continue Item 5 until the next 
Planning Commission meeting.  
MOVED BY: Ms Dick 
SECONDED BY: Ms Askey 
IN FAVOR: Ms Askey, Ms Blackwell, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Dick, Chair Mondor  
CARRIED 
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Mr Sittig asked if the schedule in two weeks is full. 
Mr Kunak stated that schedule will allow the two continued items. 

 
D. Plan of Lots  

1. DCP-LOT-2022-01099, Glass Run Road, Major Subdivision 1, Hays  

2. DCP-LOT-2022-01593, Reed Roberts, Major Subdivision 2, Crawford Roberts  
3. DCP-LOT-2022-01670, Watson Street, Minor Consolidation, Bluff  
4. DCP-LOT-2022-01677, Middletown Road, Minor Consolidation, Windgap  
5. DCP-LOT-2022-01637, Penn Avenue, Minor Consolidation, Lower Lawrenceville  
6. DCP-LOT-2022-01649, Rickenbach Street, Minor Subdivision, Central Northside 

Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked if the plans of lots will be taken separately. 
Mr Scheppke stated that Item 1 will need to be taken separately. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk confirmed Item 1 is separate, and Items 2 through 6 will be 
batched together.  Acting Chair Burton-Faulk read in Item 1. 
Mr Scheppke presented Item 1 plan of lots.  The recommended motion is to preliminarily 
approve the subdivision with final review scheduled Jan 24, 2023. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked for public testimony.  There being none she asked for a 
motion from Commissioners. 
    MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh preliminarily approve the subdivision with 
final review scheduled Jan 24, 2023. 

MOVED BY: Ms O’Neill 
SECONDED BY: Ms Askey  
IN FAVOR: Ms Askey, Ms Blackwell, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Dick, Chair Mondor, Ms O’Neill  
CARRIED. 

Acting Chair Burton-Faulk read in Items 2 through 6. 
Mr Scheppke presented Items 2 through 6 plan of lots.  The recommended motion was to 
approve all items. 
Acting Chair Burton-Faulk asked for public testimony.  There being none she asked for a 
motion from Commissioners. 
MOTION:  
The Planning Commission of the City of Pittsburgh approve plan of lots Items 2 through 6. 

MOVED BY: Ms O’Neill 
SECONDED BY: Ms Askey  
IN FAVOR: Ms Askey, Ms Blackwell, Ms Burton-Faulk, Ms Dick, Chair Mondor, Ms O’Neill  
CARRIED. 

 
E. Director’s Report  

None. 
 

F. Adjournment  
Motion to adjourn.  The meeting adjourned at 6:30 PM 
  
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. 


