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Historical Commission Meeting Minutes 
SPECIAL MEETING : January 10, 2017 

              

Members present:  
Christian Busch, Gerry Fisher, Karen Nagel, Melanie Piltch, Miriam Camitta, Jason Lewis 
 
Members absent:  
Bruce Gillespie, Michael James 
 
Staff present:  
Greg Prichard, Carol Quigley, Bob Duncan, Chris Leswing (partial) 

 
Mr. Busch brought the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. 
 
 
2016-R-25/2016-CU-28 : 330 Gypsy Lane, Wynnewood – Class 2 

 
Tabled from October, 2016. A rear two-level in-law suite addition and modifications to a rear porch 

portico structure. Additional items discussed were undocumented modifications made to the 

residence following the Historical Commission’s 2003-4 review of the property: alterations to rear 

dormers and roof parapets, the addition of a garden wall and patio, and the replacement of an 

existing rear trellis with a more substantial canopy roof supported by brick columns. 

 

Mr. Duncan informed the Commission that some new information had recently been uncovered. In 

the subdivision approval dated April 22, 2003, condition 8 regulates how the driveway’s impervious 

coverage will be allocated over the two properties, and condition 46 requires deeds to be recorded 

establishing the maximum impervious surface on the lots. That maximum amount is believed to be 

in effect in perpetuity. The Township does not believe that the conditional use can be granted to 

allow additional impervious surface with those limitations. Therefore, the limits of the Commission’s 

review should be on the architectural changes to the historic resource. The Commission’s review on 

items such as the patio will be contingent upon these other factors.  

 

Ms. Quigley gave her review of the items being proposed. In terms of scale and materials, she did 

not find the bluestone terrace to be inappropriate with the original house. The covered porch which 

replaced a trellis (not original), is not fitting for the architecture of the house. The slopes of its roof 

do not match the original house, and the posts are not complimentary to the house. Its wide, flat 

bargeboards and fascia are not appropriate. Regarding the parapet walls, it appears that changes were 
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made as a result of water infiltration. There were other remedies that could have been considered 

rather than removing 6-12 courses of brick to shorten the height of each bay on the rear façade. A 

very shallow sloped roof now drains to a hung gutter which crosses the original limestone scupper 

detail. If this item had been proposed to the Historical Commission, it would not have been seen as 

an appropriate alteration. The dormers were modified with the addition of brick veneer on the cheek 

walls and, minimally, the fronts of the dormers. The addition of brick creates structural issues and 

there is no historical precedent for the use of this material in these locations. It is recommended that 

the dormers be restored to their original appearance. 

 

The Commission was joined by George Broseman, attorney, Jean Wolf, historic preservation 

consultant, and Ruthie Embry, architect from Atkin Olshin Schade Architects.  

 

Mr. Broseman commented on the conditional use application, which would have sought relief to 

increase impervious coverage on the site. He suggested tabling that portion of the application.  

 

Kenneth Aaron, representing the residents of 324 Gypsy Lane, noted that in excess of 3,000 square 

feet had been added to the site.  

 

Mr. Broseman commented on each of the architectural items. Regarding the parapets, there was 

leakage at each bay several years ago, and several remedies were attempted. Since the final changes, 

no leaking has occurred. Photographs taken prior to the modifications show efflorescence on the 

bricks of the bay, which is evidence of water infiltration. Mr. Broseman asked the Commission to 

take the leaking into consideration, and that the modifications to the rear façade are not very visible 

from the ground.  

 

Ms. Wolf pointed out that the parapets were constructed at different times; only one is original to 

the house. The parapets were not previously the same height. Ms. Embry said that apparently the 

modification that was done was the most feasible way to solve the water infiltration problem. 

 

Ms. Piltch asked when repointing of the bricks was done. A photograph in the application packet 

shows poorly executed masonry repairs; none of the applicant’s representatives knew when that 

work was done. Mr. Busch commented on how poorly the modifications in general were carried out, 

that they do not meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and that they should be reversed.  

 

Regarding the bluestone terrace, Mr. Busch noted that he and Mr. James saw the modification in 

person and believed that it was compatible with the architecture, subject to compliance with 

impervious surface.  

 

Ms. Embry described the porch roof. The proposal is to remove the existing truss and diagonal 

posts and replace them with elements more in keeping with the architecture of the house and the 

neighboring house at 335 Cherry Lane, also a Frank Miles Day design.  
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Ms. Piltch asked if the applicant was willing to go further; the proposed design is still incongruous 

with the architecture of the house, in her opinion. She gave a few examples of how it could be 

redesigned to be better in keeping with the historic home. Mr. Busch agreed, and said that the porch 

has very little resemblance to the original side covered porch that was since enclosed. 

 

Ms. Camitta commented on the brick piers supporting the roof, and suggested piers with a flared 

top similar to the details proposed for the gable. Ms. Wolf noted that the original west porch roof 

was supported by brick piers, which establishes precedent for masonry piers. Ms. Nagel stated that 

the proposed redesign is no more appropriate than the current configuration.  

 

Regarding the dormers, Mr. Busch inquired if the front garage dormers (added 2005) had always 

been clad in brick or if, like the brick on the rear dormers, that was a later modification. Ms. Wolf 

noted that the front and rear dormers had previously been sided with different materials, and that 

the brick was added at the same time.  

 

Ms. Quigley called the brick stylistically unprecedented, and questioned the structural requirements 

to support it. Mr. Prichard noted that there was originally just one rear dormer, and it was sided with 

wood shingles that probably matched the roofing material. Mr. Broseman asked the Commission to 

keep in mind that the property is a Class 2 resource and that like the parapets the changes are not 

clearly visible from the ground.  

 

On the subject of the addition, Mr. Broseman stated his confidence that removing the patio and 

driveway would make the addition compliant with impervious coverage. Changes were made to the 

side and rear elevations from the original submission as a result of Sam Olshin’s meeting on-site 

with the HC subcommittee. The present scheme had previously been endorsed by Dale Frens, the 

township’s consultant.  

 

Public Comment 

 

Kenneth Aaron, attorney representing the Johnston family, commented on the impervious surface, 

and pointed out that a Historic Resource Impact Study was not compiled for the additional changes 

that were presented. He noted a pattern of disregard to township rules and disrespect for the 

historic resource, and that items such as the brick on the front dormers was not disclosed to the 

Commission. The patio, which is on top of a sewer easement, is out of scale for the property in his 

opinion. He also questioned the Commission’s interpretation of Secretary of the Interior’s Standard 

#9, as well as the setback requirements for a property including an in-law suite.  

 

Mr. Duncan noted that the township does not have jurisdiction over the private sewer easement. 

Mr. Busch clarified how the Commission applies the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Concerns 

regarding the in-law suite are to be evaluated by the township’s zoning process; Mr. Duncan stated 
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that changes to the proposed interior no longer make the addition a “separate dwelling.” 

 

David Johnston, resident of 324 Gypsy Lane, questioned the order in which the township assessed 

the project, and if the Historical Commission was the right place to start. He argued that the changes 

proposed will lead to the home no longer being a “historic resource,” and that a precedent could be 

set for how future projects are assessed. Ms. Camitta responded that the applicants have been 

responsive to many of the Commission’s prior comments. Mr. Busch noted that the applicants have 

generally been cooperative with the process and been willing to alter what has already been built.  

 

Tony Lame, President of the Wynnewood Civic Association, stated his opinion that should a façade 

easement be put into effect, it would be worthless given the property owners’ prior treatment of the 

property. He noted the Commission’s efforts in 2003 to come to a mutually agreeable solution for 

improvements. In his opinion the proposed addition is not appropriate.  

 

Arati (Kate) Johnston informed the Commission that there had been more changes to the property 

that had not been disclosed. After the 2005 additions, there was siding on the west façade of the 

garage, as well as on an engaged shed dormer and on three garage dormers on the front façade, all of 

which now have brick veneer. She said that the whole house was also re-roofed. A marketing piece 

found on the website of Murphy Homes (who constructed the 2005 additions) shows these 

conditions as they were prior to the current owner’s changes. 

 

Jerry Francis, President of the Lower Merion Historical Society, said he was attending the meeting 

because the Society wants to remain engaged in the process and that there is great concern in the 

community over this issue. 

 

Suzanna Barucco, historic preservation consultant for the Johnston family, understands the 

Commission’s perspective but does not agree that the addition conforms with the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Standards. There is not enough separation, in her opinion, between what is new and what 

is old, and that it does not comply with Standard 9 in terms of scale. She also noted that there is no 

room between the two lots, and as such the addition adds to the loss of open space around the 

historic resource. Mr. Busch disagreed with her interpretation of the Standards, but said he respected 

her argument and said that the proposal is within the “shades of gray” of the Commission’s 

interpretation of the Standards.  

 

Mr. Busch reviewed the items discussed. Ms. Piltch asked for clarification of the recommendation 

considering that the majority of changes have already been completed. Mr. Duncan cited a provision 

in the Township Code that a property owner can be compelled to restore a structure to its 

“appearance prior to violation,” so the Commission does have jurisdiction over the modifications. 

 

Mr. Busch made a motion: The Historical Commission recommends to the Board of 

Commissioners approval of the bluestone terrace and the brick garden wall as they are 
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currently, on the basis that they are sympathetic to the original and existing architecture and 

could be removed in the future. This does not take into account impervious surface 

coverage. If the applicant needed to remove the terrace, they would resubmit a record copy 

of the site plan proving that their impervious surface coverage requirements had been met. 

 

Regarding the covered porch: we request that the applicant return with an alternative design 

(or designs) in accordance with the comments received from the Commission at this and 

previous meetings, as the Commission does not find the existing covered porch to be in 

character with the original or later architecture either in its detailing or its configuration. 

However, the Historical Commission does note that there was an open porch and a later 

pergola that served similar purposes.  

 

The Commission requires the applicant to repair the two parapet walls of the bays of the 

rear façade, restoring them to their original appearances and functions as is shown in 

historic photographs, including replacement of brick, missing copings, and repointing, 

which has been done in a manner not in keeping with the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards. 

 

The Commission requires the removal of the brick veneer on all of the rear and front 

dormers. This includes four small and one large dormer on the rear façade, which the 

Commission notes originally had shingled sides which were modified at a later date by the 

current owners to brick veneer. On the front side this includes three dormers on the later 

garage addition, which were at that time clad with lapped siding. The Commission further 

notes that these could be clad with shingles. Further, the end of the garage facing the house 

as well as an engaged shed dormer west of the garage have also been modified with siding 

replaced with brick veneer. The Commission further notes that those two elevations would 

likely be more appropriate with painted lapped siding.  

 

The Commission recommends for approval the addition as currently shown on the 12/28 

submission, noting that the applicant has through subsequent meetings on site and public 

meetings revised the design to a point where the Commission believes it is sympathetic to 

the existing architecture and notes that the addition is to the later additions, therefore not 

impacting the original historic fabric of the house, and is at a lower elevation than the 

historic portion. The approval of the addition is conditional upon the compliance of the 

applicant to the suggestions made with regard to the dormers, parapets, and covered porch 

(to be reviewed at a later time), and that work is completed on those items to the 

satisfaction of the township.   

 

Seconded by Ms. Piltch, the motion carried with Ms. Nagel opposed. Ms. Fisher had previously left 

the meeting. 
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The Commission tabled the conditional use application at the request of the applicant.  

 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 6:09 p.m.  

Meeting minutes recorded by Greg Prichard, Historic Preservation Planner. 

Next Regular Meeting: Monday, January 23, 2017, at 4:00 p.m. 


