
ADDRESS: 156 W SCHOOL HOUSE LN

OVERVIEW:





SCOPE OF WORK:

STANDARDS FOR REVIEW:

Section 14-1005(6)(d), Restrictions on Demolition: “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

Section 10.1 of the Historical Commission’s Rules and Regulations, Financial Hardship 
for Non-Profit Organizations: “The Commission recognizes that the provisions of Section 
14-1000 of the Philadelphia Code and other sections of these Rules & Regulations may 
not all have applicability to a property owned and used by a non-profit organization. No 
single set of measures can encompass the highly variegated types and contexts of 
buildings held by non-profit organizations. The economics of a building in the middle of a 
college campus may differ from that of a church, hospital, museum, or child care center.” 
o

Section 12 of the Historical Commission’s Rules and Regulations, Demolition in the 
Public Interest: “Section 14-1005(6)(d) of the Philadelphia Code authorizes the 
Commission to approve a permit application for demolition that may not otherwise satisfy 
the Commission’s review criteria if the Commission ‘finds that issuance of the permit is 
necessary in the public interest.’ … The applicant must provide documentation 
demonstrating the necessity of demolition in the public interest.” 
o



STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
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MEETING OF THE ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE
OF THE PHILADELPHIA HISTORICAL COMMISSION

TUESDAY, 23 AUGUST 2022
REMOTE MEETING ON ZOOM
DAN MCCOUBREY, CHAIR

CALL TO ORDER

START TIME IN AUDIO RECORDING: 00:00:00

The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:12 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
Justin Detwiler X
Nan Gutterman, FAIA X Acting Chair
Allison Lukachik X
Amy Stein, AIA, LEED AP X

The meeting was held remotely via Zoom video and audio-conferencing software.

The following staff members were present: 
Jon Farnham, Ph.D., Executive Director
Laura DiPasquale, Historic Preservation Planner II
Shannon Garrison, Historic Preservation Planner II
Allyson Mehley, Historic Preservation Planner II
Leonard Reuter, Esq., Law Department
Mary Costello, Esq., Law Department
Maggy White, Esq., Law Department

The following persons were present:
Jeff Wyant
Param Doshi
Hal Schirmer, Esq.
Greg Paulmier
Chinmay Nerurkar
Nancy Pontone
Michael Skolnick
Matt Masterpasqua
Nick Cartolaro
Supreet Khandate
Matt Taylor, Permit Capital
Kelly Edwards, Arts + Crafts Holdings
Mike Kitsios
Greg Smolley, DRA
Kelly Ladd
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Oscar Beisert, Keeping Society
John Athanasiadis
Peter Bailey
Susan Wetherill
Russell Fulton
Irwin Trauss
David Gest, Esq.
Paul
Allison Weiss, SoLo
Brad Landis
Renita Dubuque
George Earl Thomas
Melissa Draganac-Hawk
Matthew McClure, Esq.
Peggy Steele
Deneene Brockington, Penn Knox Neighborhood Association
Rhonda Lancaster
Jay Farrell
Devon Beverly, Esq.
Kathleen Wilson
Mike Treacy
James Barrett, DRA
Megan Robb
Amanda Landrey, ASL Interpreter
Brett Feldman, Esq.
David Traub, Save Our Sites
Paul Steinke, Preservation Alliance
Joe Lombardi
Doug Mooney

AGENDA

ADDRESS: 1915 SPRUCE ST
Proposal: Add front gate, rear addition with garage, and roof deck with pilot house
Review Requested: Final Approval
Owner: Jennifer and Paul McLean
Applicant: Jeffrey Wyant, Wyant Architecture
History: 1925
Individual Designation: None
District Designation: Rittenhouse Fitler Historic District, Contributing, 2/8/1995
Staff Contact: Allyson Mehley, allyson.mehley@phila.gov

BACKGROUND:
This application seeks final approval for alterations to the front and rear elevations and the 
addition of a roof deck with pilot house at 1915 Spruce Street. The property is contributing to the 
Rittenhouse Fitler Historic District. The original building was constructed circa 1870 in the 
Italianate Style. In 1925, the front facade was reconstructed in the Colonial Revival Style. The 
historic district inventory recognizes the 1925 facade as a contributing element to the property’s 
design. 
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ITEM: 1717-19 Mount Vernon St
MOTION: Denial; Standards 2,6, 9
MOVED BY: Lukachik
SECONDED BY: Cluver

VOTE
Committee Member Yes No Abstain Recuse Absent

Dan McCoubrey X
John Cluver X
Rudy D’Alessandro X
Justin Detwiler X
Nan Gutterman X
Allison Lukachik X
Amy Stein X

Total 4 3

ADDRESS: 156 W SCHOOL HOUSE LN
Proposal: Demolish building 
Review Requested: Final Approval 
Owner: Pennsylvania School for the Deaf 
Applicant: Matthew N. McClure, Ballard Spahr LLP 
History: 1897; Boxwood; Mantle Fielding Jr., architect 
Individual Designation: 3/12/2021 
District Designation: None 
Staff Contact: Jon Farnham, jon.farnham@phila.gov

OVERVIEW:
This application proposes to demolish the house at 156 W. School House Lane, owing to 
financial hardship and necessity in the public interest. The Pennsylvania School for the Deaf 
owns the property, which is adjacent to its campus in central Germantown. The application 
claims that the building cannot be feasibly adapted for use by the school and that demolishing 
the building and redeveloping the land for the school’s use is necessary in the public interest.

The Penn Knox Neighborhood Association nominated the property in January 2019, when a 
different non-profit owner planned to sell the property to a for-profit developer for redevelopment 
as an apartment complex. After the nomination was submitted, the apartment plan was 
abandoned and the Pennsylvania School for the Deaf purchased the property in July 2019. The 
school’s campus borders the property on the northeast. The review of the nomination was 
delayed for a while as the school and the neighborhood association discussed the matter. In 
March 2021, the Historical Commission reviewed the nomination. During the review, school 
representatives objected to the designation and explained that the school needed to redevelop 
the property at 156 W. School House Lane to redesign the traffic flow on the campus and 
improve safety for the deaf students. The school’s consultants also explained that the house 
was in very poor condition and could not be feasibly adaptively reused for deaf students. The 
Historical Commission eventually designated the property over the school’s objections at the 
meeting in March 2021. At the time of designation, the Commission suggested that the school 
submit a financial hardship application formalizing and demonstrating its claims about the 
infeasibility of reuse and the public interest.
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Section 14-1005(6)(d) of the City of Philadelphia’s historic preservation ordinance expressly 
prohibits the Historical Commission from approving demolitions of historic buildings in all but two 
instances. It may approve a demolition only after determining that:

the demolition is necessary in the public interest; and/or,
the building cannot be used for any purpose for which it is or may be reasonably 
adapted.

In the first instance, the ordinance authorizes the Historical Commission to approve demolitions 
for public policy reasons, when the public interest advanced by the demolition greatly outweighs 
the public interest in the preservation of the building. In the second instance, the ordinance 
authorizes the Commission to approve demolitions when the Commission’s regulation of the 
property denies the owner of all economically viable use of it and thereby inflicts a financial 
hardship on the owner. If the Commission requires the retention and preservation of a building 
with no feasible reuse without justly compensating the owner for the imposed hardship, its 
actions would result in a taking in the constitutional sense and violate the property owner’s 
constitutionally guaranteed rights. The hardship provision in Philadelphia’s preservation 
ordinance and equivalent provisions in nearly all municipal preservation laws in the United 
States are designed specifically to allow preservation agencies to avoid takings claims and 
thereby function constitutionally. If a preservation ordinance prohibited all demolitions 
regardless of circumstances, the courts would find it unconstitutional.

The application consists of an affidavit and supporting documents. The application claims that 
the configuration and condition of the building prohibit a financially feasible reuse of the 
property. This application also claims that the demolition is necessary in the public interest 
because redeveloping the land at 156 W. School House Lane is the only means of meeting 
certain needs of the school and its students.

At its essence, this application asks the Historical Commission to compare the public interest in 
the preservation of the house at 156 W. School House Lane to the public interest in the reuse of 
the property to enhance the educational experiences provided by the Pennsylvania School for 
the Deaf; and, if the benefit of reuse exceeds that of preservation, whether the reuse of the 
property as outlined is the only feasible means of achieving that benefit. In other words, does 
the public benefit of the enhancements to the campus exceed that of the preservation of the 
house and, if so, is the demolition of the house and reuse of the property necessary to achieve 
the benefit? These questions are fundamentally the same questions that the Historical 
Commission confronted during the review of the nomination. However, now, with the submission 
of this application, the Historical Commission has considerably more information on which to 
base a decision.

In 2001, the Pennsylvania School for the Deaf sought and received the Historical Commission’s 
approval to demolish the designated house at 143 W. Coulter Street, which was southeast of 
the property at 156 W. School House Lane and adjacent to the school’s campus. The Historical 
Commission approved the demolition as necessary in the public interest, to clear the site for the 
construction of a facility for the school. Meeting minutes related to the Historical Commission’s 
approvals of the demolition and new construction are included with application materials.

The Historical Commission’s Rules and Regulations indicate that both the Architectural 
Committee and Committee on Financial Hardship must review financial hardship applications 
and offer recommendations to the Historical Commission. The Committee on Financial 
Hardship’s role is clear; it must evaluate the claims of financial hardship and necessity in the 
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public interest and determine whether they have merit. The Architectural Committee’s role is 
less clear; the staff suggests that the Architectural Committee apply its expertise to the review of
the application and offer a recommendation regarding the claims related architecture, such as 
condition of the building, cost to rehabilitate, and incorporating the property into the larger 
campus to solve traffic flow and other problems.

SCOPE OF WORK:
Demolish building.

STANDARDS FOR REVIEW:
The historic preservation ordinance and Rules and Regulations include the following guidance:

Section 14-1005(6)(d), Restrictions on Demolition: “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 Historical Commission typically determines whether a property can be 

reasonably adapted for a new purpose by comparing the cost to rehabilitate a 
property for the new use(s) with the value of the rehabilitated property derived from 
the new use(s) over time to determine whether the reuse project(s) will produce 
reasonable rates of return. Such an analysis can demonstrate whether the sale of 
the property is impracticable, whether commercial rental will provide a reasonable 
rate of return, and whether other potential uses of the property are foreclosed.

Section 10.1 of the Historical Commission’s Rules and Regulations, Financial Hardship 
for Non-Profit Organizations: “The Commission recognizes that the provisions of Section 
14-1000 of the Philadelphia Code and other sections of these Rules & Regulations may 
not all have applicability to a property owned and used by a non-profit organization. No 
single set of measures can encompass the highly variegated types and contexts of 
buildings held by non-profit organizations. The economics of a building in the middle of a 
college campus may differ from that of a church, hospital, museum, or child care center.”
o Section 10.1 of the Rules and Regulations indicates that financial hardship reviews 

for non-profit organizations differ from other hardship reviews and implies that a 
hardship review for a property held by a non-profit may combine aspects of hardship 
and public interest reviews, given that non-profits presumably work in the public 
interest.

Section 12 of the Historical Commission’s Rules and Regulations, Demolition in the 
Public Interest: “Section 14-1005(6)(d) of the Philadelphia Code authorizes the 
Commission to approve a permit application for demolition that may not otherwise satisfy 
the Commission’s review criteria if the Commission ‘finds that issuance of the permit is 
necessary in the public interest.’ … The applicant must provide documentation 
demonstrating the necessity of demolition in the public interest.”
o The historic preservation ordinance authorizes the Historical Commission to make 

determinations related to necessity in the public interest but does not define or 
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elaborate on necessity in the public interest. The Rules and Regulations likewise do 
not define or elaborate, imbuing the Historical Commission with broad discretion.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: The staff recommends that the Architectural Committee not 
recommend approval or denial of the application because it is only considering a subset of the 
entire application and instead concentrate its efforts on evaluating the architectural aspects of 
the application such as the condition and architectural significance of the building, costs to 
adaptively reuse it, and campus planning issues such as traffic flow and parking.

START TIME OF DISCUSSION IN ZOOM RECORDING: 01:23:00

PRESENTERS:
Mr. Farnham presented the application to the Architectural Committee.
Attorney Matthew McClure, Peter Bailey, Head of the Pennsylvania School for the 
Deaf, consultant George Thomas, and architects Greg Smolley and Michael Skolnick 
represented the application.

DISCUSSION:
Mr. Farnham confirmed with the applicants that sign language interpreters were able 
to communicate in the Zoom meeting with Mr. Bailey.
Mr. Farnham asked the Architectural Committee to address the Penn Knox 
Neighborhood Association continuance request before proceeding to hear the 
application on its merits.
Ms. Gutterman asked Mr. Farnham if the staff wanted to offer a recommendation on 
the continuance request.
o Mr. Farnham noted that Leonard Reuter, the Historical Commission’s attorney is 

in attendance and can offer legal advice if necessary. stated that the Penn Knox 
Neighborhood Association has no special status or standing in the review of this 
application. It is a member of the public like any other member of the public. Mr. 
Farnham stated that the Historical Commission is the appropriate body to decide 
whether this review should be postponed, not the Architectural Committee. He 
observed that, if the Architectural Committee continues the matter without 
offering a recommendation, it will tie the Commission’s hands, which will have no 
choice but to remand the matter back to the Committee. Mr. Farnham advised 
that the Architectural Committee should conduct its review today and, then, the 
Historical Commission will have the full range of opportunities when it considers 
the continuance request. If the Historical Commission decides that the 
Architectural Committee was deprived of information that the neighborhood 
association would have provided had it had more time, the Commission can 
remand the matter to the Architectural Committee for a second review. Mr. 
Farnham asked the Architectural Committee to move forward today, nit tie the 
hands of the Commission, and conduct its review. Mr. Farnham reminded the 
Architectural Committee that the Commission has 60 days to review a building 
permit application or it is deemed approved, unless the property owner agrees 
with the continuance request.

Mr. Detwiler asked why the Registered Community Organization (RCO), in this case 
the Penn Knox Neighborhood Association, does not have some special status that 
would give it the ability to delay this proceeding. He noted that the Association 
nominated the property for designation.
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o Mr. Farnham responded that the RCO does not have any special status or 
standing under the historic preservation ordinance as it does before the Zoning 
Board of Adjustment, where RCOs are formally included in the review process. 
He stated that the RCO and any other member of the public may request a 
continuance and offer comments on an application, but a member of the public is 
not a party to the Historical Commission’s review. He reminded the Architectural 
Committee of the 60-day clock to review building permit applications and noted 
that it would not stop ticking unless the property owner requested or consented to 
the continuance.

Deneene Brockington, the president of the Penn Knox Neighborhood Association, 
addressed the Committee. She stated that the Association’s attorney was unable to 
attend today’s meeting and the Association would like him to be able to participate in 
the review. She also stated that the Pennsylvania School for the Deaf is also 
contractually obligated to the Philadelphia Redevelopment Authority to maintain its 
historic properties, with the Association as a third-party beneficiary. She also stated 
that the Association just became aware of this application and needs time to prepare 
its response.
Mr. McClure stated that his client does not agree to a continuance of the review. He 
observed that this review is an administrative proceeding, not a hearing, not a quasi-
judicial proceeding. There are not opposing parties. This is not a hearing before the 
Zoning Board of Adjustment, where the RCO is represented by counsel and 
questions witnesses. The RCO may comment on this application like any other 
member of the public. Mr. McClure noted that the Association was represented by a 
different attorney during the designation of this property. He stated that the 
Association should not have been surprised by this application because he informed 
everyone at the time of designation that his client would be moving forward with an 
application like this one. He stated that there is no contract between the school and 
the Redevelopment Authority that relates to 156 W. School House Lane. He asserted 
that that is a “red herring.” He asked the Architectural Committee to apply the City’s 
historic preservation ordinance as well as federal ADA law to the application.
Ms. Gutterman asked if the Historical Commission has considered continuance 
requests from third parties in the past.
o Mr. Farnham stated that he has not researched the question but remembers a 

small number of such requests over the last 20 years. He stated that he 
remembers such requests being denied but does not remember any being 
approved without the consent of the property owner. He stated that continuing a 
building permit application review without the property owner’s consent puts the 
application at risk for a deemed approval, owing to the 60-day clock.

o Mr. Farnham stated that the presence or absence of a contract between the 
school and the Redevelopment Authority should not impact the Historical 
Commission’s review. He stated that the Historical Commission has an obligation 
to review the application by applying the review criteria in the historic 
preservation ordinance, regardless of any contract. The Historical Commission is 
not the appropriate venue for the Redevelopment Authority to seek to enforce 
any contract it may hold. Mr. Farnham concluded that the Historical Commission, 
not the Architectural Committee, should make the final decision on the 
continuance request. The Architectural Committee should make a 
recommendation to the Historical Commission on the merits of the application.

Ms. Gutterman polled the Architectural Committee members, who unanimously 
agreed to reject the continuance request and move forward with the review.
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Mr. McClure introduced his client and consultants. He then stated that 80% of the 
students at the Pennsylvania School for the Deaf (PSD) live at or below the poverty 
level, 75% are persons of color, and 40% have a second disability beyond deafness. 
He concluded that the school works in the public interest. Mr. McClure observed that 
he submitted an affidavit sworn to by Mr. Bailey, the head of school. Mr. McClure 
stated that this application intends to show that a demolition in this case is justified 
by financial hardship and necessity in the public interest, the grounds for demolition 
laid out in the preservation ordinance. He stated that they are also requesting a 
reasonable accommodation under the federal Americans with Disabilities Act. He 
stated that Section 10 of the Historical Commission’s Rules and regulations governs 
the review of financial hardship applications submitted by non-profits. He contended 
that, under its rules, the Historical Commission does not require non-profits to market 
their properties or campuses for sale. He stated that the Commonwealth Court 
confirmed this provision in the 400 S. 40th Street case. He claimed that Section 10.2 
of the Rules and Regulations stipulates that the question before the Historical 
Commission is not whether any potential owner can feasibly reuse the property for 
any use but instead whether the PSD can feasibly reuse the property for its needs. 
Mr. McClure claimed that the rule at Section 10.2 regarding non-profits and hardship 
applications has been applied in the manner described in at least two other 
applications, regarding the demolition of two buildings on the Episcopal Hospital 
campus and the building at 400 S. 40th Street, which was owned by the University of 
Pennsylvania. Mr. McClure also noted that the Historical Commission approved a 
demolition for PSD, for this campus, as necessary in the public interest in 2001. He 
stated that the public’s interest in the PSD and the education it provides far outweigh 
the public’s interest in the preservation of this building. Mr. McClure stated that it is 
illegal for a municipality to discriminate against a disabled person under the 
Americans with Disabilities Act. The City of Philadelphia is required to actively 
prevent discrimination by provided reasonable accommodation. He stated that the 
reasonable accommodation, the allowance of the demolition of this building, fits 
within the framework of necessary in the public interest in the preservation 
ordinance.
Mr. Bailey stated that PSD has a great need for the property at 156 W. School House 
Lane. He stated that they “need” the property; they do not simply “want” it. He 
distinguished between disparity and parity and stated that the PSD students deserve 
parity. He stated that they need to demolish the building and reuse the space to
serve the PSD students.
Mr. McClure stated that several institutions involved in deaf education have 
submitted letters of support for this application to the Historical Commission.
Mr. Smolley introduced himself and provided his credentials as an architect and 
planner. He stated that, when evaluating the building, they looked at it through the 
lens of education, the campus, athletics, and student life. He displayed Exhibit N. He 
stated that they identified a need for a space for theater, guest lecturers, poetry 
slams, dining, and other events. He stated that the school identified a need for a 
social space where interactions can take place. Once they identified the space 
needs, they looked at the building in question to see if it could be rehabilitated to 
accommodate those needs. They concluded that the building cannot support the 
spaces needed. The spaces are too small and cannot be redesigned to fit the needs 
of deaf and hard-of-hearing students. The design guidelines for deaf and hard-of-
hearing students cannot be met. Deaf students require 50 sf per student, not the 
usual 35 sf per student. Visual connection is a key. Audio cues cannot be used.
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Using Exhibit N, Mr. Smolley discussed campus planning. He explained that under 
the current design cars are moving across the campus at all times of day, creating 
safety hazards. He stated that they would like to eliminate the intersection of 
students and cars. He explained that cars, buses, and delivery vehicles present 
challenges for deaf students, who do not hear them approaching. He showed current 
and proposed plans for the campus. He showed a plan with a new building for 
community activities and the parking shifted to the edge of campus. To achieve this 
desired plan with students and vehicles segregated, the building at 156 W. School 
House Lane would need to be demolished.
Mr. Smolley discussed the floor plan of the existing building using Exhibit B. he 
stated that the school needs spaces for 100 for dining and for 250 for speakers and 
graduation. He concluded that the existing building cannot satisfy those needs. He 
stated that they considered adding to the historic building but could not develop a 
successful plan. He concluded that there is not a reasonable, financially feasible, 
educationally sound way of reusing the building for PSD’s needs.
Regarding the condition of the existing building, Mr. Smolley stated that it has 
suffered from a lacking of heating and maintenance before the school acquired it. 
The building would have to be completely rebuilt to use it for educational or assembly 
purposes. He stated that the cost estimate at Exhibit O is a prevailing wage estimate 
and is probably 5% to 8% before the market now because it was undertaken many 
months ago.
Mr. Cluver asked about the circulation plans in Exhibit N. he asked why the building 
needed to be removed for the safe circulation to work.
o Mr. Smolley responded that they need to widen the driveway between the gym 

and the house, create a bidirectional lane for buses, create space for a larger 
turning radius for buses, and change the grades on both sides of the gym to 
make the circulation safe. He stated that they need a 22 to 24-foot wide 
driveway, with 24 feet at the turns. He stated that the house needs to be 
removed to make the driveway and parking changes.

o Mr. Cluver suggested that the applicants supplement the application with more 
information about parking and circulation.

o Mr. Smolley stated that, to fit a regulation soccer field and the new building for 
assembly, they need to remove the house to maintain the required parking space 
count. The house is not able to support any of the school’s needed spaces and, 
even if it did, it would be too expensive to rehabilitate. The traffic needs to be 
moved from the core of the campus.

Mr. Cluver asked Mr. McClure about his statement that the house must be evaluated 
only with regard to the school’s needs, within the school context, and a sale to a third 
party cannot be considered as an option.
o Mr. McClure claimed that the Commonwealth Court confirmed that interpretation 

when it reviewed the 400 S. 40th Street case. He stated that Section 10.2 of the 
Rules and Regulations likewise supports that assertion. A non-profit institution is 
only required evaluate potential reuses of a building for its own needs, not from 
the viewpoint of any potential owner. He also pointed out that their overall 
argument has two prongs, the financial hardship prong and the necessary in the 
public interest prong.

Mr. Skolnick stated that he was a former trustee of PSD and was the chair of the 
Buildings and Grounds Committee. He discussed Exhibit O. He stated that they 
received pricing from two companies and used the lower of the two. He stated that 
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the estimate is about 5% to 8.5% low, owing to recent changes in the market. He 
stated that the job is priced at $3,255,305.
Mr. Detwiler asked about the size of the building’s footprint.
o Mr. Smolley stated that it is just over 4,000 sf.
o Mr. Detwiler stated that the overall building without the basement is about 7,000 

sf. He stated that there is very little architectural information to support the 
estimate.

o Mr. McClure stated that that is the nature of a financial hardship application. The 
pricing is an estimate. They did not develop full architectural plans to have priced 
out. He stated that he understands why the Architectural Committee is having 
difficulty reviewing this application, when it is better suited for the Committee on 
Financial Hardship, but the Rules and Regulations require the Architectural 
Committee to review financial hardship applications.

o Mr. Detwiler stated that the application should include full floor plans and 
photographs of every interior space.

o Mr. McClure countered that this is one of the most thorough, most complete 
applications ever submitted to the Historical Commission. He asked that PSD be 
held to the same standard as other applicants.

o Mr. Detwiler stated that the building has no structural deficiencies. It can be 
repaired.

o Mr. McClure stated that they never alleged that it has structural deficiencies, nor 
do they need show that to prove their case. He suggested that Mr. Detwiler 
consider the necessary in the public interest, financial hardship, and ADA 
regulations and apply them to the application.

o Mr. Bailey stated that the building is in poor condition and can no longer be 
inhabited.

Mr. McClure introduced consultant George Thomas to discuss the significance of the 
building at 156 W. School House Lane relative to the buildings on PSD’s main 
campus.
Mr. Thomas introduced himself as an architectural historian. He stated that there is a 
wealth of great Colonial Revival buildings in Northwest Philadelphia, but the building 
at 156 W. School House Lane is not one of them. It is a minor piece, a rehabilitation 
of an earlier building accomplished with the addition of secondary motifs. It does not 
have the energy or richness of good Colonial Revival. He displayed photographs of 
several important Colonial Revival buildings in the area and asserted that the house 
at 156 W. School House Lane is not architectural important. Mr. Thomas stated that 
the Colonial buildings on PSD’s campus are extremely important historically and 
architecturally. The buildings were some of the first that the Historic American 
Buildings Survey documented after the program was created in 1933. He displayed 
photographs and drawings of the PSD buildings that had belonged to Germantown 
Academy and now form the core of the campus. He stated that PSD carefully 
preserves and maintains its very important historic buildings from the eighteenth 
century as well as the latter Colonial Revival buildings that were added. PSD has 
made a great contribution by keeping these buildings alive. The school’s mission is 
to provide education for children with special needs. The school cares for very 
important buildings. It cannot care for the very minor building at 156 W. School 
House Lane while providing education and preserving important buildings. The 
building at 156 W. School House Lane is an impediment to the school’s more 
important efforts.
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Mr. McClure concluded that this review is about the balancing of interests, as the 
ordinance requires. The school provides education to children who need it and the 
school preserves very important buildings. The cost estimates show that it would be 
very expensive to rehabilitate the building at 156 W. School House Lane and the 
school does not need the sort of space that the building could provide. The school is 
located in an urban area and space is at a premium. Little new space is available. 
The school needs the space now occupied by the house at 156 W. School House 
Lane to redesign its campus, make it safe, and fulfill its mission.
Mr. Cluver asked about the new building shown on some of the campus plans.
o Mr. Smolley explained that the new building would house dining facilities and a 

black-box theater. It will be a communal space for students of all ages. He 
clarified that they are not proposing the building as part of this application but are 
only showing it to demonstrate how they would like to reorganize the campus.

o Mr. Cluver opined that the proposed building does not seem to be much larger 
than the building proposed for demolition.

o Mr. Smolley replied that it is larger than the building at 156 W. School House 
Lane and would be one floor only for accessibility. The older building is three 
floors and the spaces are not usable by the school. He stated that the new dining 
area would seat 100 people at a time and the theater space would seat 250; the 
spacs would be shared and have a folding wall between them. With support 
spaces, the building would be about 10,000 sf. The existing gym is 12,000 sf, for 
comparison.

o Mr. Bailey added that the new building would allow PSD to hold graduation on 
campus. Currently, PSD uses space at Germantown Friends School for 
graduation. The new space could also be used for community events.

Mr. Cluver asked about a playground on the campus plan between 143 and 151 W. 
Coulter Street. He asked if the playground could be relocated and the driveway run 
from School House Lane to Coulter, avoiding the need to demolish the house and 
moving the traffic away from the center of the campus.
o Mr. Smolley stated that the playground would likely move with the construction of 

the new building.
o Mr. Bailey noted that PSD does not own all of the properties on W. Coulter 

Street.
o Mr. Smolley stated that running a driveway from School House Lane to Coulter 

would create significant safety and security problems. The long driveway 
between the streets would encourage people to use it as a short cut and would 
allow for high speeds. The plan would transfer some of the turning radius and 
other problems from School House Lane to Counter Street. It would be a road 
across the campus. It would not work.

PUBLIC COMMENT:
Greg Palmier stated that he grew up in the area and has lived in Germantown for 
many years. He observed that he walked to school when he was a child and the 
experience of walking to school was a positive one. He stated that schools are 
becoming too insular. He stated that school students should walk to school or take 
public transportation. He suggested that the Pennsylvania School for the Deaf would 
not need so many driveways and parking lots if students walked and took public 
transportation to school. He stated that he did not see an overall budget for new 
building and other changes PSD wants to make at its campus and he asked the 
applicants what the overall budget would be.
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o Mr. Farnham informed the Architectural Committee and the audience that 
members of the public may offer comments, but they may not question the 
applicants. It is not an adversarial hearing with cross examination.

Paul Steinke of the Preservation Alliance acknowledged that “the Philadelphia 
School for the Deaf and its consultants are clearly people of good faith who are 
dedicated to serving the school’s mission and its constituency and community.” He 
commented that his mother worked for a deaf church congregation and he grew up 
around hearing impaired and deaf people, so he is aware of the challenges that deaf 
people face. He stated that he submitted a letter on this application to the Historical 
Commission. Mr. Steinke asserted that the applicants have misrepresented the 
financial hardship provisions in the preservation ordinance by claiming that they do 
not apply to non-profit institutions. He stated that it is a shame that non-profit 
institutions like Drexel, Temple, St. Joe’s, and the University of Pennsylvania 
demolish historic buildings to fulfill their institutional needs. He stated that “it’s a 
shame to see the Philadelphia School for the Deaf is kind of doing the same thing 
here and undermining and disrupting the historic character of this part of 
Germantown.” He stated that past administrations at the school found ways to reuse 
historic buildings but the current administration is failing to continue that legacy. He 
asserted that resourceful leaders could find ways of achieving parity in education 
without undermining and destroying the historic character of Germantown. He asked 
the Architectural Committee to reject the application and remand it to the Committee 
on Financial Hardship.
Doug Mooney noted that 156 W. School House Lane was designated under Criteria 
B and I, meaning that archaeological resources at the site must be protected. He 
stated that the Architectural Committee cannot approve the new building and site 
improvements such as driveways and parking lots with the information provided 
today because the application does not address archaeology. He stated that the 
projects will certainly include significant ground disturbance and will impact 
archaeological resources including those related to the Battle of Germantown. He 
asked the Architectural Committee to recommend denial of the campus improvement 
projects until an archaeology plan is provided.
o Mr. Farnham observed that the current application is not seeking an approval for 

the new building or parking lots and driveways but is only proposing the 
demolition of the building at 156 W. School House Lane. He noted that 
information about the other potential improvements is only provided today to 
make a case for the necessity of the demolition. The Architectural Committee is 
not reviewing the campus improvement projects for approval today. The 
applicant will be required to submit those projects for approval under separate 
applications and archaeology can be considered at the time of those reviews.

David Traub of Save Our Sites stated that the building in question is already 
designated, so statements by Mr. Thomas about its relative historical significance are 
irrelevant. He stated that “there must be other uses for the building.” He suggested 
that the building could be used as a home for the head of school. Presumably 
confusing the sign language interpreter for the head of school, Mr. Traub stated that 
she spoke earlier and, although he could not remember her name, she could live in 
the house, which could be restored as her house as the head of school. He agreed 
with Mr. Palmier and suggested that the number of automobiles on campus should 
be reduced. He asked the Historical Commission to reject the application.
Irwin Trauss stated that he lives directly across the street from the property in 
question and was part of the Penn Knox Neighborhood Association team that worked 
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with PSD when it moved to the neighborhood in the 1980s. He stated that the other 
buildings on the site, which were behind the house, have been demolished. The 
space behind the main building is open and is used to park buses. He stated that, in 
essence, the school wants to demolish the house and turn the site into a parking lot. 
The parking lot will be in front of my house. He stated that that would be devastating 
for the block, neighborhood, and Germantown. The school lacks desire and vision; 
the house could be reused by the school. PSD obtained the campus in the 1980s 
with bond funding from the Redevelopment Authority and the City of Philadelphia. 
PSD could reuse the house at 156 W. School House Lane as it reused the 
Germantown Academy buildings. He objected that PSD has not provided its budget 
for the new building with the dining hall and other campus improvements. Mr. Trauss 
experienced technical problems and disconnected from the meeting.
Rhonda Lancaster stated that she has lived in Germantown for many years. She 
objected to the proposal to demolish the building. She stated that Germantown is a 
good, stable neighborhood that is home to good people.
Oscar Beisert of the Keeping Society objected to the application and stated that the 
house, which was designed by Mantle Fielding, is architectural significant. He stated 
that Mantle Fielding did design work for Germantown Academy, when it occupied the 
PSD campus. He objected to the “extremely narrow viewpoint on what is and is not 
historic” set forth by Mr. Thomas. He stated that Germantown Academy did not 
abandon the campus. It was used by other institutions after Germantown Academy 
left. He noted that a historic district nomination was prepared for Penn Knox many 
years ago and the building in question was classified as contributing in that draft 
nomination. He concluded that demolition is unacceptable and would demonstrate a 
disregard for the neighborhood. He added that the school already demolished a 
historic building on Coulter Street. The application should be denied.
Hal Schirmer stated that the nominator of the property determined that it was in fair 
to good condition in 2019 but now the school is saying that it is in poor condition. The 
building is made of stone and would not deteriorate quickly. The Historical 
Commission should consider what was done to maintain the building. He noted the 
Criteria for Designation that were cited in the nomination. He noted that it was 
included in a draft nomination for a historic district. He stated that the school should 
undertake a campus mater plan. Buildings are often demolished with plans, but the 
properties remain vacant lots for many years after the demolition.
Mr. Farnham stated that Georgette Bartell is next on the list to provide public 
comment. He noted that members of the PSD community were extremely offended 
by Ms. Bartell’s comments about genome editing that she offered during the review 
of the nomination that led to the designation of the property. Mr. Farnham explained 
that she made similar comments in writing regarding the current application. He 
observed that she has the right to make any comment she wants because this is a 
government proceeding but asked her to try to limit her comments to the issues at 
hand related to the application for demolition.
o Irwin Trauss responded that it was he, not his wife Georgette Bartell, wishing to 

speak. He stated that he was using her Zoom login. He continued his statement, 
after having technical difficulties earlier in the public comment period. He stated 
that the Historical Commission cannot make any decisions about the application 
until it is provided with the costs for the new dining hall and other improvements 
to the campus. He stated that the cost of adding to the extant building should be 
provided. He also asserted that the source of the money for the work must be 
disclosed. He stated that money may be available to restore the historic building 
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that is not available for other work on the campus. He suggested that the house 
could be converted for use as a multi-family residential building for perhaps $1 
million. He explained that a developer had considered putting seven units in the 
house and 42 units in a new building at the rear at one time. The neighbors 
objected to the density but would accept a few apartments in the house. Also, 
after the developer abandoned the project and before PSD purchased the 
property, a group of neighbors was considering purchasing it. The neighbors 
were not given an opportunity to make an offer on the property. PSD purchased 
the property knowing that it was designated as historic. Mr. Trauss objected to 
Mr. McClure’s assertions about the lack of a requirement for non-profits to market 
properties for sale when applying under the financial hardship provision of the 
preservation ordinance. He stated that the Pennsylvania Supreme Court is the 
final authority, not Commonwealth Court. He asked the Architectural Committee 
to deny the application, or to require the submission of additional information.

Allison Weiss of SoLo stated that she concurs with other members of the public who 
have spoken.
Deneene Brockington, the president of Penn-Knox Neighborhood Association, stated 
that she is new to her position. She stated that she is a developer and has recently 
come to understand the importance of historic preservation. She said that historic 
structures help people have pride in their neighborhood. She stated that she believes 
that PSD has done its due diligence and is trying to do what is best for the school. 
However, she suggested that the school should work harder and try to innovate and 
save this building. She said that the possibilities are endless. She asked the 
Historical Commission to ask PSD to undertake additional investigations.

ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION:
Mr. McClure disagreed with Mr. Steinke’s assertion that the rules for reviewing 
financial hardship applications for non-profits do not provide flexibility for the 
Historical Commission. He noted that the Historical Commission’s Rules and 
Regulations were written by a former executive director of the Preservation Alliance 
and the hardship provisions for non-profits have never been challenged. He stated 
that Section 10 of the Rules and Regulations allows the Historical Commission to 
consider the public interest when reviewing financial hardship applications for non-
profits. There is no conflict with the interpretation of the rule and the ordinance.
Mr. McClure noted regarding Doug Mooney’s testimony that there is no evidence in 
the designation record that there is a likelihood of archaeological resources at 156 
W. School House Lane, as the nominator conceded.
Regarding David Traub’s testimony, Mr. McClure asserted that the testimony offered 
by Mr. Thomas was not irrelevant, as Mr. Traub claimed. He stated that not all 
designated buildings are of equal significance and the Historical Commission must 
weigh the relative significance of this building when deciding whether to approve the 
application.
Mr. McClure thanked Mr. Trauss for his comments. Regarding the multi-family 
development proposed for the site, it is likely that the 42 new units at the rear would 
have subsidized the seven units in the historic building. There is no evidence in the 
record that the seven units in the historic building were viable on their own with the 
new development in the back. He also noted that there is no evidence in the record 
to support the assertion made by Mr. Trauss that it would cost $1 million to 
rehabilitate the house as apartments. Mr. McClure stated that he included real bids in 
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his application. He added that he did not include a union bid, which was much higher 
than the one that was included.
Regarding Rhonda Lancaster’s testimony, Mr. McClure stated that development 
pressures on Germantown are not a valid reason to deny PSD relief under the local 
ordinance and federal law.
In response to Mr. Beisert’s statement that this property would have been classified 
as contributing in a Penn Knox Historic District, Mr. McClure stated that the Rules 
and Regulations indicate that a building that is worthy of individual designation 
should be classified as significant in a historic district. This one was only classified as 
contributing in the draft district, meaning that it would not qualify for individual 
designation.
Regarding Mr. Schirmer’s claim that the change from a good-to-fair condition in the 
nomination to a poor condition is evidence of demolition by neglect is an insult to 
PSD. Mr. McClure noted that the school disputed the good-to-fair condition 
assessment during the review of the nomination and argued that the building was in 
poor condition in 2019. The nominator never entered the building and the
nominator’s condition assessment was factually inaccurate.
Mr. McClure offered to meet with Ms. Brockington to discuss the school’s needs.
Ms. Gutterman asked Mr. Farnham to advise the Architectural Committee with 
regard to a recommendation.
o Mr. Farnham noted that one member of the public had suggested that the 

Architectural Committee remand the application to the Committee on Financial 
Hardship. He stated that the application will be reviewed by the Committee on 
Financial Hardship regardless of the Architectural Committee’s recommendation. 
He explained to the Architectural Committee that it does not have the authority to 
remand and suggested that the Committee not seek to remand the application 
anywhere. He advised that the Architectural Committee should not recommend 
approval or denial of this application because the Committee is only considering 
a subset of the evidence. The Committee should offer a recommendation related 
to its expertise including construction costs, the condition of the building, campus
planning, and the historical and/or architectural significance of the building. Mr. 
Farnham stated that the Committee’s opinions of the application, as it relates to 
those areas of your expertise should be provided. Perhaps the Committee may 
want to indicate where the application is lacking, or where it is convincing. 
However, he concluded that the Committee should resist the temptation to 
recommend approval or denial outright.

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: The Architectural Committee voted to 
recommend that:

The Architectural Committee acknowledges that the primary program spaces that the 
school currently lacks and needs to provide such as dining and assembly spaces cannot 
be accommodated in the building at 156 W. School House Lane.
The application has not proven that the demolition of the building and repurposing of the 
property will achieve the school’s parking and circulation goals. More information is 
needed to show that reuse of the property for parking and circulation will increase the 
safety and efficiency of the campus.
The application has not proven that the demolition of the building is necessary in the 
public interest, but that deficit could be remedied with additional information.
Additional information should be provided to the Committee on Financial Hardship and 
the Historical Commission.
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ITEM: 156 W School House Ln
MOTION: Additional information is required
MOVED BY: Cluver
SECONDED BY: Lukachik

VOTE
Committee Member Yes No Abstain Recuse Absent

Dan McCoubrey
John Cluver
Rudy D’Alessandro
Justin Detwiler
Nan Gutterman
Allison Lukachik
Amy Stein

Total

ADJOURNMENT

START TIME OF DISCUSSION IN AUDIO RECORDING: 03:44:57

ACTION: The Architectural Committee adjourned at 12:57 p.m.

PLEASE NOTE:
Minutes of the Architectural Committee are presented in action format. Additional 
information is available in the audio recording for this meeting. The start time for each 
agenda item in the recording is noted. 
Application materials and staff overviews are available on the Historical Commission’s 
website, www.phila.gov/historical.



AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF 
FINANCIAL HARDSHIP & NECESSARY IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST APPLICATION 

OF PENNSYLVANIA SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF 

I. CURRENT OWNERSHIP 

II. BACKGROUND OF OWNER 





III.  HISTORY OF ACQUISITION AND NOMINATION OF THE PROPERTY; 
APPRAISALS OF THE PROPERTY; AND CITY REAL ESTATE 
ASSESSMENTS 



IV. THE PHYSICAL CONDITION OF THE BUILDING 

V. INABILITY TO REUSE THE BUILDING AND/OR PROPERTY IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH PSD’S NEEDS. 







VI. THE DESIGNATION OF THIS PROPERTY PRESENTS A FINANCIAL 
HARDSHIP PURSUANT TO RULE 10 OF THE REGULATIONS. 



VII. DEMOLITION OF THE BUILDING IS NECESSARY IN THE PUBLIC 
INTEREST 



VIII.  PSD IS ENTITLED TO REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS UNDER THE 
AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT OF 1980 (the “ADA”) 





EXHIBIT A 

Legal Description 



EXHIBIT B 

Demolition Plan and Application





***DO NOT MAIL THIS APPLICATION***

Job Number: (for office use only)

1

Application for Construction Permit

Address

Applicant

Property Owner

Design Professional in
Responsible Charge

Project Scope (a) Occupancy

(b) Scope of Work

(c) Earth Disturbance

(d) Building Floor Areas

*P

(e) Number of Stories

(f) Description of Work

(g) Project Conditions

Streets Review SR - 2 0

5

PR- 2 0 -

4

3

2 1735 Market Street, 51st Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19103

mcclure@ballardspahr.com 2 1 5 8 6 4 8 7 7 1

100 W. School House Lane, Philadelphia, PA 19144

Vacant

0
Demolition of existing building.

156 W. School House Lane

Matthew McClure, Esq. Ballard Spahr LLP

Pennsylvania School for the Deaf

TBD

0 0



***DO NOT MAIL THIS APPLICATION***

Job Number: (for office use only)

(g) Total Improvement Cost:
(The total improvement cost must also include the cost of all electrical, plumbing, mechanical, fire suppression systems work, and interior finishes)

Project Details & 
Contractor Information (a) Check all that apply:

Note Trades listed below are mandatory for all residential
new construction jobs

RP or CP- 2  0 - 

Zoning Permit ZP- 2 0 - 

(b) General Building Construction Contractor Information

$ 

(c) Mechanical/Fuel Gas Work & Contractor Information

$ 

$ 

(d) Electrical Work & Contractor Information

$ 

(e) Plumbing Work & Contractor Information

Check one:

$ 

(f) Fire Suppression Work & Contractor Information

$ 

Declaration & Signature
All provisions of the Building Code and other City ordinances will be complied with, whether specified herein or not. Plans approved by the Department form a
part of this application. I hereby certify that the statements contained herein are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. I further certify that I am
authorized by the owner to make the foregoing application, and that, before I accept my permit for which this application is made, the owner shall be made aware
of all conditions of the permit. I understand that if I knowingly make any false statements herein, I am subject to such penalties as may be prescribed by law or
ordinance, inclusive of the penalties contained in 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904.

Applicant Signature: Date: / / _

6

/s/ Matt McClure, Esq.       4 21     2022 



EXHIBIT C 

IRS Letter & Pennsylvania Exemption Certificate 









EXHIBIT D 

Resolution  



City of Philadelphia

City of Philadelphia



City of Philadelphia

RESOLUTION NO. 220021 continued

City of Philadelphia



City of Philadelphia

RESOLUTION NO. 220021 continued

City of Philadelphia



City of Philadelphia

RESOLUTION NO. 220021 continued

City of Philadelphia



EXHIBIT E 

Annual Budget



Pennsylvania School for the Deaf

Fiscal Year 2020-21 2021-22
BUDGET BUDGET

Summary
REVENUE
PDE Allocation 12,215,534           12,215,534           
PSERS Subsidy (Retirement) 931,500                 1,166,432              
Capital Project Subsidy -                              125,000                 
School Districts 264,656                 330,820                 
1:1 Aide 1,113,840              1,058,148              
Summer programs 678,280                 753,103                 
Transportation Contract 576,394                 576,394                 
Food Service, OT/PT, Support Svcs, Building rent 390,000                 360,000                 
Early Intervention 477,000                 333,900                 
Community Preschool 108,000                 86,400                   
IDEA - B 116,242                 118,500                 
GEER II -                              230,478                 
E-Rate 24,744                   25,000                   
Parenting, FNL, Hearing Aid/CI 145,000                 125,000                 
Annual Fund, Grants, Gifts, Events 345,000                 370,000                 
Interest Income, Bond Coll. Trusts etc. 95,000                   35,000                   
Other Misc. Income 42,600                   17,600                   
Endowment/Plant fund transfers to cover capital projects 404,000                 135,000                 

TOTAL REVENUE 17,927,790           18,062,309           

Operating Expenditures
Wages & Salaries 9,454,800              9,754,041              
Employee Benefits 3,876,468              3,999,157              
Contractors, Interpreters, Prof Development, fees 1,296,700              1,480,743              
Maintenance 850,000                 1,012,643              
Insurance, Telecom, Travel 468,098                 370,862                 
Supplies & Utilities 526,500                 681,500                 
Misc. 50,000                   40,000                   
Capital Projects 404,000                 135,000                 
Non Operating Expenditures
Depreciation, Amortize & Equip - non cash item 980,000                 930,000                 
Write off of Prior Year bad debts 15,000                   165,923                 

TOTAL EXPENSE 17,921,566           18,569,868           

               Net Results (Operational + Non Operational) 6,224                      (507,559)                



EXHIBIT F 

Site Plan of Historic Structures on PSD’s Campus 



Head of School 
Building. > < Nevil Building



EXHIBIT G 

Site Context





EXHIBIT H 

Settlement Statement 







EXHIBIT I 

OPA Assessment Value 



EXHIBIT J 

Carry Cost for Property 



7/1/2019 - 
6/30/2020

7/1/2020 - 
6/30/2021

7/1/2021 - 
3/31/2022

Expense

            Interpreters Services 0.00 625.00 0.00 

            Water/Sewer 2,886.32 3,153.72 2,062.46 

            Facility Maint. Contract 0.00 0.00 103,704.00 

            Operating Maint. Expense 51,648.34 34,078.00 5,950.00 

            General Supplies 0.00 1,420.08 0.00 

            IT Equip & Software supplies 2,470.14 0.00 0.00 

            Electricity 1,580.03 1,578.16 832.06 

            Land and Improvements 0.00 18,148.20 0.00 

            Small Equipment Purchased 0.00 394.43 0.00 

      Total Expense 58,584.83 59,397.59 112,548.52 



EXHIBIT K 

Exterior Photographs of Building 













EXHIBIT L 

DRA Condition Report 
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Pennsylvania School for the Deaf 
acquired 156 West School House Lane 
to address campus needs and to 
provide students with a well-rounded 
educational experience. 
 
After extensive review, it has become 
clear that the potential renovation and re-
purposing of any of the existing structures 
located at 156 West School House Lane 
will be more expensive than new 
construction and will result in a building 
that is compromised relative to what PSD 
actually needs.  

In Spring of 2020, Drummey Rosane Anderson 
Architects (“DRA”) was asked to undertake a study of 
the land and buildings located at 156 West School 
House Lane (the “Property”) as part of a larger master 
planning effort for the Pennsylvania School for the 
Deaf (“PSD”). 

DRA undertook a number of efforts to develop an 
understanding of the potential uses and options for 
the Property. These efforts included: discussions with 
educators and administrators regarding educational 
programming and school-wide needs, inspections of 
the buildings, and development of potential options 
for the Property. 

Educational Program Needs 

Discussions with educators at PSD showed consistent 
themes regarding educational needs. Those needs 
include: 

A need for peer mentoring and role models; 
A way to mitigate the negative impacts caused by 
the location of the Early Childhood Center relative 
to the rest of campus; 

A need for a large gathering space; 
A need for a new dining space due to the inadequacy 
of the current dining hall and food service space; 
Desire for more capacity to host speakers and 
events from outside of the PSD community. 

School-wide Needs 

Discussions with PSD leadership echoed many of the 
themes expressed by the educators, as well as some 
broader ideas: 

Desire to provide a benefit to the surrounding 
community; 
Desire to keep PSD current with all educational 
offerings both curricular and in physical space; 
Recognition that there is a lack of appropriate space 
for theater and productions; 
Recognition that there is inadequate space for pull-
out educational programs; 
Agreement that more office space would be helpful 
in running the school. 

Property Building Assessment - Physical 

DRA visited the campus and, over a number of days, 
conducted inspections of the three buildings comprising 156 
West School House Lane. Our observations include: 

The buildings are in no condition for reuse; 
The buildings are in poor condition; 
There is abundant evidence of neglect and decay 
throughout the buildings; 
There is considerable deterioration in some areas 
of the buildings; 
The main structure is showing significant 
deterioration; 
None of the heating, water, or electrical systems 
are operational; 
Each of the buildings incorporates different 
construction methods and materials. 

In-depth observations regarding the larger building 
raised significant concern for the viability of the building 
itself over the next few years.
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The basement floor is a combination of dirt and 
concrete areas. There is no ventilation of this area 
and evidence of mold and dry rot. 

Structural deterioration in basement 

All of the utilities have been disconnected for a number 
of years, resulting in deterioration of many aspects of 
the building. 

The heating and ventilation systems are not 
salvageable. They are not adequate for the building’s 
size and are beyond their useful life expectancy. 

The hot water heaters were left with water in them as 
the building was subject to freezing temperatures. On 
account of the freezing temperatures, the water heaters 
are damaged and rendered inoperable. 

The electrical service for the building is undersized and 
out of date. Complete replacement of the service entry, 
breaker panels, and circuit wiring throughout the 
building would be required. 

The structural condition of the perimeter sill is very 
concerning. There are three sill beams that rest on a 
stone wall. On top of these three beams, the upper level 
stone exterior wall has been built. There is no moisture 
or water proofing materials to be seen, and it is apparent 
that water is infiltrating through the stone wall and onto 
these wood sill beams. 
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This is an unusual wall framing method and the 
structural integrity of the sill beams, and therefore the 
entire exterior wall, is questionable. 

The first and upper floor areas show considerable neglect 
and deterioration. Many of the interior trim features, such 
as doors, balusters, and built-in cabinetry, are either 
missing or have been defiled. 

The main stair case has many replacement treads and 
risers, along with numerous balusters and railing portions 
that have been replaced with simple square section pine. 

Many of the hardwood floors suffer from warping and 
twisting, have carpet tacks and glue remnants, and have 
shrunk considerably due to the lack of temperature and 
humidity controls. 

Virtually none of the wood flooring appears to be 
salvageable. 

There are many signs of water infiltration into the building, 
with failing plaster and bulging walls indicating that this 
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condition has been present for some time. 

The attic shows a mixture of construction types
and ages. Of most concern is the size of the
framing members for roof rafters. These appear to 
be considerably undersized for the span. There 
will be significant work required to address this
area. 

There is evidence 
of vermin and 
insect infestation 
throughout the 
building. 

In summation, 
there are 
essentially no  
aspects of the 
interior that are 
in a condition 
that would allow 
reuse. 



The exterior of the main building displays obvious       There are many areas of the exterior stone walls that are 
deterioration.                                                                            failing completely and will require significant investment 

 to rectify. 
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The roof shingles have failed and require replacement. 
The roof has no ventilation, which must be provided to 
prevent failure of any new roof. 

The windows are not of a uniform type and are not
double glazed. All of the windows are not storm windows
which are designed to preserve energy. 

The exterior stone walls have been re-pointed 
numerous times and this mortar is failing in many 
areas. This is allowing water infiltration into the 
exterior walls and then into the building interior. 

The columns, deck, and roof of the porch are all showing
deterioration. There are a number of columns that are
missing, with nothing provided as a replacement
support structure. 



There is no ADA compliant entry point to the 
building. 

In summation - as with the interior, the exterior 
features are significantly deteriorated, with many 
showing signs of failure. There is considerable 
concern for the near-term integrity of many aspects 
of the building exterior. Total failure of areas, such 
as the porch roof and rear gable, is possible within 
the next year or two. 
 
Building Assessment - Programmatic 

Working from the information developed in 
discussions with the PSD community, DRA 
investigated the potential for the three buildings to 
be used for any of the following programming: 

1. A spaces where students can spend time together 
developing community building skills and learning 
from one another and invited guests. 

2. A needed auditorium, better dining, and 
specialized spaces (museum, transition program, 
makerspace, etc.) that would relieve other existing 
facilities. An auditorium should include a well-
equipped performing arts space. 

After determining the required area for each 
potential use, it became clear that the resulting 
conceptual floor plan did not work with the existing 
buildings on 156 West School House Lane.  
 

Conclusion 

After reviewing the conditions of the existing buildings, 
completing programmatic and space needs 
assessments, and developing conceptual ideas for the 
potential reuse of the Property, it is our findings that: 

The large residential structure contains no space 
that may address the principle needs expressed; 
The location of these buildings relative to other 
educational spaces does not address the stated 
needs of the school. 
None of the buildings contain spaces that 
adequately address large group learning, 
performance space, or dining/food preparation. 

Our conclusion is that the Property is of value to 
PSD, but that none of the existing buildings offer 
programmatic or economical opportunities for 
renovation and conversion for future use. 

The two smaller structures contain no spaces of value 
to the school’s mission or physical space needs. 
Neither of these is of note from a historical or design 
aspect and present an impediment to effective use of 
the land to address established needs of the school. 

Replacement of the existing buildings with a new 
structure would: 

Allow for creation of spaces designed expressly 
for the intended use; 
Create space the entire student population 
would use; 
Provide opportunity for community use; 
Address on-campus vehicle circulation concerns; 
Elevate PSD onto more equal standing with peer 
and aspirational institutions. 

We recognize the desire of the Penn Knox 
Neighborhood Association to protect the aesthetic 
and historical aspect of the neighborhood and of the 
Philadelphia Historical Commission to assure that 
historical buildings and sites be properly protected or 
documented for future generations. 
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We also appreciate the constraints the PSD faces 
relative to financing construction of the spaces 
identified as critical to its mission of educating young 
students who are deaf or hard of hearing. 

The potential renovation and re-purposing of any of 
the existing structures will be more expensive than 
new construction and will result in a building that is 
compromised programmatically relative to what 
PSD actually needs. Such expenditure by any school 
is difficult to justify. 
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EXHIBIT M 

Link to Video Recording of Committee on Historic Designation meeting (start time in 
recording 00:26:25) 



EXHIBIT N 

Site Plans 
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EXHIBIT O 

Cost Estimates 



112 Edison Furlong Road        Doylestown, PA 18901       P 215 657 9100       F 215 657 9101       www.mcbrick.com 

Senior Living • Commercial • Industrial • General Carpentry 
 

1 2

Interior Renovations:

o

Elevator:

o

Emergency Alert System:
Budgetary number to Supply and install an Emergency Alert system  

o Note: Number includes Layered Solutions equipment including lockdown alarms and 
cabling with installation  

mergency Alert System 0

Sprinkler System: 



112 Edison Furlong Road        Doylestown, PA 18901       P 215 657 9100       F 215 657 9101       www.mcbrick.com 

Senior Living • Commercial • Industrial • General Carpentry 
 

2 2

Fire Alarm: 

Exterior Renovations:

o
o

ADA Renovations 

Permits, Fees & Drawlings:

KKeith Nehring 



EXHIBIT P 

Prior Minutes of the Historical Commission  



REPORT OF THE ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE 
PHILADELPHIA HISTORICAL COMMISSION 

   Robert Thomas, Chair  
 Commission Offices, One Parkway, 13th Floor, 1515 Arch Street 

27 February 2001



124 Queen Street

143 and 151 West Coulter Street, Pennsylvania School for the Deaf





1900-38 North Park Avenue





1600 Arch Street, SW corner of South 16th Street



1115-1141 Market Street, NE corner of 12th Street, Reading Terminal Headhouse

1115-1141 Market Street, NE corner of 12th Street, Reading Terminal Headhouse



1115-1141 Market Street, NE corner of 12th Street, Reading Terminal Headhouse



2000 Benjamin Franklin Parkway, SE corner of South 20th Street, Franklin Institute

100 Delancey Street



308 South Front Street



227-31 South 6th Street, Lippincott Building

1902 Spring Garden Street



264 South 20th Street

1412-14 Pine Street, SW corner of Carlisle Street, Peirce College



1721 Addison Street

•
•

•
•
•



113 Elfreths Alley

200 South Broad Street, SW corner of Walnut Street, The Bellevue





REPORT OF THE ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE 
PHILADELPHIA HISTORICAL COMMISSION 

   Vincent Rivera, AIA, Chair  
 Commission Offices, One Parkway, 13th Floor, 1515 Arch Street 

28 May 2002



116 Fountain Street



4401 Cresson Street, NE corner of Carson Street

4417-19 Main Street



6026 Germantown Avenue, Wyck



143 (131-41) West Coulter Street, Philadelphia School for the Deaf



151 West Coulter Street



227 Market Street, aka 216 Church Street



163 North 3rd Street, SW corner of Race Street

227 South 6th Street, Lippincott Building



227 Fitzwater Street

City Hall, Broad and Market Streets



642 North Broad Street, NW corner of Wallace Street

2112 Mt Vernon Street



1113-31 Market Street, Foster’s, Reading Terminal Market



1113-31-Market Street, Mueller’s Chocolates, Reading Terminal Market



1214 Arch Street

1914-16 Rittenhouse Square Street, aka 1917-19 Manning Street



2201 St. James Street, NW corner of 22nd Street



1728 Chestnut Street

1832 Delancey Street 



2127 Porter Street



2100 Porter Street, aka 2101 Shunk Street, Gentilhommiere

126-28 League Street





THE MINUTES OF THE 463rd STATED MEETING OF THE 
PHILADELPHIA HISTORICAL COMMISSION 

14 March 2001 

Commission Conference Room 18th Floor, 1515 Arch Street 
Wayne S. Spilove, Chair 



Minutes of the 462nd Stated Meeting of the Philadelphia Historical Commission. 

OLD BUSINESS 

2226 Green Street

321 Chestnut Street, National History Museum



THE REPORT 

100 Delancey Street

1902 Spring Garden Street



124 Queen Street

143 and 151 West Coulter Street, Pennsylvania School for the Deaf





1900-38 North Park Avenue



1600 Arch Street, SW corner of South 16th Street



200 South Broad Street, SW corner of Walnut Street, The Bellevue

1115-1141 Market Street, NE corner of 12th Street, Reading Terminal Headhouse

1115-1141 Market Street, NE corner of 12th Street, Reading Terminal Headhouse



1115-1141 Market Street, NE corner of 12th Street, Reading Terminal Headhouse

2000 Benjamin Franklin Parkway, SE corner of South 20th Street, Franklin Institute



308 South Front Street

227-31 South 6th Street, Lippincott Building



264 South 20th Street

1412-14 Pine Street, SW corner of Carlisle Street, Peirce College

1721 Addison Street



113 Elfreths Alley

THE REPORT

HARRY A. BATTEN MEMORIAL FUND 





THE MINUTES OF THE 478th STATED MEETING OF THE 
PHILADELPHIA HISTORICAL COMMISSION 

14 June 2002 at 9:00 a.m. 

City Council Caucus Room, 4th Floor, City Hall 
James Cuorato, Acting-Chair 



Minutes of the 477th Stated Meeting of the Philadelphia Historical Commission.  

227 Market Street, aka 216 Church Street

2112 Mt Vernon Street

410 South 15th Street, SW corner of Waverly Street

THE REPORT 



229 Fitzwater Street

THE REPORT 

116 Fountain Street



4401 Cresson Street, NE corner of Carson Street

4417-19 Main Street

6026 Germantown Avenue, Wyck



143 (131-43) West Coulter Street, Philadelphia School for the Deaf



151 West Coulter Street

163 North 3rd Street, SW corner of Race Street

227 South 6th Street, Lippincott Building



227 Fitzwater Street

City Hall, Broad and Market Streets

642 North Broad Street, NW corner of Wallace Street



1113-31 Market Street, Foster’s, Reading Terminal Market

1113-31-Market Street, Mueller’s Chocolates, Reading Terminal Market



1214 Arch Street

1914-16 Rittenhouse Square Street, aka 1917-19 Manning Street



2201 St. James Street, NW corner of 22nd Street

1728 Chestnut Street



1832 Delancey Street 

2127 Porter Street

2100 Porter Street, aka 2101 Shunk Street, Gentilhommiere

126-28 League Street



THE REPORT 

HARRY A. BATTEN MEMORIAL FUND 



EXHIBIT Q 

Link to Video Recording of the Historical Commission meeting (start time in recording 
00:41:55) 
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TOTAL PARKING:

117 SPACES
(EXCLUDING ECC)
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156 WEST SCHOOL HOUSE LANE
PENNSYLVANIA SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF 22113.00
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N.T.S.

DRA

9/20/20222 N/A SECOND FLOOR PLAN

156 WEST SCHOOL HOUSE LANE
PENNSYLVANIA SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF 22113.00



N.T.S.

DRA

9/20/20223 N/A THIRD FLOOR PLAN

156 WEST SCHOOL HOUSE LANE
PENNSYLVANIA SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF 22113.00











DEAFSPACE CONCEPTS

sensory reach



space and proximity

mobility and proximity



light and color

acoustics
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The Staff reports on the building:  
“Under Criteria C and D, the nomination argues that Boxwood reflects the Colonial Revival style 
of architecture as applied to upper-class suburban residences in late nineteenth-century 
Philadelphia. The nomination further argues that the “cottage-stable” at the rear of the 
property represents Gothic Revival cottage motifs popularized by Andrew Jackson Downing in 
the late 1840s and early 1850s.Under Criterion D, the nomination asserts that Boxwood was 
designed by Mantle Fielding, a prolific and significant architect who influenced the built 
environment in Northwest Philadelphia at the turn of the century.” It further claims that it 
meets Criterion E as the work of a designer, architect, … or engineer whose work has 
significantly influenced the historical, architectural, economic, social, or cultural development of 
the City, Commonwealth, or Nation” 

 
Executive Summary: 
Under Criteria C, D, and E the nomination argues that “Boxwood reflects the Colonial Revival style of 
architecture as applied to upper-class suburban residences in late nineteenth-century Philadelphia.”  

C. Reflects the environment in an era characterized by a distinctive architectural style; or,  
D. Embodies distinguishing characteristics of an architectural style or engineering specimen; or, 
E. Is the work of a designer, architect, landscape architect or designer, or engineer whose work 
has significantly influenced the historical, architectural, economic, social, or cultural 
development of the City, Commonwealth, or Nation; or,  

Insofar as nearly every “… upper-class suburban residence in late nineteenth century Philadelphia…” has 
a style this is an empty criterion unless it meets the specific superlative requirements of the criteria of 
being a “distinctive” or “significant” example of the style.  

Each of the criteria of the Philadelphia Historic Commission requires more than some middling 
status. In the case of Criterion C, the phrasing requires that the style be “distinctive,” has or 
exhibits “distinguishing characteristics” of the style or incorporates “significant innovations” in 
design. 
The building in question is a alteration and addition of an earlier house and the stylistic 
elements are a jumble of features from developer versions of Victorian and earlier styles with 
little or no regard to the hallmarks of the actual Colonial Revival style.  
Because the building is a hodge-podge of details from multiple sources and styles, this precludes 
affixing a specific style and thus does not meet Criterion C.   
Because the loosely-defined style is draped over the frame of an earlier building, it falls between 
a number of stylistic buckets and thus does not meet the requirements of Criterion D. 

As is demonstrated below, Criteria C and D are not met. 
 
For Criterion E the case is not made that the architect was someone who “significantly influenced” the 
city, state, or nation.  

To meet this criterion the building in question, both as representative of the work of a particular 
architect and as an example of the style for which significant influence is claimed, should 
represent the qualities for which that style and the producing architect is significant. 
In this instance, the building is a poor example of the work of a modestly interesting architect 
who is best known as an art historian of colonial American artists. 
The building is a minor example of the Colonial Revival style production of an architect who, 
while he was part of a general turn toward revival styles, was not an originator and thus did not 
“significantly influence” Philadelphia and regional design.  

Therefore Mantle Fielding’s authorship of this building does not mean it meets Criterion E.  
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Evaluation of 156 W. School House Lane 
 
Criteria C and D: These criteria require that a building “reflects the environment in an era characterized 
by a distinctive architectural style and also show “distinguishing characteristics” of the style. 
How can these criteria be tested and evaluated? The criteria suggest two dimensions, one of time – 
what is happening c. 1900 when 156 W. Schoolhouse Lane was renovated? And what are the 
characteristics of a “distinctive architectural style” that would meet this criterion? Because of the 
inadequacy of the discussion of the Colonial Revival in the nomination and the lack of understanding of 
the historical context, this criterion is not appropriately interpreted in the nomination. As is 
demonstrated below, the building is a poor example that does not meet either criterion. 
 
Historical Analysis: 
By the late 1890s sophisticated architects working in Philadelphia had made the shift away from the free 
styles of high Victorian toward historic styles utilizing specific details associated with known examples of 
the period. The styles that were most followed in Philadelphia reflected cultural aspirations and 
affiliations that gave value to a building as an elite cultural marker. In general, two styles were most 
popular in the Philadelphia region: the Gothic Revival, that had the advantage of connecting an owner / 
builder to the increasingly appreciated elite status of Great Britain or the American Colonial Revival that 
linked an owner / builder to the founding narratives of the nation and, in particular, to forms and 
designs that had evolved in Philadelphia. 

In the 1870s, Victorian architects began to incorporate motifs from those styles in their work. The 
Centennial Exhibition of 1876 focused particular attention on colonial Philadelphia and brought that 
architecture to the attention of designers. In some instances a building was intended to evoke a specific 
historical source as was the case of Frank Furness’s references to the original William Thornton-designed 
Library Company that was being abandoned for a new building (1879-1880) in a more fashionable 
residential neighborhood at Juniper and Locust Streets. In the case of the new Library Company building, 
the gabled façade of the original late 18th century building with its aedicule to contain a statue founder 
Benjamin Franklin, was recreated in more muscular terms by Furness on the new building. While we 
recognize the derivation from the original building, it has more to do with Furness’s vocabulary than the 
mature Colonial Revival based on specific sources. 

  
Left: Frank Furness, Library Company of Philadelphia, 1879 with pediment and aedicule at top recalling, right: original building, 
c. 1875 (Library Company of Philadelphia,), polychromatic materials and Victorian massing 
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In a similar manner and in the same period, the Gothic Revival shifted from the dynamic contrasts of 
texture, color, and material with pointed arches and slender colonnettes of the High Victorian Gothic 
toward an historically accurate mode that absorbed the proportions, materials and details of the 
historical style.  

As an example, by the elite academic architects, Cope & Stewardson, their first dormitory for Bryn Mawr 
College, Radnor Hall (1887), is very much a late Victorian building, built in the local schist stone laid in 
random ashlar without strict attention to coursing and with massive bluestone lintels that recall 
Victorian color and structural expressionism. At the intersection of the two main wings is a tiny 
octagonal tower, blended into the upper stories, that has a hint that the architects were looking at their 
travel sketches made when they visited Great Britain. Three years later, the architects returned to Bryn 
Mawr College where they designed Denbigh Hall (1890-1), this time with carefully laid coursed random 
ashlar using the local schist and with lintels above the first story using the same schist stone, instead of 
the bluestone with its echoes of Victorian polychromy. Consistency in material, detail, and sources, 
specifically the English Gothic of Oxford and Cambridge became the mode for which the architects 
would be known – even as they also worked in Colonial Revival styles at nearby Haverford College where 
they based the first phase of Lloyd Hall on the Haines house n Germantown, Wyck, with its horizontal 
trellises across the façade. 

  
Cope and Stewardson, Radnor Hall (1887) with Victorian massing and Gothic Revival details 
 

 
Cope and Stewardson, Denbigh Hall (1890-1) with full Gothic Revival style, limestone, clustered chimneys, buttressed corners  
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As the interest in historic styles grew, a number of published and photographic sources about the 
Colonial Revival became available to architects that provided exacting information about architectural 
details that could be applied to buildings. By the late 1890s, there were extensive published sources and 
photographic collections detailing entire buildings. They reinforced the idea that historic architectural 
styles had an internal integrity that encompassed proportion, scale, materiality, as well as details.1 This 
meant that during the 1890s there was a change away from Victorian house shapes, accented with 
colonial details as seen on 156 W. School House Lane, to buildings that had absorbed the colonial in its 
entirety. Mantle Fielding’s work into the early twentieth century remained in the mode of the 1880s and 
1890s, placing colonial details on otherwise Victorian volumes. This makes it a poor example of the 
Colonial Revival as it had evolved in the 1890s and where it would go in the early 20th century. 
 

 
Goforth & McAuley, “Rear Portico, Woodlands Mansion, Old Colonial Architectural Details in and Around Philadelphia (1890) 
demonstrating the detailed historical basis that could be used for a Colonial Revival style building. 
 
Cope and Stewardson explored the Colonial Revival for Haverford College using Reuben Haines’s Wyck 
house in Germantown as a model for dormitories. Their dormitory paid attention to roof form and 
relationships of openings to walls, pulled together with a particular motif – the built in trellises that form 
a major façade element on Wyck and reappeared in the work of many elite Colonial Revival architects in 
the same decade.  

 
1 William Davenport Goforth, William John McAuley, Old Colonial Architectural Details in and Around Philadelphia (1890)  
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“Wyck,” Reuben Haines House, Germantown 
 

 
Cope and Stewardson, Lloyd Hall, Haverford College, 1898-1899 
 

The house at 156 West Schoolhouse Lane fits into this chronology – but not at the innovative 
beginning nor at the carefully and accurately detailed mature use of the style. 
 Instead it is something of a leftover from the old Victorian building type with added details 
assembled from no specific source, thus being more like a McMansion with details from every 
catalog, rather than a true Colonial Revival building.  
This may have been, at least in part because, instead of being a de novo design, the house was in 
fact a refacing of an earlier house with the broad proportions reflecting the subsumed earlier 
design.  
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The evidence that 156 W. School House Lane is a refacing based on an earlier building is 
threefold: first the house footprint remained essentially the same in the 1895 Bromley Atlas and 
the early twentieth-century Bromley Atlas, implying that the underlying building remained and 
had been altered.  
 

 
Top: 1895 Bromley Atlas with previous dwelling on site; bottom 1901 Bromley Atlas showing identically located and shaped 
residence for Robert and Mary Haines.  

Second, the fact that this is a renovation is corroborated in the first account of the commission 
in the Philadelphia Real Estate Record and Builder’s Guide (December 22, 1897) which 
specifically describes the project as “… alteration and additions to the house of Mr. R.H. 
Haines….”This description was repeated two weeks later early in 1898. The failure of the 
nominator to honestly address this description of the work calls into question the entire 
nomination. 
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Philadelphia Real Estate Record and Builders’ Guide (December 22, 1897) with misspelling of Fielding’s first name and reference 
to project as “alterations and additions.” 
 

 
Philadelphia Real Estate Record and Builders’ Guide (December 29, 1897), contractor asking bids on Haines house again as 
“alteration and addition.” 

Third, the building fabric of the house itself makes it clear that the building is a makeover and 
lacks the design integrity that might be expected in an individually designated Philadelphia 
Historical Commission property. 

The Philadelphia Regional History of the Colonial Revival Style” 
Throughout the 1880s, regional residential and institutional buildings were increasingly ornamented 
with details from colonial sources, but initially with little regard to the individual relationships between 
elements and overall proportions, materials, and details of construction. This accounts for relatively 
crude examples of the Colonial Revival that might be considered as first-generation products. By the 
1890s, when Penn’s architecture program was taken over by Warren Powers Laird as dean, the 
curriculum of the school began to encourage more accurate modes of imitation in the manner of Beaux 
Arts-source-based training. This meant that by 1900, architects were looking at specific models and 
sources and made an ever-increasing effort to accurately reflect models.2 By the 1890s, young architects 
were traveling around the city and region making sketches of colonial examples that demonstrated the 
relationships between the various elements and details and overall proportions and massing. 

 
For a history of the University of Pennsylvania School of Architecture see: Ann Strong & George E. Thomas, Book of the School: 

A Century of the Graduate School of Fine Arts (GSFA: 1990) George Thomas, “A Group Enthusiasm,” pp. 25-92. 
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Frank Hays, “The Old Pritchett House, Llanarch, PA Journal of the T Square Club (1896-1897)  
 
For a house remodeling in Germantown, there were of course immediate models that demonstrated 
accurate roof forms, masonry practices, and specific architectural details. Tellingly none of these were 
incorporated with any degree of accuracy into the Haines project at 156 W.Schoolhouse Lane.  
 

.  
Wister house (1744 and later alterations), Germantown Avenue as it stood in 1898 prior to 1960s restoration with stucco over 
stone front, uncoursed pointed masonry sides; centered dormers, main block facing Germantown Avenue. 
 

 
125 W. School House Lane (late 18th century): uncoursed rubble masonry side (originally probably rough cast stucco over 
rubble) with stuccoed street façade, gambrel roof, added Victorian side porch and triple window on second story; dentilled and 
bracketed cornice across front façade; main block facing street with rear wing.  
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View of 156 W. School House Lane looking south at street end and west at side façade 
 
In contrast to the true colonial house just up the block at 125 W. School House Lane with its straight-
planed gambrel, its differentiation between the degree of ornament of the front façade and side façades 
with elaborate detailing facing the street and less detail on the side, and most critically its massing with 
the main block facing the street and on the street line, the house at 156 W. School House occupies a 
similar type of long narrow lot, but owing to its initial creation as a Downing rural cottage, it was set well 
back from the street, has its long main façade away from the street and is detailed in drastically 
different ways.  
 
These details include a flaring face to the lower plane of the gambrel, cornices that are uniform around 
all of the facades, dramatically different stone work and window frames that reflect changes in 
construction practices from 18th century massive, mortised and tenoned frames capable of carrying the 
immediate load of the masonry to the lighter frames from a mill yard that are spanned by Victorian 
stone jack arches as at 156. The stonework is also different in being the rather large uncoursed, rough-
textured, slightly squared stones characteristic of 1880s stonework that differs from the best examples 
of local Germantown stonework which often was laid in tightly squared coursed ashlar – as on the 
façade of the nearby Germantown Academy, that stands across the street from 125 W. School House. 
 

 
Germantown Academy, HABS with more formal stonework befitting public role with squared stones on front façade and 
voussoirs over first floor windows and squared stones above second floor windows. 
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Instead of looking at actual examples of colonial architecture, as might have been expected of a designer 
supposedly working in the Colonial Revival style at the end of the century, Fielding’s sources are like 
those of the nearby Pelham real estate development of Wendell & Smith. There are found Fielding’s 
flaring gambrel roofs and nearly identical late Victorian stonework and surrounding porches carried on 
Tuscan (not Doric as claimed in the nomination) columns that were used at 156 W. School House.  
 

  
Flaring gambrel, 6510 Lincoln Drive, coursed rubble stonework with jack arches and projecting bays, 6600 block Lincoln Drive 
 
Clearly, Fielding’s Colonial Revival remained rooted in the Victorian developer mode instead of reaching 
toward the high examples of the style that George Edgell was praising in his American Architecture of 
Today (1928). Indeed, from the examples that Edgell offers as well as his bibliography which was 
apparently not consulted in the nomination despite the claim that Edgell endorsed the design, it is clear 
that when he praised Philadelphia for solving “one of the most important problems of American 
architecture” and leading the way in small house design with specific praise for H. L. Duhring, he was 
celebrating twentieth century examples of mature revival styles – rather than the mishmash which 
would describe Fielding’s work prior to 1900.3 Duhring of course was in a partnership with R. Brognard 
Okie and Carl Ziegler who together created the ensembles of model stone houses that fostered a sense 
of place in the Woodward houses in Chestnut Hill that Edgell valued because they were unified by 
material and proportions, like the vernacular houses that differentiated English regions. The use of 
Edgell’s quote to praise Fielding’s rather crude work is entirely out of place and misconstrued. 

      
Mishmash of developer details: Dutch door, Colonial side lights; mill shop triple window, Victorian bays and Downing wall gable, 
Victorian stonework; late 19th century suburban porch 

 
3 George Edgell, The American Architecture of Today (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1928) 119. 
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Non-colonial Revival features would also include the late Victorian porch, the flaring gable and gambrel 

Conclusion:  
Does not meet Criterion C or Criterion D  
 

The style of the house is badly misinterpreted in the nomination and is little more than a 
collection of developer details that does not meet Criterion C or Criterion D for being a good 
example of a valued style. Instead of being an integrated Colonial Revival project 156 W. School 
House Lane is little more than bits and pieces that together do not make a Colonial Revival 
building worthy of being individually designated. 

 
Does not meet Criterion E as the work of an architect whose work has significantly influenced the 
region, Commonwealth or nation.  

Mantle Fielding’s architectural career is of minor significance. At the end of the 19th century, the 
number of buildings that an architect designed is not a good predictor of the quality of his 
career or the significance of his designs. The origins of Fielding’s training are not clear. Claims 
that he attended the Massachusetts Institute of Technology are not borne out by any 
documentary sources.  MIT’s Register of Former Students of 1909, 1912, and 1915 contain no 
mention of him while including students who only attended for a year, without graduating such 
as Louis Sullivan. Documentation is provided for time in the late Victorian architect George 
Pearson’s office and later, through correlation with business addresses, there is the suggestion 
that he worked with an exceedingly minor Philadelphia architect, C. Henry Roney (1841-1902) 
before striking out on his own. His stylistic directions are based in the late Victorian era of his 
initial training. Insofar as architectural genealogies count, he brings no known connection to the 
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elite practices that produced the important architects of the city (i.e. Notman to Hewitt; Fraser 
to Furness to Sullivan to Wright; Furness to Price to Bencker; Furness to Howe to Kahn, to 
Venturi, etc.). 
 
Fielding’s birthdate of 1865 places him midway between Will Price (1861 – 1916)4 and Frank 
Lloyd Wright (1867-1959), portending an architect potentially still freed by the conventions of 
the late Victorian open style to be able to transform design in modern directions as Price and 
Wright did – or a student committed to historical models as Walter Cope (1860-1902) and John 
Stewardson (1858-1896) would become. Fielding’s career took neither direction with numerous 
designs that looked backward toward the 1880s than forward to the accurate revival styles of 
the end of the century. His biographies make clear that his fame was for his writings on colonial 
artists: “Mantle Fielding was an architect and authority on colonial painting.”5 A similar though 
more direct emphasis appears in his New York Times obituary which unambiguously places his 
significance as a biographer: “Mantle Fielding, one of the foremost authorities on Early 
American paintings and engraving…” His architecture is dismissed as “… busying himself for forty 
years drafting plans for office buildings and residences in various parts of the East…” Instead to 
historians, his major role was in turning out the volumes on American artists.6 

Conclusion: 
Given Fielding’s relatively minor status who was a follower rather than a leader of the Colonial Revival, a 
better known work by this architect might be offered as an example that had some degree of influence. 
One example would be his renovation of the Wyck barn for his own house in Germantown. The Haines 
house, with its mishmash of stylistic elements, its proportions based on the earlier building underneath, 
and its details drawn from nearby developer buildings would in no way meet this test. There are no 
obvious examples of other buildings that looked at 156 W. School House as a source. Hence, neither 
Fielding as architect nor this building in particular meet the test of “significant influence.” 
 
Other issues with the nomination: 

Condition: 

Despite the requirements to accurately assess condition, the evaluation of “good” is dishonest. The 
building was allowed to deteriorate by its former owner, Teen Challenge and has been vacant for several 
years. Its roofs, as is visually evident from any direction, are failing with holes in the slate as well as 
major animal holes in cornices and fascias. The building has been inhabited by animals for years and 
water is clearly invading the interior. The masonry is in dire condition. Pointing has largely dissolved in 
many areas and the clay-lime mud bedding mortar is dissolving. Cracks are developing and separating 
the peak of at least one of the gambrels. On the yard side, many of the porch columns are gone with all 
of the remaining in dire condition.  
 

 
4. Price’s career is treated in George E. Thomas, William L. Price: Arts and Crafts to Modern Design (New York: Princeton 
Architectural Press, 2000).After leaving Furness’s office, Price explored historical styles and then turned toward innovative 
modern designs in great seashore hotels in Atlantic City and railroad stations across the American heartland from Allegheny, PA 
to Chicago., 

“Finding Aid to Mantle Fielding Papers, 1902-1938,” Collection 207, Winterthur 
(http://findingaid.winterthur.org/html/col207.html) accessed Dec. 2020 

“Mantle Fielding, 75, Painting Authority” New York Times, March 28, 1941, p. 23, col 2.
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Rot in wood, mising columns, animal holes in cornices (August 2020). 
  

  
Rot in wood; missing porch railing; extensive masonry damage at second floor (August 2020) 
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Pointing and masonry conditions, washed out pointing and soft mortar; settling split in kitchen wing roof cornice 
 

         
Missing porch columns; missing porch railing; failing porch deck; jury-rigged porch post supports; holes in main house roof 
 
Conclusion of Condition: 
If the assessment of condition is to have any meaning, clearly a building in this condition must be 
evaluated as “poor” with the understanding that most of the exterior would require significant repair 
and reconstruction – at considerable cost. There is no excuse for the assessment of “good”. 
 
Context: 
There is no discussion of the changed physical setting of the building. Were this house to be located in 
the midst of a stable residential community of similarly scaled houses, there might be someone who 
would acquire and preserve the building. However, in this instance, as is evident in the aerial view in the 
staff assessment page of the nomination, it is on the edge of a growing institutional district with the 
Pennsylvania School for the Deaf as its immediate adjacent neighbor abutting in turn Germantown 
Friends, Green Street Friends, and the Germantown Boys’ and Girls’ Club. The immediate vicinity is the 
parking lot of the School for the Deaf while the changing neighborhood is evident in the giant modern 
apartment buildings to the southeast and other apartment houses across W. School House Lane. In this 
situation, it is unreasonable to expect that a private owner would pay the costs to renovate the building 
as a private house on a site fronting the drive and parking lot of the School for the Deaf. 
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Context: Parking lots of the Pennsylvania School for the Deaf with 9 story Germantown House to the southeast. 
 
Other issues: 
The nomination is full of the usual errors of description and nomenclature that are common to this 
nominator’s work. The porch column styles are misnamed as Doric when in fact they are Tuscan, a 
Rome-based style; materials are poorly understood. More critically no mention is made, despite 
numerous remarks about its “beauty,” of the actual condition of the porch, its missing columns, its 
posted supports, etc. Further, the former stable is dishonestly described as “largely clad in stucco” (p. 
10) when it is obvious that the main façade toward the house and the street is clad in some sort of 
Garden State Brick coat, in this instance the pink and tan stack-stone variation. 
 

 
Pink and tan stack-stone Garden State brick coat façade of carriage house, missing original doors., cornices rebuilt, no integrity 
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Summary Conclusion: 
The house at 156 W. School House Lane should not be designated by the Philadelphia Historical 
Commission: 

The building is a mishmash of disconnected and unrelated elements derived from local 
developer houses and therefore does not meet Criteria C or D;  
the building itself is clearly a renovation and recladding of an earlier house which affects its 
proportions and features and make it unimportant as a design and again does not meet Criteria 
C or D;  
the architect is minor and better known for his work as a biographer and does not meet 
Criterion E;  
most of the architect’s published houses are essentially late Victorian McMansions with 
overscaled details having little to do with the actual Colonial Revival as it was evolving in 
Philadelphia at the end of the 19th century and again does not meet Criterion E.  
Finally the building is in horrific condition reflecting its former underfunded institutional use;  
 and its context has been altered by the expansion of the parking lots of the School for the Deaf 
and the construction of large apartment houses that form the skyline of the neighborhood. 

 
Given these circumstances, the building does not meet the applicable criteria and the house should not 
be individually designated. 
 

 



156 W. School House Lane: from family residence to institution

1963: Haines family residence (PhillyHistory) 2011: Teen Challenge (Google StreetView) 2020: Purchased by Pennsylvania School for Deaf 

1899 - 1964 1964 - 2015 2020
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156 W. School House Lane: Does not meet PHC Criteria for Designation

1. Mediocre architect

2. Bad example of the style

3. Terrible condition

CivicVisions LP



Inaccurate description of project as cited in the Builders’  Guide:

CivicVisions LP

1. “…alterations and additions”
2. Not a new building as stated in the nomination 
3. Undercuts the argument about the importance of the 

building



1895: Original house footprint & 1901: post-alteration house footprint: Footprints are the same
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Attic Framing: change of wood indicates addition
Framing of Downing gable with small window

differing from Colonial detail on exterior

Construction anomalies: Confirmation of alterations to earlier house 

CivicVisions LP

Earlier darker 
attic flooring 
and framing

New lighter 
attic roof 

wood framing



Evolution of Colonial Revival: Victorian adaptation of sources and details
Frank Furness: Tower recalling St. Peter’s addition to Trinity Church Oxford

Frank Furness: Trinity Church, Oxford
Tower loosely based on St. Peters with red and black Flemish bond; massive faceted spire and cross

St. Peter’s Episcopal Church
(Free Library of Philadelphia)
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Evolution of Colonial Revival: Victorian adaptation of sources and details
Addison Hutton: overscaled details on Victorian massing and scale

Addison Hutton: Fletcher house, 1899
Overscaled Victorian massing with colonial details
(King’s Views 1901)

Addison Hutton: 1892: George School
Overscaled Victorian versions of colonial detail
(Athenaeum of Philadelphia)

Addison Hutton: 1885: Westtown School
Colonial bits with Victorian polychromy and brickwork 

CivicVisions LP



Mature Colonial Revival Strategy: Looking at specific examples 
Proportional relationships between elements

Goforth & McAuley, “Rear Portico, Woodlands Mansion” 
Old Colonial Architectural Details in and Around Philadelphia (1890) CivicVisions LP



1. Large stones: long & short work at corners for strength

2. Irregular stones for remainder of wall

3. True arched window heads in early houses; loadbearing frames in later houses

4. Straight gambrel with no inflection

5. Massive chimneys on either side of central hall to keep heat in house

6. Windows placed according to rooms and solar lighting

7. House faces south for warmth

Graeme Park, Horsham156 W. School House Ln: Victorian house, massing, with a few true colonial details 

18th century gambrel-roof houses: Critical details

CivicVisions LP



125 W. School House Lane
Historic straight gambrel roof

156 W. School House Lane
Flaring gambrel

6500 block Lincoln Drive
Developer flaring gambrel

156 W. School House Lane Sources: Not local 18th century 
Instead, developer house on Lincoln Drive

CivicVisions LP



156 W. School House Lane Sources: Not local 18th century 
Instead, developer Victorian stonework on Lincoln Drive

6500 block Lincoln Drive
coursed quarry-faced rubble
Jack arches over windows CivicVisions LP

156 W. School House Lane
Side wall: coursed quarry-faced rubble
Jack arches over windows



156 W. School House Lane Sources: Not local 18th century 
Developer Victorian stonework

125 W. School House Lane
Stucco front, rubble side
Window frames support masonry
Cornice fancy on street front, plain on sides
Victorian side porch added

5208 Germantown Avenue
Side wall: rubble with long & short corner
Window frames support masonry

156 W. School House Lane
Side wall: coursed quarry-faced rubble
Jack arches over windows
Front and side details the same

CivicVisions LP



Mid to late 18th century stonework, Delaware County

1. Large corner stones 

2. Arches above window heads 

3. on oldest portion at right

4. No arches above windows on

5. middle and west portions 

6. Pent eave on middle portion

7. Evidence of stucco parging 

on stone walls 

8. Cornice on front and none on 

side elevation

9. South facing for warmth
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Wilson Eyre:

Direct incorporation of St. Peter’s tower and massing;

Obvious sources and high degree of accuracy 

Mature source-based Colonial Revival
(T-Square Club Journal , 1899)

St. Peter’s 

Church:

Direct sources 

of Eyre design, 

Proportions, 

Massing,

Spire detail

Mature Colonial Revival 1890s: Source-based Colonial Revival
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Mature Colonial Revival 1890s: Source-based Colonial Revival 

Cope & Stewardson
Proportions, window types, masonry, Wyck lattice, chimneys, roof angles
All derived from accurately detailed sketches and photographed sources
(Athenaeum of Philadelphia) 

Wyck House
exterior lattice, proportions of openings as source for Lloyd Hall 
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Duhring, Okie & Ziegler, Philander Knox House, c. 1905
Stonework, details, pent eave, cornice does not continue on gable end, 
rough cast barn stucco on rubble stone, simple square post porch

Mature Colonial Revival 1890s: Source-based Colonial Revival

Top: Frank A. Hays “Old House on West Chester Pike” T-Square 1896
Bottom: Frank Hays “The Old Pritchett House, Llanarch T-Square 1897 CivicVisions LP



156 W. School house Lane: Poor example of Colonial Revival
A mishmash of unrelated stuff: Victorian stonework, Victorian bays

Off-the shelf details: Porch columns, triple window Victorian massing and elements without reference to Colonial sources

CivicVisions LP



Style: Non-Colonial Revival Mishmash

CivicVisions LP

Wall dormer 
from earlier 

Victorian house

Mishmash of 
Victorian stuff

Victorian bay

Victorian 
stonework and 

proportions

Victorian 
sunroom and 
sleeping room



Fielding’s more interesting work: adaptive reuse of Wyck barn

Wyck Barn: HABS

CivicVisions LP

156 West School House Lane does not meet criterion E 



CivicVisions LP

Criterion E.: A minor figure known primarily as an author

HABS photo: The type of colonial adaptation 
for which Fielding was known



Condition Issues Ignored: Dishonest Assessment as “Good Condition”
Animal-infested, rotted woodwork, missing columns, vacant for years
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Inaccurate Description: Dishonest Description of “largely clad in stucco” rear stable
Garden State Brick Coat: main façade, carriage door removed

CivicVisions LP



Context inaccurately described: Parking Lots, High-Rise Apartment House
Changing Residential Setting
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Institutional District Context:
Philadelphia School for the Deaf, Germantown Friends, Greene Street Friends, Boys’ & Girls’ Club, etc.

156 W. 
School House 

Lane



Mid-19th century construction details: oversized joists, mortise and tenon framing

CivicVisions LP

Sistered joists 
extending floor joists 
under added bay

Mortise and tenon 
framing from mid-19th

century original house 
construction
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November 20, 2023 

Via E-mail 

Jonathan E. Farnham, Ph.D. 
Executive Director 
1515 Arch Street, 13th Floor 
Philadelphia Historical Commission 

Re: Memorandum in Further Support of PSD’s Application of Financial Hardship and 
Demolition in the Public Interest for 156 School House Lane (the “Property”) 

Dear Dr. Farnham: 

We represent the Pennsylvania School for the Deaf (“PSD” or “Applicant”), the owner of the 

Property.  PSD requests approval to demolish the existing house on the Property (the 

“Former Teen Challenge Building” or Building”), which is part of its larger campus, because 

it cannot be reasonably adapted for use by PSD and demolition is necessary in the public 

interest to execute the planned safety and facility improvements to PSD’s campus. 

Moreover, this request is also for a reasonable accommodation under the Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA) to ensure PSD students are afforded educational opportunities equal 

to those of other children in the area.   

In summary, maintaining the Building would create a financial hardship for PSD because of 

the exorbitant costs to rehabilitate the Building and because it cannot be reasonably adapted 

to satisfy any of PSD’s needs. Demolition of the Building is necessary in the public interest 

because demolition of Building is required for PSD to execute its campus expansion and 

safety improvement plans, which are needed to serve the educational needs of its students. 

The education and safety of PSD’s students far outweigh the public interest of preserving the 

Building. Lastly, grant of the application is necessary to ensure PSD students are afforded 

educational opportunities equal to those of their non-deaf and hard-of-hearing peers.  

At the October 16, 2023 meeting, the Committee on Financial Hardship concluded the 

following:  
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 Under Regulation 10 and prior Commission decisions, the Commission 

should not force PSD to sell the property to prove its financial hardship case.1 

 The applicant has proven that the building at 156 W. School House Lane 

cannot be feasibly adaptively reused to satisfy the school’s needs.2 

 Commissioner McCoubrey stated that PSD’s plan has evolved in the right 

direction by moving traffic out of the center of the campus. He further stated 

that the cost to PSD to reuse the Building, creating spaces it does not need, is 

very high and the fact that the house is unusable by PSD is unquestionable.3  

Importantly, the Commissioners requested, and this Memorandum addresses, the following 

additional questions and requests for information:  

 Commissioner McCoubrey requested to see numbers on the parking 

requirements, including how many are actually needed and what is the impact 

on the campus of retaining the house.4  

 Commissioner McCoubrey also requested more information about the 

driveway and circulation plan to determine whether the parking and 

circulation goals can be met with the house in place.5 

 Commissioner Carney requested additional documents with dimensions to 

demonstrate whether the parking and circulation can or cannot work with the 

house retained.6 

I. PSD SERVES THE PUBLIC INTEREST 

A. PSD’s Role in the Community 

PSD, a 501(c)(3) organization, has served the needs of deaf and hard of hearing students 

across Pennsylvania for over 200 years. Currently, students from thirty-three (33) school 

districts across Pennsylvania attend school at PSD. PSD serves a diverse student body; in the 

2018-2019 school year 42% of its student population was Black/African American, 28% 

Hispanic/Latino, 21% White; 2% Asian, and 7% multi-racial or unspecified. Additionally, 

                                                 
1 October 16, 2023 Hardship Committee meeting minutes, p. 17. 
2 Id. 
3 October 16, 2023 Hardship Committee meeting minutes, p. 15. 
4 Id.  
5 Id.  
6 Id.  
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eighty percent (80%) of its students meet federal guidelines for being at or below the poverty 

level and a significant portion experience an additional disability aside from deafness. In 

short, PSD provides vital educational services to a student population whose needs cannot be 

met by their local public school district.  

B. Ongoing Preservation Efforts and Relative Significance of the Building 

PSD is already a steward of four (4) designated buildings, whose historical and architectural 

significance far outweigh the historical value of the former Teen Challenge Building. The 

campus’ other four (4) historically designated buildings include the Alumni Gym (c. 1889), 

the Historic Core Academy and Masters Houses (c. 1760), the Headmaster’s House (c. 1765) 

and the Nevil Building (c. 1924), all of which are used by PSD for educational purposes. 

PSD has lovingly cared for these four (4) historic buildings through its 35 year occupancy of 

the campus, despite the high costs associated with the preservation and maintenance of these 

buildings.  

Conversely, the Former Teen Challenge Building is of relatively little historical or 

architectural significance. At the meeting of the Committee on Historic Designation in 

January 2021, a representative of the Preservation Alliance acknowledged that the Building 

had been altered over time and was not a pure example of the Colonial Revival style.7 The 

Historical Commission staff has also stated that the Building is “of relatively minor 

historical and architectural significance” and that “[r]elative significance can and should be 

factored into financial hardship and necessary in the public interest decisions.”8  

II. PSD HAS SATISFIED THE STANDARD FOR FINANCIAL HARDSHIP 

PSD has satisfied the standard for financial hardship as provided by Section 14-1005(5)(b) 

of the Philadelphia Historic Preservation Ordinance and Rule 10 of the Philadelphia 

Historical Commission’s (the “Commission”) Rules and Regulations (the “Regulations”).  

PSD has demonstrated that the Building “cannot be feasibly adaptively reused to satisfy any 

needs of the Pennsylvania School for the Deaf”.9 While Section 9 of the Regulations requires 

an applicant demonstrate i) that other potential uses of the property are foreclosed, ii) sale of 

the property is impracticable, and iii) commercial rental cannot provide a reasonable rate of 

return, both Section 10 of the Regulations and Pennsylvania case law acknowledge that the 

needs of non-profit organizations are distinct from the needs of for-profits institutions when 

considering a financial hardship application and that a property does not need to be listed for 

sale on the open market to demonstrate that its sale is impracticable. Moreover, it does not 

need to explore uses outside of the purposes of the institution. Woodland Terrace 

                                                 
7 January 20, 2021 Historical Commission meeting minutes, p 11.  
8 October 16, 2023 Hardship Committee meeting minutes, p. 3. 
9  Id. at 17. 



 
 
Page 4 
 

 

DMFIRM #409968326 v1 

 

 

Homeowners' Ass'n v. Phila. Bd. of License & Inspection Review, 2015 Pa. Commw. Unpub. 

LEXIS 290, *31. In fact, the Financial Hardship Committee acknowledged during the 

October 16, 2023 meeting that an applicant is not obligated to place the property for sale on 

the open market to prove its financial hardship case.10  

However, PSD has demonstrated that other potential uses for the Building are foreclosed and 

it cannot be reasonably adapted for any other purpose of the school, due, in part, to the 

significant cost to restore the building and bring it into ADA compliance for use by a deaf 

and hard of hearing student population. Commissioner McCoubrey agreed that PSD has no 

use for the Building, stating during the October 16, 2023 Hardship Committee hearing that 

“the fact that the house is unusable by PSD is unquestionable” and that “the cost to PSD to 

reuse the house, creating spaces it does not need, is very high.”11 

A. Condition and Cost to Rehabilitate the Building 

An assessment of the Building’s condition, performed by DRA Architects in 2020 (the 

“DRA Report”), notes that the Building has significantly deteriorated and lacks operational 

heating, water, and electrical systems. In addition to evidence of mold and dry rot, the DRA 

Report notes concerns with the structural integrity of the Building, whose exterior stones rest 

directly on its wooden support beams.  

An estimate from a prevailing wage contractor established the following estimated costs to 

restore the Property into a usable condition: 

 $39,959 to install a visual emergency alert systems  

 $850,000 for exterior renovations to the roof, façade, windows and doors 

 Over $1,270,000 to restore, remove and relocate structural and demising 

walls in the building’s interior, as required to create a space that adequately 

functions for the needs of the school 

 $412,000 to install an elevator necessary for accessibility and code 

compliance 

 $165,000 for an interior fire sprinkler and fire alarm system 

 $55,000 to install ADA-compliant ramps to the building entrances 

 $424,000 for design and permitting fees 

 TOTAL COST: APPROXIMATELY $3.2 MILLION DOLLARS   

 

                                                 
10  Id.  
11 Id. at 15. 
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PSD, a not-for-profit institution which accepts and educates its students regardless of ability 

to pay, and which will operate with a budget deficit for the 2023-2024 school year, cannot 

afford to spend such an exorbitant amount to rehabilitate a building for which it has no need. 

Funds invested into the rehabilitation of the Building divert PSD’s limited resources away 

from the school’s core mission of educating its student population.  

B. Impracticality of Sale of Property 

While a non-profit entity is not required to put its property up for sale on the open market, 

PSD has already demonstrated the impracticality of attempting to sell the Building given that 

any sale would result in an economic loss for the school.  

As included in the records submitted by the Applicant, PSD purchased the property for 

$515,000 in 2019. Between 2019 and March 2022, PSD incurred an additional $220,000 in 

carrying and maintenance costs for the Property, representing a total investment to date of 

more than $735,000. The Penn Knox Neighborhood Association and Preservation Alliance 

have suggested that the Applicant simply subdivide off the back half of the Property for its 

own use and sell the Former Teen Challenge Building to be purchased for use as a private 

residence. In order to recoup its investment in the Property, PSD would need to sell the 

Building, located on a parcel one-half of its original size, for more than $735,000.  

As noted above and demonstrated in the DRA Report and rehabilitation cost estimates, the 

poor condition of the Former Teen Challenge Building would undermine any attempt by 

PSD to successfully sell the Building for anything close to what PSD has incurred in costs 

on the Building. By way of comparison, a fully renovated residence, otherwise comparable 

in size, located at 121 W. Coulter Street has steadily come down in price since it was first 

listed for sale in August 2023. The listed price for the renovated 121 W. Coulter Street 

residence now stands at $800,000. Conversely, PSD has received estimates exceeding 

$800,000 just to rehabilitate the exterior of the Building. Clearly, the current market would 

not allow PSD to sell the Building without experiencing a significant economic loss.  

Further, prior to PSD’s purchase of the Property in 2019, a third party attempted to purchase 

the Property with plans to restore the Building and develop the remainder of the Property 

with a new residential building. The proposed residential development in the rear portion of 

the Property was needed to offset the high costs of restoring the Building.  The sale of the 

Property to the third party ultimately fell through due to neighborhood opposition to the 

proposed plan. In sum, it has already been demonstrated that restoration of the Building 

alone would create an economic hardship for any owner and cannot be accomplished without 

substantial development of the Property to offset the costs, an approach that has not received 

the support of the community.  
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III. PRECEDENTS 

A. Financial Hardship Precedents 

The Commission has approved similar financial hardship applications for not-for-profit 

institutions, including for Episcopal Hospital and Temple University’s Liacorus Walk, on the 

grounds that such buildings cannot be reasonably adapted for reuse by the institution and 

that the high cost for rehabilitation makes restoration impractical for a non-profit entity. In 

prior applications, the Commission has not required a non-profit applicant attempt to sell its 

property, lease property to users outside of its own institution, or even have proposed 

development for the property.  

1. Liacorus Walk 

In 2004, the Committee on Financial Hardship and the Historical Commission approved the 

financial hardship application made by Temple University for the substantial and complete 

demolition of several historic row homes located at 1800-18 Park Avenue (now known as 

Liacorus Walk).  

During its January 23, 2004 meeting of the Committee on Financial Hardship, the 

Committee recommended approval of the demolition of the Liacorus Walk buildings on the 

basis of testimony and evidence that the cost to stabilize the properties would be high and 

that the buildings’ space and size constraints made reuse for the University’s purposes 

impracticable.12 

2. Episcopal Hospital 

In 2008, the Committee on Financial Hardship similarly recommended, and the Historical 

Commission approved, the financial hardship application for the former Episcopal Hospital 

located at 100 E. Lehigh Avenue. The minutes of the March 14, 2008 Historical Commission 

meeting noted that “the applicant present[ed] little information about attempts [to lease the 

building]”, “the applicant present[ed] little information about the potential reuses,” and that 

“the Commission has not required non-profits with large campuses to attempt to sell sections 

of their campuses to avoid demolition.”13  

                                                 
12 January 23, 2004 Financial Hardship Committee Minutes, pp. 1-2.  
13 March 14, 2008 Historical Commission meeting minutes, p. 6.  
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Even without information regarding attempts to lease or repurpose the building for other 

uses, the Historical Commission rendered a decision based on the estimated costs to repair 

the buildings and on the assertion that the Hospital did not have a use for the building.14  

3. 5129-35 Frankford Avenue – Former Penn’s Fruit 

In 2020, The Historical Commission further granted approval of the financial hardship 

application to demolish the former Penn’s Fruit building at 5129-35 Frankford Avenue. The 

owner, Rite Aid, sought to demolish the building on the grounds that the building could not 

be feasibly reused and that requiring preservation would create a financial hardship.  

Speaking in support of application for demolition, the Preservation Alliance provided that 

while the Alliance had originally nominated the building, it would not oppose the demolition 

due to a “lack of interest in the Frankford community in seeing the building preserved and 

restored.”15 The Historical Commission concluded that “a market rate sale of the building 

would result in a significant financial loss for the owner [and therefore] the application 

demonstrates that a sale of the building is impracticable.”16 

B. Necessary in the Public Interest Precedents 

Similarly, the Philadelphia Historical Commission has granted applications for demolition of 

historic resources when such demolition was necessary to serve the higher purpose and 

mission of the applicant.  

1. 3737 Chestnut Street/Episcopal Church 

In May 2012, the Historical Commission granted approval to the Episcopal Church and 

Radnor Property Group to demolish two townhomes adjacent to the Episcopal Cathedral to 

allow construction of a large residential tower on the site. Speaking at the 2012 Historical 

Commission meeting, attorney Neil Sklaroff17 stated “[the congregation] has decided to 

develop its real estate assets in a mixed-use project on properties adjacent to the cathedral 

[to] generate resources with which the cathedral can address challenges of the present and 

future.”18 Mr. Sklaroff further contented that the Church’s efforts and activities were “in the 

                                                 
14 Id. at 8-9.  
15 November 13, 2020 Historical Commission meeting minutes, p. 36; clearly, the 

Preservation Alliance has different standards, imposed arbitrarily, for different applications.  
16 Id. at 37.  
17 Neil Sklaroff is counsel to the Preservation Alliance and Penn Knox Neighborhood 

Association in the present matter.  
18 May 11, 2012 Historical Commission meeting minutes, p. 34. 
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public interest” because the church both sought to preserve another historical building under 

its control and because the church makes a contribution to the fabric of the City.19 

In response to arguments that the Church should sell the historic row townhomes to generate 

revenue, Mr. Sklaroff said “if the cathedral were to sell the $2.6 million building for $2.6 

million, it would be left with nothing because it incurred $2.6 million in debt to purchase the 

property; the property is worth much more to the cathedral as part of the assemblage of 

lots.”20 

2. 1610, 1612-16, and 1618 Locust Street – Former Locust Club 

In November 2007, the Philadelphia Historical Commission approved demolition of two 

buildings abutting the former Locust Club (one of which was designed by John Notman) as 

necessary in the public interest. The applicant, the Curtis Institute, proposed the demolitions 

in order to construct a ten-story building to house practice spaces and residences for students 

of the Curtis Institute.21  

In reaching its decision, the Historical Commission heard testimony about the Institute’s 

needs to expand for more adequate student housing and rehearsal space and the school’s 

need to remain in the immediate Locust Street area.22  

In summary, the above, prior applications demonstrate that non-profit applicants have 

historically had to demonstrate only that a building could not be reasonably adaptively 

reused for its own purposes (regardless of whether a new development was proposed for the 

property) and that such organizations have been granted deference by the Commission in 

determining what improvements are necessary for their campuses and constituents.  

IV. DEMOLITION IS NECESSARY FOR PSD’S CAMPUS SAFETY 

IMPROVEMENTS 

Demolition of the Building is necessary to implement PSD’s campus safety improvements. 

PSD’s campus, located in a dense, residential neighborhood, is restricted in its ability to 

expand and grow at its present location. Despite its physical constraints, PSD has a 

significant need for additional and upgraded facilities, including a large multi-purpose 

theater arts space, larger dining space, a 160’ x 270 athletic field, and track. Most 

importantly, however, PSD seeks to renovate its campus for the purpose of improving the 

safety of its deaf and hard of hearing student population. Changes to eliminate pedestrian 

                                                 
19 Id. at 35. 
20 Id. at 48. 
21 November 9, 2007 Historical Commission meeting minutes, pp 3-10.  
22 Id.  
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and vehicular conflict points in the center of campus, improved ingress and egress to 

campus, and an increase in visibility for security officers are top priorities for PSD.  

In order to effectuate its safety improvement plan, the existing parking, which serves the 

needs of PSD staff as well as the 40+ school buses that bring students to school, must be 

moved out of the center of campus to the perimeter to reduce the potential for conflict 

between vehicles and student pedestrians. The campus’ demand for parking already exceeds 

its capacity. On a typical day, more than 135 staff members come to the main campus, with 

the overwhelming majority arriving by private vehicle. Additionally, more than 40 buses and 

vans drop-off and-pick up students from campus each day, with 12 of those buses and vans 

owned parking on campus when not in use. This demand does not include the needs of 

parking generated by visitors and deliveries to the campus.  

PSD’s safety improvement plan, proposes to relocate parking from the center of campus to 

the Property to reduce vehicular and pedestrian points of conflict. With removal of the 

Building, PSD will be able to accommodate 134 vehicular spaces on its main campus; if the 

Building is required to be preserved, parking capacity is reduced to 98 spaces, a number 

insufficient to serve the needs of PSD.  

In addition to its need to relocate much needed parking away from the center of its campus, 

PSD also seeks to improve campus safety by minimizing the number of entrance and exit 

points to reduce conflict between pedestrians and vehicles. To create a safer condition, a 24 

ft. wide, two-direction access road off of School House Lane is proposed, along with an 8 ft. 

wide pedestrian walkway and separate fire lane adjacent to PSD’s gymnasium. This 

proposed safety improvement to the School House Lane entrance will necessitate the 

removal of the Building.  

Unfortunately, there are no practical alternatives that allow PSD to implement these 

necessary safety improvements. The reorganization of the campus’ facilities must already 

accommodate the other four (4) historically designated buildings on the campus. To 

accomplish the vital safety improvements described above, PSD must utilize the land 

currently occupied by the Building.  

V. INFEASIBILITY OF ALTERNATIVES 

While alternative design schemes preserving the Building on the Property have been put 

forth by the Penn-Knox Neighborhood Association, none of these schemes provide realistic, 

code-compliant solutions that will allow PSD to implement the campus improvements 

needed for a safe learning environment for its deaf and hard of hearing population while 

maintaining necessary parking facilities for staff and school buses.  
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Equally important, the proposed design alternatives patently ignore the voices of PSD’s 

administrators and faculty who have repeatedly expressed that preservation of the Building 

would be both cost prohibitive for the school and would prevent full implementation of 

PSD’s campus safety improvements.  Simply put, a non-profit educational institution 

serving a deaf and hard of hearing population should not be required to sell a portion 

of its campus or spend a significant amount of its otherwise limited resources to restore 

and maintain a building for which it has no beneficial use.  

It is important to note that the suggestions and solutions proposed by several members of the 

community have not focused solely on design alternatives. Unfortunately, comments 

undermining, and even insulting, the deaf and hard of hearing community have been 

commonplace throughout the designation and financial hardship processes for the Property.  

At the March 12, 2021 meeting of the Historical Commission, community member 

Georgette Bartell stated, “as time goes by and there are fewer and fewer deaf children [due 

to potential future genetic treatment for deafness] we are going to have a need for smaller 

staff and as the staff gets smaller the need for parking will get smaller and it seems a shame 

to me to tear down this building when in the future PSD will shrink and not need all that 

space.”23  At various points during the October 17, 2023 Hardship Committee hearing, 

public commenters stated that PSD should “just cede control of the Building,”24 and “hire 

crossing guards [instead of enacting its safety improvement plan]”25. At the core of these 

comments is a dismissiveness for the specific needs of the deaf community and a suggestion 

that PSD does not know how to best serve its students.  

VI. PSD IS ENTITLED TO A REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION UNDER 

THE ADA 

Under the ADA, individuals with disabilities are entitled to reasonable accommodations.26 In 

order to offer students a quality education akin to their peers who are not deaf or hard-of-

hearing, PSD is seeking the ability to demolish the Building in order to continue to build a 

safe educational campus on par with other schools in area.  

The necessary improvements, which include construction of a regulation soccer field and 

running path, new assembly space, performing arts space, and cafeteria, as well as important 

changes to the campus design to improve safety for students, cannot be accommodated 

without the demolition of the Building. PSD is already a steward to and must preserve the 

                                                 
23 March 12, 2021 Historical Commission meeting, at recording time 2:35:00.  
24 October 16, 2023 Financial Hardship Committee meeting, at recording time 2:58:00. 
25 Id. at recording time 2:49:00. 
26 New Directions Treatment Servs. V. City of Reading, (490 F. 3d 293, 303 (3d Cir. 2007).  
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four (4) historic buildings on its main campus; a reasonable accommodation under the ADA 

should be granted to allow demolition of the Building and permit PSD to execute its 

important campus improvements.  

VII. COMPOSITION OF THE HISTORICAL COMMISSION AND 

HARDSHIP COMMITTEE 

The Philadelphia Code Section 14-1003(1)(b)(.4) requires that the Historical Commission 

include at least one real estate developer. As confirmed by Historical Commission staff, the 

designated real estate developer position has remained vacant nearly a year. Although we are 

hopeful this Application will be approved, PSD reserves the right to appeal any denial of its 

application by a Commission that is not properly comprised in accordance with the 

governing requirements.   

 

 

Very truly yours, 

Matthew N. McClure 

MT/mpg 
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Existing Conditions
Total Parking: 159 spaces
117 on the Main Campus
22 @ the ECC
17 @ 137 West School House Lane



Total Parking: 159 spaces
17 @ 137 West School House Lane
117 on the Main Campus
22 @ the ECCTypical daily parking demands

Total Staff: 185 (79 deaf / HoH)
137 W. School House: 16
Main Campus:              139
ECC:                                30

Buses and Vans run by PSD
Buses: 1 for main campus
 3 for ECC
 2 for events/back up
Vans: 1 for ECC

 5 for field trip 

Buses and Vans run by Others
Buses: 37 for main campus
 (8:00 AM /  3:00 PM)
 4 for ECC
 (8:15 AM / 2:00 PM)

Typical Daily Non-staff
Visitors:          8 – 10 daily
Contractors:   1 – 3 daily
Deliveries:      0 – 4 daily

Event Parking: 
Parent Night:  85
Graduation:    120 (+staff)



On-line Parking Survey

• Conducted anonymously on-line

• Available to all PSD staff, contractors, HS students

• Participant pool of ~205 people

• 112 respondents - ~55% response rate

• 102 (~91%) drive their own car



On-line Parking Survey



On-line Parking Survey



Three Principle Objectives Emerged from the Master Plan
• Increase campus safety

• Reconfigure parking and vehicular travel lanes
• Relocate security office

• Increase sports opportunities
• Enlarge soccer field to accommodate 8 on 8
• Improve access to playgrounds
• Establish on-site walking track
• Provide for cross country training

• Increase Learning and Mentoring Opportunities
• Pedestrian connection between ECC and Main Campus
• Dining for entire student body
• Theater arts / Lecture / Presentation space
• Community Life Building



Vehicle / Pedestrian Conflict Areas
Total Parking: 111 spaces
69 on the Main Campus = 48 FEWER
22 @ the ECC
17 @ 137 West School House Lane

-18

-19-11



Concept Site Plan – Retain 156 
Total Parking: 137 spaces
98 on the Main Campus = 19 FEWER
22 @ the ECC
17 @ 137 West School House Lane



Concept Site Plan – Demolish 156
Total Parking: 173 spaces
134 on the Main Campus = 17 MORE
22 @ the ECC
17 @ 137 West School House Lane



Vehicle Turning Study
Semi-trailer or 
Articulated Apparatus



Dimensional Analysis 
156 W. School House 
and Gymnasium
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