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Also:
Thomas Hine, The Philadelphia Inguirer
Michael Hardy and Julie Johnson,
University City Historical Society
Bernice Hamel, Head House Conservancy
Becky Stoloff, Society Hill Civic Association
John McGaw, Martin McNamara, Mary Kay Noyallis, Noel Weyrich,
Theodore Newman and others.

Mr. Montgomery called the meeting to order and announced the
presence of a gquorum.

The Minutes of the 354th Stated Meeting of the Philadelphia
Historical Commission, held 14 August 1881, Edward A. Montgomery,
Jr., Chairman. A MOTION to adopt the minutes, made by Mr. Nathan
and seconded by Mr. Wilds, received unanimous approval.

The Report of the Architectural Committee of the Philadelphia
Historical Commission held 29 August 1881, David Hollenberg,
Chairmen. Mr. Hollenberg forwarded two recommendations and
reported a deferral.

Approval: The Committee recommended approval of proposed
alterations to the Reading Railroad Terminal, 1115-1141 Market
Street. The Commission previously approved, in concept, proposed
alterations to this National Historic Landmark for use by the
Pennsylvania Convention Center. These reviews occurred in
Dacember 1988, November 1989 and May 13891. The Committee
recommended approval of this submission for exterior colors and
treatments for the train shed. Mr. Nathan seconded this
recommendation, which was approved unanimously.

The Committee deferred a recommendation on the proposed color of
the structural trusses. The Commission endorsed both this action
and the suggestion to prepare samples of alternative color
schemes .

The Committee recommended approval of the proposed design for new
exterior glass doors for the Athenaeum of Philadelphia, 219 South
Sixth Street. Mr. Wismer seconded this recommendation, which was
adopted unanimously.

Deferral

Mr. Hollenberg also reported a deferral for a proposal to replace
36 aluminum windows of 248-250 Market Street with vinyl windows.
[In the Committee Report, this submission was errantly listed
under the heading of "Approval."] Nearly ten years ago, before
the adoption of the present ordinance and the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, the Commission approved
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the installation of aluminum windows. The applicant maintained
they are in poor condition and proposed to replace them with
bronze or brown-colored vinyl windows with 3/4" sandwiched
muntins that will cost only half as much as the lowest bid for
wooden replacements. The proposal fails to meet the Secretary's
Standards. Yet, the Committes requested the preparation of shop

drawings comparing the profiles of the existing aluminum windows

with the proposed vinyl. To achiseve a claser match, the
Committee recommended using applied muntins of some depth instead
of the proposed sandwiched muntins. It also urged the use of a

molding to close a gap between the proposed window and the
masonry opening. These drawings were not submitted prior to the
Commission meeting and therefore Mr. Hollenberg recommended a
deferral of this submission.

Richard Thom of the 0ld City Civic Association vehemently opposed
the proposal to install vinyl windows at this highly wvisible
location. To accede to this request would significantly
undermine endeavors of Historic East Market Street and others to
promote historic preservation in 0l1d City. Further, he suggested
that allowing vinyl windows here, after yvears of requiring wooden
replacements for many other buildings was unfair and inconsistent
to the residents and businesses of the neighborhood. He urged
the Commission not to allow "further deterioration” of this
building by lax application of the Secretary’s Standards.

The Commission remanded this proposal to its Committee.

The Report of a Meeting of the Committee on Financial Hardship of
the FPhiladelphia Historical Commission, held on 5 September 1991,
Barbara Kaplan, Chairperson. Ms. Kaplan explained that the
Committee deliberated upon whether owners of historic buildings
had demonstrated that the subject property imposed a financial
hardship. This determination is separate and distinet from the
consideration of a permit application. As provided for in the
preservation ordinance, financial hardship is only one of several
factors which may weigh into a decision regarding permit
applications. Following this review of the role of the
Committee, Ms. Kaplan resumed the report.

At its September meeting, the Committee reviewed three financial
submissions in regard to demolition permit applications for five
bulildings: The Jayne Estate Building (2-16 Vine Street), the
Victory Building (1001-1013 Chestnut Street) and the Dunbar,
Scherr and Allen Stores (820-22, 187286, }630 Chestnut Street).

3 ¢

i ‘[
The Jayne Estate Building, 2-16 Vine Street. The Commission
retained Reaves Lukens, a real estate appraiser, to evaluate
financial information submitted by B.T. Waterfront, Inc. and to
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analyze its claim of financial hardship. Ms. Kaplan reviewed the
Committee deliberations and the key points of the Lukens report:

- The owner had acted in "good faith" to try to develop the
property in a manner which would incorporate the historic
building. The property was not designated as historic when
acquired. In fact, the owner obtained a demcolition permit
two days before it was designated. The owner did not oppose
designation or pursue demelition, but rather met with the
staffs of the Planning and Historical Commissions to develop
a reuse plan incorporating the building. The reuse plan was
approved by the Planning and Historical Commissions and the
ownaer obtainsed a varilance from the Zoning Board of
Adjustment.

-~ Despite these efforts, the owner was unable to obtain financing
even when the economy was strong. Ms. Kaplan noted that she
could testify to their efforts to obtain financing, as many
of the banks called her during this period. In the current
economy and tightened credit environment, the prospect of
development was even more remote.

- The owner will obtain some financial relief from the
development of the site as a surface parking lot. Though
the applicant may have overstated the degree of relief,
there is no doubt that this proposed use will alleviate some
of the financial hardship.

For these reasons and others described in its Report, the
Committee determined that B.T. Waterfront, Inc. demonstrated
financial hardship for the Jayne Estate Building, 2-16 Vine
Street

Mr. Tyler indicated that the building was significant as the work
af John MacArthur, the architect of City Hall. He stressed
further that it was the only late-19th century port-related
commaraial structure along Delaware Avenue south of Spring Garden
Htreet. Given this historic significance, Mr. Wilds reguested
that any motion for demeolition include a provisieon that the owner
furnish drawings and photographs to the specifications of the
Histeric American Buildings Survey.

Roger Prichard, Development Chair of the 0id City Civie
Association, stressed the historic significance of the Jayne
Estate Building, a value increased by Philadelphia’s loss of the
rest of its 189th-century waterfront over the past thirty years.
This building is the only one remaining from that periocd in
history. He expressed concern that the Commission may approve
demolition even though the applicant had not proven financial
hardship as provided for in its own Rules and Regulation. The
Rules regquire that an owner demonstrate, through affirmative
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action in good faith, that sale of the property is impracticable.
The conly evidence of attempted sale has been a single letter to
the previous owner. This letter granted Silver-Harting a 90-day
option which expired in 1989 to try to sell the property at a
price of $4.3 million -- seven times the acquisition price of 18
months earlier. This fails to constitute an affirmative effeort
in good faith. Further, if the building had been such a

significant burden, it seems peculiar that the owner has not
tried to sell the property since March 1989.

Mr. Prichard also suggested that deferring a decision would not
impose a financial hardship. There has been ample testimony that
the current market prohibits most development. A nearby vacant
lot, owned by Michael Asbell, would seem to indicate that very
little is wviable. If surface parking were as profitable as
claimed by the applicant, certainly Mr. Ashell would not turn
away from such a lucrative enterprise. Further, the projected
income from surface parking submitted by the applicant is
excessive. Though he claims space for 125 parked cars. normative
planning standards allow only 70. The anticipated return of $100
net per month per car are also inflated. The lot at Penn’s
Landing, which is closer to Canter City., receives only $30 gross
per month per space. Adjusting the preojected return for parking
to a more realistic figure significantly reduces the projected
savings from demolition. A fair estimate results in a savings of
®20,000 per vear, only 1% of the acquisition cest. The applicant
has not proven financial hardship as provided for in the Rules
and Regulations.

Yet, if the Commission approves demolition, Mr. Prichard asked
that this decision be made contingent upon demonstration of
concrete development plans, with all required approvals and firm
commitments by lenders. He concluded by harkening back toe 1885,
the year of the last demolition in 01d City. Then, a building on
Arch Street was demolished for the promise of a parking garage.
Today, that site remains a surface parking lot that daily mocks
those who accepted the promise of development.

Ms. Kaplan stated that the Lukens report acknowledged the
preceding points and still concluded that financial hardship had
been demonstrated. She noted that the owner had not attempted
sale since 1985 because they tried, in good faith, to develop the
site. Finally, the current market rendered the prospects for
sale very poor.

Mr. Frichard suggested that even in the "01d City Land Rush" of
1985, developers commonly attempted both to sell the property and
t.o develop it. If the applicant is burdened by this property,
they could try to sell it at auction, the same way they acquired
it. There has been no sign on the building, neor any
advertisements in the Wall Strest Journal. Though the market is




THE 355TH STATED MEETING & 11 SEPTEMBER 1981

had, it cannot hurt to try. Further, a falilure to require such
sffort made establish harmful precedent for further applications.

Haoward Kittell, Executive Director of the Preservation Coalition

of Greater Philadelphia, conveved the opposition of the CUoalition
to the proposed demclition of the Jayne Estate Building. It is a
significant building in an important historic neighborhood. The

Coalition strongly supports the 0ld City Civic Association in its
oppogition to this request.

Mr. Montgomary requested that testimony speak to the issues of
financial hardship alone, not to historic significances.

Dayl Pearson, representing B.T. Waterfront, Inc., emphasired
their endeavor to develop the site, to obtain financing, and to
cooperate with the City. Simply stated, they were unable to
daevelop the site. Though it may nct have been widely advertised,
he spoke to many developers regarding interest in sale. He
indicated that the short-term hardship was exacerbated by the
long-term hardship imposed by the building itself.

A vote was taken on the recommendation of the Committee on
Financial Hardship for the Jayne Estate Building, 2-16 Vine
Street. By a vote of 10-2, with Messrs. Brownlee and Hollenberg
opposed, the Commission adopted the report of its Committee.

The Victory Building, 1001-1013 Chestnut Street: Ms. Kaplan
provided a summary of the Committee’s proceedings on this
submission. Commission members received a more detailed account
in the Committee Report. Material submitted by owner Samuel
Rappaport in July 1991 had been forwarded to M. Richard Cohen, an
independent real estate appraiser retained by the Commission to

assess this application. The Cohen report, as well as an
evaluation of the submission by Gray Smith of the Preservaticon
ealition, were reviewed by the Committee. Although questions

remained regarding the completeness and accuracy of certain
information submitted by Mr. Rappaport, their correction secemed
unlikely to change the result. Rehabilitation of this building
would be a challenge even in good sconomic timass. The current
racession made this task even more daunting. The Committee
reached a determination that financial hardship had been
demonstrated for the Victory Building.

At this time, Mr. Tyler conveyed an announcement by Mavor W.
Wilson Geoode of the oreation of an ad hog committee to explore
the potential for the rehabilitation of this historie landmark.
This Committee shall include the Commerce Director, the Finance
Director, the Executive Director of the City Planning Commission
and the Historic Preservation Officer. This Committee also will
draw on the talents of others, such as the Philadelphia
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Industrial Development Corporation and the Philadelphia Historic
Preservation Corporation, in the effort to ascertain a reuse for
the building. The Mayor's Ad_Hoc Committee on the Victory
Building will avail itself of the remaining two months of the
six-month stay of demolition provided in Section 14-2007 of the
Philadelphia Code.

A MOTION to defer a decision on this submission was made by Mr.
Brownlee and seconded by Mr. Wilds.

Grayv Dmith, <chailrman of the Advocaacy Lo ot the

Tresarvation Coalition of Graatey Phila ia, requestsd hhe
traens the Commission ing this very

i ieion. e Draviously propared and sirculated a

1, 2is wf the Rappaport =submizsion and testified at

smting of the Hardship Committes. My, Smith stressed that
the zaignificance of this building warrants the utmost
vrofaasional sorutiny of the criteria of econemic hardship, the
rpiblic interest and physical conditions. The Rappaport report
fails miserably in all of those categories and fails to meet the
raguirements of the preservation ordinance for proving financial
hardship. The Cohen report, according to Mr. Smith, also reaches
numerous conclusions without sufficlent supporting evidence. He
also noted that Cohen served as an appraiser for Rappaport in
1981. A summary of Smith’s more specific remarks follows:

- Rehabilitation for a Juxury haotel would be the "highest and
begt” use of the Victory Building. Though mentioned in the
Cohen repart, it is dismissed because of the timing and the
building’s location. With regard to the former. the
construction of the Convention Center will dramatically
increase demand for hotel rooms within two years. That is
nearly the amount of time reguired to rehabilitate the
Victory Building. The recent opening of Penn’s View Inn
near the Benjamin Franklin Bridge indicates that there is a
market for this type of development.

[Mr. Rappapaort previously noted that most hotels were
presently experiencing financial difficulty, including
the Bellevue. }

Regarding location, Mr. Rappaport also lamented the
condition of the netghborhood, but failed to mention that
the Victory Building is only one half block from the
Gallery, acrcss the street from Jefferson University and
Hespital, nearby a major U.5. Post Office and adjacent to
the Fennsylvania Manufacturers’ Assocliation and a parking
garage. The Cohen report mentions these major developments,
but dismisses many of the nearby smail stores as "immigrant-
owhed, ' a characterization that neglects the fact that Radio
Shack, T. Goldherg and others have solid, longstanding
reputations. The location is not bad at all. Regarding
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Colen's assertion that no one would want to venture onto
fhestnut Street at night. consider the Marriott
Oorporation’s choice of the 1200 block of Market Street as
the site for its planned hotel.

Mr. Smith guestioned the general wvalidity of the Rappaport
report. as neither of its authors, Messrs. Happaport and
Herchman, are skilled developers. Their pro forma is not
reliable, but rather riddled with misinformation and vague
stataemaents.

The construction estimate is vague and incomprehensible.

Tts affidavit, which should contain factual statements,
avoids more quesiions than it answers. There are vagus
statements about the purchase price, maintenance costs
and weak documentation of interested buyers.

in contrast to the Rappaport analysis, it is useful
+to examine the 1987 pro forma submittsd by Rouss
Associates which shows a positive cash flow for
rehabilitation in the third year.

[Mr. Rappaport previously remarked that the
economic olimate in 1987 was much better than
today. He added that it was telling that Rouse
did no more than prepare a pro forma, even at the
reak of an economic boom. ]

T+ contains no pro forma for the demolition and Mr. Smith
guestions the profit to this approach. He noted that
the present zoning of the site will not allow new
canstruation of much greater size aor square footage
than the Victory Building.

A+t the Committee meeting, Mr. Hershman dismissed
the ecaonomics of demeclition as irrelevant to a
public agency authorized to preserve historic
huildings .}

The Cohen report is also vague at peints and reaches
conclusions without documentation or evidence.

Tt citas Mr. Rappaport’s litigation problem, but does not
investigate the reason for this delay.

There is no indication that Mr. Cohen contacted Thomas
Jafferson University, though he asserts their
disinterast in the propsrty.

IMr., Tyler previously noted that the University was
not interested in the Viotory Building., Mr. Blades
suggestad that their disinterest was based more upon

interest in a nearvby parcel - - that of the buildings on
the: 200 block of Chestnut Street also on the agends far
a demclition permit - - than on a belief that the

Vietory Duilding lacked development potential. ]
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The Cohken report claims that many historic rehabilitation
projects have gone bankrupt. Many others have not.
The restoration of the Widener Building., the Bellevus
and the Jacab Reed Store testify to the viability of
some projects.

Both reports underestimate the 'net square footage,’ a aritical
factor in their economic analysis. Both Rappaport’s
estimate of 89,500 s.f. and Cohen’s 94.000 s.f. are lower
than the net ohtained by using the figure of 180,000 s.¥. in
the 1987 appraisal. By reducing this number, both reports
inflate the estimated per square foot development costs and
reduce the projected rental income.

TMr. Hershman indicated that the correct figure was
rnear 130,000 s.f.]

Further, dismissing this huilding as economically viable
hecause of the difficult of rehabilitating its grand open
spaces seams to contradict the purpose of historic
preservation. Such thinking certainly renders the Council
Caucus Room worthless for its inefficient use of space.

Mr. Smith also doubted the presence of a quorum at the
Committes meeting and coriticized the possibility that a
decision would be made bassd on a recommendation from only a
few members of the Committes.

™r. Montgomery clarifised that a2 quorum was pressnt at
the Committee mesting. ]

in closing, Mr. Smith cbjected that there has been insufficient
effort to prepare pro forma analyses for several viable potential
uses. He dismissed the Rappaport report as an unprofessional and
unacoeptable attempt to escape a self -imposed hardship. Mr.
Smith refused to understand the sustained dismissal of the
neighberhond as low quality and stressed that a bad economy
cannat he allowed as an excuse to dismiss a building as
infeasibie. HNeither the report by Mr. Rappaport nor that of Mr.
Cohen satisfiss the reguirements of the preservation ordinance
for proving financial hardship. For these reasons and others
~ited in his report, Gray Smith supported the adoption of the
mation.

Howard Kittell, HExecutive Director of the Praservation Zoalition.
supported the preceding testimony and emphasized the statement
within the Cohen report that any hardship had been self-imposed.

Donna Ann Harris, resident of Washington Sgquare West, submitted
written testimony opposing demalition and encouraging further
sxploration of potential development plans. Dhe urge a

= gea the

formation of & "blue-ribbon” committee to study these
rossihilities
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William Blades, Execntive Viae President of the Philadelphia
Historic Preservvation Corporation, canveyved his support for the
motion and nrged the Commission to include those individuals and
organizations committed to presservation in its meetings.

John Higgins, Executive Director of the Foundation for
Architecture, also supported the motion.

Meorris Hershman, counsel to My, Rappaport, acknowledged the good
intentions of the preceding speakers, but expressed his helief
that their efforts were "too little toc late.” He conveyed his
grave ooncern that deferring this reguest would endanger
citlzens’ lives.

THE MOTION to defer was adopted by unanimous vote with Mr.
Hollenberg abstaining.

The Dunbar Store, The Scherr Store & The Allen Store,

920-22, 926, 930 Chestnut Street.

Ms. Kaplan briefly reviewaed the report of the Committee and the
proposal by the Pennsylvania Manufacturers’ Association (PMA),
the property owner, to demolish these buildings.

Gray Omith, speaking on behalf of the Preservation Coalition,
cpposed the demolition of these buildings. Though having had the
henefit to review the affidavit and petition submitted by the
applicant, he noted that the Commission neither prepared nor
commi ssioned an assessment of these materials. He declared that
thers was jnsufficient information to reach a decisicon and that
there was inadeguate access to the publiac. He stressed that no
olans had been submitted for the proposed redevelopment of the
site; without these, the Commission lacked important information
for evatuating this regquest.

Mz. Kaplan indicated that the reports had been reviewed by David
Wismer, Deputy Commissioner of Licenses and Inspections, who
concurred with their engingering assessments.

i1

Fohart Pratter, counsel to the PMA, stated that the applicatioc
atety.

was made on the grounds of financial hardship and public saf:s
FMA has hesn in the City since its incorporation in 1916, In
1970, the corporation committed itself to ths city and acguired
the former Federal Reserve Bank in 1878, Since then, PMA has
invested considerably to restore this landmark by Paul Oret. His

oliants are neither bent on destruction nor speculative
investors.  To the contrary, PMA is an insurance company which

U

-l
acguired theaese buildings in hops of promoting the ztability of
the neighborhcod. It acguired the three buildings in 1384, when
they wars nobt designated. The facades were improved and the
hutldings were designated as historic in 1989. over the obiection
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ot the PMA

A tragic accident invelving a building owned by a PMA affiliate
on Market Street spurred a comprehensive survey of the structural

integrity of the corporation’s buildings. The Kling-Lindguist
Partnershiv sxamined thesse buildirngs and determined that the
facadmn regnire substantial work to ensure the stability nf the
fanades, which are essentially free standing. The costs,

sztimated by Turner Constructlon Dompany wels near ®750,000

solaly Lo stabhilize the facades. This work would not enhance the
appearance of the buildings nor make them more rentable. The
upper floors, which are acoessible only by stair., are not
suitable for tenants. Since theyv were acguired, the buildings

have opersted at a loss, They are not vicetims of hard economic
times.  The repalr costs create an unnecessary hardship. A PMA
affiliate cannot rent new office space in a nearby building: to
rent these buildings is unliksly. An =2arlier proposal to develop

the site with Thomas Jefferson University has fallen apart.

Mr. TPratter also guestionsd the historic significance of the
haildings, obsavving that they hardly compared to the Federal
Reserve Bank or Indeperdence Hall. He concluded by suggesting
that the decision for the Commission was a balancing task: of
whether the nincr sigrnificance of these buildings was sufficlent
ta pose a threat to public safety and to impose a financial
hardahip on their owner.

Ms. Wolf admonished against viewing preservatlion as an exercilse
salely for upper-income buildings and environments. She
emphasized that preserving common and lowser-income architecture
was also ¢guilite important.

My . Brownles asked if PMA had a proposal for the site 1f the
hui?iingﬁ ware demalished. Mr. Pratter responded that there was
no apscific plan. The zite would remaliln vacant for a while. Mr .
Fratter noted that plans were required for applications made on
the premise of financial hardship. but not those for the public
interast.

Ms. Kaplan expressed Puncprn regarding the demolition of an
antire b}ock of Center City. Given its location and an interest
in promoting the }9V1t311JdtiQﬂ of Chestnut Street as a primary
retzil wvenus, she encouraged the owner to ensure that the site
will net remain vacant for long. Mr. Pratter responded that no
one would benefit from the improvement of that site more than
MA, whose headguarters are directly across from it. Ons
pessible usme was an urhan park.

A MOTION was made by Mr. Nathan to adopt the recommendation of
tye Cowmittee and to acknowledge that PMA had demonstrated
financial hardship. Mr. Thompson seconded the motion, which was
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approved unanimously.

A MOTION was made by Mr. Nathan to approve the demolition of
these buildings based on grounds of demonstrated financial
hardship and threats to the public safety. Mr. Thompson seconded
the motion, which was approved unanimously.

The Report on Staff Activities, August 1991, Richard Tyler,
Historic Prezservation Qfficer. The Commission acknowledged a
monsiderable debt to the staff, especially Ms. Petrillo and Mr.
Tyley, for their afforts related to United Artists’ v. City of
Thiladelphia, FPhiladelphia IHistorical Commission. A MOTION to
adopt the report, made by Mr. Nathan and seconded by Mr. Wismer,
was approved unanimously,

There being no further business, the Commission adjourned.
¥ ok ¥ X X

Special Meeting of the Fhiladelphia Historical Commission

The Chairman called a Speacial Mesting of the Philadelphia
Historical Commission to vote on the damolition permit
application for the Javne Rstate DBuilding. 2 16 Vine Street.
Although 3 vote had been taken on the Report of the Commitbee on
!

Tinanactial Hardship, one was not on the psrmit application.

A MOTION was made by Mr. Nathan and seconded by Mr. Thompson to
approve the demolition permit application for the Jayne Estate
Building.

Gray Smith ohjected to this procsdure, regarding it as

unorthodex. Ms. Petrille retorted that anyene who noticed this
protlen during the mesting had a right and an obligation to step

foarward to point it out. She stresssed that there was ample
opportunity to have done so.

The Commission adopted the motion by a vote of 4-3 with Ms. Wolf
abstaining and Messrs. Brownlee, Hollenberg and Wilds opposed.
Voting in favor of the motion were Messrs. Nathan and Thompson,
Ms. Kaplan and the Chairman.

A MOTION to adjourn, made by Mr. Brownlee, was seconded and
adopted unanimously.

Danie=! W. Simcox,

Exacutive Secretary

Minutes Approved: & Qctocber 1981




