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Introduction
This report on the focused conversations by preservation constituents is one of the first
products of the Preservation Plan of Philadelphia undertaken by the Preservation Alliance for
Greater Philadelphia.
The Preservation Alliance invited the following stakeholder groups to participate in the focused
conversations: architects and engineers, historical societies, historic district residents,
community groups, Main Street organizations and commercial corridor organizations,
community development corporations, African American historic sites, Design Advocacy
Group members, preservation professionals and historic sites and house museums.
Discussion groups were held at the Preservation Alliance offices. Invitation letters were sent
and followed by e‐mails and phone calls to encourage participation. 143 individuals were
invited to participate, and 69 attended discussion group sessions for a response rate of 48%.
Ten meetings were held in mid August 2008 and four additional meetings were held in late
September 2008. Participants were informed that no comments would be “directly ascribed to
them” to promote candid participation. Participants were also informed that their names
would be included in a list of attendees in this report.
Questions asked
The script used in these focused conversations was jointly drafted by staff of the Preservation
Alliance, contracted professionals, and Heritage Consulting Inc. through a collaborative
process. The script guided the conversation but many sessions included new issues of interest
to participants which were not in the drafted script. Each focused conversation lasted from one
and half to two hours.
The same questions were asked of each group. We invited stakeholders to discuss their current
involvement with preservation; the relative strengths and weaknesses of preservation in
Philadelphia; any comments on their recent dealings with the Philadelphia Historical
Commission; what incentives, policies or funding mechanisms are needed; and finally other
people or groups that should be involved in the Preservation Plan. The discussions were led by
Donna Ann Harris and had one to fourteen participants. Several Preservation Alliance staff
members sat in on some of the conversations to hear comments directly from participants.
Heritage Consulting prepared thank you letters to each participant.
At each session, two student interns Alexander Balloon and Laura Keegan took
contemporaneous notes. These notes were then evaluated, summarized, and analyzed
qualitatively to “make sense” of the large volume of raw notes from these focused
conversations. Notes were organized by topic for each individual group. Once all sessions were
completed, all raw comments were compiled into strengths, weaknesses, threats and
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opportunities format to identify overarching and common themes across all groups. The
findings for this report came from this compilation.
How this report is organized
This report is organized in two parts. The first part describes our major findings. The findings
are issues and themes that came up repeatedly in the group discussions. The second section of
this report contains summaries from the groups we interviewed. Some groups were so large, we
divided the participants in half to create a smaller discussion sessions. Each group’s concerns
are summarized around the main themes or issues that were important to that group. We have
included representative, unedited comments by group members to show the range of concerns
expressed by participants.
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Major findings
The focused conversations yielded many different view points and concerns, but several themes
surfaced repeatedly during the conversations. These common themes are noted below.
Change at City Hall
The election of a new mayor was widely discussed in our focused conversations. This new
leadership has made urban planning and sustainability a top priority on the city’s political
agenda. Many participants spoke very enthusiastically about Mayor Nutter and his high quality
appointments to various boards and commissions including the Planning and Historical
Commissions, the Zoning Board of Adjustment and Office of Arts and Culture. There was great
interest in the new Comprehensive Plan being prepared by the Philadelphia City Planning
Commission as well as Zoning Code reform by the groups of architects, commercial corridor
and community development corporation representatives. Architects and Design Advocacy
Group participants mentioned that a closer relationship was needed between the Planning
Commission and the Historical Commission, and several individuals suggested that the
Historical Commission should be moved into the Planning Commission, if only to access
greater resources. Our focused conversations with architects, historical societies and residents of
historic districts noted that enforcement by the Department of Licenses and Inspection (L & I)
was viewed as lacking and some felt L & I was too quick to permit demolition. Commercial
corridor representatives noted there is no city wide inventory of city owned property for land
assembly and redevelopment purposes. Several historic district residents and community
development corporation representatives felt that City Council members stood in the way of
specific preservation projects.
Organizational capacity issues and cooperation among nonprofit organizations
There are a myriad of organizations and individuals working hard to advance the preservation
agenda in Philadelphia. These include existing preservation‐oriented organizations like the
Preservation Alliance or Partners for Sacred Places. There are probably more than fifty different
historic sites/museums and historical societies in Philadelphia. Selective community
development corporations work with historic resources as do Main Street and commercial
corridor organizations.
Virtually all of the historic sites, house museums, African American sites, historical societies
and some community development corporations we interviewed are struggling with
organizational capacity issues. There were comments made in their discussion groups about the
need to better train board members on their fiduciary obligations, involving young people, the
difficultly in raising funds and the declining pool of volunteers. These organizations care for
some of the most important landmarks in the city, yet they struggle to maintain these sites, and
staff them for the public to visit and appreciate.
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According to the historic sites/museums, African American sites and many neighborhood
groups, tourism is still centered on the historic district at Independence National Historical
Park. Many complained there is little, if any, spill over into their sites beyond Center City. There
was considerable interest in the context study being conducted for the Preservation Plan,
because the broad themes to be developed might create opportunities for joint programming
and tour development. Some sites felt that the Greater Philadelphia Tourism Marketing
Corporation’s focus on Black, Hispanic and Gay tourism left out their sites. There was
disappointment that the effort to establish a National Heritage Area had fizzled out.
Historic sites/museums continue to be a fractured group, despite attempts in the past by
funders to promote cooperation. There are 300 historic sites in the Philadelphia region, but the
Tri State Coalition of Historic Places, an organizing entity, was seen as irrelevant. Unlike
historic sites, the community development corporations have developed a well regarded service
organization, the Philadelphia Association of Community Development Corporations (PACDC)
that serves as a clearinghouse, information and training provider and organizer for their
constituents. Perhaps the Tri State Coalition of Historic Places could be reinvigorated along the
same lines as the PACDC.
It is unclear from these interviews if there is any real sentiment for historic sites and museums
to work together, or to organize to promote their collective agenda. Only one person suggested
that the Preservation Alliance provide leadership for this sector.
Funding needs for historic sites and other nonprofit organizations
The vast majority of the historic sites we interviewed have been successful in applying to
sophisticated funding sources for capital projects including very competitive state and national
grants (such as Save Americas Treasures, Institute of Library and Museum Services and
Pennsylvania Keystone Opportunity Grants). Several mentioned gaining appropriations from
state elected officials, from city bond funds and from area foundations. Some of the smaller
historic sites as well as African American sites do not yet have the capacity to apply to these
sources for capital projects, because they are unable to find matching funds, or the application
process is difficult for organizations with a small staff.
Virtually all the nonprofit groups we interviewed (community development corporations,
historical societies, African American sites, commercial corridor organizations, historic sites and
museums) complained about the need for operating funds. There was great interest in the
newly reconstituted Office of Arts and Culture, with the hope that this office might supply
operating funds. Several historic sites mentioned that capital funds are easier to find, but that
there is no specific source of operating funds to pay for staff salaries, interpretation or general
maintenance. All but one of the historical societies we spoke with had no or only part time
staff. African American sites had similar staffing concerns. Start‐up community development
corporations face the same challenges, referring to some as “kitchen table CDCs.” Finally, there
was a call to “grow the pot, not re‐divide the slices.”
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Historic sites noted that foundations wished to support “sexy programs” but not day to day
operating costs. Several historic site participants complained that funders still use outdated
measures to determine success, such as attendance figures or opening hours. Some felt that
grant funders prefer to support new programs rather than current operating and capital
projects. One site manager put it succulently “[We] can fund a lot of projects, but don’t have the
staff to manage the projects.”
All of these nonprofit groups raise their entire operating budget each year from a whole host of
sources including membership, special events, sponsorships and board gifts. No one
mentioned starting or growing an endowment, despite the fact we are now in the midst of an
extraordinary transfer of wealth between generations. If any of these organizations are to be
truly sustainable, they must be trained to solicit planned gifts and start endowment campaigns
There were serious concerns among the community development corporations and commercial
corridor organization about the type of funding available for rehabilitation. These groups
explained that many funding programs work against preservation “[There is] no money for
stabilization of neighborhood buildings, demolition [money] is the only money available.” “In
areas like ours, we’d like to preserve, but there’s no funding to back that policy.” Several
participants stated that the funding that is available had too many restrictions and that
flexibility is needed to meet rehabilitation needs in the neighborhoods.
Incentives to encourage rehabilitation and disincentives to prevent demolition
All but one of the groups suggested that new incentives, policies or funding mechanisms were
needed to spur additional rehabilitation activity. Participants suggested a wide variety of
options such as:
•

state or city property tax incentives or abatements

•

state grants for rehabilitation

•

grants from real estate transfer tax

•

state income tax incentives

•

tax increment financing

•

transfer of development rights, and

•

City business tax abatements or fee reductions to encourage more and better quality
rehabilitation both for commercial and residential owners.

Most groups mentioned that incentives for homeowners were critical especially if they could be
created to encourage better maintenance of historic properties. Some historic site
representatives and preservation professionals spoke up for state incentives for commercial
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property owners citing successful state tax incentive programs in Maryland and North Carolina
as examples. Several Design Advocacy Group representatives and preservation professionals
noted that new construction abatements should be abolished in favor of preservation only
abatements.
Commercial corridors and community development corporations offered the most strident call
for disincentives to prevent demolition. They sought zoning incentives for rehabilitation rather
than disincentives. Several commercial corridor representatives suggested options to lessen the
Business Privilege Tax and L & I fees or rebates as being worthy of consideration.
Despite the widespread call for incentives and disincentives, there was no consensus on what
avenues to try. There also seemed to be very little real understanding of the many options
available and/or the time/effort needed to implement any of these incentives either citywide or
statewide. This topic merits more discussion with the preservation community.
Concerns about the regulatory process
Virtually every group we interviewed said that the Philadelphia Historical Commission was
woefully understaffed and overburdened with their existing duties, due to their small budget.
Several residents of historic districts said that their dealings with the Commission have always
been positive and citied specific staff members as being especially helpful. Few participants in
the focused conversations were aware that the city does not have a comprehensive historic sites
survey to identify individual buildings or neighborhoods worth preserving.
Many, but not all, discussion groups cited specific problems in their dealings with the
Philadelphia Historical Commission. They felt that decisions were arbitrary. Windows were a
particular problem, as well as enforcement of existing regulations. Participants asked if there
was a way to simplify the complex regulatory process of the Philadelphia Historical
Commission. The ideas that surfaced included giving applicants a pre‐approved list of
replacement windows or exterior lighting. Architects asked for locally developed bulletins,
briefing sheets, or lists of approved vendors to speed approval processes, especially for
replacement windows. Some groups wished to explore Conservation Districts because they
feel the regulations of the Historical Commission are too onerous. There were repeated calls for
city designated properties to be identified on deeds, through the Bureau of Revision of Taxes
web site or the Philadelphia Historical Commission’s web site.
Overcoming the poor perception of preservation in Philadelphia
The majority of the groups we interviewed spent a great deal of time discussing the poor image
that historic preservation has in this city. Some participants commented specifically about
Philadelphia Historical Commission requirements and its bureaucracy as the cause of these
image problems. Some perceptions may not be able to be rectified as they require wholesale
changes in regulations at Philadelphia Historical Commission such as how the Commission
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interprets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. We believe that some perception issues
could be surmounted by providing direct assistance to homeowners at the neighborhood level.
The recent educational effort made by the Preservation Alliance to make historic district
residents aware of the approval process at the Historical Commission is an excellent start to
help make existing historic district regulations more “user friendly to individual homeowners.”
However, this effort must be reinvigorated to over come the wide spread perception by our
discussion group participants that approvals at the Philadelphia Historical Commission take
too long and are costly to homeowners.
Many participants felt that more basic preservation education is needed, especially at the
neighborhood level. Far beyond a public relations effort to change the perception of
preservation, there is a need for genuine education of homeowners and organizations about the
ways and benefits of maintaining historic properties.
Many applauded the Preservation Alliance’s Historic Properties Repair Program, homeowner
workshops, and Old House Fair as being effective educational tools. These Alliance programs
are bringing a positive message about preservation into communities that are not now locally
designated historic districts. The recently produced Row House Manual was viewed by many
as a very successful educational tool for preservation because it provided general maintenance
advice. Others see the Manual as a method to bring more people into the preservation family or
at least interest them in maintenance issues.
There were few specific ideas about how to overcome the image problem that plagues
preservation. Most of the image problems are not new, and may represent old attitudes. This is
an important matter to address as part of the larger scope of the Preservation Plan for
Philadelphia.
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Focus Group Summaries
This section of the report is organized by the groups we interviewed for the focused
conversations and gives a summary of the major themes discussed with each group.
A list of the participants in the focused conversations follows this section.
The bulleted lists under each topic heading are actual comments made by participants.

HISTORIC SITES AND HOUSE MUSEUMS
August 12 and August 14, 2008
Significant Organizational Capacity Needs‐‐Historic sites explained they have significant
capital improvement and operating fund needs. Many of the larger or more sophisticated sites
were successful in accessing some of the most popular state and national funding sources (such
as Save Americas Treasures, Institute of Library and Museum Services and PA Keystone
Opportunity Grants). Increased visitation is a goal. New volunteers are needed to staff historic
sites.
•

Organizational development and capacity building are needs. Increasing visitation is the
biggest challenge to us.

•

Aging volunteers. Biggest liabilities are working on an old paradigm with volunteer tour
guides.

•

A board that isn’t dynamic, [there are] succession issues for long time leaders with historic
sites. Board training [is needed] on fiduciary obligations, [most are] clueless and don’t know
what they are doing.

•

Getting people excited about volunteering is important because they are crucial to our sites.
Our current volunteer corps is aging.

•

A quick burnout rate for executive directors. Business grads don’t want low‐paying historic
sites jobs.

•

National trend to close house museums, and I think it’s a wave and we need to ride the
wave out. They’re looking at closing some of the sites, we hear rumors.

•

They are deeply held ideas [how house museums should be run]. The Mount Vernon
Ladies Association model from 1852 hasn’t changed a bit.

Funding Needs and Grant Disconnect‐‐Grant funders also prefer to fund new programs rather
than current operating and capital projects. Many grant funders still use outdated measures to
determine success, the same measures used since the 1960s.
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•

[We] need both capital and operating funding. Capital money is easy to get, operating
funds are very difficult to get. [We] can fund a lot of projects, but don’t have the staff to
manage the projects. Funding for interpretation is needed

•

Some funding requirements include a hurdle too steep for small places to compete.

•

Philadelphia is so rich in historic sites, but all the foundations want [is] to fund programs
and events. No one wants to fund sites. Preservation, bricks and mortar no one wants to
fund that. They want to fund sexy programs.

•

Funders that use visitation or number of days open as a yardstick for organizational health.
Same grant disconnect between funders and operators. Some foundations have stopped
giving operating funding.

•

Public/Private partnership that creates a larger capital fund. We want to all become friends,
in order to get the money we have to differentiate ourselves.

Expanding the Focus beyond the Historic District‐‐Participants wanted to tap into the
traditional tourist market which visits the Independence National Historical Park. They
stressed the popularity of thematic and cultural tourism which can network a greater breadth of
historic sites.
•

Heritage Tourism is on the downslide. There is a new emphasis on tourism, but historic
sites are bypassed. The move to tourism is a major economic engine for Philadelphia.

•

Too much emphasis lays on colonial heritage. INHP sucks all the air from other tourism
destinations in the city.

•

Germantown‐ They tried all sorts of thematic things and none of them worked. Now
they’re turning to the local community. They are trying to get more tourists to Northwest
Philadelphia.

•

Marketing becomes too reductive [only certain ethnic groups]. What happens if your
museum does not fit in the theme?

•

Sites linked by themes which were inclusive and could be worked together is a [good idea].

•

Increasing visitation is the biggest challenge.

Lack of Marketing and Visibility‐‐Participants cited a lack of knowledge about historic sites in
the local population. This included a lack of marketing of sites to both tourists and residents.
•

30th Street Station doesn’t have visitor information for historic and heritage sites. There is
little visibility at Airport Gateways. It’s important for visitor centers to drive tourists to
different sites than just INHP. Why do INHP and Fairmount Park have separate visitor
centers?
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•

Marketing and education to Philadelphia visitors and residents [should be better
addressed].

•

GPTMC is focused on Black/Hispanic/Gay tourism. There is a lack of interest in historic sites
in general. The Tourism Marketing Corporation never comes to historic sites (they function
totally as their own intervention). They don’t approach sites.

•

Visitation and neighborhood involvement. Half the people across the [board] don’t even
know we’re here. Visitors from out of town don’t know how to get there.

Fragmented Community‐‐Participants addressed the lack of a cohesive plan for heritage and
historic sites in Philadelphia. There are no incentives to work together.
•

The 14 sites combine to a 2 ½ million dollar budget (Germantown sites). The economic
impact of all these treasures.

•

Too many organizations exist, resulting in a lack of coordination in Germantown. There is a
fragmented constituency. One voice is needed.

•

Tri State Coalition for Historic Sites is not strong or is irrelevant. Historic sites have no
organizing group.

•

[Great] concentration of historic house museums.

•

Collaboration among sites is needed.

•

The house museums [have a] territorial feeling. People aren’t trying to move “us” forward.
No one has really figured out a way to get people to work together.

•

Philadelphia lacks leadership in key areas to move the city forward. Germantown has 11
CDCs and 14 sites. 300 house museums [have] no central group.

Incentives‐There were many ideas about incentives
•

Homeowner tax incentives

•

Tax credits for developers for re‐use of buildings and for development in blighted areas,
and [incentives for] residential purposes.

•

North Carolina, Savannah [revolving funds] non‐profits sell properties to private
individuals who take care of the properties.

•

Recent bond issue for 5 cultural districts and capital projects for arts and cultural
organizations, 19 historic sites that got funded.

•

Low‐interest loans available for renovation.
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•

Partners for Sacred Places funding programs use an asset‐based community attitude….link
social programs …How are you serving the community around you?

Philadelphia Historical Commission
•

They need more help. Jon needs more staff, and we found them very responsive. They
have too much to cover. More help for Conservation District program.

MAIN STREET ORGANIZATIONS AND COMMERCIAL CORRIDORS
August 12, 2008
Skewed Incentives and Funding Programs‐‐Participants explained that many funding
programs work against preservation. They also discussed adding new incentives for
preservation like Business Privilege Tax abatement and Licenses and Inspections fee waivers.
•

Financial incentives for property owners (residential) such as ten year tax abatements.

•

Create disincentives when buildings are going to be used merely as bill board or cell tower
locations with nothing else in them.

•

Offer incentives to lessen the Business Privilege Tax and L & I fees or rebates.

•

Even some 50/50 matching funds are too hard to work with.

•

Land‐valued tax versus the “tax on improvements system” discourages improvements.

•

Demolition [money] is the only money available. [There is] no money for stabilization of
neighborhood buildings.

•

We think of tax‐credits and incentives at the COMCAST level, not for small business‐
owners, homeowners, etc. I’d love to get something off the end of my tax bill, but I’m not
COMCAST.

•

We need more flexible money that allows us to use funds for projects we deem most
important rather than what the funder will pay for.

•

The cost of preservation. Costs were double what it would be for a brownstone. It’s very
difficult to use the standards. We learned from that. We needed huge subsidies. In areas
like ours, we’d like to preserve, but there’s no funding to back that policy.

Fractured Ownership‐‐Participants explained that the challenge of acquiring land for
redevelopment is slow and costly.
•

Ownership of property when people have died; there is no clear title to get the property
and you can’t renovate it if the city doesn’t own it.
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•

Speed tax delinquency to get the property into the hands of developers. Property is
moving through the system slowly, [we need to speed it] moving back to the market.
The paperwork is drawn out and costly. Timing is holding up the contractors and the
money. When people consider historic preservation it takes too long. … Speed up the
permit process.

A Wealth of Resources‐‐Participants in this group explained that Philadelphia has an incredible
collection of historic sites and physical fabric. Participants talked about the poor physical
condition of many of the historic resources within the city.
•

Volume‐ there’s so much here.

•

Colonial is privileged over the other properties.

•

Lots of them, and what difference does it make if we lose some. There’s so much of it,
what difference does it make if we take [a] church down?

A Decentralized and Disparate Community‐‐Commercial properties are often small, held by
single individuals. Micro‐enterprise was seen as an effective approach for preservation‐minded
businesses due to the smaller scale of business. Participants mentioned the high cost in both
time and resources in working with individual business‐owners on storefront‐improvement
grants, etc.
•

15‐17 feet wide is the standard, some stores need a larger footprint. Upstairs living
space is [good but there] are some code issues, life‐safety codes.

•

Owners who push demo by neglect. They let it rot until it gets condemned by L & I
then it is torn down. NTI knocked out a tooth of a whole row.

•

How do you take older buildings on commercial corridors? Getting someone to use
the storefront or save the windows, etc. That’s the challenge and it’s expensive.

•

It’s expensive. There has been more destruction than preservation. The
neighborhood’s becoming more sensitive about it. [There is a]
development/preservation tradeoff.

A Need to Prioritize Corridor Development‐‐Participants mentioned that the city’s commercial
corridors have shrunk over time. Participants discussed the need to prioritize investment in the
corridors with the most promise, rather than investing in areas that are not expected to be
revitalized.
•

Do you shrink the corridors? It’s already starting to happen. [Some feel] Oh no, we
can’t preference. [There is] commercial push and pull, but not in my neighborhood. [It
them becomes a] political question.
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•

Overlays are good to prevent bad, [but] delays can kill an entire project. City council
can hurt the process.

•

E‐CONSULT Report for LISC will be important [to identify viable corridors.]

Other Issues There are not enough “preservation contractors.” A Commercial Storefront
Manual similar to the Row House Manual is needed.
•

Need for groups of skilled contractors able to work on rehab projects. Preservation
contractor’s license. Where do you get a contractor to do a block face?

•

A row house manual for commercial architecture of Philadelphia [is needed].

•

How do you evaluate if the store is worth investing in? What’s behind it? [Are we]
propping up failing businesses? Old people who aren’t savvy and holding on for dear
life. If the business is failing, it doesn’t make sense to invest the money.

•

Business owners look at it [rehabilitation] as a cost and not an investment, because the
business is failing.

Philadelphia Historical Commission
•

They need a reality check. There’s no integration, it’s a lot of silos.

•

When people consider historic preservation it takes too long. It’s expensive.

•

Standards of significance. They wanted all the windows replaced with the same
windows. They were unrealistic. There’s got to be some middle road or you just get
night‐removals and stuff.

AFRICAN‐AMERICAN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL SITES
August 13, 2008
A Rich History‐‐Philadelphia has a rich history of prominent African‐Americans along with the
stories and events to enliven this history.
•

We have the scholarship to back that up. We have several themes to illustrate. We can talk
about the historic district and the African‐American presence there. We have the President’s
House; we have the archeology there that confirms the story.

•

We finally opened the Underground Railroad museum [at Belmont Mansion].

•

The evidence of enslaved Africans at Washington’s White House. It lets you know the
historic districts had a lot of Africans both free and enslaved.
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•

There are many African Americans who see themselves as part of the post‐civil rights
movement. … There’s an overarching theme that Philadelphia has always been at the
forefront of the Freedom Movement/Civil Rights, and as we look back to the history of
Mother Bethel Church, with all of those early activities, then you [can] go forward. Our rich
history even looks to the civic [organizations like] Jack and Jill, The Links, social and civic
organizations. We can’t ignore W. E. DuBois and The Philadelphia Negro. … The role of radio
and the icons of radio, and how that was scored in Philadelphia. … The DJs saw themselves
as community leaders.

Significant Organizational and Funding Needs‐‐Participants discussed the significant
organizational and developmental challenges in the community: leadership, volunteerism,
fundraising, and measuring success. Funding was mentioned as a significant problem,
including the lack of predictability for funding.
•

As we look at the historic houses and those organizations that are centered around built
resources, to look at organizational development challenges: leadership, volunteerism,
raising money, and success issues. Those are issues that really dog our African American
community and our ability to move forward. Building strong organizations that can
support those assets, through stint of will and just plain stubbornness. It’s very difficult.
The organizational development issues are there, fundraising issues are there, [as well as]
promotional issues.

•

Gary Steuer came out of the New York State Arts Council [now housed] at Mayor’s Office.
The right people are in place, he’s got to find some money, and we have to help him.

•

This issue of a stream of funding for cultural issues. New York State single‐stream funding
[is a good model.] It’s pitiful that the stream of funding through competitive grant process
doesn’t work [here].

•

Grow the pot, rather than re‐divide the slices. I think we have to be careful [to] not send
that signal of divisiveness.

•

Cultural Fund is a little token, and there’s a huge [funding] gap, and then where do you go?
Arts and Culture Office was disbanded [by Street Administration.]

Lack of Marketing and Visibility‐‐Participants talked about the challenge to inform and
broaden the visibility of the African American historical experience. This includes both
marketing sites, and improving the visibility of sites to not only tourists, but local residents as
well.
•

Success has come from resources which make a national connection rather than the local.
[There is] an infusion of funds from federal sources because they have been able to tap into
national stories.
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•

They too were saying that we want to promote this asset. How do we do that and ensure
that the story promotes African‐American tourism? Come see this and it looks like a dump.
They’re struggling, the building is crumbling, and they’re still seeking the resources.

•

Visibility is a challenge. We need people to know. More than a brochure.

•

Philadelphia doesn’t need another promotion vehicle, [we can] build on what we have and
make it more effective, incorporate with existing organizations. Many people are interested,
but helping people be better coordinate the existing promotional efforts.

Fragmented Voices and Groups‐‐Participants mentioned the challenge of speaking together to
inform policymakers and agenda‐setters.
•

Why can’t we bring folks together and collectively [say] we’re going to get this done.
GPTMC and the Preservation Alliance should work on this part, organizational capacity.
The Preservation Alliance doesn’t do marketing/PR but we still have to have it done.
Collaboration with some peers.

Philadelphia Historical Commission
•

For the Royal Theater, we had dealings with the historical commission, it hasn’t been bad.

HISTORICAL SOCIETIES
August 14, 2008
Organizational Challenges‐‐Many activities related to historic preservation are complex and
require a lot of time and technical expertise.
•

Public thinks we’re a “social club” because we have to devote so much time and effort to
fundraising.

•

Our goal is [to have] a full time executive director, [so we can be] more accessible, and [do]
more outreach.

•

Society was instrumental in getting the [National Register] historic district. They hired a
bunch of people to survey 2600 buildings in Chestnut Hill. … huge binders that detail the
history of these 2600 buildings, individual homes and shops

Small Budgets‐‐ Some organizations are having difficulty raising funds to continue operations.
The constant need to fundraise is seen at times, detracting for the core
mission of the organization.
•

We fundraise to death. Ghost tour, appraisal fair. … We get membership that way.
Operating costs are tough. …New people [are] unconnected. No endowment. [We have a}
$270,000 dollar budget.
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•

We’re running on a $75,000 dollars [budget] and it’s hard, we scramble. Grant writing is
tough. Brick and mortar money is tough to get.

•

Grants have never been a big component of our operation. Granting organizations are
changing. They’re becoming more demanding, [they want] very specific plans, and a
relationship over a long period of time. [We] need money for the operating budget. They
want to give you money for new activities, but not existing ones.

Difficulty Finding Volunteers‐‐Many organizations are having trouble finding new volunteers.
Many of the current volunteer corps is aging. They also want to get young people more
involved in the process.
•

To be on the board of the historical society was the biggest prestige. What’s changed?
Demographically it’s radically different. You had to be elected as a member, it was a
prestigious position. Old Chestnut Hill families aren’t involved, the board is mostly
newcomers.

•

I think you have to start with young people to be interested. I haven’t met many young
people interested in architecture now.

•

Volunteerism is low‐ it’s hard. I need young people.

•

[We have] 10‐15 [people that] are contributing, without them we literally wouldn’t exist.
They are passionate people.

Changing Neighborhoods‐‐Some historical societies are in neighborhoods that are radically
different than their earlier history. Because of this there is difficulty connecting current residents
with the history of their neighborhood. Some organizations are struggling with what is
acceptable infill development in historic neighborhoods.
•

It’s a very well established settled highly‐residential [neighborhood]. [We are] trying to
sell people on preservation. It’s increasingly a transitory society.

•

Frankford is a mix of Colonial‐Victorian. The board of directors consists of non‐profits
charitable organizations. Neighborhood Transformation Initiative (NTI) money went to
tear things down, and then infill. They are more concentrated on infills of low‐income
housing.

•

Stop building new houses, and pay more attention to older structures. We just had a
mill torn down through eminent domain to make way for new housing. We have to pay
attention to the housing stock that we have, instead of tearing down and building new.

•

Complaints to L & I are handled differently now. You have to give your information.
Then you’re given this number. With L & I you don’t know where the information is
going. You have to go online to file complaint, it is not anonymous anymore.
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Fragmented Voices and Groups‐‐There aren’t relationships between historical societies. This
prevents a common use of best practices and exchange of ideas.
•

Opportunity [to] start organizing differently. No relationships between our respective
historical societies. We can help each other in ways.

•

Real strength in numbers. Grant funders like the partnerships.

•

But I do feel sad that there aren’t more people interested. It didn’t use to be like this.
We put all of our stuff in this room in the library. People interested in the history of the
mills, not as many people like that today.

Incentives
•

Ten‐year moratorium on taxes for new construction.

•

Need for operating support bricks and mortar.

Philadelphia Historical Commission
•

The historical commission is severely understaffed and unable to provide significant
resources to assist local organizations in local issues like design review, zoning, etc.

•

It’s very hard and hard getting things on registers.

•

Historical commission is very weak. They are a couple of buildings on the register, they
are terribly under funded. No one expects they will be able to help you. Quality of staff,
they are overwhelmed, [and have a] bunker mentality.

ARCHITECTS
August, 19 2008
Problems of Image and Perception‐‐Participants discussed that preservation is seen as an
additional burden or cost to property owners. Participants expressed the need to show the
economic effects of preservation.
•

Conveying relevance of preservation to low and moderate income people. [Show]
options available to them, [its] a huge issue. Low‐income people think it’s
[preservation] expensive.

•

Preservation is tedious and expensive. [There is a] perception challenge. Historic
preservation is seen as very restrictive with regulations of what you can and cannot do,
and the cost for rehab is high.

•

Economics is a driving force; need to put a dollar sign to it [cost of demolition].
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•

The preservation community blocking really excellent projects that are in the best
interest of the city. It’s our greatest strength and our greatest weakness.

•

Preservation is seen as a tool for neighborhood sustainability and development.

The Technical Challenges of Re‐use‐‐Many architects mentioned the current challenges to re‐
use buildings. This includes the technical challenges of state‐of‐the art building systems.
•

Adaptive re‐use … require[s] a lot of mechanical and electrical. New code requirements
have a major impact on the historic fabric. A lot of engineers don’t respect the historic
fabric.

•

I must say that recently architects with no background are getting into the field, but they
do no research about the original building.

•

I think [one of our] assets [are the] educational institutions, also opportunities. Many
have architecture or engineering schools that are more aware of archaic materials and
old building systems.

•

The challenges of integrating the Secretary of Interior’s Standards with issues of
sustainability and LEED standards.

Preservation Education Needed‐‐Participants mentioned that preservation is common sense.
Participants mentioned the Philadelphia Row House Manual as a good example of a
preservation educational tool.
•

Economic studies are needed. [We need] some kind of portfolio to show the positive
impact of historic preservation. I think the most important thing is “the row house.”
50% of the buildings are row houses, [show] the value of the row house, [its] one of the
most economical ways of living ever designed.

•

Row house handbook could apply to a zillion neighborhoods. Simplify some of the
details, and you won’t be able to overlay the city, it’s too prescriptive. It’s got to be seen
as something to preserve neighborhoods.

•

They take tremendous pride in their neighborhoods. In every neighborhood, but there
are important buildings, iconic buildings, in neighborhoods even if they are not
designated are a source of pride for the community around them.

•

[We deal with] opposition on the City Council. [To] enlighten communities are easy, but
broadly speaking regular community folks need to get their City Council person on
board.

Incentives—There are not enough incentives to promote preservation.
•

There are no resources to do what needs to be done.
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•

Chicago Bungalow initiative [allows] people who participate in the program [to] get
quicker permit review.

•

Zoning incentives rather than disincentives. Encourage incentives for maintenance or
credits.

•

Look at other cities that give fines for people who demolish by neglect.

•

Real estate transfer tax, grants for homeowners.

Philadelphia Historical Commission‐‐Participants asked if there was a way to simplify the
complex regulatory process of the Philadelphia Historical Commission.
•

Why is it necessary to go to the Commission on window issues? Why can’t staff just sign
off? Replacement windows that are “appropriate” seems arduous to a homeowner.

•

Old buildings are treated as if they are all of equal importance. No Class 1‐ Class 2.
Recognize that [some] buildings [deserve] greater protection.

•

Commission members (i.e. volunteers) do not consistently attend meetings. We have
had cases where we have items that must be reviewed next month and we get different
commissioners who attend these meetings and we have to start all over to explain our
project. Frustrating.

•

Absolutely notify people they own a historic building. Making people aware of whether
their building is historic, [should be able to] check online.

•

I think a big threat is increasing the staff if they’re doing the same thing. We’re not
looking at how to use people in this computer age.

•

The issue I see that most of the designation is haphazard, no planning, it’s just so and so
has a nice house and then they decide to get on the register. No comprehensive view.

•

We spent six years trying to get the Spruce Hill designated; the community spent so
much money. Bringing districts on board is impossible.

•

Enforcement is a challenge. Often people just do what they want to do regardless. No
real teeth to the decisions that the Historical Commission makes.

•

I feel like there is a secret list of vendors that the PHC will approve but I don’t
know about it.
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COMMUNITY GROUPS/CDCs
August 20, 2008 and August 21, 2008
Problem of Image/Perception‐‐Connections to low and moderate income residents could be
strengthened. Participants said people see preservation as a cost. They get scared about
permits and regulations by the Philadelphia Historical Commission.
•

[I] recommended a preservation district but neighbors didn’t latch on to it. Preservation
is seen as an instrument to achieve another goal, to achieve increased property value.
We don’t have increased property values mindset [here because it] undercuts the
community development context.

•

Infill housing that does not reflect the community pattern; we want new housing to fit
in.

•

Preservation is viewed as a way to increase property values; that is not an interest in our
neighborhood.

•

People are not maintaining their homes (in West Philadelphia); they are waiting for
Penn or a developer to buy them out for campus expansion.

•

Help homeowners in making their decisions. [We need a] list of contractors who
understand historic buildings. [Some homeowners] hired contractors who took their
money and they still have L & I violations.

•

Perception challenge: a lot of people see historic preservation as very restrictive. More
regulation what they can and cannot do. [We need to tap into] nostalgia and fond
memory of the way the neighborhoods used to be.

•

Clear up the misunderstanding with low and moderate income homeowners that
preservation is expensive.

The Technical Challenges of Re‐use—There are vacant properties in Philadelphia
neighborhoods. Participants explained the difficulties of finding a better use for an old
property.
•

Until we had the NCD, the building code and zoning code only restricted height and
use, but our neighborhood is mostly 3‐story zoning. We want people to have brick or
stone fronts; we were concerned with very small, narrow streets. Streets less than 20 feet
wide, adjacent to 2 stories. [We need to] respect the cornice line. … We’re trying to keep
our character without dictating what style people should build.

•

People are sitting on properties, they’re eyesores.
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•

Better quality building in Philadelphia. [We need a] design review board. As an
architect I’m conflicted. I don’t want people telling me what the design should look like,
but you can have the proper review board, that doesn’t dictate style, but pushes a
developer [to use]… better quality materials, and be more sympathetic to the context of
the neighboring community.

Preservation Education Needed‐‐ Many community organizations don’t know what
preservation is. It’s not even on their agenda.
•

I think home repair in general [is important]. If you have home repair you can have a
much larger agenda. Home repair is a huge need across the entire city, not unique to the
preservation committee. [With the] PHL loan the city has now, [you] have to get 3 bids,
for a home improvement project, have to be a public bidding process.

•

Row house is a nice entry way to talk to homeowners about maintenance and
preservation. Maintenance is preservation ethic.

•

Preservation is not an agenda item for the neighborhoods.

•

We have a wide range of housing stock, from small twins and row houses up to
mansions. Intentional racial integration, [current] housing stock [lacks] “one floor
places” for aging population.

•

People don’t connect sense of nostalgia to historic district. Historic preservation as a
tool to influence the way the neighborhood looks in the future.

Organizational Capacity‐‐Many organizations don’t have the capacity to take on additional
activities. Many of these organizations are “kitchen table” CDCs with minimal or no staff. High
staff turnover makes educational programming difficult.
•

Capacity of small organizations (CDCs) in general to take on larger projects [is a
problem].

•

Small CDCs with no or tiny staffs, living hand to mouth, “kitchen‐table CDCs.”

•

Need to invest in training staff, because of turnover. Training has to be on‐going.

Incentives
•

All kinds of dollars are needed, loans, grants, tax deductions, credits abatements etc.

•

Maintenance incentives.

•

Financial incentives to property owners and developers retain the properties, for
homeowners and commercial.

•

Demolition by neglect disincentives.
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Philadelphia Historical Commission‐‐Participants mentioned problems with the Philadelphia
Historical Commission, and the lack of consistent application of standards.
•

Commission staff is too small. Always positive experience. Jonathan answered all of our
questions, met with us and consultants.

•

We bought a house in Society Hill built in 1968 which predated designation of Society
Hill. The Architectural Review Committee had a difficult time with [our plans]. In the
end they said we couldn’t do what we wanted. Very little guidelines, [we are] non‐
historic in a historic district. … [We] came up with a compromise.

•

Frustration [there are] no clear guidelines. Architectural Review Committee has no clear
guidelines, but use Dept. of Interior Standards.

•

The Queen Village Association thought about making it a historic district, there are a
number of houses on the [city] register. A number of people had difficulty getting
approval, [so we decided it was] not in [our] best interest to become historic district.
[We enacted a] Conservation District this June. We wrote our own design guidelines.
We think that’s going to be better for us than a historic district, we have more specific
control.

•

Anything to streamline the process for relatively simple changes or repairs. [There is
no] “simple” process for minor repairs.

•

[Address of each designated property] needs to be connected to philly.gov and the
Board of Revision of Taxes. The BRT, it doesn’t tell you whether a home is historic or
not. It’s not anywhere. When a building is in a historic district, [it should be] added to
deeds.

•

Residents are scared stiff to go before the Commission.

•

People who come with the architects with the drawings, [get] more approval, than
people with a handwritten drawing. [The Commission does] not [have] the resources to
help. [Can there be] some pool or way to make [architects] readily available, to help with
the educational process as well. Only the people who are well‐off can pay for attorneys
and architects to join them.

RESIDENTS OF HISTORIC DISTRICTS
August 19, 2008 and August 21, 2008
Make Preservation Easy‐‐The easier preservation is, the less concerned people will be.
•

Getting help from people who are supposed to help us [is difficult].
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•

CCRA Board has mixed emotions about preservation. Some see preservation running
counter to development interests. Rittenhouse‐Fitler Square historic district is a local
historic district. CCRA had little dealings with that.

•

Fear that preservation costs too much.

•

Making preservation a more friendly process.

•

Describe the value of a row home, since 50% of our housing stock in the city is row homes.

•

Our current major issue is property use in Overbook Farms. We want to convert properties
back to original use (homes). There is a small commercial district at 63rd street between City
Line and. Designated a National Register Historic District.

Regulatory Reform‐‐City agencies and their processes are a concern for homeowners.
•

Bureaucracy is a hard sell, [people are] scared stiff of historical commission. They heard
about L&I, ZBA, think it’s going to be another batch of bureaucracy. [PHC should]
become a friendlier agency.

•

Chasing people down on preservation issues isn’t the way to do it. Has to be
meaningful, rational. Marketplace has to want that product. Customer that’s clamoring
for it.

Incentives
•

There should be [an incentive] for preserving historic fabric, especially maintenance.

•

10 year tax abatement

Philadelphia Historical Commission Some residents in historic districts felt that they were “on
their own” when taking on a controversial project.
•

Government has been mute while the community struggled with a redevelopment
project. The neighborhood was abandoned to deal with the developer. The
neighborhood couldn’t come to grips with the complications of neighborhood
development, enhancement, and preservation. I fault the government for not providing
more help in evaluating the decisions. They let us go, until we self‐destructed.

•

Perceive them [PHC] as roadblocks. They need an advocate that will sell them, advocate
for needed staffing.

•

Our experience has always been positive. Jonathan came to community to answer
questions. Jonathan met with us and our consultants to finalize our nominations.

•

They need money for staff. That’s really the issue. The staffing level is a big crime.
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•

Expensive, tedious

•

They have been marvelous in helping us with the historic district. They went for some
grant money. People who had bad experiences wrote us a letter asking if we could
prove. [The PHC] answered every question, put it in writing.

PRESERVATION PROFESSIONALS
September 25, 2008 and September 30, 2008
Preservation formally and informally‐‐We need to appreciate the wealth of the resources we
already have, and infuse preservation as a philosophy.
•

Historic districts are community Preservation with a capital P. Planning Commission to
infuse as much of preservation with a lower case p.

•

A strong misunderstanding of preservation, [it is seen] as a barrier rather than an asset.

•

A lot of citizens feel that preservationists are elitists, top‐down driven and there to tell
people to spend a lot of money they don’t have.

•

People in general like preservation, they like buildings, they don’t have to participate
[when] it doesn’t touch them. People like preservation as long as they don’t have to do
it.

•

The new zoning code is a key opportunity. People identify with their neighborhoods,
needs to strengthen those neighborhoods, and a vehicle to be appreciated and active in
preservation, in their own self‐interest, and align our interest with community character.

•

Mayoral administration that is open to preservation, open to sustainability, tie the two
together and that makes our argument that much stronger. Invest in plans and ideas
that would come out of that.

Federal Preservation Program Administered by the SHPO‐‐This program is very effective.
Selling Historic Tax Credits can raise equity for a project, and help to finance adaptive use and
historic preservation. The State Historic Preservation Office could be more supportive in
nominating more buildings to the National Register.
•

The State Review Board has scaled back now, only meeting 3 times per year, [you must
submit materials] 6‐7 months ahead of time.

•

There is economic development loss if we cannot get buildings on the National Register.
[This is a] very negative effect on preservation projects on this city, and has economic
development consequences. State/City losing tremendous opportunities as a result.

•

We sell tax credits to syndicators.
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Incentives‐‐Participants talked about tax incentives including abatements.
•

Transfer Development Rights. So badly written [in current zoning code], no one can use
it.

•

Historic homeownership tax credit grant program at state, way to increase the economic
resources of homeowners.

•

The use of tax incentives. Abatements and incentives. Historic tax credits and federal
policies.

•

State tax credits in other states are having a tremendous effect. Maryland residential
and commercial tax credits are working.

•

A state tax credit.

•

Get rid of the new construction abatements.

•

More creative approach of how to make [abandoned] buildings viable. In the 70s‐80s
Baltimore promoted dollar houses, renovated and re‐occupied, done appropriately, meet
certain standards.

•

State credits, abatements, alternatives for abandoned housing.

Philadelphia Historical Commission‐‐There needs to be a consistent application of standards.
Many people see preservation as a burden rather than as a resource. PHC is seen as a reactive
organization instead of a proactive organization.
•

It can be onerous, the historical commission. It’s [rulings are] inconsistent, overbearing.
What is preservation? Family‐friendly preservation, better to get people interested,
broaden our standards.

•

Part of the problem is that it’s a stand‐alone agency; it belongs in City Planning as a
whole.

•

The Philadelphia Historical Commission is a victim of its own success. They have 3200
additional properties to administer.

•

It’s not just getting people 5 shop drawings to get one molding profile. The Commission
staff, in several cases, added value to our project.

•

Review to be thoughtful at some levels, but painful attention to detail.

•

Coordination between city districts and National Register districts. Need an updated
inventory of all districts, city and National Register districts.

•

Historical Commission [should be] more proactive instead as reactive; make them more
a positive force before things are threatened or about to happen.
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•

I always think the historical commission should be stricter.

DESIGN ADVOCACY GROUP
September 25, 2008 and September 30, 2008
Wealth of Historic Resources‐‐Philadelphia has a wealth of great streets and buildings. A lot of
those buildings are iconic.
•

Germantown is an architectural Disneyland [in a good way].

•

The stock of historic buildings. Historic buildings, sense of place/character, whole range
of health/vitality.

•

Authenticity, very basic.

•

The buildings are very important‐part of the street. Preservation movement and
economic development. ”Great Streets” vs. “Iconic Historic Buildings.”

•

We have this irreplaceable bank of housing, well‐built, good craftsmanship/materials,
[its] invaluable.

Regulatory Reform‐‐The current system of building permits, codes, L & I, and the Historical
Commission is complex, inefficient, and expensive. Applicants have to pay a large amount of
money to “expedite permits.” Applicants are also bounced around between zoning, historical
commission, building departments. Participants talked about the possibility of a “moratorium
on demolition.”
•

Why are all these organizations separate: preservation, planning, building codes? What
order [do] you go to these people?

•

[If I] want that [PHC] approval, [I have to get it] before I get my building permit. I’m
not sure what my building permit is doing if I have to go up to Streets Department for
them to stamp. Not the plans inspector job. Expedited review, unless you pay, no one is
going to work on [your project] for months. Otherwise there is a 2 week review for
expedited. If you don’t pay the high fees, its 6 weeks to five months wait. How do I
explain that to a homeowner? I need 6 checks. I actually like the reviews; they’re the
right thing to do. Neighborhood reviews, no one cares except the people who live there.

•

Old houses have so many issues that you have to deal with as a homeowner. I’m
struggling to do this and I have a decent salary, how do others do that?

•

L & I staff is too eager to tear down buildings.

•

Councilmanic privilege is a big problem.
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•

[We should have a] moratorium on demolition until we have a plan.

•

Marginalization of historic preservation.

Incentives
•

Community Preservation Act. Municipalities could choose to add an assessment to
property tax that would go towards community preservation open space, historic
preservation.

•

Neighborhood TIFs. Physical improvement TIFs.

•

Incentives. Development bonuses, transferable development rights

•

10 year tax abatements.

•

How is preservation measured?

•

Parking disincentives.

Philadelphia Historical Commission There must be reform at the Historical Commission. The
preservation movement as a whole is being hurt by the attention to mundane things like
mullions on windows.
•

Preservation movement [is] being hurt [by] taking on insignificant buildings. Broad
amount of time, talking about mundane things like the windows.

•

Kind of window that the historical commission will accept is a 6 x 6 double hung. Every
time you have to fight the battle. Wasted time and resources, policies at the staff level.
Authentic divided light, or synthetic divided light windows. Visually you can’t tell the
difference.

•

[PHC is] jammed on review, everything else suffers, [need] better systems. Staff is
positive, but beleaguered. They seem like they’re out on their own.

•

Arbitrary, nostalgic and sentimental.

•

No city‐wide survey.

•

The historical commission is really problematic‐it’s a matter of priorities. [They] don’t
see the big picture; they’ll worry about the mullions. They got hysterical over energy‐
efficient windows that were compatible.

•

[PHC staff says] I don’t care about your building code problems; I’ll make you go back
and forth.
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•

Give them more money and more staff. When you talk to a person they want to help.
They do an amazing amount of work with no resources and staff. [They] care [more]
for the building over the user.

•

The individual homeowner, they would have to go through the hoops like nobody’s
business.

•

The few times I’ve been through the historical commission, sometimes they help you
make the right decisions, when the client doesn’t want to.

•

Remarket preservation as culture…..Historic preservation [has] negative connotations.
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List of Participants in Focused Conversations
African American Interests
Ramona Riscoe Benson, African American Museum of Philadelphia
Patricia Wilson‐Aden, Rhythm and Blues Foundation
Blanche Burton‐Lyles, Marian Anderson Historic Site
Audrey Johnson‐Thornton, Belmont Mansion & Underground Railroad Museum
Viki Sand, Atwater Kent Museum
Architects
Rudy D’Allessandro, JS Cornell
Shawn Evans, Atkins Olshin Architects
John Hanson, Hanson General Contracting
Bob Hotes, Milner Carr Conservation
Emanuel Kelly, Kelly Maiello
Arlene Matzkin, Friday Architects
Suzanne Pentz, Keast and Hood
Vincent Rivera, SRK Architects
Rachel Schade, Schade and Bolender Architects
Robert Thomas, Campbell Thomas
Bill Whittaker, Architectural Archives, University of Pennsylvania
Hyman Myers, Vitetta Group
Community Groups and Community Development Corporations
Della Clark, The Enterprise Center
Laura Siena, West Mt. Airy Neighbors
Penelope Giles, Francisville Neighborhood Development Corporation
Gabriel Mandujano, The Enterprise Center
Pam Bridgeforth, Philadelphia Association of CDCs
Linda Dotter, Community Design Collaborative
Kira Strong, People’s Emergency Center CDC
Historic District Residents
Richard Cole, Queen Village
Terry Henry, Overbrook Farms
Virginia Trosino, Washington Square West
Dane Wells, Center City
Steven Weixler, Society Hill
Wilhemina Herbert, Garden Court
Historic Sites and House Museums
Tracey Beck, American Swedish Historical Museum
Ross Mitchell, Laurel Hill Cemetery
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Stephanie Phillips, Bartram’s Garden
Charlie Tonetti, Independence National Historical Park
Patrick Hotard, Glen Foerd on the Delaware
Beth Kowalchick, Strawberry Mansion
Martha Moffitt, Burlhome Mansion/Ryerss Museum & Library
Diane Richardson, Ebenezer Maxwell Mansion
Eileen Rojas, Wyck
Franklin Vagnone, Philadelphia Society for the Preservation of Landmarks
Jean Wolf, Woodlands Mansion & Cemetery
David Young, Cliveden
Melissa Trotter, Strawberry Mansion
Ellie Pennimen, Lemon Hill
Historical Societies
Sylvia Myers, Roxborough Historical Society
Frank Neipold, Chestnut Hill Historical Society
Andrea Neipold, Chestnut Hill Historical Society
Debbie Klak, Historical Society of Frankford
Commercial Corridors and Community Development Corporations
Rose Gray, APM
Patricia Blakely, The Merchants Fund
Jim Flaherty, Commerce Department, City of Philadelphia
James Wright, People’s Emergency Center
Susan Callanen, Philadelphia LISC
Andy Toy, The Enterprise Center
Bernard Guet, Roxborough Development Corporation
Preservation Professionals
Paul Steinke, Reading Terminal Market
David Brownlee, University of Pennsylvania Art History
Bruce Laverty, Athenaeum of Philadelphia
Susanna Barruco, Kise, Straw & Kolodner
Laura Spina, Philadelphia City Planning Commission
David G DeLong, University of Pennsylvania Preservation
Peter Benton, John Milner Associates
Robert Powers, Powers & Co.
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Introduction
This report on the second set of focused conversations of preservation constituents, recounts the
meetings held on February 18 and 19, 2009 with 60 representatives of stakeholder groups.
Invitations to the February meetings were extended to everyone who had been invited to the
previous focused conversations held in August and September 2008. Individuals invited to
attend were from the following stakeholder groups: architects and engineers, volunteers from
historical societies, historic district residents, staff from community groups, staff and other
officials from Main Street and commercial corridor organizations, community development
corporation directors, African American historic site volunteers, Design Advocacy Group
members, preservation professionals and staff from historic sites and house museums.
Participants could choose among the four identical meetings they wished to attend, thus
creating a mixed audience of preservation stakeholders for each meeting.
The discussion groups were held at the new Center for Architecture meeting space at 1218 Arch
Street in Philadelphia. Invitations letters were sent and follow up telephone calls were made to
encourage participation. 146 people were invited, and 60 attended the four group sessions for a
response rate of 41%. About a quarter of the attendees of the February meeting did not attend
the first set of focused conversations. All were encouraged to read the summary report by
Heritage Consulting Inc. from the fall focused conversations that were posted on the
Preservation Alliance web site.
Like the first set of focused conversations held in August and September of 2008 with these
stakeholders, they were informed that none of their comments would be “directly ascribed to
them” to promote candid participation. Participants were also informed that their names
would be included in a list of attendees in this report.
Presentation and questions asked of participants
The script used in these four meetings was developed by Heritage Consulting with advice from
Randall F. Mason, associate professor at the University of Pennsylvania’s Historic Preservation
program. Dr. Mason, through Penn Praxis, the Graduate School of Design’s clinical practice
arm, is providing consulting assistance to the Preservation Alliance for the Preservation Plan for
Philadelphia. During each of the four identical meetings, Dr. Mason made a 20‐minute
presentation about the research undertaken to date for the Preservation Plan. Dr. Mason’s
presentation highlighted the results of the on‐line survey, an overview of the results from the 14
focused conversations held in August and September 2008 conducted by Heritage Consulting,
and from twenty five one‐on‐one interviews he conducted during the summer and fall with
funders and other individuals in the preservation community.
Dr. Mason summarized the research to date and identified four priority issues that had
emerged. Each of the priorities had three or four subsets or comments to clarify the major
themes uncovered in the research thus far. The priorities are listed below.
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1. Communicating‐internally and externally
•
•
•

Perception that preservation is isolated, elitist
Educating the public about historic preservation
Intra‐historic preservation links are weak

2. Biases & imbalances in preservation today
•
•
•

Over focus on Center City, neglect of whole areas of the city
Preservationists are not diverse
New partners in allied fields

3. Infrastructure of the preservation field: organizational and regulatory reforms
•
•
•
•

Historic preservation field is fragmented
Philadelphia Historical Commission needs resources and support
Philadelphia Historical Commission decisions seen as too subjective
Interplay of governmental agencies

4. Preservation’s role in planning, development & design
•
•
•
•

Development remains a direct threat
Historic preservation retains the character of the city
Historic preservation is economic development
Neighborhood distress

Purpose of meetings
The purpose of the February focused conversations was to gain feedback from the participants
and test whether they felt these four overarching priorities made sense or how the subset
comments should be altered. To gain consistent responses, the following questions were asked
of each of the four groups.
1. Do the priorities resonate with you?
2. What other important issues, problems, and opportunities do you think should be included
in the plan?
3. What specific ideas do you have for how the historic preservation community should
respond to these priority issues?
4. Twenty years from now, what will have changed?
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The discussions were led by Donna Ann Harris and each follow‐up meeting had between eight
to twenty three participants. Each follow‐up meeting lasted from one and a half to two hours.
Sabra Smith, a Preservation Alliance staff member, sat in on most of the conversations to hear
comments directly from participants.
Heritage Consulting prepared thank you letters to each participant. At each session, two
student interns Alexander Balloon and Jackie Wiese took contemporaneous notes. These notes
were then evaluated, summarized, and analyzed qualitatively. Notes were organized by
question. Once all sessions were completed, all raw comments were compiled into thematic
content and the findings were gleaned from these notes.
How this report is organized
This report is organized in two parts. The first part describes our major findings. The findings
are issues and themes that came up repeatedly in the group discussions. The second section of
this report contains unedited comments from participants in answer to the four questions
posed. This section is organized around the main themes or issues that were important to that
group. We have included representative, unedited comments to show the range of concerns
expressed by participants.
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Findings
The February focused conversations brought together sixty highly involved preservation
volunteers and professionals to offer their recommendations to the Preservation Alliance as for
the strategic plan portion of the Preservation Plan. As a mixed audience comprised of both
volunteers and paid professionals involved in the field, the follow‐up meetings were called to
confirm the handful of larger issues that had floated to the surface during the other parts of the
data gathering phase including the on‐line survey, fall 2008 focused conversations and one‐on‐
one meetings. The sessions also allowed participants to reiterate their concerns expressed in
earlier meetings or offer up new issues. The following are the major findings from the February
2009 focused conversations.
It’s a Good Start
Participants spoke at length saying that the priorities identified by Dr. Mason were a good
beginning to outline the major issues facing preservation in Philadelphia.
Concerns about the On‐Line Survey
There were many comments about the on‐line survey responses, noting that the sample size
needed to be enlarged, to include more diverse participants beyond white, upper middle class,
Center City residents. Attendees were encouraged to ask friends and colleagues to participate
in the on‐line survey. An invitation to participate in the survey was sent to all in an email a few
days after the sessions were held.
More Details are Needed
Participants expressed a wish for more specific details, and implementable parts to help enact a
Preservation Plan. These included specific measures like regulatory reforms, case studies and
new incentives.
Neighborhood Concerns
Philadelphia is a large city with dozens of neighborhoods that exhibit many localized
differences. These neighborhoods are unique with individual dynamics, market conditions and
local culture. The participants continued to express concern about distressed neighborhoods
and districts.
Overcoming Negative Perceptions
How preservation is perceived both by insiders (those involved in the field) and outsiders (the
public) remained a concern. While the field may be viewed as elitist or insular, few offered
ideas to counter this other than hire a good PR firm. Some felt that engaging allied groups such
as environmental groups, community development corporations or economic development
agencies might expand the preservation world view beyond its small club.
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Engaging in the Development Process
Real estate development is a complex process and participants were unclear about how to
engage development specifically. There was no “pro” or “anti” development stance expressed
by participants, but most expressed that “preservation is economic development” was not
universally believed by non‐preservationists.
Sustainability
Participants were enthusiastic about preservation being considered part of the sustainability
movement. Many people are excited about “green” technology and lifestyles. Preservation can
be a part of the broader priorities of sustainability, but connections need to be strengthened
with the environmental community to forge a larger coalition.
Education and Outreach
The preservation community needs to continue work on education and outreach. There were
many comments that people outside of Center City in Philadelphia are unfamiliar with
preservation. Tools like the Row House Manual, The Old House Fair and other educational
materials are helpful to inform and educate the general public.
Innovative New Tools
Many called for additional tools and incentives to promote preservation. The incentives and
tools mentioned included transfer of development rights, state tax incentives and grants to low
income homeowners.
Proactive Involvement
The Preservation Plan offers the preservation community the opportunity to put forth new
ideas. Many participants expressed the desire to engage people ahead of the development
process. Many focused on a city wide historic resources survey as being a critical task to
complete. Without the survey, preservationists will continue to be reactive rather than
proactive to development threats.
The Future of Preservation
The last question asked of each group dealt with the future of the preservation movement in
Philadelphia. Participants were asked to describe what would have changed about the
movement by the year 2029.
Pride and Ownership
Philadelphia will be proud of its resources and work to take care of these distinct places. There
will be a sense of empowerment and participation by homeowners and policy makers alike.
More Involvement
More people will be a part of the preservation discussion. This includes new partners and new
participants who have not traditionally been involved.
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Integration
Preservation will be a natural part of future development and planning. Instead of being
viewed as a “separate step,” preservation will be an automatic response.
Differences Between the Two Sets of Focus Groups
On the whole, the vast majority of the issues identified in the February 2009 meetings had
surfaced in the August and September 2008 meetings, and did not represent new ground.
However, some representatives from historic sites and historical societies who participated in
the February 2009 meetings noted again that they are struggling with organizational capacity
and fundraising issues. Only a small handful of historic site directors spoke up on these issues
even though these concerns dominated discussion in August and September 2008. Despite the
fact that there were several comments noted in the priorities about the need for greater
communication, weak inter group links, and expanding partnerships, the participants in the
February 2009 conversations did not reaffirm these comments.
During the February 2009 conversations, few of the neighborhood associations or community
development corporations discussed the need for flexible forms of grant funding; an issue that
dominated discussion in the earlier focused conversations. Like the earlier focused
conversations, there was no consensus during the February 2009 meetings about which
incentives or financial tools were more important than others.
There was very little discussion about the Philadelphia Historical Commission during these
meetings, save for the discussion about the need for a comprehensive survey. This was
decidedly different from the Fall 2008 focused conversations, where discussion of the
Philadelphia Historical Commission dominated most meetings.
The following section of the report contains selected, unedited comments from participants in
response to the four questions posed at each of the four focused conversation meetings. The
responses to each question from each of the four groups have been co‐mingled, as there was no
substantive difference between the groups due to the mixed audience of preservation
volunteers and professionals that participated.
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Selected Unedited Comments from Participants in the February 2009 Focused Conversations

1. Do the priorities resonate with you?
YES
•

This list summarizes off the top, many of the things we value.

•

The need for this preservation plan is so evident.

•

The benefit of preservation as economic development is unquestionable.

•

Preservation is generally good but it hasn’t reached the broad base it deserves or the
entirety of the city.

•

The idea that Center City is preservation, and doesn’t branch out, resonates with me.

•

Generally a good summary, but we need more, such as case studies. We also need a way
to better understand other cities, such as best practices. Why aren’t those cities looking
to us? It deserves to be.

SURVEY CONCERNS
• The results of the survey seems to narrow down the points we need to work on.
•

It’s an “inside baseball” survey; the survey instrument needs more basic language.

•

The bigger challenge is in worse‐off neighborhoods of Philadelphia, the representation
needs to reach further. Questions need to be asked of residents outside of Center City.

•

Shouldn’t we reach out further than Center City?

•

Look at whether or not people who’ve been in the field a long time to see what marks
they give the field. There is a disconnect in patterns of responses.

•

Problem with race and location of survey responses shows unbalanced attitudes and
challenges.

•

A lot of these attitudes are Society Hill‐Rittenhouse Square; our bigger challenge is
South, West, and the Greater Northeast Philadelphia. Sample size is too small. There is
bias on survey, need to expand the demographic. What are the tools to go forward into
other places and neighborhoods? Two thirds of the respondents are 99% white take out
all those responses and get other responses.
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•

Yes, you think the big cities and East Coast are far ahead of us on this type of
assessment. But nobody is doing it better than Philadelphia.

•

Make preservation more relevant to general public. Gain diverse participation, have a
‘survey night’ with community leaders.

NEIGHBOROOD CONCERNS AND MAKING PRESERVATION RELEVANT TO
COMMUNITIES
• Regardless of how much money the neighborhood has, it always has challenges to
prioritize. We need to advocate for all the resources we need, and be an effective voice.
We also need to educate on what is available. It doesn’t start with resources, it has to be
a claim and establishment that historic preservation is worth the time and effort.
•

Preservation is “good” but not thought to reach the “entire city.” There is no broad
base, and it is not city‐defining. Most believe preservation is a Center City thing as per
survey.

•

Where should we put resources? There are neighborhoods where any development is
good. We need to consider social preservation and strengthening neighborhoods.

•

De‐mystification of what it takes to make a neighborhood successful. Most people have
no idea; they assume that bad things are happening. Kensington in the ‘50s had jobs, it
was healthy and thriving. It was like another planet. First, make a list of assets; include
all historic resources, including parks (overall matrix of assets).

•

Tools to go forward into those neighborhoods that aren’t responding to this Preservation
Plan so far.

•

Many neighborhoods would LOVE development.

•

Community organizations and the PHC are the only ones expected to point out ‘quality
of life’ concerns. The impression from everyone is that historic characteristics are an
‘add‐on’ it’s not encouraged or discouraged.

•

Need for different vocabulary in neighborhoods to make preservation relevant.

•

CDC’s need better communication with Preservation Alliance.

•

There is political opposition to grass roots efforts.

•

In Brides burg, recently we saw some new construction, some house are going for 450k.
God bless those New Yorkers. We have some mansions, but mostly working class
houses.
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•

What is lacking is the acknowledgement of the complexity of the city and the economic
challenges. The city has overwhelming problems; so how can preservation be a leverage
to address these issues.

•

In minority neighborhoods preservation is not discussed.

•

Neighborhood preservation is a concern especially 53‐60th streets (for example). How
are you going to create a preservation effort there when people can’t afford to pay for a
meal? What kind of preservation are we talking about? There is awful blight and
deterioration. .

•

Germantown has extraordinary historic resources, but there is grinding poverty. We
can’t afford to keep our phones hooked up. The Secretary of Interior’s Standards create
conflict because people cannot afford to maintain or do rehab based on Standards.
These homeowners need financial assistance.

•

People would like to be a district in Spruce Hill. The politics is focused on elitism.

THE IMAGE OF PRESERVATION
• Communication, setting up the discussion, so it’s not automatically preservation versus
developer. We’re not good communicators.
•

It’s hard for people to understand the relevance. Preservation is down on the list for
relevance.

•

The preservation commission is responding to project review. They are regulators,
permitting or gatekeepers. They don’t have time to be educators. They have to do all
these reviews, they have no time. That’s why what is happening here [at this meeting] is
excellent. Alliance has provided staff. It is frustrating the PHC has no resources, lack of
overall plan, and no agenda.

•

How do you change that perception, to create a positive attitude during this economic
time? You bring more money, incentives. Never enough money to do all the “historic
preservation.” There has to be value of historic things. It has to start with the desire for
historic preservation above other things.

•

Preservationist is a pejorative term. Not a good way to be seen to the outside

•

We need development and success of preservation in general, and to turn the
relationship upside down. Developers blow past preservation, do the minimum. We
are on opposite sides of the debate.
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PRIORITIES
• The challenge for all of us is to agree on prioritizing.
•

Frustration with architects that “historic” is treated as an add‐on and is not fundamental
to the core about how decisions are made.

•

The city is not telling developers what is historic and what is not. The historic resources
survey can address this.

•

We need the integration of planning and preservation should not be a strict doctrine.
Secretary of Interior Standards has been used as a weapon. Then we have clashes and
things stagnate.

•

We need to be ahead of the game.

•

A lot of theory and philosophy and not a lot of application. Most of the city is not
upper‐middle class white people.

•

Philadelphia as the “Preservation City”? There is no basis for this comment.

ECONOMIC ISSUES
• Lack of development is the biggest threat.
•

We need to mine the tax credits that exist already.

•

Why doesn’t Pennsylvania have state incentives? Is it politics?

•

I think that the city has a lot of different land markets. Urban economics and historic
preservation entails certain types of costs. The value of land changes drastically.
Vacant land can’t support affordable housing development in Walnut Hill. Approach to
development has to be differentiated between markets.

•

There is a really big discourse in global competition. Preservation as economic
development does resonate, especially as part of regional development. Cities need to
be better, cheaper, or different to win in the marketplace. You don’t want to win by
having just a cheaper city. It’s about distinctiveness and character.

•

Boosterism is about the future; preservation is about the past. There is danger in a
Preservation Plan that doesn’t adequately allow for future development. I’m here for the
balance of the future and the past. Preserve row homes via adaptive re‐use.

•

New development is seen as a threat because of miscommunication.
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•

We put a book together describing, and naming all of the 22 houses in our
neighborhood/historic district (Awbury) We sold it at cost and generated a lot of
community pride. Everyone knows when their home was built, the book had handsome
pictures. I find it on my neighbor’s coffee tables. The book was a good setup to sell the
historic district.

•

I am working on Marian Anderson’s historic village. We have a preserved elementary
school, and some very wealthy homes nearby. One church has been demolished at 19th
and Catherine. I feel that economics is at the base of it. Work takes a lot of time and
commitment. We need to be getting younger people involved. We are located 7 blocks
south of Rittenhouse Square. There is a cross section of people involved but we need
assistance to preserve the property. The Preservation Alliance has been helpful

•

There are one set of fears in my neighborhood that property values are going up. People
come from New York and are buying thing up. There is anxiety when prices are rising,
and we know that prices are falling too.

2. What other important issues, problems, and opportunities do you think should be
included in the plan?
THE ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY
• Environmental issues, open space, protection of aging buildings all have similar
agendas.
•

More trees, the ones we have are not well taken care of. We are not given incentives to
plant trees. You need a permit to plant a tree. Trees beautify, need to be part of
preservation in Philadelphia. They create an ambiance, a feeling the comfort of having
green around you. Trees give a big impact, and the streetscape looks much better. It’s
the landscape and the experience. A building has character from a lot of different
things; it’s the landscape, not just individual buildings. Preservation has moved beyond
just buildings.

•

Preservation is green; the ultimate recycling is building preservation. Preservation
should get on the sustainability bandwagon.

•

Money spent on preservation is the same money as spent for a new building. Historic
preservation should be incorporated in every discussion of sustainability.

•

A lot from them about sustainability, but it is not viewed as preservation.
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ECONOMICS
• The complexity of the city and the economic challenges of the city as a whole. We need
to find a way that preservation is a lever to address those issues.
•

Can we discriminate for better buildings in tough economic times, or just be thankful for
any development at all? We have to be conscious of the reality of the current economic
situation as well. Make the design better. People are just too eager to accept anything;
we need to look for improved projects.

•

In the economics of redevelopment or preservation there has to be a sense of balance.
For example, preserving large houses in Germantown, should these houses be
subdivided and used for multi‐family purposes?

•

The City is biased towards development. Economic development may be missing. Real
conflicts that arise between preservation and development. Condominiums and
Dilworth House project is an example, the public discussion is ugly and difficult. To
advocate for preservation at the expense of economic development is a hard choice.
One’s long term, one’s immediate. We need to make the case that preservation is
economic development. Preservationists have made development the enemy, but
development should be seen as a friend. There’s an audience that doesn’t assume that.
We need talking points to explain how historic preservation is economic development.

•

40th and Pine project needs to preserve the front, but in order to make that work, we
have to put something big in back. We need a sense of balance; the economics have to
work for preservation to work.

PERCEPTIONS OF PRESERVATION
• Historic preservation should be treated like zoning, and it’s not.
•

It’s educating planning students to be preservationists, preservationists to be planners,
architects, etc. Planners do not look at historic buildings or districts; really want to look
at communities. A lot of it [preservation] came out of planning. Why has planning and
preservation gotten so far apart? Get those two concepts back together.

•

There are planners in my office that don’t know preservation like they should. We have
to look beyond buildings. We have to look at how preservation, new construction, and
how open space fit together. We have to talk about them a different way. We have to
get beyond Society Hill.
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•

People (non preservationists) use different language. There is a need for a different
vocabulary. People in the neighborhood value their old things; they may not have
preservation‐speak. People are passionate but they talk about it in different terms.

PARTNERSHIPS
• It’s important to not place burden all on ourselves, we’d be more effective if we
depended on partnerships. The only way we’ll be effective is with partnerships.
•

Collaboration brings more focus, several groups coming together, what’s important how
to get there. Standing alone, we’re the neediest. Chestnut Hill is interested in
collaboration, we are watching with real interest to what’s happening in Germantown
Preserved group.

•

A good partnership example is the Schuylkill River Heritage Conference, taking the
resources and recognizing all the assets. Their workshops bring Government officials,
and ask how can you use this heritage planning? They also ask business, how can you
take advantage of this? Heritage areas promote the protection and enhancement and
enrichment of resources, historic street and corridors, townscapes

•

Increased follow‐up is needed for programs already in place such as the Homeowner
workshops. We need an evaluation of how that information has been used by attendees,
and did it make a difference? Such as did people maintain windows, or see an
advantage in heating costs. Other benefits and outcome measurement is critical. This
information is helpful to use to approach funders.

LEADERSHIP AND ADVOCACY
• Enable our leaders to include preservation in planning incentives, a kind of
development.
•

Coherent advocacy towards foundations and corporations, as they are large potential
funding sources for some of this project.

•

Leadership is needed. Identifying momentum and communicating good news. We need
to identify developers who are sensitive to preservation to serve as leaders, same way
with political leadership. Leaders bring elements of vision and elements of planning.
We need a leader to make it attractive. Very few elected officials provide real
leadership.

3. What specific ideas do you have for how the historic preservation community should
respond to these priority issues?
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ADVOCACY
• We need to have a paid lobbyist in Harrisburg, City Hall and in DC.
•

The historic inventory is quite important for buildings that aren’t obvious to mainstream
preservation.

•

Great Expectations conference of 80 civic groups that could be sharing, preservation was
somewhat in the conversation. How do we pool resources? Preservation was only “sort
of” in the discussion.

CHANGE THE PUBLIC RELATIONS ABOUT PRESERVATION
• Preservation needs a really good PR firm to combat negative image. We need to ramp
up our image, and manage our image.
•

Get the leadership involved. Tear it down and they will come approach is not good. It
was the sense that the vacant lot was an improvement. I think we’re a little past that.
But there are still a lot of people that thing the clearance model is necessary. In some of
the departments there are some people pushing that.

INCENTIVES AND ADDITIONAL FUNDING
• Create incentives, we need more incentives. Incentives are important.
•

Need for resources and support for all types of sites and groups, homeowners need
assistance as opposed to major organizations.

•

An incentive program to work towards something. Incorporating other groups.
Funding structure. All of the major organizations are struggling. They need funds to
keep the organization running. Operating funds are impossible to come by.

•

A need for guidance and hands to help them, homeowners need to find funding
resources.

•

We need incentives such as density bonus for historic preservation, like TDRs.

•

Chester County has a new comprehensive plan, $250 million bond issue, and 80% voter
approval for the preservation of open space. Funds are available for open space
preservation, historic preservation, and other things. Counties have no power in zoning
and subdivision. They need to be led by incentives and zoning. Matching grants to
towns are available through that program. To participate and get the benefits, then have
to do the things which benefit the plan.

MORE EDUCATION
• We need case studies and better public education.
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•

We need a comprehensive architectural guidebook like they have in NY so it is a
foundation of knowledge.

•

We need visual aids, teaching tools. Row house manual reaches people at home level.
Encourage uses beyond residential, but residential is a good place to start.

•

Energy conservation. We spend more energy heating and cooling than running cars.
Incentives to maintain houses make them more energy efficient.

REGS AND AGENCIES
• Zoning regulation needs to support preservation.
•

Help the historical commission. They need to better define staff roles. They need to be
proactive, now it’s reactive.

•

Community planners at the Planning Commission can identify areas that need focus,
some attention for the survey.

BLOCK CAPTAINS
• There is a yearly meeting of block captains, attended by 1000 people. This involves the
whole city. Can we get a hold of community leaders through the block clubs? Leaders of
neighborhood associations?
•

Reach out to south and west neighborhoods through the block captains?

4. Twenty years from now, what will have changed?
CHANGED ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS ABOUT PRESERVATION
• Won’t have to talk about preservation because it will be so ingrained in planning and
architecture that it is not a separate discipline. That is what progress looks like.
•

Preservation has its done its job. We maintain neighborhood character and historic
places. It should be integrated and transparent. Preservation shouldn’t have to be a
separate issue.

•

What if Preservation Alliance isn’t necessary because it’s a part of everyone’s jobs to
include preservation in planning, engineering, civic groups, etc

•

So integrated that it disappears as a separate step.

•

Preservation is viewed at a different scale and not so granular.

•

Part of what you do, not just an “add‐on.” Preservation should be part of planning.
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•

Preservation community always seems to be reactionary, need to be more proactive. It’s
not always about us v. them. Perception that preservation, blue‐haired old white ladies.
Not much in it for African‐Americans, we had Negro Achievement week in 1928, in
Germantown which was very forward thinking. If it’s going to succeed, there has to be
communication to community members, organizations from Preservation Alliance.
People need to feel a connection.

•

Historic sites made relevant to their neighbors, more like Cliveden.

•

Preservation will be normalized with a general appreciation for architecture and quality
of life, racial and ethnic diversity. Philadelphia will be a desirable urban place, like
Chicago.

•

City‐wide mentality towards the uniqueness of Philadelphia’s history as a marketing
tool.

•

We would have: 1. Good working relationship with policy makers... 2. Good
relationship with developers. 3. Stakeholder buy‐in.

•

We need a house museum birth control kit, and a series of replicable models for
alternative uses. There is a book about that out now. We need to provide potential
house museums with other uses and we need to start now.

•

Policy makers and elected officials to “get it” just as they have gotten tourism

•

A changed image of preservation (change it from ‘no’ to something more accepting for
preservation to not be an “enemy”)

•

New incentives for preservation such as tourism and tax incentive, tax rebate, get
something, and think in those terms. Property tax incentives should be visible to
residents of the city not just too civic organizations but actually to people that live there.

•

The goal needs to enable our leaders without thinking about it, to include preservation
into planning and other kinds of development‐ preservation as a KIND of development.

•

The same renaissance in the neighborhoods that you’ve seen in Center City.

•

Preservation and sustainability will be tied together. Sustainability wasn’t a word people
were using 5 years ago.

•

Preservation will be “In,” popular, instead of old and dusty.

•

Would be great to be seen as a bold and daring city that keeps its ‘old city’ feeling
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PRESERVATION REGULATIONS WOULD BE DIFFERENT AND BETTER
• There would be see recognition of the degrees of preservation, not everything should
meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. We can argue about technicalities but let
us think about economics and the efficiency of houses we are saving, and where we can
compromise. It cannot be all or nothing in preservation.
•

Inventory will be very important in the future. We need to communicate with
individual owners about their buildings and why they are important, so they get a sense
of ownership. The inventory will help us act ahead of time.

•

We’ve halted the demolition of true landmarks. We’re preserving a lot of vernacular
stuff that might not need to be preserved. Quality of construction is not uniformly good
in the past, not every old building need to be preserved.

•

In the future, local general contractors would understand preservation and not have to
be beat up about their work.

•

Since the City is still losing population as a whole, figure out a way for mothballing
buildings. Lots of buildings we can’t restore for another 40 years such as the Royal
Theatre. Take a long time to do something with it. If the building is still there, it is better
than a vacant lot.

BETTER RELATIONSHIPS AND PARNERSHIPS
• Change in the way we interact with developers.
•

Alliance taking a more active role in advocacy not just at the local level. Preservation
Alliance as a resource where homeowners can get education and advocacy

•

Educating the neighborhoods that don’t have associations, and don’t forget about the
associations that do exist.

NEIGHBORHOODS THAT BENEFIT
• There’s a significant element of pride in every community, they talk about it, but need
the tools to help them there.
•

Hope that disparate neighborhoods are thinking about what we are thinking about
today (at meeting).

•

If people could take possession of their communities, pride will come naturally.

USABLE INCENTIVES
• A sustainable income stream to care for these properties (historic sites).
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•

Maybe it’s not just tax incentives‐ incorporate historic assets into incentives for
developers‐ transfer development rights?

•

Legal tools, integrated tools. A toolbox in historic preservation.

A CITY THAT HONORS OLD AND NEW
• New buildings, density, how do we keep old and merge it with new buildings as well.
•

Few places in the country have the assets that we do.

•

Need to allow active weeding of buildings in the city. We need alternatives such as
preserve aspects of this home, use it as a residence or office.

•

Neighborhood development design that permits contemporary new building.

•

Changed attitude of what is compatible to an old structure.

•

People are aware that this is a “historic city.” It always makes me anxious when
preservationists say let’s theme areas.

•

We will have a physical survey and know our assets, know what we have. We cannot
make real plans unless you know what you have.
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Attendance
February 18 and 19, 2009
Susanna Barruco, Design Advocacy Group (DAG) and Kise Straw and Kolodner Architects and
Planners*
Peter Benton, John Milner Associates Inc.*
Patricia Blakely, The Merchants Fund*
Kiki Bolender, AIA, DAG and Schade and Bolender Architects*
Dr. David Brownlee, DAG and University of Pennsylvania Chair Art History*
Blanche Burton‐Lyles, Marian Anderson Residence*
Brittany Chapman, Student
Rudy DʹAllessandro, JS Cornell and Sons*
Linda Dotter, DAG and Community Design Collaborative*
Shawn Evans, DAG and Atkins Olshin Architects*
Lois Frischling, Pelham Neighbors
Penelope Giles, Francisville Neighborhood Development Corporation
Bernard Guet, Roxborough Development Corporation*
Edward Halligan, Spruce Hill Community Association
Jennifer Hawk, Chestnut Hill Historical Society
Patrick Hotard, Glen Foerd on the Delaware*
Bob Hotes, Milner Carr Conservation*
Louis Iatrola Jr., Tacony Historical Society
Katy Beth Jerome, Strawberry Mansion
Allison Kelsey, DAG and Pennsylvania Economy League *
Robert F. Keppel, AIA, AICP, Cope Linder Architects
Tim Kerner, DAG and Terra Studio
Bruce Laverty, The Athenaeum of Philadelphia*
Brandi D. Levine, Philadelphia Society for the Preservation of Landmarks
Gabriel Mandujano, The Enterprise Center*
Arlene Matzkin, DAG and Friday Architects*
Brad Maule, www.phillyskyline.com*
Beth Miller, DAG and Community Design Collaborative
Martha Moffat, Burlholme Mansion/Ryerss Museum and Library*
Katie Milgram, Student
Marsha Moss, DAG and Public Art Consultant
Frank Neipold, Chestnut Hill Historical Society*
Andrea Neipold, Chestnut Hill Historical Society*
Ellie Penniman, Friends of Lemon Hill*
Suzanne Pentz , Keast and Hood Engineers*
Stephanie Phillips, Bartram’s Gardens*
Teresa Pyott, Bridesburg Historical Society
Howard Pyott, Bridesburg Historical Society
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Vincent Rivera, SRK Architects*
Eileen Rojas, Wyck*
Viki Sand, Atwater Kent Museum*
Rachel Schade, DAG and Schade and Bolender Architects*
Mark Sellers, Awbury Arboretum
Laura Spina, Philadelphia City Planning Commission
Kira Strong, Peopleʹs Emergency Center CDC*
James Templeton, H2L2 Architects
Robert Thomas, Campbell Thomas Architects*
Paul Thompson, DAG and Blue Path Design
Sarah Thorp, DAG and Delaware River Coordinating Council*
Andy Toy, DAG and The Enterprise Center*
Virginia Trosino, West Washington Square Historic District*
Melissa Trotter, Strawberry Mansion
Patricia Washington, Greater Philadelphia Tourism Marketing Corporation
Steven Weixler, Society Hill Civic Association
Dane Wells, Center City District Residents Association*
William Whittaker, Architectural Archives, University of Pennsylvania*
Jean K. Wolf, Woodlands Mansion & Cemetery*
James Wright, Peopleʹs Emergency Center CDC*
David Young, Cliveden*
* attended first set of focused conversations.
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Credits
This report was written by Donna Ann Harris with Alexander Balloon. Notes were taken and
compiled by Alexander Balloon and Jackie Wiess. The cover was designed by Alexander
Balloon.
Biographies
Donna Ann Harris is the principal of Heritage Consulting Inc., a Philadelphia‐based consulting
firm that works in three practice areas: downtown and commercial district revitalization,
historic preservation and organizational development. Since starting her firm and during her
career, Donna has assisted citizen groups and government agencies to identify appropriate
reuses for threatened historic properties that ensure the long term preservation and
maintenance of the site. Throughout her twenty five years in the preservation movement, she
has led start up and mature statewide preservation organizations as an executive, was first staff
member of a land and building conservation organization, and led a wide variety of projects for
the Philadelphia Historic Preservation Corporation (one of the precursor organizations of the
Preservation Alliance) where she was the Vice President for Program Development. Donna’s
new book New Solutions for House Museums: Ensuring the Long‐Term Preservation of America’s
Historic Homes was published by AltaMira Press in April 2007. She has published articles about
reuse of historic house museums in History News and Forum Journal. Her articles about
advocacy, membership development and Business Improvement Districts have been published
in Main Street News.
Alexander Balloon is a second‐year graduate student at the University of Pennsylvania
Graduate School of Design. His undergraduate degree is from the College of Wooster in Urban
Studies and History. He has worked with Heritage Consulting Inc. on a variety of assignments
as an intern. Working with another local organization, Alex completed a variety of projects in
the City of Philadelphia including documentation, feasibility, and re‐use studies for historic
sites and properties. His most recent project includes drafting a neighborhood historic
preservation strategic plan for the University City Area of Philadelphia. He was also a summer
fellow with the Cleveland Foundation, where he worked with a local economic development
organization. Alex worked on a number of preservation projects in Northeast Ohio, including a
re‐use project to convert a historic Craftsman Bungalow into a dental office.
Contact information
Donna Ann Harris, Principal
Heritage Consulting Inc.
422 South Camac Street
Philadelphia, PA 19147
215 546 1988 phone
donna@heritageconsultinginc.com www.heritageconsultinginc.com
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ONLINE SURVEY
SUMMARY REPORT
P REPARED BY S URVEY M ONKEY
F OR THE P RESERVATION A LLIANCE FOR G REATER
P HILADELPHIA
J ULY 2009

PART I: PROFILE

•
•
•

366 completed surveys
308 (93.1%) respondents felt there were/are historic preservation failures within Philadelphia;
examples numerous and varied (Q4). See “Q4 Notable Failures.xls” for all responses
186 (51.2%) female respondents, 178 (48.8%) males (366 respondents) (Q7)
Q1

ZIP CODE
19125
19106
19103
19147
19102
19130

RESPONDENTS
49
45
38
23
18
18

19146
19119
19104
19123
19143
19148
19107
19128

13
12
11
11
9
9
8
7

CATEGORIES WITH FEWER THAN 5 RESPONSES

95
366

Q1 HOME ZIP CODE

Q2
PRIMARY AREA OF INTEREST
CENTER CITY
CENTER CITY, ETC
ENTIRE CITY
OLD CITY
NORTHEAST
GERMANTOWN/ MT AIRY/ CHESTNUT HILL
NORTHWEST
FISHTOWN
GERMANTOWN
EAST PHILADELPHIA
MISC. (CATEGORIES WITH LESS THAN 5
RESPONSES)

RESPONDENTS
80
38
89
21
17
15
7
8
5
4
82
366

Where respondents answered an open‐ended question with multiple responses, I counted only the first
response for consistency.

Q2 PRIMARY AREA OF INTEREST

Q3
SUCCESSFUL PRESERVATION PROJECTS
Soc. Hill
Elfreth's Alley
City Hall
Independence Hall/ Memorial Hall
Fairmont Park properties
Boyd Theatre
Reading Terminal Market
Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts
Philadelphia Navy Yard
Eastern State Penitentiary
Furness Fine Arts Library
PSFS
Old City
Academy of Music
Athenaeum
Lit Bros. Building
Rittenhouse
Academy of Music
Christ Church
Victory building
Glen Foerd
Please Touch Museum
Victor Building
Head House
Loews Hotel
Wanamaker Building
MISC. (CATEGORIES WITH LESS THAN 5
RESPONSES)

RESPONSESE
30
27
22
20
16
16
10
7
7
6
6
6
6
6
6
5
5
4
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
3
321

Q5
REASONS FOR WORKING IN
HISTORIC PRESERVATION
desire to sustain the city’s built
heritage for future generations

RESPONSES

love of old buildings

308

love of history

294

personal attachment to an historic
place

149

stopping unwanted change in the
neighborhood

110

protecting your investment

74

341

Q6 Time Involved in Historic Preservation

Q6 TIME INVOLVED IN HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Q8 AGE OF RESPONDENTS

Q9 ETHNICITY

Ethnicity
100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
American
Indian and
Alaskan
Native

Asian

African
American

Hispanic/
Latino

Native
Caucasian
Hawaiian or
other Pacific
Islander

Other

Q10

Interest in Historic Preservation

41%

Through your profession
or work
As an interested citizen

59%

Q11
Primary areas of interest (respondents selected up to 3)
Neighborhood revitalization

134

Urban planning

133

Architectural conservation

130

Architectural design

125

Preservation

91

Community development

84

Heritage conservation

82

History

76

Land‐use planning

74

Parks, landscape or gardens

68

Environmental conservation

62

Economic development

59

Public policy

48

Affordable housing

45

Cultural facilities

42

Archaeology

39

Community advocacy

39

Education

37

Tourism

37

Real estate

27

Business retention

26

Environmental justice

16

Public relations / media

15

Other

9

Law
Structural engineering

5
3

Q12
Please indicate the nature of your involvement in preservation, check all that apply
Interested citizen
Advocate (by interest)
Member of an historical society or house museum
Volunteer
Advocate (professional)
Community association board member
Planner
Designer
Historian
Student
Consultant
Project manager
Researcher
Other
Fundraiser
Community organizer
Teacher/professor/instructor
Museum professional
Administrator
Scholar
Elected or appointed official
Government official
Funder
Technician
Attorney
Other

Q13
Do you consider yourself a preservationist?
YES
233 72.7%
NO
88 27.3%

238
164
82
74
54
54
54
49
37
36
35
31
30
30
28
27
26
19
18
18
12
10
9
6
3
53

Q13
Do you consider yourself a preservationist?
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
Yes

40.0%

No

30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Yes

No

Q14
How effective do you believe the historic preservation community is protecting and
preserving the historic resources of Philadelphia?
Very effective
Moderately effective
Not effective
No opinion

7.4% 27
72.7% 266
16.7% 61
3.3% 12

Q15
How effective is the historic preservation community in each of
these specific areas:

Very effective
Providing affordable housing
Protecting the character of Philadelphia
neighborhoods
Regulating changes to designated historic
buildings
Educating the public about historic preservation
issues
Promoting Philadelphia’s unique history
Supporting the owners of historic properties
financially
Supporting the owners of historic properties with
expertise and advice
Making Philadelphia a better place to live and
work

Moderately
effective

Not
effective

No opinion

0.6% (2)

20.6% (74)

45.0% (162)

33.9% (122)

8.4% (30)

67.7% (243)

18.4% (66)

5.6% (20)

15.2% (54)

57.0% (203)

19.1% (68)

8.7% (31)

7.2% (26)

40.7% (147)

47.9% (173)

4.2% (15)

22.4% (81)

52.8% (191)

22.1% (80)

2.8% (10)

2.2% (8)

18.0% (65)

43.9% (159)

35.9% (130)

13.3% (48)

41.8% (151)

17.5% (63)

27.4% (99)

13.0% (47)

56.5% (204)

21.3% (77)

9.1% (33)

20.1% (73)

54.1% (197)

11.8% (43)

14.0% (51)

6.4% (23)

40.5% (145)

32.7% (117)

20.4% (73)

8.9% (32)

46.1% (165)

18.2% (65)

26.8% (96)

2.8% (10)

37.5% (133)

38.6% (137)

21.1% (75)

Supporting the tourism industry
Stimulating economic development
Increasing property values
Revitalizing commercial corridors

Q16

Please identify three organizations contributing to Philadelphia’s historic
Preservation community .
City Historical Commission
Preservation Alliance
University of Pennsylvania Historic Preservation Program
DAG (Design Advocacy Group)
Partners for Sacred Places
AIA (American Institute of Architects)
National Trust
Pennsylvania Historical Society
National Park Service
Friends of Independence National Park

116
87
32
20
20
18
15
15
14
11

Society Hill Civic Association
Chestnut Hill Historical Society
Fairmount CDC
Pew Charitable Trust
Plan Philly
(PHMC) Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission
Fairmount Park Historic Preservation Trust
Queen Village Neighborhood Association
Other
Center City Business District
Old City Civic Association
Philadelphia Society for the Preservation of Landmarks
University City Historical Society
William Penn Foundation
Community Design Collaborative
Friends of the Boyd
APT (Assoc. for Preservation Technology)
Other

11
10
10
10
10
9
7
6
6
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
3
321

Q17 Please list three words or phrases you would use to describe the field of historic preservation in Philadelphia today.

Please list three words or phrases you would use to describe the
field of historic preservation in Philadelphia today

Very Positive

# of
Respondents
11

% of Total
Respondents
3.6%

% of
Usable
Answers*
3.0%

Positive

35

11.4%

9.6%

Neutral

17

5.5%

4.6%

Negative

102

33.1%

27.9%

Very Negative

25

8.1%

6.8%

Conflicted/Mixed

64

20.8%

17.5%

No Answer

54

17.5%

NA

Tone

*There were 308 usable answers, after removing the 58 respondents who did not provide any answer

Q18
To what extent do you find the following statement to be true? “The
average Philadelphian recognizes there are benefits to protecting
and preserving the architectural, historical and cultural character of
the city.”

13%

24%

very true
moderately true
not at all true

63%

Q19
To what extent do you find the following statement to be true? "In
the next 10 years, historic places, neighborhoods, and historical
memories will play a MORE important role in Philadelphia’s
development and quality of life?"

9%

very true
36%

55%

moderately true
not at all true

Q20
Do you believe there are direct benefits for the city that result from
the work of historic preservation in Philadelphia today?

1.6%

Yes (please see next
question)
No

98.4%

Q21
If you answered "yes" to the previous question, rank numerically what you feel are the top three benefits being
provided. "The historic preservation field today helps communities…
Answer Options

1

2

3

Rating
Average

Response
Count

attract and retain businesses

22

26

16

1.91

64.00

attract and retain residents

57

56

39

1.88

152

provide better public services

0

0

4

3.00

4.00

beautify the physical environment

34

36

43

2.08

113

create more affordable housing options

1

9

11

2.48

21.00

identify new uses for older buildings

36

64

52

2.11

152

influence development plans in the immediate area

16

33

36

2.24

85.00

protect important places

80

45

35

1.72

160

improve the quality of life in the city

71

51

50

1.88

172.00

support tourism

26

29

50

2.23

105

preserve memories I care about

7

2

8

2.06

17.00

other

8

1

1

1.30

10

answered question

357

skipped question

10

Q22 What are the top three challenges or threats facing historic buildings, places, and neighborhoods over the next 10 years?
What are the top three challenges or threats facing historic buildings,
places, and neighborhoods over the next 10 years?

Frame
Auto-oriented culture
Becoming more inclusive
Cost & lack of support
Current economic downturn
Development
Inflexibility of the preservation community
Lack of and/or poor planning
Lack of authority & power
Lack of public awareness/education
Modernization of structures & neighborhoods
Neglect & abandonment
Regulatory issues
Miscellaneous
*From the 366 respondents, there were 843 total responses. 32 respondents provided no answer.

Column1

Column2

# of
Responses
7

% of Total
Responses*
0.8%

9

1.1%

135

16.0%

45

5.3%

195

23.1%

15

1.8%

65

7.7%

59

7.0%

89

10.6%

31

3.7%

72

8.5%

44

5.2%

77

9.1%

Auto-oriented culture

Top 3 Challenges to Historic Preservation
Auto-oriented culture
Becoming more inclusive
Miscellaneous
1%
1%
9%
Cost & lack of support
Regulatory issues
16%
5%
Neglect & abandonment
9%

Current economic
downturn
5%

Modernization of
structures &
neighborhoods
4%

Becoming more inclusive
Cost & lack of support
Current economic downturn
Development
Inflexibility of the preservation
community
Lack of and/or poor planning
Lack of authority & power
Lack of public awareness/education

Lack of public
awareness/education
11%

Development
22%

Lack of authority & power
7%
Lack of and/or poor
planning
8%

Inflexibility of the
preservation community
2%

Modernization of structures &
neighborhoods
Neglect & abandonment
Regulatory issues
Miscellaneous

Sample Responses:

What are the top three challenges or threats facing historic buildings, places, and
neighborhoods over the next 10 years?
1. Auto‐oriented culture
•

Automobile‐oriented culture

•
•

Auto‐oriented planning
Need for better public transit, to avoid further car related problems

2. Becoming more inclusive (of all people, places, buildings, architectural styles)
•

Perception [that] preservation is just for the wealthy

•
•

Preserving 20th‐century icons
Neglect of neighborhoods beyond center city

3. Cost and lack of support (funding, tax credits, incentives, cost is prohibitive)
•

Funding to maintain existing buildings

•
•

High cost of repair and renovation
Lack of tax credits and financial incentives to make redevelopment of historic structures
profitable

4. Current economic downturn
•

Economic downturn

•
•

Collapse of credit market – lack of funds for redevelopment
Municipal financial problems

5. Development – General
•

Development

•
•

Development that sees the “new” as the only choice
The usual development pressures

a. Development – Demolition
•

Demolition

•
•

In Center City, demolition due to “progress”
Development pressure/tear‐downs

b. Development – Inappropriate change

•

Misinformed developers who don’t do appropriate rehabs

•
•

New buildings that are poorly thought out
Incompatible development in historic neighborhoods

6. Inflexibility of the preservation community
•

Stagnant HC employees

•
•

Extreme attention to detail – losing focus on living environment
Provincial thinking

7. Lack of and/or poor planning
•

Poor urban planning

•
•

Lack of comprehensive approach to planning and preservation
Lack of a compelling, overarching urban vision

8. Lack of authority and power (lack of political will, capacity issues)
•

Poor preservation enforcement

•
•

Poor political leadership
Weak and under‐funded Historical Commission

9. Lack of public awareness and education
•

Disinterested public

•
•

General lack of education regarding the benefits
Lack of active involvement; lack of public awareness

10. Modernization of structures and neighborhoods (greenbuilding issues, finding contemporary
uses for historic resources)
•

Adapting buildings to modern, “green” systems

•
•

Finding new and different uses for old buildings
Finding balance between preserving old and welcoming new

11. Neglect and abandonment (lack of maintenance, deterioration, demolition by neglect,
population loss, absentee landlords)
•

Vandalism

•
•

Lack of ongoing maintenance and upkeep
Abandonment as property values decline

12. Regulatory issues (zoning conflicts, meeting building and fire codes, lack of designations)
•

Building codes for building and modifying buildings

•

Outdated zoning

•

Lack of historic designation

13. Miscellaneous/other
•

Historic “gutting” where details are sold out of buildings

•
•

Lack of technology and infrastructure
Crime

Q23
In the next 10 years, what will be the most urgent issues in Philadelphia? Please rank each of the following issues on a scale of 1 to
5.
Answer Options
Affordable housing
Aging infrastructure
Beautification
Community change (abandonment or gentrification)
Design quality of new development
Environmental issues
Open space
Protecting neighborhood character
Real estate development
Streetscape quality
Sustainability
Transportation improvements
Waterfront access
Zoning reform

1 (very
urgent)

2

3

4

5 (not
urgent)

Response
Count

92
221
45
77
114
149
96
128
66
105
158
170
144
184

94
87
108
112
114
85
100
111
97
125
101
95
80
75

80
22
98
80
57
58
68
64
88
55
33
36
57
33

28
8
30
34
21
13
24
18
36
14
15
17
21
16

25
5
17
22
10
8
13
6
19
6
7
10
7
12

319
343
298
325
316
313
301
327
306
305
314
328
309
320

answered question
skipped question

366
1

Q24
What can the historic preservation community do to become
more effective, active and relevant to the future development
of Philadelphia?
Frame
Create Incentives

# of Responses
19

% of Responses
4.5%

Education/Promotion

136

32.2%

Engagement

93

22.0%

Fight/Be Vocal

33

7.8%

Flexibility

15

3.5%

Forward-Thinking

27

6.4%

Increase Capacity

12

2.8%

Institutionalization

62

14.7%

Miscellaneous/Other

11

2.6%

No Answer

14

3.3%

There were a total of 423 responses from 366 respondents.

What Can the Historic Preservation Community do
to Become more Effective, Active, and Relevant in
Philadelphia?
136
93
62
19

33
15

27

12

11

14
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160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0

Sample Responses:
What can the historic preservation community do to become more effective, active and
relevant to the future development of Philadelphia?

1. Create Incentives
•
•
•

…there has to be greater incentives for the developer to pursue preservation.
…convince City and State to offer financial incentives for home owners to maintain their
properties (this will have ripple effect in preserving historic neighborhoods)…
Provide an avenue/incentives for businesses to reinvest in historic preservation
measures

2. Education/Promotion (advocate for preservation, show why preservation is important and how
to go about doing preservation)
•
•

•

Educate the public as to the importance of historic preservation. Educate government
as to the importance of historic preservation…
Increase preservation education efforts; do not assume that average citizens know what
preservation is. Understand the audience you are talking to and adapt the content of
your message based on that audience.
Continue this publicity and outreach effort of the past few years and continue to make
people aware of the rich and often hidden history of sites (and not just in Center City).

3. Engagement (involve/actively work with the public, community leaders, other professionals)
•
•
•

Concentrate on financial benefits, and continue to connect with people, organizations,
businesses.
Involve the public directly in the next big preservation/restoration project…
Get more residents involved in making decisions about their own neighborhoods.

4. Fight/Be Vocal
•
•
•

Be more proactive and vocal in advocating for preservation…
Stop the constant razing of buildings for the convenience of developer.
Stay alert, be patient and vigilant, be vocal about your opinions.

5. Flexibility (be strategic, open‐minded, open to change)
•
•
•

Be flexible and embrace positive change enthusiastically.
Focus on truly important preservation and not let minor issues muddy the waters
Preservation should not make change prohibitive.

6. Forward‐Thinking (be creative, fresh, involve new people and ideas)

•
•

•

Connect preservation with sustainability in a meaningful way. The two should be
intimately connected, but are viewed as separate fields in Philadelphia.
Advocate for broad vision for preservation, planning and design in Phila[delphia] that
will make our city exciting, livable, workable, beautiful, healthy and competitive in 21st
century.
Shake off the fusty image of counter‐development/save‐at‐all‐costs and create more
cooperative partnerships with development and environmental interests…

7. Increase Capacity (expand preservation staff, increase resource base for preservation
institutions such as PHPC and Preservation Alliance)
•
•
•

Phila[delphia] needs to hire more Historic Commission staff
Increase the power and funding of the Historical Commission…
Historical Commission needs money, staff, and expertise…

8. Institutionalization (create stronger regulations, enforce existing regulations, strengthen
preservation’s position in city and state governments, integrate preservation with planning)
•
•
•

Help with zoning reform and create a master plan for the city
Across city government, L&I, city rep, and city planning, etc. must adopt guidelines that
value historic preservation…
Historic preservation needs to become part of the planning process of the city, not an
add‐on or after‐though, so the city as a whole has a plan for its properties and open
spaces.

9. Miscellaneous/Other
•
•
•

Restore high end shopping to the Market East corridor. Previously 8 major department
stores including Saks 5th Avenue. Now it’s Kmart!
Continue doing what you are doing.
Get real estate developers to start being more philanthropic…

