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Historical Commission Meeting Minutes 
February 25, 2019 

              

Members present:  

Christian Busch, Melanie Piltch, Gerry Fisher, Michael James, Jason Lewis, David Petkun (alternate) 

 

Members absent:  

Bruce Gillespie, Karen Nagel, Dave Weiss (alternate)  

 

Staff present:  

Greg Prichard, Carol Quigley 

 

Mr. Busch brought the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.  

 

2018-LD-22 – 101 North Merion Avenue, Bryn Mawr – Bryn Mawr College – Class 1 

 

This application to construct a Student Life and Wellness Center and make related improvements to 

the campus was first reviewed in September, 2018. The applicant returns with refined architectural 

elevations and material selections for the proposed new building. Three buildings would be 

demolished as part of the plan, none of which are listed on the Historic Resource Inventory. 

Adjacent designated resources include Erdman Hall (Class 1). 

 

The Commission was joined by attorney George Broseman, Bryn Mawr College Director of 

Facilities Nina Bisbee, David Sanders of Site Engineering Concepts, and architect John Chase of 

EwingCole.  

 

Ms. Quigley gave an overview of the application. She said that there would not be a significant 

impact on Erdman Hall, but asked that the height of the proposed structure in relation to the height 

of Erdman Hall be clarified.  

 

Mr. Broseman said that zoning approval and Tentative Sketch approval had been obtained since 

appearing before the Historical Commission in September. He said that the applicant had focused 

on the design and materials of the new building rather than its relationship to other buildings.  
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Mr. Chase gave a presentation showing the relationship between the new building and other campus 

buildings, including Pembroke Hall, a design by Cope & Stewardson thought to be one of the 

preeminent Collegiate Gothic buildings in the country. Images were displayed showing the viewshed 

from various buildings toward the site of the proposed new construction, as well as site sections, 

color elevations, and 3-D renderings.  

 

Mr. Busch reiterated that the Commission is focusing on the proposed building’s impact on adjacent 

historic resources. He asked if the demolition of the undesignated building known as Cartref is still 

planned. Mr. Broseman said that it was still shown to be removed on the plan, but a condition that 

the College will consider alternatives to demolition is being followed. Mr. Busch noted that the 

proposed new building is not being restricted by the presence of Cartref. Ms. Bisbee said that 

Cartref’s floor plan is difficult to adapt for the College’s current needs. 

 

Ms. Piltch commented that she found the scale and massing of the proposed building to be 

appropriate. However, she questioned the design of the building and the heavily Collegiate Gothic-

styled entrances on an otherwise minimalist structure. She suggested how the materials could be 

used in different ways to create a more cohesive architectural composition.  

 

Mr. Busch reiterated Ms. Piltch’s comments in terms of scale and massing. He commented that the 

building looked like “design by committee,” though he said that the Commission does not review 

new construction on campuses the way it would review additions onto existing resources. He found 

it unfortunate that it is not “simply modern” or “simply Collegiate Gothic.” He did find the 

proposed materials to be appropriate, however. He commented about the potential loss of Cartref, 

and noted the College’s long preservation history and awards it has received. Other historic homes 

on the campus that have been lost do not have the same historical importance to the College. 

 

Ms. Fisher said that saving Cartref is not only important to the College, but also to the streetscape. 

 

Mr. James commented that the new building is responsive to its surroundings but found the “literal” 

interpretation of the Collegiate Gothic a little troubling. 

 

Public Comment 

Kathleen Abplanalp, Director of Historic Preservation for the Lower Merion Conservancy, 

commented that another building designed by George T. Pearson (architect of Cartref) will soon be 

demolished by St. Joseph’s University, and that his work is rare on this side of the city border. She 

said it was notable that the College chose Pearson to design the house of the president in the 1880s. 

She also noted that the College has successfully transitioned many of their historic buildings into 

modern uses, and urged the College to reconsider the demolition. 

 

Mr. Busch made a motion finding that the new construction would have a limited impact to 
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surrounding historic resources. The Commission would strongly encourage the College to 

explore additional methods to re-use, re-purpose, or re-invent the Cartref building. The loss 

of such a resource, listed on the Inventory or not, would be a deep loss to Bryn Mawr 

College, its history, and the community it fosters. In addition, the Commission would 

strongly urge the College to document the building if it is demolished, and to provide those 

documents to the Lower Merion Historical Society. 

 

Seconded by Ms. Piltch, the motion carried. 

 

2019-R-2 – 625/637 West Montgomery Avenue – Bryn Mawr Presbyterian Church – 

Class 2 

 

Application to make several modifications to the historic church complex, including site 

improvements and small additions to existing buildings to aid accessibility. 

 

The Commission was joined by attorney George Broseman, David Sanders of Site Engineering 

Concepts, and architects Jack Peters and John Cluver of Voith & MacTavish Architects.  

 

Mr. Broseman gave an overview of the project, which focuses on improved accessibility. Mr. Cluver 

gave a presentation showing site plans, renderings, and elevations of the proposed changes. Each 

element of the proposal was presented individually, with comments and questions following. 

 

A connecting element would be placed within an existing porte cochere connecting the sanctuary 

with another building. It would be enclosed with glass on the front and back. A cross-gable would 

connect the front and back elevations of this new construction. 

 

Ms. Quigley said that the problem is very complex, and the proposed solution is both complex and 

sensitive to the historic resource. There are some small pieces of demolition proposed, though the 

porte cochere in its current form is not original to the campus. In her opinion the plan to re-use 

stone and trim is appropriate, as is the use of timber framing in the new structure.  

 

Ms. Piltch and Mr. Busch asked some questions about the addition. Mr. James asked for more clarity 

on the proposed hardscaping. Mr. Busch said he understood the congregation’s need to modernize, 

and complemented the use of glass, which would mean the space would be illuminated at night. He 

asked for clarity on the scale of the brackets shown on the rendering. Mr. Cluver said that the intent 

is to intentionally announce where the entrance to the church campus is.  

 

Mr. Cluver described changes to the Education Building. Interior renovations would reveal the 

ground floor’s stone façade. Currently, a tall flight of stairs leads to the main entrance one floor 

above. Portions of the exterior wall flanking the main entrance would be revealed from what is now 
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a partially banked façade. On the north elevation, a wood-framed porch with a sloped standing-seam 

metal roof would be added; this item was excluded from the original submittal.  

 

Ms. Quigley said that the campus has many accessibility issues to resolve. She said that the entrance 

structure proposed resembles a conservatory. She suggested that the stone columns proposed might 

make the structure appear too heavy, and a fully-glazed structure over the stone water table would 

make it appear lighter. She said that revealing the stone wall of the east façade effectively adds 

another story to that elevation, which, though a large change, would still be fitting and appropriate.  

 

Mr. Busch asked about the footprint shape of the addition and the sloped roof, which contrast with 

the existing building. Mr. Peters responded that a rectangular shape was explored, but it made the 

façade feel “horizontal” on a building that is more “vertical.” Instead they opted for the proposed 

half-octagon form.  

 

Ms. Fisher commented that the entrance doors appear “cold,” and suggested that they more closely 

resemble other doors on the building. Mr. Cluver responded that they would prefer not to replicate 

the look of the historic building. The scale of the doors was further discussed.  

 

Mr. James suggested that the style of the entrance and the porch be linked more closely.  

 

Mr. Cluver described a proposed contemplative garden on the front lawn near the Education 

Building. It would include a fountain and Teak benches. New pathways would also be installed in 

the area. An existing sculpture and trees would remain.  

 

Mr. Busch asked about window replacement, which the applicant had previously mentioned as a 

need. Mr. Cluver responded that the details of any changes to existing windows have not yet been 

resolved, including for two new window openings flanking the proposed Education Building 

entrance. 

 

Ms. Piltch said that she would like more information on the landscaping. Mr. James said that details 

on the sconces should be identified. 

 

Public Comment 

Carl Watson, Township lighting consultant, said that the architects should follow the new lighting 

codes that are to be adopted soon. 

 

Jean Wolf, an Ardmore resident and member of the church, said that there have been many changes 

to the proposal over time and said it was a good process. She commented on roof slopes appearing 

different in the renderings and elevations, and on the appearance of metal roofs.  
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Mr. Busch made a motion recommending approval of the following: 

• The Sanctuary-Activities Building link as submitted, with record drawings to be 

provided that clarify notes regarding paving and building materials, with the 

applicant to submit product data relating to those items.  

• The addition and porch on the Education Building, with the applicant to provide 

additional material and product data relating to the windows, porch, and roofing 

materials, with a request that the roofing material match the lead-coated copper 

found elsewhere on the campus. The Commission suggests minor modification to 

the scale of the proposed openings at the entrance, to change the scale of the 

openings to more closely be sympathetic to the existing details of the building. In 

addition, the Commission requests clarification from the applicant regarding the 

treatment of the exposed stone foundation (yet to be unearthed), and clarification of 

the materials comprising the retaining walls.  

• The contemplative garden, with additional material and product data to be provided 

along with a record set of the site or landscape plan indicating paving, lighting, gate, 

foundation, etc.  

 

A subcommittee will review requested additional information when it has been submitted 

by the applicant.  

 

Seconded by Mr. Petkun, the motion carried. 

 

Mr. Busch, Ms. Piltch, Mr. James, and Mr. Lewis volunteered to serve on the subcommittee. 

 

2019-D-3 – 1860 West Montgomery Avenue – Clairemont – Class 2 

 

The property, owned by the Foundation for Islamic Education, contains several historic structures 

including a mansion designed by Horace Trumbauer. The applicant, the School District of Lower 

Merion, proposes to demolish all structures on the property for the construction of a new school. 

 

The Commission was joined by attorney Fred Fromhold, architect Scott Downie of Spiezle 

Architects, Jeremy Maziarz of Chester Valley Engineers, Lower Merion School District project 

manager Gary Musial, and Lower Merion School District Director of Operations James Lill. 

 

Ms. Quigley gave a brief overview of the property. The estate was originally a 300-acre farm. Three 

contributing structures remain: the Neoclassical 1918 mansion designed by Horace Trumbauer; a ca. 

1880s carriage house possibly designed by Addison Hutton; a small masonry structure originally 

associated with a pool house. There are also three non-contributing structures on the site related to 

previous occupants and dating from the 1950s-1980s. The plan is to demolish all structures on the 
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site for a new middle school and athletic fields. She reviewed the Historic Resource Impact Study 

submitted, noting the associations with Trumbauer and Hutton. The report found that the proposal 

would create a total adverse impact on the resource. There are also two adjacent designated historic 

resources, 1850 West Montgomery Avenue and 438 Clairemont Road, that would be negatively 

impacted due to a loss of their context. Ms. Quigley recommended re-using the existing residence as 

part of an educational building, which had been its use for many years.  

 

Mr. Fromhold said that the School District has an obligation to educate all children within the 

district. The need for a new middle school has been determined to be essential toward that aim.  

 

Mr. Downie gave a visual presentation explaining the context for the choice of the site. He said the 

school would serve 1,200 students, grades 5-8. Mr. Downie’s presentation focused on the modern 

program for the school that drove its design. It was found that the existing structures were not 

compatible with the needs of the school. He also described the needs of the site layout. Not all of 

the required fields will fit on the site, so other nearby properties are being sought. He described how 

the building heights and slopes of the existing grade would not allow for the continued use of the 

existing buildings. He did say that some features of the existing buildings could be utilized, including 

paneled rooms that could be integrated into learning spaces, and marble slab steps which could be 

integrated into the landscaping of the site. Some stone features could also be re-utilized. Visual 

features such as murals explaining Lower Merion’s history could be integrated into the school as 

well. 

 

Ms. Fisher said that the plan looks exciting, though there is irony in the school educating students 

about history while destroying it. Mr. Fromhold responded that the shortage of land in the 

Township is the reality of ending up at this site. 

 

Ms. Piltch asked if substantial regrading would be done where the carriage house is. Mr. Maziarz 

responded that the carriage house is located where the driveway would be located, and regrading 

would be necessary around it. 

 

Mr. James asked where the adjacent Class II resources are located. Mr. Downie showed where they 

are on the site plan. 

 

Ms. Quigley noted that no thorough documentation of the two contributing structures on the site 

aside from the mansion had been submitted and requested that more thorough documentation be 

provided. 

 

Mr. Petkun said that no study had been submitted showing how the mansion could be adapted. Mr. 

Fromhold said that, among other issues, the area where the mansion stands would be re-graded and 

be about 12 feet lower than it is currently. Mr. Downie gave a more detailed explanation of how the 
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design of the mansion is not compatible with the function of the proposed school. Ms. Quigley 

noted that the small spaces in the mansion’s layout are similar to the small spaces in the proposed 

school’s layout. 

 

Mr. Lill explained how the uses of school spaces are changing, from “cells and bells” to collaborative 

learning spaces. The mansion had been converted from bedrooms to classrooms, which was 

outdated in even its prior use. 

 

Mr. Busch said that the Commission’s responsibility is to determine the impact on the historic 

resource, and as proposed all history on the site would be lost. He said that he hoped the district saw 

the school as a “new piece of history,” suggesting that components of the historic site be 

incorporated, but also that the roof lines, materials, fenestration, and other aspects of the design 

refer back to the historic resource. He also said that the School District has an obligation to interpret 

the history of the site via various means to connect the students to the history of the Township and 

to the site. He said it is one of the most difficult demolitions he has reviewed while serving on the 

Commission and stressed the importance of the mitigation measures.  

 

Public Comment 

Maura Gillen, a Haverford resident, said that there are competing interests within a community that 

are of equal importance, including preservation and education, and suggested that the Commission 

recommend re-purposing the site for the school, rather than impose a 90-day delay.  

 

Kathleen Abplanalp, Director of Historic Preservation for the Lower Merion Conservancy, 

commented that she and the Conservancy has been engaging the School District to find solutions. 

She said that the Township is incredibly lucky to have a Horace Trumbauer-designed building and 

an Olmsted Brothers-designed landscape at this site. She said she fails to see how the District could 

not have made more of an effort to preserve at least some aspects of the site. Perhaps some of the 

stone walls from the Olmsted landscape could be preserved, but that will do little. She noted many 

of the minor “distractions” in the Impact Study, including the mansion’s missing shutters. The 

mitigation measures suggested are not equal to the loss. She asked if the applicant has fulfilled any of 

the demolition requirements; Mr. Busch said that further documentation and other requests could be 

made. Finally, she asked the School District to consider relocating the carriage house. 

 

Jean Wolf, an Ardmore resident, said she appreciated that certain elements were identified for re-

use. She reiterated that carriage houses and other outbuildings have been moved and repurposed at 

other locations. She said that there is a history of the re-use of interior elements in the community. 

She also asked that members of the community be allowed inside the mansion to see the interior 

before it is lost. 

 

Ms. Piltch asked about the construction timeline. Mr. Fromhold responded that the School District 
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intends to close on the property in July. The building would be demolished as soon as possible after 

that time so that testing on the land could commence. Ms. Piltch noted that the timeframe goes 

beyond a potential 90-day delay, during which time the mitigation suggestions should be explored.  

 

Responding to a question from Mr. James, Mr. Maziarz described why the grade changes are needed. 

 

Mr. Busch made a motion to recommend a 90-day delay of the demolition of all structures on 

the site, with the applicant to provide documentation of the garden follies the interior and 

exterior of the main historic resource, and the carriage house. In addition, the Commission 

strongly encourages the School District to consider salvage beyond the proposed limited 

salvage and re-use of elements within the existing building, which it does support, but also 

through the re-use, sale, etc. of other historic materials on the site. The wholesale moving or 

disassembly and reconstruction of the carriage house for another purpose is also 

encouraged. Further, the Commission strongly urges the applicant to consider meaningful 

historical interpretation to be integrated into the site and proposed school. The Commission 

feels strongly that the total loss of a significant building and site, as this is documented to 

be, is a great loss to the community, and the interpretation and remembrance of that period 

of history should be recognized and acknowledged as part of the history of the community 

and the future history of the new proposed building.  

 

Seconded by Ms. Piltch, the motion carried, with Mr. Petkun abstaining. 

 

Mr. Lill noted that the applicant’s lack of an objection to the motion did not constitute an agreement 

with it. 

 

Mr. Busch said that Mr. Prichard could act as a representative of the Township to assess the interior 

of the mansion for salvage and to perform documentation. 

 

Other Updates 

 

Mr. Prichard announced that a special meeting will be held on Thursday, April 11, at 4pm, in the 

Board Room to hear the application to upgrade the designation of the WCAU building to Class I. 

 

 

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:27 p.m.  

Meeting minutes recorded by Greg Prichard, Historic Preservation Planner. 

Next Meeting: Monday, March 25, 2019, at 4:00 p.m.  


