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Meeting Date April 26, 2022
..................................................................................................................................................................................................
Commission
Attendees

Chris DeBruyn – Acting Secretary
David Virgil - Vice Chair
Steve Minton (recused)
Nancy Templeton
Don Jones
Rex Brien

James Levine – Acting Chair
Elizabeth Jenkins
Douglas Perry (recused)
Doug Harnsberger
John MacCallum

.................................................................................................................................................................
Also in
Attendance

Kristen Seymore
Bill Web
Robert Scott, Esq.

Borough Council Liaison
Borough Manager
Borough Solicitor

.................................................................................................................................................................
Meeting
Park Avenue Community Center
Location
..................................................................................................................................................................................................



J. Levine called the meeting to order at approximately 7:35 PM


Agenda Item 1 – Approval of April 20 meeting minutes
o So moved, seconded and approved.



Agenda Item 2 – 110 Park Avenue and 102-104 Park Avenue Conditional Use
Application
o Presentation by the Don Petrosa. Don introduced the applicants, 110 Park
Avenue LLC et al. Don described the project and the conditional use application.
 Provided the Applicant’s perspective of the requirements for project to
proceed:
 Demo permit requires a zoning permit for the overall project.
 Zoning permit approved on April 11, 2022
 Recommendation of approval for the Conditional Use application
for demolition.
 Land development application
 Both buildings are identified in the 2001 Historic Resources Survey.
 Substantial negative effect on the character of the township.
 Conditional use standards are difficult to apply to demolition.
 The proposed demolition is consistent with the intent of the TC Code.
 2013 ordinance to establish the TC district
 Any new project at that time would have required demolition of
an existing building.
 Introduction of the Applicant representatives:
 Don Delson – 40 year resident of Swarthmore
 Bill Cumby, III – President of WS Cumby. Son of Bill Cumby Jr.
 Bill Cumby, Jr. – resident since 1975
 Bill Cumby, Jr. Presentation:
o Difficult to make buildings accessible’
o Alley at 102/104 difficult to beautify.
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o

Small impact on the fabric of the Town Center because the
buildings are a small portion of the buildings that are listed in the
Historic Survey.
Susanna Morikawa
 Survey includes 350 buildings from 1724 to 1940s
 Historic resource survey has achieved its purpose.
 The two buildings are not contiguous to other buildings and are
on the periphery of Town Center
Dottie Ives Dewey
 What is community character – “the distinct identity of a place.”
 MMP anticipated change and development, which must include
demo in the TC district.
o Expand opportunities to age-in-place in Swarthmore.
o Ensure buildings are sympathetic with and enhance
existing streetscape.
 Discussion of project as a whole and of required demolition
 Standard 2
o Is it suitable for the use? The new building will be
consistent with zoning requirements.
 Standard 3
o Demo does not threaten the health and safety of the
public if properly conducted.
 Standard 4
o No inefficiency in utility or public services.
 Standard E
o The use is not incompatible with the character of the
neighborhood. It assumes that a building will be
compliant with zoning requirements.
 Standard F
o Does not cause overcrowding of the land will not create
overcrowding or congestion
 Standard G
o No activity that creates unreasonable disturbance
beyond the property line other than noise during
demolition.
Jane Martin – Bernardon
 High-level overview of project and demolition

Public comment

Resident/Address
Allison Manaker
211 College Avenue
David Farrell
407 Yale Avenue
Tom Schafer
430 Rutgers Avenue
Bob Small
305 Rutgers Avenue
Beth Fitzsimons
813 Westdale Avenue
Erum Hartung
312 Ogden Avenue

Comment
Opposed: Character and historic value of town center business
district: Director of Pennsylvania“ Any demolition within historic
downtown affects the whole like missing teeth. In this case the
replacement is completely out of scale.
Opposed. People aren’t here to live in an urbanized existence.
Swarthmore is a unique place.
Former PC Member. Opposed to the permit. Will have negative
effect on town center character. Doubling height.
Presented a poem:
“I remember Swarthmore”
Opposed. Delivery truck traffic, increase in traffic,
Opposed. Character of the township, 2030 task force presentation
price point suggested 250 to 450K. Swarthmore will just become
another high end place.
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Al Richardson
114 Park Avenue
Mark Turbiville
312 Cornell Avenue
Mark Elias
210 Swarthmore
Avenue
Chris Kenney
321 Park Avenue
Jamie Shindell
300 Cornell Avenue
Shannon Elliot
523 Cedar Avenue
Melanie Rodbart
544 Westminster
Avenue
Kim O’Halloran
300 Yale Avenue

Julie Ellis
128 Park Avenue

Steve Platt
21 Oberlin Avenue
Julie Farley
107 Rutgers Avenue
Jennifer Baker
306 S. Chester Road
Susan Wright
147 Park Avenue
Helen Nadel
15 Woodbrook Lane
Lindsey Duggan
325 Dartmouth Avenue
Joan Urban
20 S. Princeton Avenue
Martha Perkins
422 Park Avenue
Allison Manaker
o

Opposed. Impact on the character of the town. Buildings are close
to the front of the borough
Opposed. Condo is outsized for the scale of the town.
Opposed. Community residents come together at coherent moments
to express action. Action against school district consolidation and
PECO power lines were high points. This is a similar moment.
Building is too big, too tall.
Opposed. Will destroy the community.
Opposed. Questions about open space percentage in town center?
Applicant has failed to prove that they are not significant to the
historic character and should not be demolished.
Opposed. Owner of Harvey Oak Mercantile, business occupant in
102/104 Park. Overview of historical significance of Celia Building.
Opposed. Overview of historical significance of Celia Building.
President of Swarthmore Town Center Board:
Board supports a mixed use development in Swarthmore TC . The
proposed development is consistent with that. Conducted survey of
merchants – many are in favor of the project. Residents are
providing positive feedback in support of the project. There are
others who have concern about the conflict surrounding this project.
Opposed. Adjacent resident, representing other adjacent residents.
Letter from Paul Steinke, Preservation Alliance. “the building would
replace 2 buildings from the early 20th century.”
Opposed. No plan to replace the trees. Long term plan for green
space replacement.
Opposed. Request shade study for the shadow of the building.
Opposed. Precedence. Please represent the community, we are
against the project.
Opposed. Various Borough positions including Historic and
Planning commission. Demolition will have negative impact on the
community. See letter submitted to Planning Commission
Asked about requirements and standards for recusal. Borough
Solicitor responded to inquiry.
Opposed. Concerned about traffic and other safety issues and
impact on children and cyclists
Opposed. Proposed project is out-of-scale with the rest of Town
Center. Questions about traffic study. Worst place for accidents is
around parking.
Opposed. Owner of Gallery On Park, business occupant in 102/104
Park. Letter from Delaware County Heritage Commission
Swarthmore will be a lesser place without the historical buildings.

Board Discussion
 Conditional Use for Demolition of 2 buildings.
 Questions for Applicant:
 Does the applicant carry the burden to demonstrate that a
demolition permit is appropriate and warranted?
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Not in this case. Generally yes, Impact is a general standard not
specific.
Rex: Swarthmore is a historic town dating back to the 18th
century.
o What is the intent of the zoning code?
 1256.01 7 purposes - #2 encourage the
retention of the town center streetscape to the
greatest extent possible
 Stewardship of historic preservation.
Nancy: Concerned that applicant has not made a greater effort to
save the buildings
John: Understand the design and construction challenges in
saving the Celia Building. While buildings are historic to a
degree, loss would not significantly impact historic character of
town given that it stands apart from other buildings. Prohibiting
demolition of buildings would undermine opportunity to improve
area of town center as envisioned by zoning.
James: Concerned about historic value and impact, and about
impact of the project on the location and loss of existing building.
Questions for Applicant about percentage of acreage in Town
Center.

o

Bill Cumby III: the buildings are historic, but how do they contribute in an overall
way to the district, these are somewhat removed from the district.

o

A motion was made to recommend that Borough Council deny the application,
and was seconded.

Roll Call:
Chris DeBruyn
David Virgil
Nancy Templeton
Don Jones
Rex Brien
Doug Harnsberger
John MacCallum
James Levine

No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes

The motion passed 5-3.
The meeting was adjourned at 10:35 p.m.
NEXT MEETING:
The next scheduled meeting is scheduled for Wednesday May 18, 2022 at Swarthmore
Borough Hall.
..................................................................................................................................................................................................
End of Meeting Minutes

APPENDIX CONTAINING MATERIALS
THE PLANNING COMMISSION
RECEIVED AND CONSIDERED
IN CONNECTION WITH
THE APPLICATION

December 14, 2021
Swarthmore Borough Council
Borough of Swarthmore
121 Park Avenue
Swarthmore, PA 19081
RE: Proposed Demolition of 102/104 and 110/112 Park Avenue
Dear Swarthmore Borough Council:
Preservation Pennsylvania is a statewide nonprofit historic preservation advocacy organization with a mission
to help preserve and protect the rich architectural history of the state. We don’t generally involve ourselves in
local decisions as we don’t have the capacity to cover every situation where there is a threat to a historic
building.
However, we have learned of the proposed demolition of two historic buildings located within the eligible
Swarthmore Business District. The loss of any building within a district has the potential to change the
character of it. Pennsylvania’s most importance resources are its many small scale historic towns that dot the
state. The most intact historic communities are those that value the size and scale of the buildings within it.
Pennsylvania’s historic boroughs and towns are generally walkable and the small scale (two- and three- story
buildings) are what makes these places so special.
Any demolition within a historic downtown community is unfortunate and affects the integrity of the streetscape
leaving a hole in the rhythm of the block, almost like missing teeth. In this case however, those “missing teeth”
are proposed to be replaced with the construction of a massive 5-story building, completely out of scale with
the remainder of the district. The building will loom over the smaller scale historic buildings, possibly creating
such a dramatic change in the district that it will no longer be eligible for the National Register.
Communities and those who value historic architecture should recognize that to maintain the character of the
district, every effort should be made to retain and preserve the historic buildings within it. But not every
building can be saved so preservationists must also be practical and understand that sometimes demolition
and new construction is necessary. However, that new construction must be compatible with the size, scale,
and massing of the existing historic buildings surrounding the new construction to maintain the integrity of the
district and preserve it for the future.
I strongly urge Borough Council and the Planning Commission to deny the proposed new construction and to
seek ways to maintain and preserve the two historic buildings that are currently proposed for demolition.
Sincerely,

Mindy Gulden Crawford
Executive Director

HERITAGE
COMMISSION of
DELAWARE COUNTY
c/o Delaware County Planning Department
1055 E. Baltimore Pike
Media, PA 19063
(610) 891-5200
December 10, 2021

Swarthmore Borough Council
Borough of Swarthmore
121 Park Ave.
Swarthmore, PA 19081
RE: Proposed Demolition of 102/104 and 110/112 Park Ave.
Dear Swarthmore Borough Council,
The Heritage Commission of Delaware County was established to oversee the rich heritage of
Delaware County and advise on projects regarding historic areas and buildings. It has come to our
attention that there is a proposed development project that is requesting permission to demolish two
buildings on Park Avenue within the Commercial District.
102/104 Park Avenue was built by 1925 and extended to the front for its current appearance by
1942. It is a fine example of early 20th Century colonial revival architecture. 110/112 Park Avenue
was constructed ca. 1917 and has a unique fascia and cornice. These both positively contribute to
the character of the Borough and Business District.
The Heritage Commission wants to voice our concern that the proposed changes could adversely
impact the overall character of the area. The Swarthmore Business District was determined to be
eligible for National Register of Historic Places in 2006. The business district has for more than 100
years reflected changing architectural styles, but the scale of the buildings has been in keeping with
the residential areas that surround it and Swarthmore College. All new development should be
compatible with the character of the area. The buildings identified as historic resources in the
Borough should be protected from demolition due to their architectural and historical significance.
We strongly urge the Swarthmore Planning Commission to not allow the current development plan
to be approved.
Respectfully,

Barbara Marinelli
Chairman

January 5, 2022
Jane C. Billings
Manager
Borough of Swarthmore
Swarthmore, PA 19081
Dear Ms. Billings,
The Preservation Alliance is a member-supported nonprofit advocacy organization
founded in 1996. We are dedicated to encouraging the preservation and adaptive re-use of
historic buildings in the greater Philadelphia region.
We recently learned of a proposed residential project at 110 Park Avenue in Swarthmore.
The proposed new building would replace two structures that have stood on the site since
the early 20th century. The Preservation Alliance understands that these two structures
have been determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Moreover,
they are undeniably reflective of the traditional scale of the Swarthmore townscape. At
the same time, the Alliance understands that Swarthmore borough’s zoning code was
revised almost a decade ago to permit new construction with greater height and density in
this part of town.
These two conflicting realities may have opened the door to the possibility of proposals
like this one, which both conforms to and conflicts with the borough’s urban
development and historic preservation values. The lack of a preservation ordinance
identifying which buildings are considered historic likely contributes to further ambiguity
in evaluating this proposal.
We encourage the developer, their architect, borough leadership and the community to
come together to seek a compromise that enables the redevelopment of this site while
preserving the most important features of the two existing structures. The parties may be
guided by the National Park Service’s Standards for New Construction within the
Boundaries of Historic Properties (enclosed). In addition, the Preservation Alliance
offers a publication entitled Design Guidelines for Construction in Historic Districts
(available on our website)

1608 Walnut Street, Suite 1702  Philadelphia, PA 19103  215.546.1146  www.PreservationAlliance.com

If we can be helpful in crafting such a compromise, we would be willing to do so. In full
disclosure, one of the members of the development team, Bill Cumby, serves on the
Preservation Alliance board of directors. However, Mr. Cumby has not consulted with
any of our board or staff members in the development of this proposal, either
professionally or informally.
Sincerely,

Paul Steinke
Executive Director
Encls.

1608 Walnut Street, Suite 1702  Philadelphia, PA 19103  215.546.1146  www.PreservationAlliance.com
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Gmail - FW: 110 Park Avenue

James Levine <jlevine721@gmail.com>

FW: 110 Park Avenue
1 message
Chris DeBruyn <chris@debruyngroup.com>
To: dp@petrikin.com, James Levine <jlevine721@gmail.com>

Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 10:45 AM

Chris DeBruyn
610-283-4514
-----Original Message----From: Elizabeth Rubin <pincusemr@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2022 8:49 PM
To: Elizabeth Rubin <pincusemr@gmail.com>
Cc: BRUCE D RUBIN <brubin56@gmail.com>
Subject: 110 Park Avenue
Hi Folks,
On behalf of my husband Bruce and myself, I wanted to send you this email
to let you know that we fully support the 110 Park Avenue project. Having
lived here in Swarthmore for over 25 years, we have seen many things
change in this town, yet the essence of Swarthmore has remained constant.
We believe that the same will be true with the building of the condos at
110 Park. Even with the architectural changes that will need to be made
to this one block in the Ville, the people who live here will continue to
enjoy the character and comforts of Swarthmore, with the added benefits of
having multi-generations living close to each other, all sharing in the
activities that are offered here.
I hope you will all vote in favor of moving ahead on this project.
Sincerely,
Elizabeth M.P. Rubin
407 N. Swarthmore Avenue

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=43b6ddf1a2&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1731273141020311868&simpl=msg-f%3A17312731410…
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I am Melanie Rodbart at 544 Westminster Avenue and I oppose the demolition of the
properties at 102-104 and 110-112 Park Avenue.
In addition to the Historic Resources Survey, the buildings were also listed as
contributing to the Swarthmore Business Historic District, which was determined to be
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places in 2002 by the State Historic
Preservation Office. The Multi-Municipal Comprehensive Plan, prepared in 2006,
involved residents and officials to voice their concerns and recommended short and
long term goals to protect our historic resources. Further, Pennsylvania’s Municipal
Planning Code states that preservation planning is a legitimate responsibility of
municipalities.
The Borough went to great lengths to solicit experts, local officials, and community
members to prepare a Historic Resources Survey and Multi-Municipal Comprehensive
Plan. What was the point of documenting the history of Swarthmore Borough,
conducting an analysis and gathering survey data for the most significant sites in
Swarthmore if we are simply going to ignore it? The Borough thought it was important
enough in 2013 to include the Survey findings in the zoning code. Why is the Borough
now acting like none of this happened? It is time for Swarthmore’s officials to do their
duty and deny a demolition permit for the proposed project. THE DEMOLITION OF
THESE BUILDINGS WILL HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL NEGATIVE EFFECT ON THE
CHARACTER OF TOWN CENTER.
Let me highlight the key architectural components of the Celia building façade, as I
read a letter to the editor of the Swarthmorean, published on March 25, 2022.

The Celia Building

1 of 2

https://swarthmorean.pressreader.com/the-swarthmorean-9yxc

The Celia Building
The Swarthmorean ꞏ 25 Mar 2022

3/25/2022, 8:45 AM

The Celia Building

2 of 2

https://swarthmorean.pressreader.com/the-swarthmorean-9yxc

3/25/2022, 8:45 AM

THE CELIA BUILDING: 102-104 Park Avenue
March 2022
d.

c.

a.
b.

b.
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Gmail - Basis on which resources were selected for inclusion in the Swarthmore Historic Resources Survey 2001

James Levine <jlevine721@gmail.com>

Basis on which resources were selected for inclusion in the Swarthmore Historic
Resources Survey 2001
1 message
Susan Wright <mintor2@verizon.net>
Wed, Apr 20, 2022 at 4:05 AM
To: Chris DeBruyn <chris@debruyngroup.com>, David G Virgil <dvirgil@icloud.com>, Doug Harnsberger
<dharnsberger@gmail.com>, Elizabeth Jenkins <scrampt1@gmail.com>, James Levine <jlevine721@gmail.com>, John
MacCallum <maccallumjohn@hotmail.com>, "Jones, Don M." <djones@ewingcole.com>, Laura Poltronieri
<laura.poltronieri@hok.com>, Nancy Templeton <nancy.templeton@chplanning.com>, Rex Brien <rfbrien1@gmail.com>,
Steve Minton <steveminton@gmail.com>, Doug Perry <douglaseperry@gmail.com>
Cc: Kristen Seymore <kristenboroughcouncil@gmail.com>, Bill Webb <borough_manager@comcast.net>
Dear Planning Commission members,
During the last several months I have heard repeated misstatements about how resources were chosen for the 2001
Swarthmore Historic Resources Survey (the "Survey").
As a member of the Planning Commission at the time when the Survey came out and the Planning Commission began its
consideration of historic preservation issues, as the chair of the Planning Commission's Historic Resources Committee
formed precisely to focus on those issues, as a member of the subsequent Historic Preservation Task Force formed by
Borough Council in 2005 for the same purpose, and finally as a member of the 1999 Swarthmore Borough Revitalization
Task Force where preserving the historic town center was first brought forward as part of the actions that would further
revitalization, I feel I have a responsibility to correct the record.
The resources chosen for the Survey have been mischaracterized as simply an all inclusive list of old buildings without
any particular historic significance.
Nothing could be further from the truth. As it is clear from the Introduction and the Methodology of the Survey (see
attached*) prepared by those who made those choices, the Survey did not even include all historic resources within the
Borough. (See highlighted language in Introduction.) As the highlighted language in the Methodology makes clear, the
Survey preparers considered all the 350 resources they did chose, those 350 listed in the Survey, to be locally significant.
It further explains that not all the 350 resources listed could feasibly be fully documented, but full documentation was
provided for a representative cross-section of all the significant sites in Swarthmore. The highlighted language in the
Introduction indicates that part c) of the Survey includes the fully documented sites and that they are considered the most
significant sites in Swarthmore.
Both 110 Park Avenue and 102-104 Park Avenue are among the fully documented historic resources, so far from being
insignificant historically, they are among the most historically significant. I have attached the fully documented pages from
the section designated c of the Survey for both 110 Park Avenue and 102-104 Park Avenue for your convenience.
* I have attached copies of the Introduction and Methodology for your convenience, highlighting the relevant language.
There has been further talk that the demolition of the old Co-op building and building on the site of the present Co-op
proves that inclusion in the Survey does not indicate historic significance.
First it should be noted that both these buildings were demolished prior to the enactment of the 2013 Town Center Zoning
provisions, which includes §1256.06 conditional use demolition permit requirement. The predecessor zoning ordinance
relating to the town center, the BA (Business Apartment) district ordiancne, did not regulate demolition. Had a property
owner wanted to demolish both the Shirer Building and Michael's Corner, nothing in the BA ordinance would have
prevented that, so demolitions under the BA regime have no precedential value for consideration of what is appropriate
for a allowing a demolition permit under §1256.06.
But second, these two buildings were further evaluated by Bureau of Historic Preservation when that agency determined
that there was an eligible National Register historic district in Swarthmore and verified revised district boundaries. During
that evaluation it was specifically and expressly determined that the old Co-op building was not a contributing resource to
the eligible historic district as one can see on the map attached to the determination letter (see letter attached for your
convenience). That same site evaluation also expressly and specifically determined that 102-104 park Avenue was a
contributing resource to the eligible historic district.
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=43b6ddf1a2&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1730613823770423629&simpl=msg-f%3A17306138237…
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Gmail - Basis on which resources were selected for inclusion in the Swarthmore Historic Resources Survey 2001

As the Survey Introduction makes clear, the Survey was always intended to be a working document and to be updated
with new information or evaluations as more research was done or new information became available. (Inclusion in the
Survey on its own confers no protection for any of the resources included without the enactment of ordinances like the
Town Center Zoning provisions.) In the case of the old Co-op building and the building on the site of the present Co-op,
the additional research conducted during the detailed site evaluation led to the conclusion that those two buildings were
not contributing resources to the eligible historic district, just as it led to the conclusion that 102-104 Park Avenue was a
contributing resource.
Thank you for your consideration of these remarks,
Susan L. Wright
5 attachments
Historic Resources Survey highlighted Introduction.pdf
201K
Historic Resources Survey Methodology highlighted .pdf
275K
01 HRS 89A PHMC Swat Bus District 110 Park Avenue.pdf
293K
01 HRS 89A PHMC Swat Bus District 102-104 Park Avenue.pdf
813K
PA Historical and Museum Commission, Bureau for Historic Preservation Swarthmore Commercial District
NRE copy.pdf
346K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=43b6ddf1a2&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1730613823770423629&simpl=msg-f%3A17306138237…

2/2

w

Gj.,bTVA.Gbj
.•’■ ■—/*z= ’&z“%’8’z■ K ■’)“’8’JK“% $”/%’”“ ”8 IK/%•Q”/z>■ ■—/*’*’“)
L—’"% •’■%”/’J z“*’/”“Qz“%p W= &”’“) %•’■e ’% ■z%■ %•z )/”—“&”/; “”% ”“"= 8”/
"”JK" $/”%zJ%’”“e L—% K"■” 8”/ )/zK%z/ J”QQ—“’%= —“&z/■%K“&’“) ”8 ’%■ Q”■%
’Q$”/%K“% J—"%—/K" /z■”—/Jz■p
.•”—)• ’“%z“&z& K■ K J”Q$/z•z“■’*z &”J—Qz“%e %•z ■—/*z= ■%’""
/z$/z■z“%■ ”“"= K ■z"zJ%’”“ ”8 •’■%”/’J /z■”—/Jz■ ’“ %•z W”/”—)•p .•z ■—/*z=
•K■ K%%zQ$%z& %” ’&z“%’8= %•”■z •’■%”/’J /z■”—/Jz■ %•K%e K■ K )/”—$e )’*z■
’“■’)•% ’“%” %•z QK)“’%—&z ”8 ■’)“’8’JK“% L—’"&’“)■ %•/”—)•”—% IK/%•Q”/zp
b*z/ idt $"KJz■e L—’"&’“)■e K“& "K“&■JK$z■ •K*z Lzz“ ’&z“%’8’z& ’“ %•’■
■—/*z=p G% ’■ ’Q$”/%K“% %” “”%ze •”z*z/e %•K% QK“= $"KJz■ •K*z Lzz“ "z8% ”88
”8 %•z ■—/*z= L”%• ’“%z“%’”“K""= K“& —“’“%z“%’”“K""=p .•’■ ■—/*z= ’■ QzK“% %”
Lz K ”/;’“) &”J—Qz“% %•K% z*”"*z■ K■ J”QQ—“’%= ’&zK■e %K■%z■e K“& *K"—z■
J•K“)zp .•—■e ’% ’■ ’Q$”/%K“% 8”/ %•z J”QQ—“’%= %” /z)—"K/"= —$&K%z %•z
J”“%z“% ”8 %•z ■—/*z=p
.•z/z K/z 8”—/ )z“z/K" ■zJ%’”“■ %” %•z /z$”/%w

h

K

v •’■%”/= ”8 IK/%•Q”/z W”/”—)•p

L

I—/*z= K“K"=■’■ K“& /zJ”QQz“&K%’”“■p

J

I—/*z= &K%K 8”/ %•z Q”■% ■’)“’8’JK“% ■’%z■ ’“ IK/%•Q”/zp
G“J"—&z& K/z QK$■ K“& "’■%’“)■ ”8 %•z •’■%”/’J ■%/—J%—/z■p

&

v$$z“&’Jz■ %•K% ’“J"—&z /z8z/z“Jz QK%z/’K"e ”%•z/ ■—/*z=
’“8”/QK%’”“e "’■%■e K“& $/z■z/*K%’”“ %””"■ K“& ’“Jz“%’*z■p

h
1M.UbTb2bB4

h
h

'
h

'
h
J^
^
h
h
h
h

'
'
h

.•z $/”$z/%’z■ ■•”“ ”“ %•z QK$ K“& ’&z“%’8’z& ”“ %•z QK$ ;z= K/z
%•”■z ■—/*z=z& L= %•z Tz"KK/z A”—“%= N"K““’“) Tz$K/%Qz“% lTANT %•/”—)•
v$/’" Ftthp .•z ■—/*z= ’■ “”% K“ ’“ &z$%• /z■zK/J• $/”YzJ% 8”/ zKJ• ■’%zC /K%•z/e
’% ’■ K )z“z/K" z#KQ’“K%’”“ ”8 %•z L—’"% z“*’/”“Qz“% ”8 IK/%•Q”/z W”/”—)•p
1z%•”&■ 8”/ )K%•z/’“) ’“8”/QK%’”“ 8”/ %•z ■—/*z= ’“J"—&z K *K/’z%= ”8
$/”Jz■■z■p E”/ zKJ• &”J—Qz“%z& ■—/*z= z“%/=e 8”/ z#KQ$"ze “—Qz/”—■ ■’%z *’■’%■
z/z /zZ—’/z& %•K% ’“J"—&z& %•z 8”""”’“)w ’“’%’K" ■—/*z= ’“8”/QK%’”“e $•”%”
&”J—Qz“%K%’”“e K ■’%z ■;z%J•e &z%K’"z& K/J•’%zJ%—/K" K“K"=■’■e K“& %•z /z■zK/J•
”8 •’■%”/’JK" ’“8”/QK%’”“p
.•z ■—/*z=z& /z■”—/Jz■ z/z 8”/QK%%z& KJJ”/&’“) %” %•z )—’&z"’“z■ 8”/
%•z Nz““■="*K“’K U’■%”/’JK" K“& 1—■z—Q A”QQ’■■’”“ lNU1A ■%K“&K/&
U’■%”/’J ,z■”—/Jz I—/*z= E”/Q lDave We A p .•’■ ’■ %•z 8”/QK% NU1A /zZ—’/z■
%” K■■z■■ %•z z"’)’L’"’%= ”8 •’■%”/’J L—’"&’“)■e ■%/—J%—/z■e ■’%z■e ”LYzJ%■e K“&
&’■%/’J%■ 8”/ "’■%’“) ”“ %•z jK%’”“K" ,z)’■%z/ ”8 U’■%”/’J N"KJz■p G“ K&&’%’”“e ’%
$/”*’&z■ K ■%K“&K/& 8”/QK% 8/”Q •’J• "”JK"’%’z■ QK= K&& K&&’%’”“K" ■—/*z=
z“%/’z■p E”/Q■ Dave %•z ■’%z $"K“ K“& $•”%”■e K“& DaAe %•z K/J•’%zJ%—/K" K“&
•’■%”/’J %z#%e JK“ Lz 8”—“& ’“ %•z ■zJ%’”“ ”8 %•z ■—/*z= %’%"z& 0I—/*z= E”/Q■p0
E”/Q DaWe %•z •’■%”/’J K“& $•=■’JK" &K%K ■•zz%e JK“ Lz 8”—“& ’“ v$$z“&’# Bp
A”“%KJ% TANT 8”/ ’“8”/QK%’”“ ”“ K“= “—QLz/z& /z■”—/Jz ”/ 8”/ K&&’%’”“K" Dave
We A 8”/Q■p
v■ %•z /zK&z/ ’"" “”%’Jze “”% K"" ■’%z■ "’■%z& ’“ %•z ■—/*z= z/z ’“J"—&z&
’“ %•z 8—"" &”J—Qz“%K%’”“ $/”Jz■■p b8 %•z idt 0I60 “—QLz/■ K■■’)“z& %” ■’“)"z
”/ )/”—$’“)■ ”8 •’■%”/’J /z■”—/Jz■e Da ”8 %•z■z ■z"zJ%’”“■ z/z ”Q’%%z&p .•”—)•
K"" ■’%z■ ’“ %•z ■—/*z= "’■% K/z ”8 "”JK" ■’)“’8’JK“Jze ■%K88 K% TANT &z%z/Q’“z&
%•K% 8—"" &”J—Qz“%K%’”“ K% %•’■ %’Qz ’■ “”% 8zK■’L"zp W= K“K"=^’“) %•z ■—/*z= "’■%
L= ■%="ze 8—“J%’”“e &K%z ”8 J”“■%/—J%’”“e K“& •’■%”/=e ■%K88 z/z KL"z %” 8—""=
&”J—Qz“% K /z$/z■z“%K%’*z J/”■■ ■zJ%’”“ ”8 K"" ”8 %•z ■’)“’8’JK“% ■’%z■ ’“ %•z
W”/”—)•p E’“K""=e LzJK—■z %K■%z■ K“& *K"—z■ J•K“)z ”*z/ %’Qze ’% ’■ z“*’■’”“z&
%•K% %•’■ ”—"& Lz K ”/;’“) &”J—Qz“% K“& ”—"& Lz 8/zZ—z“%"= —$&K%z& K“&
KQz“&z&p

t'

-s... •--•';,z'

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission
Bureau for Historic Preservation
Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2nd Floor
400 North Street
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0093
www.phmc.state.pa.us

Nov. 12, 2002
Dean A. Schreiber, P.E., Director
Bureau of Design, Dept. of Transportation
P 0 Box 2966
Harrisburg, PA 17105

TO EXPEDITE REVIEW USE
BHP REFERENCE NUMBER

Re: ER 03-8004-045-A
Delaware County, Swarthmore Borough
Swarthmore Borough Intermodal Transportation Improvements
Pennsylvania Historic Resource Survey Form
Dear Mr. Schreiber:
The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State Historic Preservation Office) has
reviewed the above named project in accordance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended in 1980 and 1992, and the regulations (36
CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation as revised in 1999.
These requirements include consideration of the project's potential effect upon both
historic and archaeological resources.
We concur with the findings of the agency that there is an eligible historic district
in the Borough of Swarthmore near the project area listed below. A Bureau for Historic
Preservation site visit was conducted on October 30, 2002 to verify the boundaries.
Please see the enclosed map for the revised district boundaries.
Swarthmore Business Historic District, Swarthmore, Delaware County
If you need further information in this matter please consult Susan Zacher at (717)
783-9920.
Sincerely,

H.
1'4Cutler
1eau D
irector
-

cc: R. Mantione, FHWA
D. Stewart, PDOT, BOD
K. Russell, PDOT, BOD, EQAD
R. Keller, M. Harrower, PDOT, Dist. 6-0
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Remarks to the Planning Commission
th
April 26 , 2022
Christopher Kenney
321 Park Avenue
Swarthmore
There are two provisions of the Zoning code that I would like to speak to this evening. Neither concern the
particulars of the proposed project which is working its way through the approval process. My comments are
focused on the two historic buildings, mature trees, and the landscape that the developer proposes to destroy,
and the way in which the proposed development will deprive the community of the benefits that these
structures offer.
The buildings and landscape that would be lost if the site is “scraped” as builders say are thankfully protected
by our Zoning Code.
•

Section §1264.1 requires that “that the conditional use is not incompatible with the surrounding area in
character”

•

Section §1256.06 requires that “Demolition of the building will not have a substantial negative effect
on the character of the Town Center.”

As I considered the character of Swarthmore, I looked to Susan Morikawa’s helpful book “Swarthmore
Borough” in the “Images of America” series. Some images from that book are reproduced on the handout that
I have provided.
You can see that the Town Center has a rich history of street edges and open space. A legacy of this is still
visible if you look above the cornice line of the Paulson Building. The fact that you can just see the peak of the
old Paulson home enveloped by storefronts is a particularly sad example of what happens when development
“eats” up public space. The fact that even that sad moment is dwarfed by the proposed vertical gated
community makes it all the worse.
At a Planning and Zoning Committee Meeting last night a person in the room observed ruefully that “The only
public space in our downtown is a parking lot.” How did this happen? We let it and are facilitating the
destruction of what little is left.
110 Park Avenue and the 25 or so mature trees on the site that would be “scraped” are, even if on private
property, very much part of our public life and the character of our town. They are the last vestige of the
historic character of the village and a welcome relief from building to the property line. The Celia Building is
scaled to our town and, as you have heard and will hear, is a physical repository of our heritage, the struggles
of our forebearers, and our memories. The “conditional use” that is sought, the 65’ foot tall condo project, is
the polar opposite in character of the “buildings, landscape, and places” that it would destroy. This is the
essence of Section §1264.1 which requires that “that the conditional use is not incompatible with the
surrounding area in character”
As for the second statutory reference, §1256.06, the phrase “buildings, landscapes, and places,” is the basis for
the Park Service evaluation of Historic Districts for National Listing, and it determined that the Village meets
the criteria for listing. 110 Park Avenue, the Celia Building are part of that whole and the generous breathing
space around them is the last vestige of our historic green community center. Once they are gone, the paved
fishbowl will be complete.
The statute is clear. It protects all historic buildings that “contribute to the character of the Town Center.” It
does not single out the Shirer Building, or Michaels, or the PNC Bank, or any other property. By allowing this
demolition to go forward, the Planning Commission is setting a precedent that will do no less than justifying
the bulldozing of our community and any of its historic properties by a developer with money and access to
counsel. The loss of the Celia Building and 110 Park Ave. is not just an isolated tragedy; it is no less than the
precedent that will allow the destruction of our community. There is no building like this in the Town Centers
of even larger neighboring communities. How can we allow this to happen to our community and to those
who will come after us?

