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A Bummary of Architecturzl Committee Recommendations
31 May 1980

RBecommendation to Retain Indevendent Financeial Consulitant
26-28-30 Socuth 21st Street: The Committes recommended that the
Commission retaln an independent financial consultant to
agsess this application For demolition based on olaims of
financial harvdship.

Approval in LConcept

247 South Van Pelt Street: Ths Commititee reconmmended an approval
in concept for the proposed voof-top addition as depicted in
the preliminary plans and sight-lins study submitted. The
proposed alterations to the masonry openings, however, will
reguire furthsr documentation.

Synagogue: The Committes recommended approval of
1 te install an electrical transformer beneath

T @ Strest. It also recommended approval of revised

plansg for the installation of HVAC and ductwork.

College Hall, University of Pemnsylvaniz: The Committes vobted the
Following recommendations:
approval of the proposed masconry work to the southesst
gquadrant of the building.
- approval in concept for the proposed alte
doors, windows, rear enbrances and roo

~ations to th
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Disappraoval

301-303 Cherry Street: The Committes recommended disapproval of
proposed alterations to the three central bavs of this
facads.
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RECOMMENDATION TO RETAIN INDEPENDENT FINANCIAL CONSULTANT

28-28-30 South 21st Street: Joseph Berenhoels, owner. Mr.

Berenhols reguested approval of a demcolition permit
application for these threse town housss and submititaed s
report asserting financial hardship. In 1988 hs submitted a
report o the Commitihee which sxamined four possible
development proposals. Twice, in letters dated 18 May 19839
and 14 May 1980, the Commission stafi wrote te My, Berenhols
regquesting further information to proceed with a review., A
report which he submitted on 3 April 1880 provided some of

thig informaticn., It did not, however, lﬁblud% analysis
the development option which the Committes had recommendsd

s possibly the most viable means of preserving these
buildings. The Committes dugﬂe ted retaining the front
forty feet of these buildings in conjunction with new
congtroction in the rear of thesse propsrties. Although
analysis of this option was reguested, the applicant
declined, based on his assessment of thse present market and
the prospect of zecuring bank financing.

ormally accept the
@txin an independent
lons of the report
. Mr. Hollenberg
aszons fLor not
5 of these
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Mr. Tyler suggested that the Committe
reperit sand reauest that the P01m15u10¥
consultant to analyze the market assump
and e@conomic viability of the prukultie
reguested that the applicant <larify hi
exanining the option of retaining ﬁhu £
buildings in conjunction with new <const
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My, Berenhols indicated that the real estate market had
declined significqnt1f gince he acqguired these propertiss in
1286 and 1938, Although he had been interssted in

daeveloping these bulldings for office space, Mr. Beranhols

asserted that his plans were not viable in the present
markew, gspecially in the Rittenhouse arez. He emphasized
that it would be particularly difficult to ssoure financing
for such a development. He expressed his vexstiocon with
these huildings, which he c¢laimed he could not sell, rent or
rataln in their present condition. Having lost money on
these propertiess each year, he has taken measures to cub his
losses: he has vacated tenants from the builldings,
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canceiled the propsyiy lnsurance, and shut off all
utilities. At present, Mr., Berenholz did not see an
. N ,
L

ive to demcliticon. Later, he hopes to sell the
lots, perhaps for the development of a surface parking loi.

Jpon the request of the Committes, Mr. Baron offered z

description of the surrounding streetscape. To the north of
these properties is a parking lot, developed when threes
adjacent buildings wers demolished. To the south is a large

apartment building, constructed in the 1960s. However, Mr.
Baron stressgsed that a row of Victorian housses acrass the

streset offered an historical context for these builldings.
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Inguiry was made into the pogsibility of upgrading ths
esidential use of these bulldings. HMr. DBerenholszs responded
that he had explored that opticn and dismissed it as too
pxpensive. The Commitiee zlse asked 1f the option of
demolition and subsgequent development of surface parvking
would be sconomically viabls, Mr. Berenholz responded that
he had not explained this alternative in depth, though
satimzated that it wonld allow him to break even.
My, Hollenberg indicated that, as in all applicationsg faor
demolition bazed on olaims of financial hardship, the
Committee would recommend that the Commizsion retain an
independent financial consultant voe analvze the report and
the soonomic viability of these propertbies. Specifically,
the consultant would be asked to sxplore the option
explicitly unexamined by the applicant, that of retaipning
the front forty feet of thege buildings while allowing
development beshind them.

In addition, the Committee asked the applicant to prepare a
ietter to the Commission explaining the objective reasons
for not exploring the possibility of new comstruction at the
raar of these propert;es. He added that this letter also
should explain Mr. Berenholz’ analysis of the viability of
the option of demoliticn for development of a parking lot.

1o cautioned the applicant regarding his

wnn of the insurance policies for these properties.
that he would bsar the responsibility of any

problems arising from this zction. Mr. Berenhols

acknowledged the validity of these observarions.

APPROVAL IN CONCEPT

247 South Van Pelt Street: Jim Hemmerly, architect. Mr. Hemmerly
represented Fred Densunberg, who may acgui 1is propervty in
the proposed Rittenhouss Fitler Historio District. The
plans indicate the addition of a third story to an existing
two-story brick carriages house and the alteration of masonzy
cpenings on the Tacade., The architect provided & sight-line
study which illustrates that the roof-top addition would not
be visible from the strest.
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The Committese recommended an approval in concept for
proposed roof-ton addzt;un a5 depicted on the plans
sight~line study A largsr addition, which would be v
from the strest, would not he acceptable. With regar
the masonry openings, the Committees reguested fTurth
documentation of the historical appesrance of the openings.

ey
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AFFROVAL

Society Hill Synagogue, 418 Spruce Street: At its meeting of
26 April 1880, the Committee convened st Socisty Hill
Synagogue bto examinse a concrete pad and wall constructed in
prepavation for the installation of an electrical
transformer for the svnagogue. Though an electrical permit
was obtained, the application had not been reviewed by the
Higtorical Commission or its Architectural QOommittee, The
SByvnagogue also out two holes Tfor HVAC and ductwork in the
south wall of the bullding, without a building permit.

Many neighbors objscted to this installation based on its
adverse impact on the aesthetics of the adjacent Lawrence
Walkway, and the potential hazard posed by this high-voltage
transformer to the children of the neighborhood.

The Commitiee consgidered thisz work unacceptable and offered
suggestions regarding the placement of the transtormer.
Subsequent to the April mesting of the Architectural
Committes, revised plans were submitted, Conseguently, at
the ¢ May 1980 meeting of the Commissicon, Mr. Hollenberg
requested a deferral of this mathter to allow the Commities
to review the plans at a public meeting. Following the
Commission meeting, Mr. Tvler contacted PELCO to disouss this
ingtallation.

Bichard Cole, architect, repregented the Bynagogue, though
clarified that he was net the architect for the
installation. He reminded the Committee that
reprezsentatives of PRELO previously objected to the
ingtallation of a transformer underground for reasons of

emergency sgress and water collection problems. A%
present, however, PECO indicated that it would insgtall a
transformer beneath the sidewalk on Spruce Btreet. The

Commitiee commended this proposal and requested the
adaptation of this approach to other Ltransformer
installationg near historie buildings., Mr. Cole sxpressesd
his appreciation to the Commission and its staff for meeting
with FPECO.

Mr. Cole next presented revised plans for the imstallation
of HVAC and ductwork. He noted that the hoeles cut inte ths
historico hullding would be patched with the bricks that were
removed. Part of the split system HVAC would be installed
on the roof of the new building, and would not be wvizgible

Trom Lawrence Walk., Thsse units would be connected by three
pipes to ancbther portion of the system in the attic above

the sanctuary of the synagogus.

The Dommititse voted to recommend approval of these revised
plans for both the ilnstallation of the transformer and the
installation of HVAC and ductwork.
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College Hall, University of Pennsylvanlia: Marianna Thomas,
Marianna Thomas Architscts; George Thomas, Tlio Group, Inc
Mz, Thomas explained the scope of the entire project and
that of the present application. The University of
Pennsyvlvaniza has undertaken a ommprchenﬁlv study of this
building and has plamnnsed for the restoration and
reconstruntion of its doors, windows, roof and walls.
pressnt applitatxun, however, 1s only for ths 3UUt}e 5t
quadrant of the building, excluding the mansard roof

Mr. Thomas provided an overview of bhe hi

Hall, which has been altered substants
cnstruction in 1871, Two towsrs weres

b&lldl?g in the early E0th century, and

colors of the building have been mubted as

been patched and repaired.

Mrs., Thomas explained the most pregsing problems of the
buailding at present. Its walls, construei@& of an interior
wicdtlh: of rubble gehist with an exterior oladding of green
serpentinsg shone, have suffsred considerable detericration
Mrs., Thomas proposes to rebuild the interior walls from the
ingide of the bullding and to restors the stone sxterior
cladding, plece by piece, using several methods which
inciude re-pointing, stone consolidation, stucco patching
and replacement with cast stone units. The green walls will
e re-peointed with mortar of a red hue to match the original
colaors of the building. Mrs. Thomas noted that through the

.

history of the bullding that it has been maintained through
several different methods. As an example, she indicated
that when the towers were removed, the walls of that section
wers stuccoed from btop to bobttom.

Fellowing this detailsaed explanation of the scope of work,
the Committee indicated that it would he Willin& to
recommend an approval for this application to treat the
southeast guadrant of the building. The Committee added
that a test patch should be prepared for staff approval.
Further, 1if the proposed trezstment for the rest of the
buillding did net differ significantly from the current
proposal, the architect would not need to make a complete
presentation of subsequent phases.

i

Mrs. Thomas next explained several other aspects of the
plans for restoring College Hall., Firat, the slate mansard
roof would be replaced with blus-tinted slats, and the regt
would be roofed with turn-coated zsteel painted tinners’ red.
Sacond, the doors of the main entrance would bhe resbored to
thelr original appearance with the modification of glaging

the swpace once fillad by solid wood pansls. Third, she
presented plans for the meny different types of windows on
College Hall., The window frames will be restored and the

gxisting sash replaced with new sash with insulated glass.
The muntins of the windows will be widensed to carry the
double glasging and the window elements will be palnted =z
light brown to approximate, from safar, the original wood
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grain finish. Fourth, Mrs. Thomas proposed Lo remove the
existing brick stairs at the rear entrances of the building.
scond door will be installed to allow for more =fficient
egress from the existing stailrwell.

pIQSQntmtlun and Fur a conpire hon ive plan for restor
extracrdinary and difficult buildinzg. The Commititee
indicated that a copy of all record drawings should be
submitted to the Commission office for placement on file
These drawings shonld include a description of the masonyy
technigues used throughout the projeoet. Subsequent toe these
comments, the Commititee voted an approval in concept for the
proposed alterations Lo the doors, windows, rear entrancss,
and roof of College Hall.

DISAFPROVAL

301-303 Cherry Street: Joel Spivak, owner. Mr. 8pivak proposzsed
alteraticons to the three central bays onr this facade. Ths
prasent door and casement windows which f1ill these bays
closely approximate the originals. The applicant hag
proposed replacing them with elongated, single-pane display
windows. This alteratvion would require lowering the cast-
iron window lintels and removing the historic basement
entry-ways. The applicant’s intent is to make the objects
in the showroom more wisible from the street. Considerable
discussion ensused and the Commithee carefully examined
nistoric photographs and insurancs surveys., The Commlttee
objected to the removal of design features such as the
cantral door, the decorative casement type window and the

basement entrances. They also objected to the impact of the

proposal on the remaining historic fabria. They suggested
the uonstruction of a slightly raised platform inside the

bullding to offer greater visibility for displayvs. The
Committes recommended disapproval of the proposed
alterations. The Committes noted that the restoration of

several small details such as the Venetian arch transoms and
the muntin of an upper window were acceptable.

Therse being no further business, the Committee adjournsd at

Respectfully submitted,

Daniel W. Bimcaox
Fxzecutive Decretary



