MEETING OF THE ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE
OF THE PHILADELPHIA HISTORICAL COMMISSION

TUESDAY, 23 JuLY 2019
1515 ARCH STREET, Room 18-031
DAN MCCOUBREY, CHAIR

CALL TO ORDER

START TIME IN AuDIO RECORDING: 00:00:00

The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. The following Committee members joined

him:
Committee Member Present | Absent Comment

Dan McCoubrey, FAIA, LEED AP BD+C, Chair X
John Cluver, AIA, LEED AP X
Rudy D’Alessandro X

. . Arrived
Justin Detwiler X 9:30am
Nan Gutterman, FAIA X

Arrived

Suzanne Pentz X 9:08am
Amy Stein, AIA, LEED AP X

The following staff members were present:
Randal Baron, Historic Preservation Planner Il
Kim Chantry, Historic Preservation Planner I
Laura DiPasquale, Historic Preservation Planner I
Meredith Keller, Historic Preservation Planner ||
Allyson Mehley, Historic Preservation Planner |
Megan Schmitt, Historic Preservation Planner |

The following persons were present:
Dominic Folino
Tom Kundig, OK Architects
Minglee Yuan, OK Architects
Carl Primavera, Klehr
Brett Peanasky, Klehr
Doug Fogle, CS&S Insurance
Lorna Katz Lawson

Patrick Grossi, Preservation Alliance for Greater Philadelphia

Paul Boni, Society Hill Civic

Matt Masterpasqua, Mass Arch Studio
Emmett McGowen, CAN

Abigail Tookes

Rebecca Tookes

Deborah Hayward

Meredith Rockwell

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE, 23 JULY 2019
PHILADELPHIA HISTORICAL COMMISSION

PHILADELPHIA’S PRINCIPAL PUBLIC STEWARD OF HISTORIC RESOURCES




Carrie Nase

Mark Gimly

Jenn Rosenberg

Sanjana Muthe, AOS Architects
Sam Olshin, AOL Architects
Kevin Kaminski, Kaminski + Pew
Whitney Joslin, Kaminski + Pew
Andre Stephano, CM Inc
Andrew Kozak, A.K. Designs
Brett Feldman

AGENDA

ADDRESS: 230, 232, 234-36 S 4TH ST

Proposal: Consolidate lots; demolish rears; construct additions
Review Requested: Review In Concept

Owner: 234 S. 4th St. LP and Forman Family Realty Trust

Applicant: Ming-Lee Yuan, Olson Kundig

History: 1805

Individual Designation: 4/30/1957

District Designation: Society Hill Historic District, Significant, 3/10/1999
Staff Contact: Randal Baron, randal.baron@pbhila.gov, 215-686-7660

BACKGROUND:

This in-concept application proposes work to a site that consists of three parcels and includes
two rowhouses and a garden surrounded by a brick wall with iron fence. The site runs west from
4th Street to Leithgow Street along Locust Street. The application proposes to combine the
parcels, join the historic rowhouses, and to demolish the rear ells of the two rowhouses as well
as a later garage and addition facing Leithgow Street and the INHP Rose Garden. The staff has
concerns about the demolition of the character defining early 19" century rear ells as well as the
early 20" century additions. A portion of the party wall between the rowhouses would also be
removed. The application proposes to construct a large addition that would include a rowhouse-
like structure facing S. 4" Street. Two courtyards would be created. The new addition, while
fitting into its context in massing and materials, features a large glass window that is not
appropriate to the rhythm and scale of the historic buildings that it connects with.

ScoPE OF WORK:
e Demolish rear sections of the buildings at 230 and 232 S. 4™ Street.
e Construct addition.

STANDARDS FOR REVIEW:
The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines
include:

e Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not
destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the features, size, scale, and
massing to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.

o The features, size, scale, proportions of the addition’s large window and wall are
not compatible with the complex of buildings or historic district.
Section 14-1005(6)(d) of the historic preservation ordinance, the prohibition against demolition:
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o No building permit shall be issued for the demolition of a historic building, structure, site,
or object, or of a building, structure, site, or object located within a historic district that
contributes, in the Historical Commission’s opinion, to the character of the district, unless
the Historical Commission finds that issuance of the building permit is necessary in the
public interest, or unless the Historical Commission finds that the building, structure, site,
or object cannot be used for any purpose for which it is or may be reasonably adapted.
In order to show that building, structure, site, or object cannot be used for any purpose
for which it is or may be reasonably adapted, the owner must demonstrate that the sale
of the property is impracticable, that commercial rental cannot provide a reasonable rate
of return, and that other potential uses of the property are foreclosed.

o The applicants have not demonstrated that the existing building cannot be
reasonably adapted, that the sale is impracticable, or that all other potential uses
of the property have been foreclosed upon.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Denial, pursuant to Section 14-1005(6)(d) and Standard 9.
START TIME OF DISCUSSION IN AUDIO RECORDING: 00:00:10

PRESENTERS:
e Mr. Baron presented the application to the Architectural Committee.
o Architects Tom Kundig and Ming-Lee Yuan and attorney Carl Primavera represented
the application.

DISCUSSION:
¢ Mr. Kundig explained that he was very impressed with the Bingham Court

Development across the street and used that as a model for the architecture of this

addition. He stated that he also studied the development of the neighborhood. He

showed boards of the proposal.
e Mr. McCoubrey asked Mr. Kundig if he could comment on the significance of the rear
ells and why he has not incorporated them into his design.

o Mr. Kundig responded that the rear ells seem to have a different floor heights and
qualities of construction than the front portions of the two houses. He added that
the rear ells do not fit into the program of the new house.

¢ The Committee members looked at a photograph supplied by Mr. Baron and noted
that the walls appeared sound and undamaged. They asked if the applicants could
provide a structural report on the rear ells or if the Department of Licenses &

Inspections had issued any violations related to the ells. They explained that rear ells

are typically considered to have significance. The Committee members suggested

that any application for final approval of this project proposing removal of the rear ells
must include documentation about condition or significance supporting the removal.

o Mr. Kundig responded that the ells suffer from leaky roofs. He stated that no
violations have been issued regarding the ells. He explained that he does not
have a structural report or information regarding significance.

¢ The Committee members suggested that the proposed addition should have a
cornice and smaller punched fenestration that respond to the fagades of the existing
historic buildings.

o Mr. Kundig responded that he was taking his cues from the |.M. Pei houses
across the street that featured large windows and solid wall sections.

o The Committee members noted that the architecture of the Bingham Court period
was constructed in a defensive manner that looked away from the street. Today’s
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additions should engage with the street and relate the historic buildings to which
they attach.

o Mr. Kundig responded that the older buildings have shutters to provide much
needed privacy on the first floor.

¢ Mr. McCoubrey pointed out that generally in Philadelphia larger structures stand at
and anchor the corners. This scheme with its diminutive corner structure reverses
the norm. He added that, if the ells could be saved, the design might make up for the
loss of space in that area of the addition with more mass at the corner.

o Mr. Kundig responded with a photograph of a property in the area that has a
smaller structure at the corner.

o Mr. Baron asked the Committee to opine on whether the removal of the ells and the
structures on Leithgow Street should be considered a demolition in the legal sense
and require a hardship or public interest justification.

o Mr. Primavera responded that the decision of whether this proposal is deemed a
demolition or an alteration should only be made upon the advice of Historical
Commission’s attorney, who is not present, not a staff member. He contended
that the proposal is an alteration.

o Mr. D’Alessandro responded that the Committee is independent and makes its
own determination regarding demolition. He explained that the Committee is
charged with preventing demolition of significant fabric regardless of the opinion
of the staff.

PuBLIC COMMENT:

¢ Paul Boni of the Society Hill Civic Association said that his group supported the
project in general because of the compatible massing and material. He said that they
have concerns noted in their letter about the design of the tall blank walls facing 4th
Street. Mr. Boni suggested that the fence wall on Locust Street does not meet the
zoning requirements. He said that his organization did not comment on the
demolition of elements of the building because it received no information regarding
the significance of those elements or the need for their removal.

¢ The National Park Service provided a letter as an abutting property owner
expressing concern that the demolition of the rear ells does not meet the Secretary
of the Interior's Standards.

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE FINDINGS & CONCLUSIONS:
The Architectural Committee found that:
e The proposal construction will result in the demolition of the historic rear ells and
additions on Leithgow Street with no justification offered.
e The proposal construction is generally appropriate in height but could be
strengthened with more of the massing shifted to the corner.
e The proposed fenestration and wall details are not compatible with the scale and
proportion of the existing historic buildings.

The Architectural Committee concluded that:

o The proposed project does not comply with Section 14-1005(6)(d) of the historic
preservation ordinance, the demolition prohibition, because no significance, public
interest, or financial hardship argument had been made regarding the demolition of
the rear ells and the later additions facing Leithgow Street.

o The proposed project does not meet Standard 9 because it will destroy historic
materials, features and special relationships that characterize the property.
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ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: The Architectural Committee voted to
recommend denial, pursuant to Section 14-1005(6)(d) of the historic preservation ordinance and
Standard 9.

ITEM: 230, 232, 234-36 S 4™ ST
MOTION: Denial

MOVED BY: D’Alessandro
SECONDED BY: Gutterman

VOTE
Committee Member Yes No Abstain Recuse Absent
Dan McCoubrey X
John Cluver X
Rudy D’Alessandro X
Justin Detwiler X

Nan Gutterman

Suzanne Pentz

Amy Stein

DX [ X | X

Total

ADDRESS: 1512-16 N BROAD ST

Proposal: Demolish fire-damaged rear; brace and make safe front of building
Review Requested: Final Approval

Owner: The Original Apostolic Faith Church of the Lord Jesus Christ, Inc.
Applicant: Matt Masterpasqua, Mass Architecture Studio

History: 1933; Levin Funeral Home; Edwin Rothschild, architect

Individual Designation: 11/27/1985

District Designation: None

Staff Contact: Randal Baron, randal.baron@phila.gov, 215-686-7660

BACKGROUND:

The application proposes to demolish a fire-damaged rear ell, seal the building at the resulting
opening, reconstruct a parapet, and seal window openings. The front, three-story portion of the
building as well as rear garage will be retained. The damaged decorative parapet at the front of
the building will be rebuilt using original materials. The applicant proposes to remove the front
windows and temporarily seal the openings.

The building suffered from a fire on 29 March 2018. The Department of Licenses & Inspections
issued violations and partially demolished the middle section of the building. An engineering
report has been submitted to document the condition of the middle section of the building
proposed for demolition. The Commission reviewed a previous application to demolish the
entirety of the building in May 2019 but denied that application and recommended repair of
portions of the building.

SCOPE OF WORK:
e Remove rear ell
e Seal rear of building.
e Reconstruct parapet
e Seal windows
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STANDARDS FOR REVIEW:
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines
include:

e Standard 6: Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where
the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature
will match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials. Replacement
of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical evidence.

o The parapet will be reconstructed using original materials.

e Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not
destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and
architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.

o The proposed work is necessary to stabilize the building, which suffered from a
significant fire. The real ell that will be removed does not characterize the
property. The windows may be sealed, but the surviving window sash and frames
should be retained in place behind the seals.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval, provided the front windows and window frames are
retained in place, pursuant to Standards 6 and 9.

START TIME OF DISCUSSION IN AUDIO RECORDING: 00:27:49

PRESENTERS:
e Mr. Baron presented the application to the Architectural Committee.
¢ Architect Matt Masterpasqua, attorneys Mike Creedon and Jason Rabinovitch, and
Abigail Tookes and Deborah Hayward, representatives of the property owner,
represented the application.

DISCUSSION:
¢ Mr. Masterpasqua distributed a revised drawing showing the retention of the
windows frames.

o The Committee members asked that the surviving sash with any muntins also be
saved for now.

e The Committee members asked how the walls will be braced.

o Mr. Masterpasqua responded that he has designed bracing comprised of lateral

double 2"x10”s to support the wall.
¢ Mr. McCoubrey asked about the possibility of keeping the rear wall of the main block
to help stabilize the side walls. He also asked how the main block will be closed.

o Mr. Masterpasqua responded that that wall sits on steel supports that were
damaged in the fire. He said that they will build a new wall with wood posts and
vinyl siding.

e Ms. Stein said that the success of the plan will depend on the means and methods
and asked the applicant to work closely with staff.

o Mr. Creedon responded that they will.

PuBLIC COMMENT:

e Paul Toner, an attorney for the Act 135 conservatorship action on this property,
asked the applicants several questions. He asked what had changed to make it
possible to save the property now, when they claimed that they could not in the past.
He asked if the property insured today. He asked if Mses. Tooke and Hayward
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represent the church organization. Mr. Masterpasqua said that the engineer took a
closer look and decided that the front portion of the building could be saved. Ms.
Tookes stated that all questions of this nature were inappropriate at this time and
could be answered in a different setting by her attorney.

¢ Douglas Fogel of CS&S insurance explained that there is a dispute regarding an
insurance claim. He asked when the decision would be made regarding this property.
It was explained that the Historical Commission would act on the application on 9
August 2019.

e Mr. Rabinovitch explained that he had been retained to fight the conservatorship
action and that he feels confident that that action will be dismissed.

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE FINDINGS & CONCLUSIONS:
The Architectural Committee found that:
e The middle section of the property is not highly significant and is largely demolished
by the fire.
e The work to seal the property is appropriate as long as the windows and sash are
preserved.

The Architectural Committee concluded that:
o The proposed restoration of the parapet complies with Standard 6.
e The proposed project complies with Standard 9, provided the windows are preserved
in place.

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: The Architectural Committee voted to
recommend approval, with the staff to review details, provided the surviving window frames and
sash are retained in place, pursuant to Standards 6 and 9.

ITEM: 1512-16 N Broad St
MOTION: Approval

MOVED BY: Gutterman
SECONDED BY: D’Alessandro

VOTE

Committee Member Yes No Abstain Recuse Absent

Dan McCoubrey X

John Cluver X

Rudy D’Alessandro

Justin Detwiler

Nan Gutterman

Suzanne Pentz

Amy Stein

X [ X | X [X X

Total
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ADDRESS: 523 FAIRMOUNT AVE

Proposal: Legalize windows and door

Review Requested: Final Approval

Owner: Kelsey H. Sturdivant

Applicant: Kelsey & Parris Sturdivant

History: 1815, Stephen Girard, developer

Individual Designation: 10/30/1962

District Designation: None

Staff Contact: Randal Baron, randal.baron@phila.gov, 215-686-7660

BACKGROUND:

This application proposes to legalize the installation of vinyl, one-over-one windows and a door
and doorframe installed without the Historical Commission’s approval or a building permit. The
staff approved an application for a building permit to re-point the building for the current owner,
provided a pointing sample was reviewed in the field prior to the work. The pointing was
undertaken without the required review of a pointing sample. At the same time, the property
owner installed vinyl, one-over-one windows. Six-over-six wood windows are the correct
windows. In addition, the dormer window should have an arched sash. The correct windows are
documented by photographs and an insurance survey. The property owner later contacted the
Historical Commission about a new door, but then went ahead and installed the door and frame
without the Historical Commission’s approval or a building permit. The door and frame do not
replicate the historic door and frame.

SCOPE OF WORK:
e Legalize windows, door, and door frame

STANDARDS FOR REVIEW:
The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines
include:

e Standard 6: Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where
the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature
will match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials. Replacement
of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical evidence.

o The windows, door, and door frame do not match the historic elements in design
or materials.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Denial, pursuant to Standard 6.
START TIME OF DISCUSSION IN AUDIO RECORDING: 00:44:10

PRESENTERS:
e Mr. Baron presented the application to the Architectural Committee.
o No one represented the application.

DISCUSSION:
¢ Ms. Gutterman explained that the property owners were obliged to seek and obtain
the Historical Commission’s approval for their new windows even if the windows that
they were replacing were non-historic. The Historical Commission typically requires
the installation of historically correct windows regardless of the type of windows
being replaced.
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o Mr. Baron said that the old windows were grandfathered until such time as they
were removed.

e Mr. Baron observed that the applicants point out in a letter that there are several
houses in their block with non-historic, one-over-one windows. He explained that he
researched the conditions of those windows and found that all of them are at least 12
years old. None have been installed recently. He said that many owners on the block
have installed the historically correct wood windows with the Historical Commission’s
approval.

o Mr. McCoubrey noted that an insurance survey indicates the correct window
pane sizes for the block.

¢ Mr. Baron explained that a contractor had obtained a permit for masonry work to this
house, but did not comply with the terms of the approval. The non-compliant
masonry work resulted in damage to the brick from pressure washing and overly
hard pointing.

PuBLIC COMMENT: None

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE FINDINGS & CONCLUSIONS:
The Architectural Committee found that:
e This individually designated house developed for Stephen Girard is highly significant.
e The doors and windows are inappropriate in material and design and are not based
on historic documentation.
e The work was done without a building permit or the Historical Commission’s
approval.
e No application has been submitted proposing to restore the door frame even though
the owners claims that they are willing to do so.

The Architectural Committee concluded that:
e The application does not comply with Standard 6. The newly installed windows, door,
and frame do not match the historic material or design.

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: The Architectural Committee voted to
recommend denial, pursuant to Standard 6.

ITEM: 523 Fairmount Ave
MOTION: Denial

MOVED BY: Gutterman
SECONDED BY: Stein

VOTE

Committee Member Yes No Abstain Recuse Absent

x

Dan McCoubrey

John Cluver X

Rudy D’Alessandro

Justin Detwiler

Nan Gutterman

Suzanne Pentz

Amy Stein

QX [ X | X | X |X

Total
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ADDRESS: 325 S 2ND ST

Proposal: Cut new window opening at side; replace rear window

Review Requested: Final Approval

Owner: Meredith Rockwell and Brian Goldberg

Applicant: Matthew Blank, Orion General Contractors, Inc.

History: 1965; Penn’s Landing Square

Individual Designation: None

District Designation: Society Hill Historic District, Contributing, 3/10/1999
Staff Contact: Laura DiPasquale, laura.dipasquale@phila.gov, 215-686-7660

BACKGROUND:

The building at 325 S. 2" Street, constructed in 1965, is a Contributing building in the Society
Hill Historic District, the significance of which includes the Redevelopment Era and its
associated mid-twentieth century buildings.

Located at the corner of S. 2" Street and Delancey Street, the building is one of two end units
that bookend a row of houses that face S. 2" Street between Delancey and Pine Streets. While
the front elevations of the whole block and the rears of the mid-block units are uniform in
appearance, the side and rear elevations of the two end units differ in massing and fenestration.

This application proposes to cut a single casement window at the second-floor of the side
elevation of the property in order to allow for light into and egress out of a new interior room.
The proposed window would align in height with the front second-floor windows, but as currently
shown, would be slightly offset from the third-floor windows. The staff suggests that the
applicants align one edge of the new window with the third-floor window, to be in keeping with
the alignment of other fenestration on the building. The application also proposes to replace an
existing window at the rear.

ScoPE OF WORK:
e Side Elevation:
o Cut opening and install single casement window at second floor
o Rear Elevation:
o Replace existing second-story window with two-pane slider over awning

STANDARDS FOR REVIEW:
The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines
include:

e Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not
destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and
architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.

o While this application proposes to remove some original exterior brick, the
modification is minimal and does not destroy character-defining materials. The
proposed window is differentiated from the old, but is compatible with the overall
design of the property.

e Windows Guideline | Recommended: Adding new window openings on rear or other
secondary, less visible elevations, if required by a new use. The new openings and the
windows in them should be compatible with the overall design of the building, but, in
most cases, not duplicate the historic fenestration.
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o Windows Guideline | Not Recommended: Changing the number, location, size, or
glazing pattern of windows on primary or highly-visible elevations which will alter the
historic character of the building; Cutting new openings on character-defining elevations
or cutting new openings that damage or destroy significant features.

o While this application proposes to install a new window on a street-facing
elevation, it is a secondary elevation, and the new window is minimal, is
compatible with the overall design of the building, and does not destroy any
significant features of the building.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval, provided one edge of the new window aligns with an edge
of the third-floor side window, pursuant to Standard 9 and the Windows Guideline.

START TIME OF DISCUSSION IN AUDIO RECORDING: 00:49:45

PRESENTERS:

Ms. DiPasquale presented the application to the Architectural Committee.
Owner Meredith Rockwell represented the application.

DISCUSSION:

The Committee noted that the application is lacking in details.

The Committee noted that the proportions of the rear window drawing do not seem to

match the proportions of the opening shown in the photographs. The Committee

members asked whether the intent is for the window to fill the masonry opening or to
build down the window opening.

o The owner responded that the intent is for the window to fill the opening.

o Ms. DiPasquale responded that the staff would ensure that the proposed window
fits the masonry opening as part of the shop drawing process.

The Committee noted that the orientation of the proposed rear window differs from

what is existing.

o The owner responded that the window would match the configuration of the
existing third-floor side window.

o Ms. DiPasquale responded that the staff does not believe the existing window is
original and feels the proposed window is in keeping with the historic appearance
of the building.

The Committee noted that the graphic depiction of the proposed side window—the

red rectangle drawn onto the side elevation photograph—is shown as only four

bricks wide, which would be approximately 32 inches, but the proposed window is 36

inches wide. The Committee noted that the staff should review more detailed

drawings that accurately reflect the proposed alteration.

o The owner confirmed that the proposed width of the window is 36 inches.

o The Committee stated that the staff should review the details of the proposed
window cut.

The Committee agreed with the staff that one edge of the new side window should

align with the window above, and suggested that it align with the eastern edge of the

third-floor window, closer to the front elevation and corner with S. 2" Street.

o The owner responded that she thinks that would be fine, but needs to check the
electrical and mechanical re-routing plans.

The Committee noted that there are numerous window configurations on this building

and opined that not all are original to the building.
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o Ms. DiPasquale noted that the four-part window on the front elevation is a
replacement; originally that window opening held a larger center pane with two
narrower flanking window panes.

¢ The Committee asked whether the rear window is in its original configuration.

o The applicant responded that she is not sure because the rear of her property

differs from others on the row.
¢ The Committee opined that it did not have an issue with adding a window to the side
elevation, given the lack of fenestration and light on that elevation.

PuBLIC COMMENT:
o Paul Boni stated the Society Hill Civic Association’s support for the concept of the
application and for the Committee’s suggestions.

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE FINDINGS & CONCLUSIONS:
The Architectural Committee found that:

e The staff should review more detailed drawings that detail how the rear window will
be installed in the existing masonry opening, and how and where the new side
window will be cut and installed in relationship to the window above.

e The second-floor side elevation lacks fenestration.

The Architectural Committee concluded that:

e The replacement of the rear window with a two-over-one configuration is in keeping
with the character of the building.

e The cutting of a single casement window on the side elevation does not alter the
historic character of the building or damage/remove any character-defining features.

o The proposed project complies with the Windows Guideline Standard 9 because no
character-defining elements will be altered or removed and the new window will be
compatible with the overall design of the building, provided one edge of the new
window aligns with an edge of the third-floor side window and there is no build-down
of the rear window

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: The Architectural Committee voted to
recommend approval, provided one edge of the new window aligns with an edge of the third-
floor side window and there is no build-down of the rear window, with the staff to review details,
pursuant to Standard 9 and the Windows Guideline.

ITEM: 325 S 2" St
MOTION: Approval
MOVED BY: Gutterman
SECONDED BY: Detwiler

VOTE

Committee Member Yes No Abstain Recuse Absent
Dan McCoubrey X
John Cluver X
Rudy D’Alessandro
Justin Detwiler
Nan Gutterman
Suzanne Pentz
Amy Stein

X [X | X [X X

Total
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ADDRESS: 505-09 S 9TH ST

Proposal: Demolish and reconstruct rears ells at 507 and 509 S 9th Street
Review Requested: Final Approval

Owner: 505-09 South 9th Associates LP

Applicant: lan Smith, lan Smith Design Group LLC

History: 1840; The Drexmoor/Branch House of St. Francis’ Industrial School
Individual Designation: 7/23/1963

District Designation: None

Staff Contact: Laura DiPasquale, laura.dipasquale@phila.gov, 215-686-7660

BACKGROUND:

Located on the east side of S. 9" Street between Lombard and South Streets, 505-09 S. 9"
Street is a consolidated property with three, 3.5-story c. 1840s rowhouses. The property
recently suffered a fire, after which time it was discovered that the bearing walls of the three-
story rear ells of 507 and 509 are substantially deteriorated and structurally compromised. The
ells have been declared Imminently Dangerous by the Department of Licenses & Inspections.
An engineer’s report determined that the rear ells should be demolished in order to abate the
dangerous condition. The rear of the property is partially visible from S. Darien and South
Streets.

This application proposes to demolish the majority of the three-story rear ells and reconstruct
them to their historic height and width, but to exte