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1 Introduction
Main Overview & Methodology:
When discussing Historic Preservation the first public push for initiatives came as
New York City's Penn Station was being demolished in 1963. Since that time
preservation has evolved and been about more than architectural grandeur and
monuments of early American history. In Philadelphia the city has it's own Penn Station
in the form of Reading Terminal, which was successfully preserved its historic market
and reused the transit areas for a convention center. While the large stately buildings of
historic railroad companies may be visible to the preservation community, small local
train stations have not been a crucial part of the practice. These are buildings that for
over a century have provided suburban communities access to the center city business
district of Philadelphia. Hundreds of stations with the same character and history as the
large terminals, like 30th street station, exist in Philadelphia neighborhoods, and are
similarly being vacated. Over the years preservation has focused on residential buildings
and large-scale commercial buildings. It's time to expand the interest in the
monumental train terminals to include the equally interesting and more numerous
collection of small suburban stations that have served and defined the communities
they are a part of.
In Philadelphia, station buildings gave access to commercial, residential, and
industrial areas on a daily basis as the city expanded in the mid-1800s. They were
1

centrally located in communities, architecturally significant, and beloved buildings. By
the late 1900s the railroad industry was no longer the fastest most reliable transport,
with the competition of automobiles and airplanes. The decline led to consolidation of
company’s with surplus inventory and many tracks and stations were closed. There was
evidence in the 1978 book "The Railroad Station" by Carroll Meeks, "The extravagant
era of station buildings came almost to a stop in 1914… partly because the unchallenged
supremacy for the railroad was being overthrown... it is astonishing that the passenger
train has survived at all. It did so only by cutting costs… One result was the
abandonment of separate stations for each company and consolidation of their
services".1 In recent years further losses were caused by automation of system. As a
result, there is a growing inventory of train stations that are being left vacant from lack
of funds and minimal maintenance, some with active lines still associated with them.
Vacancy is a problem for all communities, but Philadelphia has had a particular issue
with the subject for such an old and significant metropolitan area. Since it's industrial
decline and the flight of many residence in the 1940s and 50s, Philadelphia has had, as
the Philadelphia2035 plan points out, "decades of population loss". Vacant properties
attract crime, decrease property values, and are generally unattractive in the
community. In an article from the Journal of Urban Health in 2013, by Garvin and others,
it was stated, "A study of 107 US cities showed boarded-up housing to be associated
with poor health… even after controlling for confounding by socio-demographic factors.
The presence of vacant homes has also been associated with higher levels of crime and
2

illegal activity."2 With empty, unused buildings being issue, a growing inventory of train
stations being vacated was a viable typology to look at for redevelopment strategies.
Redevelopment makes communities more attractive places to live, instigates more
projects in the area, and increased property value. Areas with high vacancy might need
redevelopment to happen, but the process also has to be done with careful
consideration. Without community planning communities can be destroyed instead of
salvaged by tearing down buildings that still meant something. There has been a need in
planning to focus on involvement and communication to solve problems while
minimizing more. This can be seen with a quoted taken from a Penn Praxis report by
Elizabeth Greenspan and Randall Mason titled Civic Infrastructure. They stated that,
"Designers, stewards, political and community leaders, and citizens are demanding and
aiming to build public spaces and civic assets that serve everyone, help advance social
well being, and are sustainable in all sense of the word, because our future requires
them."3 Development in communities can't happen without the community.
One of the best ways to preserve the community character and redevelop
downtrodden areas is through adaptive reuse. The process has been economically
viable, sustainably conscious, and it retains features that are significant culturally and
socially to communities. "Steady state engagement with extant stock provides increased
opportunity for unlocking social and economic benefits while reducing the building
sector's environmental impact."4 A report titled Renovate, Retrofit, & Reuse by
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Katherine Logan for the American Institute of Architects. The report showed how it was
important to reuse buildings responsibly.
These factors were all considerations for this thesis discussion. This project can offer
evidence of how reused defunct train stations can actually work with and improve the
communities that they are still a part of.

Methodology
This project had three main phases. The first was information gathering, during which
I reviewed the history of Philadelphia and railroad development. It was important to set
a good foundation for this project, which mandated background on how the city
evolved, including the role of railroad transportation in that expansion. After
establishing a background the next step was to analyze the potential for reuse of
stations as a building type. For that I select six case studies, former train stations that
have been reused. These case studies helped establish the strategies for reuse, as well
as any problems that might exist. The projects also showed the different conditions that
can be typically expected from this building type. Once there was a clear understanding
about strategies I selected to specific locations in Philadelphia to conduct my own
design studies on. These locations were researched based on historic significance,
current conditions, and the potential for reuse. After establishing some parameters and
determining the needs of the buildings, different potentials were applied to both the
locations. The results were proof that both stations have several viable reuse options,
4

and that there was already interest in getting the buildings back to functional use.
The specific focus area was Philadelphia, to make the research load feasible and
accessible. SEPTA or the Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority was the
central organization considered during investigation as the major public transportation
provider in the Philadelphia region. Approximately three hundred SEPTA properties
were mapped; see Figure 1, based on Philadelphia property records and further
research analysis. Almost half of these properties are vacant land. At least sixty-four of
the three hundred locations were stations that were closed around the 1980s. Fifteen of
these sixty-four properties have been reused as something other than a railroad station,
all of them outside of Philadelphia City limits. Brief glimpses at the MBTA in Boston
shows similar closures with the transit lines happening largely in the 1960s5 and
similarly New York City discontinued entire sections of the historic Interborough Rapid
Transit lines in the 1970s6.
From there I focused on Small Stations, defined by this thesis as structures that have
only one or two floors with an area between 1,000 and 10,000 square feet. This is the
range that most suburban stations fell into when collecting data. Anything smaller was
typically not a fully enclosed structure. Most were less than 7,000 square feet, but to
account for some additions to the buildings the scale was rounded to 10,000 square
feet. These scales are detailed in Figure 2, which shows the comparison of these
suburban stations with large transit terminals like 30th Street Station and the smaller
shed structures at stops without station buildings.
5

Figure 1. Diagram of SEPTA property loca�ons througout the city
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Figure 2. Diagram of train sta�on size comparisons in Philadelphia
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Information about railroads and reuse was used to select stations that had gone
through redevelopment. These included Pennsylvania stations, an example from West
Concord, Ma and one from New York City, NY. These six stations were looked at for their
historic context, the alterations made for reuse, and how they serve their communities.
Cultural Significance before and after reuse was an important consideration, and was
defined using the standards of the Burra Charter that look at the "aesthetic, historic,
scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present, or future generations".7 By
comparing these different stations it was possible to determine what types of program
and strategies could be implemented, as well as issues that might hinder certain
functions.
After determining the possibilities and looking through vacant SEPTA properties, two
sites were chosen to become areas of focus. Shawmont and Tulpehocken stations are
both situated in the Northwestern area of Philadelphia. These would be the design
studies. To determine how best to reuse the stations interviews and neighborhoods
assessments were done. Then programmatic requirements were compiled for a list of
potential uses. The requirements were applied to each station and assessments were
made on viability, and then reassessed. The results were several options for potential
schemes that might work in each location.

Background:
Railroad Industry and Suburban Development
8

The railroad has existed in America since Baltimore first decided it could compete
with canal transportation and began construction on the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad in
1828.8 Early lines were primarily for freight and supported the growing industry through
the country. In Pennsylvania, trains turned the state into an industrial giant thanks to
coal, slate, and other local industries that used the trains to export their products
internationally. Trains provided access to remote farmlands and the new frontiers,
allowing the economy to prosper where rail service was available. This economic
success brought wealth to isolated areas and gave residents a means to venture out of
their isolated communities. At this time tracks were owned by private companies and
would run passenger or freight services as determined by the destinations and line
availability.
Located at a key intersection, the Philadelphia based Pennsylvania Railroad company
became one of the most important railroads in the country. It transported ten percent
of all freight and twenty percent of all passengers, becoming the nations largest
corporation by 1880.9 This furthered the spread of industry and recreation as New York,
Chicago, and Philadelphia were all joined together in a web of railroad tracks
transporting freight and passengers. Factories had their own lines, with cars coming
right up to deposit raw materials and carry away finished goods. Philadelphia became
the 'Workshop of the World'.
The railroad investors and operators saw a growing potential for railroads to a new
way of living. They began building suburbs along their existing tracks, and quickly many
9

who could afford it began moving out of the cities that had been taken over by industry
supported by these same railroads. Commuter trains allowed for an entirely different
way of life that had residence outside the crowded city and work continuing to exist in
the city core.10 One of the first permanent suburbs in the country was that of
Germantown, Philadelphia, partially owed to the speculative interest of railroad
developers who built stations and sold the surrounding land to upper middle class
people who could then easily commute to the city center.11
Suburbs continued to develop under many conditions, but were most identifiable
alongside the railroad lines leading to America's major cities. Some origins include
satellite towns to industrial centers, such as in Pullman, Illinois, and trading centers for
nearby agriculture. There were also towns that occurred at railroad intersections, were
two lines crossed and formed a strong hub where people and products were
transferred. The last type was built purposely by those who owned and invested in
railroads to increase their enterprise by selling land and creating new stops that
attracted the middle class. Developers also used resorts, country clubs, and schools near
their new stops to further the appeal of the areas as residential locations with easy
access to the city businesses. The stations were made to be picturesque with spacious
residential lots that quickly became popular as summer retreats for the upper and
middle class. The classic structure of suburbs was well established by 1970.12 Further
facilitation of suburban development was done by the companies that specialized in
streetcar lines such as the Frankford and Southwark Philadelphia City Passenger
10

Railroad Company, which built the first inner-city transportation using 5th and 6th streets
and spanning from Kensington to Southwark.13 Railroads thus proved to be a
foundational force in city expansion and internal development.
Rail and public transit declined in the 1950's with an increase in private automobile
use. Many public transit locations were abandoned from lack of maintenance, inability
to meet modern use, and lower usage in areas with changing demographics. The 1960s
saw a surge of merges by privately own railroad corporations trying to stay in business.
Passenger rail was unprofitable and crippled the private companies by forcing them to
spend their earning to maintain passenger service. 1970 marked the year Congress
passed the Rail Passenger Service Act. This plan created Amtrak to take over passenger
services, and avoid the loss of crucial commuter service by failing railroad companies.
The focus was on inner city public transport of the east coast, where major metropolitan
areas like New York City relied on subways and light rail service to get people to work.
Even after Amtrak took over funding passenger service with federal assistance, the
tracks continued to be owned by private companies. There were still major declines
happening as Amtrak relied on federal funding to run, and railroad companies couldn't
afford to maintain their tracks.14
By 1980 almost a quarter of the railroad tracks were completely abandoned, either
by becoming obsolete or redundant as merges allowed companies to streamline service
onto select tracks.15 Freight service in particular had been in decline as industries moved
into an international realm. Previously industrial cities like Detroit and Pittsburg suffered
11

as their factories closed, the former railroad lines rusting away. Pennsylvania in
particular had lost much of its freight lines as coal and slate mining all but disappeared,
and entire lines have been turned over to parks for nature trails. In more recent years
digitization of public transit services has decreased the need for ticket facilities and
many small outlying stations have been abandon in favor of prefab shed structures. The
transit authorities have made a push for efficiency and speed in order to compete with
automobile traffic, particularly as ride sharing companies have surged. Limiting the
number of stops on individual lines is part of those pushes.
While both freight and passenger service has seen a dramatic decline, both continue
to exist on a shared network of tracks run by different private and governmental
organizations. The key difference between the two was found to be the source of
funding. Freight was supported by the profits of the companies transporting their goods,
and passenger service was supported by federal funding to individual transit authorities.
Looking back at railroad history, stations and train depots were a unique building
type that did not exist before the railroad industry. There was no precedent in former
transportation methods, but there was an immediate need for facilities and supporting
structures for the railroads. The railroads could not function without station facilities to
accommodate ticketing, controls, communication, and storage facilities. These buildings
quickly took on every architectural form available as each private railroad company
prospered and designed their own facilities. They were beautiful buildings meant to
highlight the luxury of rail travel, but also practical to make transportation service as
12

efficient as possible. As said of one historian, Carroll Meeks, "The wonder is not that the
station were sometimes awkward and inconvenient but that they were in many respects
efficient and audaciously successful".16 In the case of the grand terminals, these were
buildings that held the headquarters of railroad tycoons and expressed the impressive
scale of the railroad industry. Neighborhood stations had that same backing of wealth
and taste from their magnate owners, but were done on a smaller more repetitive scale.
Depending on the stop they could be built to impress the high-end suburbanites and
attract more residents, or they could be house like buildings in farming communities
that just needed to accommodate a live in stationmaster.
Railroads continued to be a significant concern for urban communities and city
planning in recent years. The Philadelphia2035 plan that has organized broad goals for
the city dedicated a third of their planning to building connections. Many of their district
plans have included working with SEPTA on expanding their public transportation
facilities and improving access to the city as a whole. One of the listed goals was even,
"Strengthen neighborhood centers by promoting transit oriented development around
stations".17 This goal, if accomplished, would benefit not only the city center but also
the individual neighborhoods that received updated and expanded facilities to improve
commuter traffic and access to neighborhood businesses.
There was a conflict that arose from the interest to develop around stations and the
growing lack of transit stations. SEPTA, like other passenger services, had minimal
funding that was focused almost entirely on maintaining their vehicles and tracks. They
13

didn't have the surplus income to dedicate to all their stations, particularly as many of
the old stations are becoming obsolete with the introduction of card based ticketing
services. One of the recent stations built by SEPTA was Ivy Ridge Station, in Manayunk.
The station had expanding residential and business development around it, as well as
access to a trail that was once a railroad line serving the factories in the area. The
station consists of a large parking lot, two basic concrete platforms, and two sheds that
provide minimal shelter. There was no station built at Ivy Ridge.
The time of lavish train stations has past, particularly small suburban stations that
serve commuter traffic. While 30th Street Station can justify existence as one of the
pivotal terminals in Philadelphia, small stations no longer have much use other than
places for passengers to await their train. The expense of maintaining these buildings
wasn't a major concern for the transit authorities that own them. Despite this, many of
the historic train stations still exist and could find a way to serve their community. This
paper shows that these buildings are prime locations for equitable development to take
place on the neighborhood scale. It is a plan that could be used in each of Philadelphia's
one hundred seventy neighborhoods, each one serviced by transit lines.

Equitable Development
Railroads and development have always been closely related to each other,
particularly the history of development in the City of Philadelphia.

14

Redevelopment is defined as "construction of new buildings in an urban area, typically
after demolishing the existing buildings".18 This process can occur in any city that has
existed long enough to develop areas that fall out of use. In Philadelphia the industrial
areas and the old navy yard fell out of service as the companies went out of business or
moved to different areas. These areas were rightly redeveloped because they were no
longer serving a function and the area would be dangerous if left to decay. Recent work
has turned some of these areas into promising new locations, such as the old naval yard,
which has been redone for the headquarters of Urban Outfitters. In this case the large
area of the naval yards wasn't being used and redevelopment was only benefitting the
area. However in the past redevelopment has been done in ways that left entire
neighborhoods with scars, their communities displaced.
After WWII the cities were facing a hardship and overcrowding, prompting many
people to move to the new suburbs being built. With loss of residents and decline in
jobs the cities suffered for several decades, Philadelphia in particular. During the 1950's
the cities attempted to reclaim their population through urban renewal programs that
cleared away undesirable areas such as industry and slums to replaced them with new
downtown centers and residences. The plans often benefited the developers, new
business, and middle class residents that moved into the neighborhoods, rather than
the minority poor that originally lived there. As one review of the topic put it, "The
1950s and 1960s produced their own popular reaction in the form of community
opposition to urban renewal".19
15

In recent years the fear and outcry from marginalized populations has managed to
convince city planners of different approaches. The same review that touted community
opposition, a few sentences later, talked about the "new urban populism" that came
from "Programs focused on linakage, neighborhood revitalization, the creation of
community development corporations, and enhanced public participation in the
planning process".20 This showed how redevelopment didn't correlate to the negative
connotation that often comes with words like gentrification. Instead the focus should be
on programs that work towards Equitable Development, which according to a project by
the University of Pennsylvania is, "Equal access among residents of different races,
classes, and genders, as well as official recognition and efforts from the city to redress
past practices of discrimination and imbalances."21
Equitable development speaks towards a kind of redevelopment that involves
community driven improvements that focus on changing conditions for the betterment
of the community. This might be new construction, but was often renovating and
restoring the existing facilities so that they can improve what already makes the
community. This was evident in some of the programs that have emerged such as the
Main Street program, which focuses on revitalization and development. The Penn Praxis
report also spoke of the growing focus on, as project states, "Questions of equity also
interest with what happens to neighborhoods after reinvestment. There is a growing
awareness and fear that investments… may spur gentrification".22 Equitable
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development was a step towards returning healthy and desired living conditions to
areas without completely overwriting the community that already existed.
While most people in planning processes now understand that bulldozing whole
neighborhoods was an unproductive tactic, there was still a struggle towards achieving
true equitable development. As CityLab's article on the Highline in New York city
discusses, its not just about creating new improved facilities in a neglected areas. The
former elevated railroad, while now a success park that has enjoyed significant praise,
was not one that has benefited the neighborhood of Chelsea as it existed. Residents
were not forced out of their homes, as they might have been in 1960s Philadelphia, but
they also did not feel that the new park was for them. Robert Hammond who was one
of the founding members that saved the Highline from demolition later commented,
"Instead of asking what the design should look like, I wish we'd asked, 'What can we do
for you?'…Because people have bigger problems than design."23 In this case the area of
Chelsea, which had a poorer population, was hurt by the rising property values and
influx of upper middle class residents that made long time residents uncomfortable in
their own neighborhood and drove out the affordable businesses they depended upon.
Recently the City of Philadelphia's Planning Commission had finished its initial phase
of organization for a development plan they were calling Philadephia2035. This was a
plan in response to the growth and development that is already happening throughout
the city as business and people return to the city. The plan highlights some of the major
points discussed in Penn Praxis report related to equitable development. They have
17

organized a citywide plan for the eighteen districts and planned to target developments
based on the needs and concerns of those different districts. Each district plan included
community involvement of the organization and citizens on meetings that discuss what
the perceived issues and potentials were in the different districts. As the City Wide
Vision mentions, "The 1960 comprehensive plan left a legacy in Philadelphia… The plan
put much emphasis on transforming downtown and guided development of parts".24
There was a lot involved in the plan, including eighteen individual analyses of the
different districts current conditions and the potential development that could improve
them. The individual documents spoke of broad goals, and despite being separated into
the different districts there were approximately a hundred seventy different
neighborhoods comprising those eighteen districts. It was unlikely that the city or even
the district plans could attempt to accommodate all the aspects involved in those
hundred and seventy neighborhoods. The diagram of underutilized land from the plan
document, Figure 3, shows clearly that there was land the plan didn’t plan to get too.
Philadelphia has been referred to as a city of neighborhoods, one that has had to deal
with distinct separations since the city chose to annex twenty-nine municipal authorities
in the Consolidation Act of 1854. To consider the needs of each community and not just
the most prevalent in each district, community level projects like Main Street
organizations and renewal of neighborhood landmarks could produce more equitable
outcomes. Ones that see neighborhoods instigating their own reinvestment by taking
advantage of the resources the city has begun to provide in the Philadephia2035 plan.
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Figure 3. Diagram from the Philadelphia2035 Plan showing the underu�lized land as considered by Philadelphia City Planning Commission

19

Notes
1
2

Meeks, Carroll L.V. The Railroad Station. Castle Books, 1978.
Garvin, et al. "More Than Just An Eyesore: Local Insights and Solutions on Vacant Land

and Urban Health." Journal of Urban Health. Jun. 2013.
3

Greenspan, Elizabeth, and Randall Mason. Civic Infrastructure: Sustaining and Sharing

the Value of Parks, Libraries, and Other Public Assets. 2017.
4

American Institute of Architects, and Katherine Logan. Renovate, Retroft, & Reuse:
Uncovering the Hidden Value in American Building Stock. American Institute of
Architects, 2019, Renovate, Retroft, & Reuse: Uncovering the Hidden Value in
American Building Stock, http://content.aia.org/sites/default/files/201907/RES19_227853_Retrofitting_Existing_Buildings_Report_Guide_V3.pdf.
5

Belcher, Jonathan. Changes to Transit Service in the MBTA District 1964-2020.

Boston Transit EMuseum, 2020, http://transithistory.org/roster/.
6

Feinman, Mark S. “The New York Transit Authority in the 1970s.” NYC Subway, 19

Nov.
2002,
www.nycsubway.org/wiki/The_New_York_Transit_Authority_in_the_1970s#.
7

“Publications.” Australia ICOMOS, 31 Oct. 2013,
australia.icomos.org/publications/charters/.
8

“Early American Railroads.” Ushistory.org, Independence Hall Association,
www.ushistory.org/Us/25b.asp.

9

“Overview: The Railroad in Pennsylvania.” ExplorePAHistory.com - Stories from PA
History, Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission,
explorepahistory.com/story.php?storyId=1-9-10.

10

“Chapter Five: Traveling by Rail.” ExplorePAHistory.com - Stories from PA History,
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission,
https://explorepahistory.com/story.php?storyId=1-9-10&chapter=5.

11

“National Register of Historic Places - Tulpehocken Station Historic
District.” National Archives and Records Administration, National Archives and
Records Administration, 26 Nov. 1985, catalog.archives.gov/id/71997236.

12

Goldfield, David R., et al. Encyclopedia of American Urban History. SAGE Publications,
Inc, 2007. EBSCOhost,
search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=e025tna&AN=474278&site=ehostlive.
20

13

Szilagyi, Mike. “Philadelphia Trolley Beginnings.” Philadelphia Trolley Tracks:
Philadelphia Trolley Beginnings,
www.phillytrolley.org/Phila_trolley_history_1924/Phila_trolley_history_1924.html.

14

Association of American Railroads. “A Short History of U.S. Freight
Railroads.” Association of American Railroads, July 2019, www.aar.org/backgroundpapers/.

15

Editors of Publications International, Ltd. “Modern Decline of
Railroads.” HowStuffWorks, HowStuffWorks, 18 Apr. 2008,
history.howstuffworks.com/american-history/decline-of-railroads3.htm.

16

Meeks, Carroll L.V. The Railroad Station. Castle Books, 1978.

17

Philadelphia City Planning Commission. “Philadelphia2035: Citywide
Vision.” phila2035, The City of Philadelphia, June 2011,
www.phila2035.org/citywide-vision.

18

"Redevelopment." New Oxford American Dictionary, Oxford University Press, 2018.

19

Cox, Kevin R. “Unequal Partnerships: The Political Economy of Urban Redevelopment in
Postwar America.” Political Geography., vol. 12, no. 2, Pergamon, Mar. 1993, pp. 190–91,
doi:10.1016/0962-6298(93)90041-5.

20

Ibid.

21

Greenspan, Elizabeth, and Randall Mason. Civic Infrastructure: Sustaining and Sharing
the Value of Parks, Libraries, and Other Public Assets. 2017.

22

Ibid.

23

Bliss, Laura. “The High Line's Next Balancing Act.” CityLab, 7 Feb. 2017,
www.citylab.com/solutions/2017/02/the-high-lines-next-balancing-act-fair-andaffordable-development/515391/.

24

Philadelphia City Planning Commission. “Philadelphia2035: Citywide
Vision.” phila2035, The City of Philadelphia, June 2011,
www.phila2035.org/citywide-vision.

21

2 Case Studies
Methodology:
In order to explore the potential of adaptive reuse of train stations this thesis
analyzed six examples of completed projects that feature historic stations being redone
for use as other typologies. The analysis looked at the historic context and current
context. Information about each location's size, owner, and any available details
pertaining to the use of the adjacent tracks were listed.
Discussion of owner included both the owner of the building and the owner of the
adjacent tracks, in some cases these were the same. Function of the site was
determinant on whether the operating transit company owned the building or not. A
station still owned by the company that owned the adjacent active tracks has different
concerns than an owner who was only concerned with the use of the building, and not
the tracks or liability of the active trains. In some cases this directly affected the state of
repair a building would be in. In the case of SEPTA, any work that requires access to land
owned by the transit authority must receive an application for a Right of Entry Permit.
This included fees for application and potentially further fees to cover engineer review
of the work and property protection. There were also contracts to ensure that the work
will not interfere with the operations, access, or safety of SEPTA employees or patrons.1
The sites' specific design style was not relevant to this analysis. More important than
style was the unique character each location possessed and how that was expressed.
For evidence pertaining to the significant character and features of these sites the
22

analysis includes if the site was designated on the historic register, either locally or
nationally. There is also discussion of overall character defining features for the sites as
influenced by Burra Charter's definition of Cultural Significance found in chapter 1. A
Character Defining Feature was considered a feature of a building or a place tha
possessed a high level of significance to the location. If one of these features were
removed it would drastically reduce the value and significance of the place, possibly
destroying most of what made it an important site.
Limitations occurred because it was not possible to visit any of the sites. All research
was conducted through Internet searches and relying on photographic analysis.

Criteria for Selection:
All the sites for comparison fit between the 1,000-10,000 square feet for small
stations as defined in the previous chapter, with most being less than 7,000 square feet.
The focus was primarily on sites in Pennsylvania, but two examples located outside
the state in the northeast of the United States were included. Philadelphia being the
target area of study, Pennsylvania is the logical expansion zone for comparison
searches. Concord, MA and New York, NY, the locations of the two remaining cases
studies, are also in reasonable proximity to Philadelphia.
All the stations were built more than fifty years ago, the most recent being in 1908.
This put them into a similar period of service as the two design sites this paper will
discuss in chapter 3. The stations all being over fifty years old also increased the chance
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of it being historically registered and the potential that it had been reused for several
years. In at least one case there were two periods of reuse.
All of the stations were in areas of frequent vehicle or foot traffic, making them
visible to the community. Many were situated next to active tracks, and two were active
stops, expanding their visibility to any rail passengers that passed by. The one station
that didn't have active tracks had an active walking path and a significant road
intersected at the same location.

Figure 4. A map of Pennsylvania, New York City, and Boston to show the Case Study
location.
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Bryn Athyn Post Oﬃce (Former Bryn Athyn Sta�on)

Ridership:

None,

Historic Context:
- Built across from the Alnwick Sta�on (called Bryn Athyn)
- Always contained a Post Oﬃce
- Also originally contained a Sta�on Master’s Oﬃce
- In 1921 it was the center of a major Railroad tragedy. It
was the deadliest incident in the country, and sparked
major railroad reform
- Service terminated in 1983

Address:

999 Fe�ers Mill Rd, Bryn Athyn, PA 19009

Size:

2,880 sf approximately, over 1 ﬂoor
Roughly 60’ x 48’

Built:

1902

Architect:

‘Chief Engineer’ of Reading Railroad in 1902

Owner:

Formerly: Reading Railroad
Currently: SEPTA

H. Register: Part of a Na�onal District (Fe�er’s Mill Village)
Track Proximity:

Current Context:

Not Ac�ve

- The Post Oﬃce Services about 864 residents
- The building is a mail and shipping center for the community, and was renovated for this
- The tracks are now part of the Pennypack Trail
- A food truck called ‘All Aboard Cafe’ regularly parks across
the street and there are tables there for service
- Part of the preserved sta�on includes a historic ‘Milk
Pla�orm’, which was used to make the daily deliveries onto
the morning train easier for transport to Philly

A glimpse through the window at interior

Track removed near sta�on

Sources
Shuvaev. “Fe�er's Mill Village, Bryn Athyn Train Sta�on.” Wikimedia Commons, Bryn Athyn, Pennsylvania,
h�ps://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Fe�er's_Mill_Village,_Bryn_Athyn_Train_Sta�on_11.JPG.
Gates, Rob, editor. “Bryn Athyn Railroad Sta�on.” Pixels, Bryn Athyn , 16 Sept. 2011, h�ps://pixels.com/featured/bryn-athyn-railroad-sta�on-rob-gates.html.
Kim, Jesi. Tony Ward Studio, Bryn Athyn, 3 Apr. 2015, h�ps://tonywardstudio.com/blog/tag/bryn-athyn-sta�on/.
Leary, Kevin. Pennsylvania Railroad Sta�ons: Past and Present, Dan West, h�ps://www.west2k.com/pasta�ons/montgomerypa.shtml.

Historic image of the sta�on
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Bryn Athyn Post Office (Former Bryn Athyn Station)
Success Criteria

Renovation Year(s):

Unknown

Preservation

+

Successful for the maintenance which has retained
the building for most of its life as is

Social Equity

+

Successful retaining access and being associated with
a recreational feature by supplying a
rest area with the former waiting platform

Costs

+

Probably successful, as little work actually seems to
have been done

Codes

+

Probably successful, as it appears to be accessibly and
little fear of egress concerns from size

Systems &
Sustainability

+

Probably successful for the size and association
with the recreational trail
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Tamaqua Sta�on Restaurant (Former Tamaqua Sta�on)

Ridership:

Freight Line, 41 locomo�ves

Historic Context:
- An important transport hub which previously included a
massive freight yard and related buildings
- A freight house was added later to the building for this
- During it’s peak there were 40 passenger trains daily
- There was even a nearby ‘Depot Square Park’ managed
by the railroad sta�on
- Service ended in 1963 but was an admin building un�l
1980 for Conrail
Address:

18 N Railroad St., Tamaqua, PA

Current Context:

Size:

6,750 sf approximately, over 1 ﬂoor

- It was sold to the Borough of Tamaqua for $23,500
- there was an arson a�empt that resulted in near demo
- Tamaqua Historical Society got permission for a 4-year
stabaliza�on project with community support
- Passed between owners from 1986 to 1990
- In 1992 bought by ‘Save our Sta�on’ Non-Proﬁt to restore
and preserve the building
- In 2001the old Depot Square park was restored
- Restora�on of the sta�on was complete in 2004
- The Restaurant was opened in 2016
- Recently talk of returning service has been going on

150’ x 45’, originally only 80’ x 22’
Built:

1874

Architect:

Unknown

Owner:

Formerly: Reading Railroad
Currently: Reading Blue Mt. and N. Railroad

H. Register:

Na�onal and Locally Designated

Track Proximity:

About 20’ from tracks

Le�: Image of the
outdoor sea�ng
during a fourth of July,

Below: Image of the
state of the building
before rehabilita�on

Not Ac�ve Stop, Tracks Ac�ve

Interior
Johns, Nathan. Google Maps, h�ps://www.google.com/maps/place/Tamaqua RailroadSta�on/@40.7975049,-75.9694763,19.25z-data=!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c5b93e2fa2444d:0x4edd0b06fd18acb5!8m2!3d40.797959!4d-75.970121.
Unknown. Google Maps, Feb. 2015, h�ps://www.google.com/maps/place/Tamaqua RailroadSta�on/@40.7975049,-75.9694763,19.25z-data=!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c5b93e2fa2444d:0x4edd0b06fd18acb5!8m2!3d40.797959!4d-75.970121.
Rural Lisc. “Tamaqua, Pennsylvania Train Sta�on, before Restora�on.” Rural Lisc, h�ps://www.lisc.org/rural/our-work/economic-workforce-development/rural-placemaking/.
Kalina-Metzger, Stephanie. Twi�er, 13 Oct. 2018, h�ps://twi�er.com/writerkalina/status/1051276148083167232.
Marchiano, Amy. Standard Speaker, 22 Mar. 2016, h�ps://m.standardspeaker.com/news/new-restaurant-to-open-in-tamaqua-train-sta�on-1.2021391.
West, John, and Chris Poh. “VINTAGE PAINTING OF THE STATION'S INTERIOR.” American Public House Review, 2009, h�ps://americanpublichousereview.com/2008.10/tamaqua/index.html.
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The sta�on from across the track in the depot park that was rehabilitated shortly before the sta�on.

Tamaqua Sta�on Restaurant (Former Tamaqua Sta�on)
Success Criteria

Renova�on Year(s):

Preserva�on

+

Successful for the amount of work done to restore it from
such a neglected state, all led by dedicated community
volunteers and a local non-proﬁt

Social Equity

+

Successful retaining access and providing community
service as a visitor center

Costs

+

Successful for being funded by grants, fund raising,
volunteer staﬀ

Codes

+

Probably success, as there are minimal egress or
accessibilty concerns, but there is minimal data available

Systems &
Sustainability

+

Probably successful for size of the building and li�le need
for light and ven�la�on with large operable windows
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1992 - 2004
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Westchester Avenue Sta�on

Ridership:

Inac�ve, Amtrack NE RR has 12.5mil annual

Historic Context:
- One of 13 sta�ons commissioned by J.P. Morgan
- In 1920s the inter-buro rapid transport system choked the
railroad system’s service
- The railroad went bust in 1931, service ending in 1937
- 1960s road work demo-ed part of the sta�on basement
- In 1970s the nearby waterfront was abandoned
- The sta�on has been le� to deteriorate with Amtrak
opposed to doing work that may disrupt track service

Address:

58 Westchester Ave, The Bronx, NY 10459

Current Context:

Size:

6,960 sf approximately, over 1 ﬂ and basement

- In 2006 a rehabilita�on project restored areas along the
water and created Concrete Park, providing a harsh
contrast between the decayed sta�on and new park
- Amtrak had slated the sta�on for demoli�on in 2009
- The New York Landmarks Conservancy place it on their
endangered proper�es list - not designated.
- The Fitch Founda�on funded architects Amanda Schacter
and Alexander Levi in 2011 to creat a proposal
- The plan to incorporate the sta�on with Concrete Park
was integrated into the Bronx River Greenway extension in
2015

120’ x 58’ approximately
Built:

1908

Architect:

Cass Gilbert

Owner:

Formerly: NY, New Haven, & Har�ord RR
Currently: Amtrak

H. Register: None, on Local Endangered Ladmarks List
Track Proximity:

Par�ally suspended over tracks

Not Ac�ve Stop, Ac�ve Tracks

Recent image showing the state of neglect that the sta�on has fallen into

Prtoject Renders
Stark, Erika. “Cass Gilbert's Abandoned Westchester Avenue Sta�on: An Unassuming Nod to Gothic Architecture.” Untapped New
York, 21 Mar. 2019, untappedci�es.com/2017/07/31/cass-gilberts-abandoned-westchester-avenue-sta�on-an-unassuming-nod-to-gothic-architecture/.
Greenberg, Peter. “Westchester Avenue Sta�on Bronx 01.” Wikimedia Commons, 6 Apr. 2014, h�ps://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Westchester_Avenue_Sta�on_Bronx_01.JPG.
Gray, Christopher. “Westchester Avenue Sta�on, Shown in 1915.” New York Times, 25 Nov. 2009, h�ps://www.ny�mes.com/2009/11/29/realestate/29scapes.html.
“Westchester Avenue Sta�on as Seen from the NorthEast Corridor.” Wikimedia Commons , Mackenson, 21 Apr. 2008, h�ps://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Westchester_Avenue_sta�on_in_the_Bronx_New_York_as_seen_from_the_NorthEast_Corridor_(4278583703).jpg.
Anderson, Nicole. “SLO Architecture Proposes a Train Sta�on Rehab in the Bronx.” Archpaper.com, 9 Jan. 2013, archpaper.com/2013/01/slo-architecture-proposes-a-train-sta�on-rehab-in-the-bronx/.
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Above: Render of the
refurbished part of the
train sta�on ac�ng as a
gatehouse for Concrete
Plant Park. Also shows
render of the proposed
bridge.
Right: Close up of the
sta�on’s original signage
and details

Westchester Avenue Station
Success Criteria

Renovation Year(s):

Future/Current Project

Preservation

-

Less likely to be success because of the plan to separate
the building

Social Equity

+

Successful for the proposed use as gateway to
public park

Costs

-

Less likely to be success because of the new work and
state of repair

Codes

+

Successful as it will need to meet all modern codes for
amount of work proposed

Systems &
Sustainability

+

Probably successful for the size and the minimal
occupany loads in buildings
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DiSalvo’s Restaurant (Former Latrobe Sta�on)

Ridership:

Line has 223,114 daily riders (17 stops, 1 trip)

Historic Context:
- Formerly major transport junc�on in Westmore County
- Was on of the largest sta�ons on the Main Line
- Abandon in 1970

Address:

25 McKinley Ave, Latrobe, PA

Current Context:

Size:

10,500 sf approximately, over 1 ﬂ

- Split ownership, restaurant building owned by family
while pla�orm and track building is owned by Amtrak
- Was in a ruinous state by 1983 and almost demolished
- Local preserva�onists managed to save the building by
ge�ng it placed on the Na�onal Register in 1989
- Restaurant por�on was purchased in 1989 and restored
before opening it in 1990
- The sta�on con�nues to be a ﬂag stop with over 4,500
annual ridership in 2019

175’ x 60’ approx., with 220’ x 30’ pla�orm
Built:

1903

Architect:

William H. Brown

Owner:

Formerly: Pennsylvania Railroad Company
Currently: Amtrak & DiSalvo Family

H. Register:

Na�onally Designated

Track Proximity:

Active Stop

Above: Image of the ﬁlled in area that used to be behind the original sta�on
with the inserted railcar. Below: the interior of the rail car

Restaurant is at least 50’ from tracks

Exterior
Canadian2006. “Latrobe-Pennsylvania-Railroad-Sta�on.” Wikimedia Commons, 12 Aug. 2008, h�ps://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Latrobe-pennsylvania-railroad-sta�on.jpg.
The Knot, h�ps://www.theknot.com/marketplace/disalvos-sta�on-restaurant-latrobe-pa-184332.
“Joey D's Cigar Bar.” DiSalvo's Restaurant, h�p://www.disalvosrestaurant.com/joey-d-s-cigar-bar.
Blenko, Andy, and Charlie Blenko. Pi�sburgh Mainline, 8 Mar. 2014, h�ps://pi�sburghmainline.weebly.com/train-nerds-blog/a-visit-to-disalvos-sta�on-restaurant-in-latrobe-pa.
“Latrobe PA RR Train Sta�on c1910 Postcard.” Hip Postcard, 14 June 2010, h�ps://www.hippostcard.com/lis�ng/latrobe-pa-rr-train-sta�on-c1910-postcard/15609199.
McKee, Brian. Landmark Hunter, 15 May 2011, h�p://landmarkhunter.com/196013-pennsylvania-railroad-sta�on-latrobe/.
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Above: Postcard of the original sta�on layout circa 1910

DiSalvo’s Restaurant (Former Latrobe Sta�on)
1989-90

Success Criteria

Renova�on Year(s):

Preserva�on

/

Moderately successful as a lot was retained but there
was also a lot added and altered

Social Equity

+

Successful retaining access

Costs

/

Less likely to have been successful for the addi�ons
added, but no data to conﬁrm

Codes

/

Moderately success, there was a lot of new work , is now
larger and enclosed with cobblestone ﬂooring

Systems &
Sustainability

+

Probably successful, but data is insuﬃcient
ligh�ng and ven�la�on might have been diﬃcult
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J.G’s Grille (Former Tarentum Sta�on)

Ridership:

Light Freight Line, 24hr service

Historic Context:
- Part of the industrializa�on of the area, replacing canal
and playing a key part of the city’s development
- Sta�on closed in 1960
- Le� neglected for 20years and renovated in 1984
- Was the Tarentum Sta�on Restaurant and Lounge from
1984 un�l 2007

Address:

101 Sta�on Drive. Tarentum, PA

Current Context:

Size:

4,600 sf approximately, over 1 1/2 ﬂoors

- In 2008 the building was bought by John Greco and much
of the building was gu�ed for changes
- It is known as a community gathering spot
- A large mural was added to the property despic�ng the
towns transpora�on history by local Wally Sommer
- Norfolk Southern Railroad owns the railroad and is a light
freight with coal as a major transported product

115’ x 40’ approximately
Built:

1892, renova�on in 1913

Architect:

Unknown

Owner:

Formerly: Pennsylvania Railroad Company

Not Ac�ve Stop, Ac�ve Tracks

Image shows added outdoor dining area on the west side of the building.
Right: Image of the
dining area in the west
side of the building.

Currently: John Greco
H. Register:
Track Proximity:

Local Landmark
About 10’ from tracks

Interior
Mull, Heather. Pi�sburgh City Paper, 9 Apr. 2013, h�ps://www.pghcitypaper.com/pi�sburgh/tarentum-sta�on/Slideshow/1637711/1637717.
“About Tarentum • Tarentum Borough.” Tarentum Borough, tarentumboro.com/informa�on/about.
Bauder, Bob, and Paul Guggenheimer. Trin Live, Tribune Review, 13 Mar. 2020, h�ps://triblive.com/local/pi�sburgh-allegh-ny/youre-in-for-it-western-pa-restaurants-brace-for-coronavirus-slowdown/.
Krivoniak, Edward. Google Maps, Mar. 2017, h�ps://www.google.com/maps/place/JG's Tarentum Sta�on
Grille/@40.6028126,-79.7535802,3a,75y,90t/data=!3m8!1e2!3m6!-sAF1QipOBq1jb-bd3q_BMBgiSDCK-TLeqWdewFx2voOuZ!2e10!3e12!6sh�ps://lh5.googleusercontent.com/p/AF1Qi
pOBq1jb-bd3q_BMBgiSDCK-TLeqWdewFx2voOuZ=w203-h114-k-no!7i2560!8i1440!4m5!3m4!1s0x0:0xae412a7cdc�f0cb!8m2!3d40.6026
222!4d-79.7535028.
Therrien, Dus�n. Google Maps, Mar. 2018, h�ps://www.google.com/maps/place/JG's Tarentum Sta�on Grille/@40.6028126,
-79.7535802,3a,75y,90t/data=!3m8!1e2!3m6!-sAF1QipOBq1jb-bd3q_BMBgiSDCK-TLeqWdewFx2voOuZ!2e10!3e12!6sh�ps://
lh5.googleusercontent.com/p/AF1QipOBq1jb-bd3q_BMBgiSDCK-TLeqWdewFx2voOuZ=w203-h114-k-no!7i2560!8i1440!4m5
!3m4!1s0x0:0xae412a7cdc�f0cb!8m2!3d40.6026222!4d-79.7535028.
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Below: The mural that is
located behind the
sta�on on the retaining
wall with street above

J.G’s Grille (Former Tarentum Sta�on)
Success Criteria

Renova�on Year(s):

1913, 2008

Preserva�on

+

Successful for retaining the key features, par�cularly on
the exterior that make it inden�ﬁable in historic images

Social Equity

+

Successful retaining access

Costs

+

Probably successful, minimal work done but mostly
work to expand business

Codes

+

Probably successful, not enough data to determine

Systems &
Sustainability

+

Probably successful for the size, certain mechanical
systems are clearly visible
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W. Concord Sta�on & Club Car Cafe (Former Union Sta�on)

Ridership:

Line has 9,302 daily riders (19 stops)

Historic Context:
- Originally buitl as a junc�on where the Fitchburg RR and
the New Haven RR’s Old Colony system interesected
- RR spawned growth and moved produce to Boston
- Was a key junc�on between Boston, Chicago, & St. Luis
- Industy later propogated on the line un�l a�er WWII
- Peak passenger service was 1897-1903
- The Old Colony line ended service in 1959
- The Fitchburg line transferred to MBTA in 1975

Address:

24 Commonwealth Ave., Concord, MA 01742

Current Context:

Size:

4,875 sf approximately, over 1 ﬂ

- Restora�on was funded in 2007 to renovate the exterior
and restore it a�er years of neglect and deteriora�on
- restored original tri-color design
- removed faux-brick facade for original clapboard
- restored slate roof
- interior restored
- It is the only intact railroad building in West Concord
- Expansion of the Bruce Freeman Rail Train now runs past
the sta�on and in 2013 Junc�on Park was opened across
from the sta�on

75’ x 65’ approximately
Built:

1893

Architect:

Unknown

Owner:

Formerly: Fitchburg Railroad
Currently: MBTA Commuter Rail

H. Register: Na�onally and Locally Designated
Track Proximity:

Ac�ve Stop

About 10’ from tracks

Above: An image showing
the interior counter on the
south sideof the building.
Right: the raised handicap
pla�orm giving wheelchair
access to the trains at

Interior
Couch, Joel. Google Maps, May 2018, h�ps://www.google.com/maps/place/Club Car
Cafe/@42.4568707,-71.3929793,3a,75y,90t/data=!3m8!1e2!3m6!1sAF1QipMTaFNSFIK7_DBKX4KK5Q-Wu0PsQ-iaeAczuqie!2e10!3e12!6sh�ps://lh5.googleuserco
ntent.com/p/AF1QipMTaFNSFIK7_DBKX4KK5Q-Wu0PsQ-iaeAczuqie=w152-h86-k-no!7i2048!8i1152!4m12!1m6!3m5!
1s0x0:0x9894e6d89e3329a8!2sWest Concord!8m2!3d42.4567986!4d-71.3937831!3m4!1s0x0:0xf83c928d1e47a4a2!8m2!3d42.4568707!4d-71.3929793.
Moser, Emily, and Town of Concord Community Preserva�on Commi�ee. The Harlem Line, 15 Feb. 2015, h�p://www.iridetheharlemline.com/2015/02/19/bostons-record-snowfall-and-the-mbtas-west-concord-sta�on/.
Phelan, John. “West Concord Depot, MA.” Wikimedia Commons, 30 May 2009, h�ps://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:West_Concord_Depot,_MA.jpg.
Photoman82. Flickr, 12 Sept. 2010, h�ps://www.ﬂickr.com/photos/photoman82/5173024719/in/photostream/.
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Image of the former track intersec�on and switch to move cars onto other tracks

W. Concord Sta�on & Club Car Cafe (Former Union Sta�on)
Success Criteria

Renova�on Year(s):

2007

Preserva�on

+

Successful for the amount of work and authen�city done

Social Equity

+

Successful retaining access and providing
handicap features

Costs

+

Successful for being funded 50/50 by local grants and
transit authority

Codes

+

Successful for being accessible and having mul�ple
egress paths

Systems &
Sustainability

+

Probably successful for the size
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Criteria for Evaluation:
It was difficult to define the success of a project as each of these projects showed
good intentions and achieved goals of restoration. The different evaluation criteria were
separated into catagories and determined on a broad scale first, before going into more
detail individually for each site.

Preservation: the success in this category was based on the cultural significance and the
character defining features of each of the sites. First by determining what the defining
features of the stations were before reuse, and then determining if the reuse has
diminished the cultural signficance of the site. Some of the basic features that were
looked at included Floor Plans, Massing, Elevations, Materials, Landscape including the
tracks, Distinct Visual Elements, and any Interior element that might remain. More
details were discussed on a case by case basis. This project also considered success
partially based on the Sectretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, which
were outlined by the National Park Service. The standards were helpful in determining
the historic aspect, but was not the focus of success determination. Maintained
character defining features were the pivotal factor of success in this category.

Social Equity: the success of this category was based on the new program choice for
each of the different sites. Train stations exist as highly public and accessible places
where anyone can enter the building often at any time of the day or year. The new
functions may not have been as open to the public as previous use, most were sold to
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private owners and have a higher degree of privatization associated with their new uses.
Consideration for any less public use was made if the community was particularly
involved in the stations alterations and reuse, and made the project more successful.

Costs: success in this category was difficult to determine because of limited information
available for the rehabilitation work on the sites. There wasn't enough information for a
proper evaluation, but analysis would have come from the cost of the rennovations and
work done to return the station to function. The presumption for this critera was that an
existing building would require less material and labor to build an entire structure, and
therefore could have lower costs. The size of the buildings also made them more cost
effective for towns to take on the task. By retaining an existing structure, it eliminated
the demolition expense and if preservation was applied that could further reduce costs
of new materials if salvaging was possible. Further issues in this category, which
prevented proper evaluation, was finding comparisons were difficult based on the
avilability and dates of construction, but some information was included in the sections
to frame the project. Considering the rehabilitation costs of demolition, debris removal,
new design, and new materials as well as the labor involved with each, the reuses were
for the most part more cost effective than a new building would be.

Codes: success in this criteria was based on the application of building code required
updates. Accessability compliance and safety requirements based on modern
understandings were the primary concerns during work on existing buildings. Unified
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Building Codes for construction have existed in the United States since at least 1915
when the Building Officials and Code Adminstrators was founded.2 Pennsylvania's
version of Existing Building Codes was based on the International Building Code 2015 as
was Massachuesettes, while New York has updated to the 2018 version. All versions
have sections concering alterations, repairs, additions, and changes of occupancy for
work. Most of these requirements were safety concerns, and in most cases if a condition
was not deemed unsafe by current code standards it could remain in existing conditions.
Additions and alterations to an existing building must be "no less conforming to the
provisions of the International Building Code than the existing building or structure was
3

prior to the alteration". Repairs had similar requirements. A crucial code for reusability
was in section 407, Change of Occupancy, which stated "No change shall be made in the
use or occupancy of any building unless such building is made to comply with the
requirements of the International Building Code for the use or occupancy."4 Change was
allowed were new occupancy was less hazardous, but a greater hazard required
alterations for egress and safety. The code had specific exceptions for existing stairs
where changes were not feasible or would cause other hazards. There were also Historic
Building exceptions for repairs and improvements, where a building official determined
there was no "distinct life safety hazard".5 Ultimately, renovated and rehabilitated
buildings were to comply as much as possible with modern code, but exceptions were
allowed where there was minimal expectation of hazard. Improvements to accessibility,
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additions of fire prevention systems, and other attempts to update the building without
compromising existing structure was important to the success of the case studies.

Systems and Sustainability: success in this criteria was difficult to conclude based on
the limitations of online research. The age of the buildings being assessed most of these
buildngs likely did not have any mechanical systems, or any utility service running to the
buildings. Historic buildings, particularly ones without mechanical systems can be very
sustainable buildings using passive systems instead of mechanical methods of heating,
cooling, and lighting the spaces. Reuse of these buildings would have introduced
mechanical systems. If sustainability was truly a goal the small historic buildings could
be easily fitter with high efficiency systems. By reusing these buildings, there is already a
substantial reduction in waste by not demolishing the existing buildings and using a
structure that has already been built with only some repairs to bring it up to use
standards. Further considerations were made for use of outdoor space or connection to
landscape. Most of the stations sit on a significant bit of land for the areas they are in,
and besides parking lots some have trail and park spaces associated with them that
make them more environmentally friendly. As this criteria was extremely limited in
available information with the ability to visit or properly contact people involved, the
success was based on what can be determined from photos and records.
The following describes the successes and shortcomings for each individual site as
was possible. Each of the stations had differences based on there specific needs, but
there was also similarities despite the use, location, style, and size variations.
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Bryn Athyn Post Office
Preservation: The character defining features for Bryn Athyn are the Station Sign and
Façades facing the tracks and road, Figure 5 & 6. Without the overhang or signs there
would be little indication of the former station use. On the interior the original post
office boxes are a feature that remain in the station, Figure 7. This is a historic feature
and evidence of a continual use for mail service. The tracks would also have been a
defining feature, but recently they were removed to create the trail, Figure 6. Execept
for the tracks these were all maintained even when updating the interior to make the
whole building a Post Office. According to the Fetter's Mill District Nomination form
"both the interior and exterior are highly intact".6 This station has been successfully
preserved as an original use, and appears in good condition without much alteration.
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Figure 5. Photo, by Shuvaev, of the western façade of the Bryn Athyn Post Office and the station signs on
the overhang, two of the stations defining features. Shuvaev. “Fetter's Mill Village, Bryn Athyn Train
Station.” Wikimedia Commons, Bryn Athyn, Pennsylvania,
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Fetter's_Mill_Village,_Bryn_Athyn_Train_Station_11.JPG.

Figure 6. Photograph, by Kevin Leary, depicting the southern façade of the Bryn Athyn Post and the
railroad tracks fo the former Fox Chase Line. The tracks were removed in 2014 and replaced with gravel to
accommodate the Pennypack Trail expansion. Leary, Kevin. Pennsylvania Railroad Stations: Past and
Present, Dan West, https://www.west2k.com/pastations/montgomerypa.shtml.
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Figure 7. Photo, by Jesi Kim, depicting the historic mail boxes that are still present inside the station. Kim,
Jesi. Tony Ward Studio, Bryn Athyn, 3 Apr. 2015, https://tonywardstudio.com/blog/tag/bryn-athynstation/.

Social Equity: As a post office the station continues to be open and accessible. The
station also marks the beginning of the fourth extension of the Pennypack Trail with
seating under the porch overhang and a food truck regularly parked across the street it
has become a popular outdoor location for people to visit.
Costs: There is very little information that a significant alteration was done to the
station building. Considering the exterior remains largely unaltered and the building is
small, costs are presumed to have been minimal.
Codes: The structure of the Bryn Athyn post office is a small single story building. The
existance of a door on both sides of the building make it highly accessible, and
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minimizes a fire hazard. There did not appear to be any reason for a code concern or
need for alterations to bring the structure up to regulation.
Systems and Sustainability: The station was built in 1902, but there were alterations
made to the interior in 1965 for conversion to full Post Office.7 At any point there could
have been upgrades. The Pennypack Trail is now associated with the station, and the
post office has become a recognized stop along on the trail. Having the trail contributes
to its success as a landmark with resting areas for patrons.

Tamaqua Station Restaurant
Preservation: Character defining features of Tamaqua were the distinct silhoutte and
façade facing the tracks, including details such as the brackets and cornice, Figure 8.
Massing and material were also a key feature of the exterior, as loss of these elements
would take away a key component of its original appearance. Part of the appearance of
the station was also due to the very large sash windows that are still in place, smaller
replacement windows would ruin this. During renovations there was a small change in
the white paint of the brick surrounding the windows, but this was minor and did not
diminish the integrity of the overall appearance. An open interior with flowing space
was also part of the character of the building. Tamaqua has managed to maintain this
sense of space, Figure 9. There were also several interior features such as ticket
windows, fireplaces, wall openings, mouldings, the bar, and the general aesthetic which
have all been maintained in the renovation process, Figures 10 & 11. Efforts were made
to not only restore the station from a derelict state, but to do so with attention to
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details and authenticity. Woodwork and other detail styling was done based on original
fabric, and the interior retained some of the train station features including a ticket
window in the lobby and fire places in the dining room of the restaurant. The dedication
to retaining exterior elements and interior features that display the history of the
station made it very successful.

Figure 8. A photo of the façade, by Nathan Johns, that depicts the many character defining features of the
exterior includings its windows, cornice, brick, porch with brackets, and the overall massing that gives it
an iconic shape. Johns, Nathan. Google Maps, https://www.google.com/maps/place/Tamaqua Railroad
Station/@40.7975049,-75.9694763,19.25z/data=!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c5b93e2fa2444d:0x4edd0b06fd18ac
b5!8m2!3d40.797959!4d-75.970121.
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Figure 9. An image taken of one of the dining rooms of the restaurant. This shows the historic aesthetic
that was maintained inside that includes such details as the fireplace and openess. Unknown. Google
Maps, Feb. 2015, https://www.google.com/maps/place/Tamaqua Railroad Station/@40.7975049,75.9694763,19.25z/data=!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c5b93e2fa2444d:0x4edd0b06fd18acb5!8m2!3d40.797959!4d
-75.970121.

Figure 10. An image
taken of the bar
space inside the
Station as it sat
waiting for the new
tenants to take over.
Kalina-Metzger,
Stephanie. Twitter,
13 Oct. 2018,

https://twitter.com/writerkalina/status/1051276148083167232.

52

Figure 11. A painting
of the station's
original restaurant
that were part of the
lavish facilities the
new Tamaqua station
.
had in the 1874 .
West, John, and Chris
Poh. “VINTAGE
PAINTING OF THE
STATION'S INTERIOR.”
American Public
House Review, 2009,

https://americanpublichousereview.com/2008.10/tamaqua/index.html.

Social Equity: Tamaqua station depite no longer serving as an active station,
continues to serve many of the same functions it had in the past. There was access and
openess to the public to enter the station for dining, information, or culture. The
amount of community events including a two year anniversary of the restoration in
2004 and people gathering to watch the 4th of July fireworks. The restaurant that
opened in 2016 has a strong community following as well, and proves it was still a place
of gathering.
Costs: Over twelve years work has been done by the community to complete a $1.5
million dollar restoration plan.8 There was an initial price of $25,000 for purchase of the
building in 1992 by the Save Our Station non-profit. Early work consisted of $37,000 to
work on the roof beams, the tin roof, and an addition that wasn't original. A further
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$275,000 in grants was acquired to renovate the building in 1994, most of it coming
from a transportation enhancement program and the rest from local government
funding.9 Even if the total expense was more that the $1.5 million that money was spent
purely on refurbishing the building and replacing damaged materials. The work did not
involve extensive demolition, new structure, or new materials for the project.
Codes: Tamaqua is a single story building with high ceilings, multiple large window
and door openings, and masonry construction. There is a small fire hazard concern with
the inclusion of a restaurant and bar, but there does not appear to be any concerns.
Systems and Sustainability: Accordng to an article in 2013 which read, "to revamp the
restaurant space yet again, including the installation of new kitchen equipment…"10,
there has been introduction of modern systems at least in terms of the kitchen service.
Mentions in Nation Historic Register nomination indicate that the building had a gas
lighting system, which was converted at some point to electric. The original fireplace
heating method was also converted to steam around the 1920s when most of the
chimneys were also removed.11 In addition to the restoration of the station, there is a
restored gazebo and park on the other side of the tracks. This is part of the original
Tamaqua depot design which hosted a lavish public park at its construction but was
temprorily a gas station for some years. Overall the building being restored as well as it
has and the association with the park makes it successful.
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Westchester Station:
Preservation: Features of Westchester have deteriorated some with its long term
abandonment. Those that were character defining that remain were the distinct
massing which was common of many luxurious stations. It has a tremendous amount of
detail in the exterior terra cotta masonry, which included terra cotta roof shingles and
an elaborate bracket cornice, Figure 12. The original station was said to be a, "display of
glazed terra cotta, cream colored panels set off by colored floral medallions, lozenges
and crisscross bands in gold, azure and dark red"12. There was also inlaid ironwork. The
station has distinct features such as the massive arch encasing the entry way and the
portico protruding from the taller section, Figure 13. The portico was lost when the
highway was built. One of the most interesting features of the building was how it
appears to hover over the tracks, supported steel bracings, Figure 14. The Westchester
Station reuse project was still in the design phase as of this paper's development, and
the station sits neglected and deteriorating. Based on images there was a concern for
preservation, but there were also plans to separate the two portions of the building to
form an extended entrance to Concrete Plant Park and the water front area, Figure 15. If
this were to happen it would break up the distinct silhoutte and drastically alter the
layout of the single space into two distinct elements.
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Figure 12. A glimpse of
the detail that surrounds
the exterior of the
station.Stark, Erika.
“Cass Gilbert's
Abandoned Westchester
Avenue Station: An
Unassuming Nod to
Gothic Architecture.”
Untapped New York, 21
Mar. 2019,
untappedcities.com/201
7/07/31/cass-gilbertsabandoned-westchesteravenue-station-anunassuming-nod-togothic-architecture/.

Figure 13. A history photo from 1915 showing off the station as it looked during it's early years when
people were still actively using the stop. Gray, Christopher. “Westchester Avenue Station, Shown in
1915.” New York Times, 25 Nov. 2009,
https://www.nytimes.com/2009/11/29/realestate/29scapes.html.
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Figure 14. A photo showing off how the station continues to hover over the active Amtrak railroa, and
the precarious situation if it were continued to be neglected. Gray, Christopher. “Westchester
Avenue Station, Shown in 1915.” New York Times, 25 Nov. 2009,
https://www.nytimes.com/2009/11/29/realestate/29scapes.html.

Figure 15. Partial rendering of the prospective design plan that would turn the station's former
waiting area into a boathouse for Concrete Plant Park. Anderson, Nicole. “SLO Architecture Proposes
a Train Station Rehab in the Bronx.” Archpaper.com, 9 Jan. 2013, archpaper.com/2013/01/sloarchitecture-proposes-a-train-station-rehab-in-the-bronx/.
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Social Equity: The new proposed use is one that has strong implications to the use as
a station. The new function would be a gateway into the Concrete Park and trail along
the river front as well as a viewing platform with waterway considerations. It would be
part of the park and actually introduce an entrance to the area which is complete cut off
from the surrounding neighborhood by the highway and railroad tracks. If completed
the station would become a public structure that restores an eyesore to the community
by also creating a new public facility in the form of a park entrance and service area.
While the plan is certainly intended to aid the community, it doesn't appear to have a
lot of community input or involvement so the success might be hurt by lack of outreach.
Costs: In this case there is the potential for higher costs based on the design
exceeding the limitations of just restoration or rehabilitation.
Codes: The amount of work on this project with the state of repair that the building
in would require that the construction meet all modern codes for new construction.
Systems and Sustainability: It was not yet certain what the interior or the full extent
of the plan was. There were sustainability implications in the use as a park entrance and
the fact that the plan includes reuse of an existing structure. It has the potential to
provide access to a green space and would be beneficial as park structure.

DiSalvo's Restaurant:
Preservation: The Latrobe Station was complicated building for being only roughly
one storey, with subterranean features, a connection to the raised track, and an old
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train car having been placed partially inside the building. One of the defining features
was the distinctive façade that faces the street on the Northwest side of the building,
Figure 16. This was the historic entrance, but was now the rear of the building. The
actual entrance is through an underground passage with a covered entry leading from
the parking lot into the station, Figure 17. The metal awning from the parking lot was
just as character defining, as was the cellar like tunnel that you find upon entering,
Figure 18. The massing at the station was not important from the outside because of the
many additional elements that have been added over the years. However the interior
remains open, Figure 19, with high ceilings, large spaces, and even the cobblestone in
sections that were once outside and have been enclosed. There was an old railroad car
that has been incorporated into the restaurant, but this was not something that was
truly part of the building. More important than the novelty inclusion of a train was the
exceptional metal work that prevades the rear half of the restaurant which was once an
exterior space with covered walkways up to the tracks, Figure 20. There are many
features that remain intact at the Latrobe site, but the restaurants inclination to make
the interior a overly decorated novelty space detracts from some of the remaining
elements by crowding the details. This was particularly true in the addition added to the
space between the tracks and original building. Its difficult here to see where the old
and new were located, or even what the building elements were in some cases. There is
also an interesting feature that remains from the historic station, which was a brick
pattern at the original entrance with the Pennsylvania Railroad company logo.
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Figure 16. A composite of the former entrance of the Latrobe station with the PRR logo in the brick.

Figure 17. Photo taken from the DiSalvo's Restaurant website depicting the awning over the entrance
to the restaurant where the depot yard used to be. It is unclear when this was built, but likely after
the depot yard was abandon in the late 1950s. DiSalvo's Restaurant,
http://www.disalvosrestaurant.com/joey-d-s-cigar-bar.
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Figure 18. Image of the tunnel which leads guests to the atrium addition that had been built over the
old courtyard behind the original station building. The Knot,
https://www.theknot.com/marketplace/disalvos-station-restaurant-latrobe-pa-184332.

Figure 19. The old concourse area of the original building now the main dining area of the restaurant.
Blenko, Andy, and Charlie Blenko. Pittsburgh Mainline, 8 Mar. 2014, https://pittsburghmainline.
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weebly.com/train-nerds-blog/a-visit-to-disalvos-station-restaurant-in-latrobe-pa.

Figure 20. An image of the space inside the addition covering the old courtyard. In this image its
possible to see the roof line of the original building which is partially encapsulated by the addition. In
the bottom left is the train car. Throughout there is metal braces and supports some new with the
addition and some original elements of the awning structure that covered porch and platform areas.
The Knot, https://www.theknot.com/marketplace/disalvos-station-restaurant-latrobe-pa-184332.

Social Equity: The station was still active, so it retains a highly public nature. The new
use as a restaurant was also one that is predominantly public and which appears to be a
popular community dining spot. The completely private redevelopment of the station
does mean that there was less social potential and it appeared to be far less involved
with the surrounding community than some of the other case studies were. So while
modestly successful, there was potential for a more inclusive plan.
Costs: No costs were found for this work. Considering the scale of the building being
on the larger end, the additional space, and the railroad trappings that were brought in
its possible that the costs were higher than a typical renovation project.
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Codes: The larger size of this building, the inclusion of elements like a train car and
kitchen required alterations that needed to meet modern codes.
Systems and Sustainability: Since this is a large restaurant with multiple rooms and
features, there must have been extensive work done to introduce the mechanical
systems necessary to support the use.

J.G.'s Station Grille:
Preservation: The Tarentum station was simple in its historic features. One of the
major defining features was the distinctive and symmetrical massing, the façade facing
the tracks being a key visual element. There were material considerations in the facades
including the all brick façades being stricking and the painted doors, window frames,
and roof bracings were eye catching, Figure 21. On the interior there was a detailed bar
structure which appeared to be historic, Figures 22. There was also a particular stained
glass panel in the main entrance door, Figure 23. These are all key components. The
layout was also somewhat interesting as it was not the typical open floor plan but from
images appeared to have walls built up around the center of the building, Figure 24. It
was unclear how many features were truly historic as the new owners "began major
renovations… on January 9, 2008"13, but the façade has been largely unchanged since a
historic depiction in Figure 25.
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Figure 21. View of the main façade showing the bruilding with a small addition to the right. Google
Maps, Jul. 2019, https://www.google.com/maps/place/JG's Tarentum Station Grille/@40.6028126,79.7535802,3a,75y,90t/data=!3m8!1e2!3m6!1sAF1QipOBq1jb-bd3q_BMBgiSDCK-TLeqWdewFx2vo
OuZ!2e10!3e12!6shttps://lh5.googleusercontent.com/p/AF1QipOBq1jb-bd3q_BMBgiSDCKTLeqWdewFx2voOuZ=w203-h114-k-no!7i2560!8i1440!4m5!3m4!1s0x0:0xae412a7cdcfbf0cb!8m2!3

Figure 22. Photo of the distinctive bar which has decorative glass panes matching some of the
window elements. Mull, Heather. Pittsburgh City Paper, 9 Apr. 2013,
https://www.pghcitypaper.com/pittsburgh/tarentum-station/Slideshow/1637711/1637717.
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Figure 23.
Image of the
main door's
distinctive
stained glass
that reads "The
Tarentum
Station".
Aguirre,
Walter. Google
Maps, Sept.
2016,

https://www.google.com/maps/place/JG's Tarentum Station Grille

Figure 24. Image of the interior bar area just inside the main door, looking towards the center under
the two storey section of the building. Google Maps, Jul. 2019,
https://www.google.com/maps/place/JG's Tarentum Station Grille

65

Figure 25. Painting from an unspecified period taken from the historic section of the borough's
website. It shows the station without the additions by otherwise the same. “About Tarentum •
Tarentum Borough.” Tarentum Borough, tarentumboro.com/information/about.

Social Equity: The station was no longer active, but the use as a bar and restaurant
has made it a place that was accessible to the public. Additions for outdoor seating and
extra kitchen space suggested that there was need to accommodate more people inside
the main building. There was also a community mural on the retaining wall behind the
station. The location of it behind the station suggests this was a place the community
felt was worthy of a mural.
Costs: No financial information was found in relation to this project, but there were
some details about the work done. The same article that mention major renovation
taking place listed that the work included, "a building extension that expanded the
kitchen and added office space. More additions incorporated a new roof and box
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gutters, new lighting and th enew walkways and patio surfaces allowing for outdoor
dining in the warmer months. A popular 180 foot long wall mural by Tarentum artist,
Wall Sommer, painted during the summers of 2010 and 2011".14 While mentioned as
major renovations the work did not affect the exterior facade and a roof replacement is
a key maintenance concern any building could expect.
Codes: The building was a single story and seems to be modestly accessible for the
mobility impaired, though the many walls throughout might be a hinderance. Fire could
be a moderate risk because of the cramped nature and restaurant use. Parking didn't
appear to be any concern as there are parking spots on either side of the station
building, as well as street parking.
Systems and Sustainability: At some point it obviously became necessay to install
venting and lighting for the interior, as evident by the ceiling mounted ducts in Figures
23 & 25. The reuse of the building alone constitutes an aspect of sustainable design by
recycling the old building for a new purpose.

Club Car Cafe:
Preservation: Character of the station at West Concord was defined by its large hip
roof, clapboard exterior with historic color scheme, and various style of windows, and
track facing facade, Figure 26. Window types included the tall double pane sash
windows on the facades, the transom stained glass windows over the doors and sash
windows, and eyebrow windows on three of the four sides of the roof, Figure 27. The
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interior space was almost entirely one open space, as seen in Figure 28, which was
characteristic of station buildings meant primarily for waiting. Aside from the open
layout and views of the difining windows there didn't appear to be any other interior
features. The rehabilitation of the station was one done by a community dedicated to
restoring the structure to its former character. Particular attention was placed on the
stained glass windows which were restored and paint samples were used to restore the
color of the exterior clapboard after removing faux brick that had been covering it since
1980.15 The work done on the depot was awarded the Massachusettes Historical
Commission Preservation Award in 2009 for the work done to restore the structure.

Figure 26. An image of the façade facing the tracks that shows many of the character features
including the restored color pallette of the exterior façade and dramatic roof that ovehangs the
building to form sheltered waiting areas along the track. Photoman82. Flickr, 12 Sept. 2010,
https://www.flickr.com/photos/photoman82/5173024719/in/photostream/.
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Figure 27. A detail showing off the stained glass transom windows that were over the doorways and
windows. The black bar crossing below the window above the door was a miniature train track that
circulates above the patrons in the café. Moser, Emily, and Town of Concord Community
Preservation Committee. The Harlem Line, 15 Feb. 2015, http://www.iridetheharlemline.com/

Figure 28. A slightly distorted view that depicts almost the whole café including the counter from the
entry on the southern, street side of the building. Moser, Emily, and Town of Concord Community
Preservation Committee. The Harlem Line, 15 Feb. 2015, http://www.iridetheharlemline.com/2015/
02/19/bostons-record-snowfall-and-the-mbtas-west-concord-station/.
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Social Equity: The café at West Concord station has taken over the building, but the
station continued to be a very active stop in the community. Additionally it has a park
adjacent which forms a small section of a much larger trail. This was a nexus of the West
Concord community that was restored only at the early insistance of the community
before the building could fall into a serious state of disrepair. The cafe was especially
successful for its continued service as a station and the enhancement of it as a meeting
location by providing a place to sit, eat, and linger at the station.
Costs: In the case of this station the town raised some funds before approaching
MBTA about restoration work and the transit authority agreed to match the funds. A
CPA grant was awarded by the community preservation commity for $220,000, MBTA
then contributed another $220,000. Work was not to exceed the $440,000 made
available. Since MBTA still owned the property their contribution was part of the
arrangement that the "town would not assume any obligation for maintaining or
administering the premises or the building".16 The work was only to the exterior.
Additional work for Junction Park adjacent to the building and partially owned by MBTA
received an Intel Foundation Grant for $95,000 to build a stormwater recharge
system.17 The whole project cost $162,000 with additional funds from Concord Public
Works. Even if not a lot of work was done for the cost, it was a level of detail and
specificity that warranted the expense. A modern building would likely have lost the
stained glass in favor of a cheaper alternative to salvage the budget.
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Codes: The Club Car Café is a small building with one floor that doesn't appear to
have had major interior work done. The station itself has recently added raised
platforms with accessible ramps for mobility impaired patrons to easily access the
trains. Parking is large enough to accommodate the daily commuter traffic, so the
modest size of the downtown café has no bearing on the traffic.
Systems and Sustainability: The building is mostly one room, and has large operable
windows. Beyond the need for kitchen systems there are probably minimal comfort
control systems in the building which received no recent interior work. Bruce Freeman
Rail Trail and Junction Park are both closely tied to the depot's location. The park
immediately adjacent the station in particular was part of the effort to recharge rainfall
from the area around the park, such as the parking lot. As part of the park there are also
bike racks to service the community and any one using the trail.18 Through the efforts of
the community the station has become party to a positive sustainability goal with the
park renovation.

Key Observations:
-

Train stations are buildings that vary in style, but almost always have large open
concourses for waiting, distinct ticket windows, and details on the exterior that
make it standout in some way from the surroundings.

-

Almost all the reuses were dining options.
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-

All the case studies chose programs that made use of the open floor plans of the
spaces, options that didn't require more division of space.

-

The exteriors had more character defining features and distinct elements to
retain during preservation plans. There were few truly crucial interior features.

-

Any interior features that had existed suffered more loss and damage after the
stations were vacated.

-

Most had extensive community involvement during and after the reuse, and
were usually community locations after completion.

-

All the stations sat within a few feet of the tracks, and were directly affected by
the status of the tracks activity.

-

All the stations were primarily one floor, with minimal space on any second floor.
These ground floors were open, one room wide, and had ample views outside.

-

Waiting platforms were maintained, even when there were no active tracks.
Sometimes they were used as outdoor dining.

-

Any additions made were ones that appeared to match the existing stucture and
were hard to visually distinguish from the original structures.

-

Renovations were largely done in a manner that was sympathetic to the original
appearance, some even performing hsitoric analysis to do so.
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3 Adaptive Re-use Scenarios: Shawmont and Tulpehoken
Intro and Methodology:
This project came from the discovery of Shawmont Station on the Preservation
Alliance of Greater Philadelphia's list of Endangered Properties. It was placed on the list
in 2013. The website gave an update from 2014 that read, "SEPTA has committed to the
restoration of Shawmont Station and is exploring potential reuse options."1 Almost no
work has been done since the update, sitting for seven years with the awareness that
work should be done and only an intention to fund a restoration project. So I selected it
as a design project to determine a preservation plan that could restore the building
through a new use that could benefit the station and the community.

Figure 29. A photograph I took of the Northwest corner of Shawmont station looking down the
tracks towards Center City, Philadelphia. The station is on the inbound side.
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During my investigation into Shawmont station I spoke to community leaders and
SEPTA personnel to determine what the key elements and concerns might be for the
reuse of the station. I was directed towards several other stations that were or had been
in a similar situation as Shawmont. Tulpehocken Station seemed at first like a good case
study comparison to use in my development of Shawmont, as work had been done to
restore the exterior in 2011. After learning it had not been reused yet, it became my
second site to work on a strategy for reuse and benefit towards the community. My
research expanded to collect data, history, and community insight on the two stations.

Figure 30. A photograph I took of the Southeast corner of Tulpehocken station with
most of the parking lot behind me and to the right. The station is on the outbound side.
The early process involved gathering the basic historic and cultural data about each
of the sites and the surrounding communities. Determining what the community
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wanted from the reuse of the buildings and what limitations there might be from the
two stations being adjacent to active railroads. The data made it possible to narrow
down the number of options each station had for reuse based on community input,
location restrictions, and adjacent facilities.
After determining there were only a few program types that could work at the sites, I
began research into each programs' needs. The focus was on office, residence, food
service, retail, and community center concepts with the potential for mixed uses. Small
scheme layouts were conducted and assessed to determine if the programs would
actually be viable at the two sites.
Reusing these stations was looked at for their preservation and income potential, but
also as a catalyst for future investments in the area. Shawmont and Tulpehocken were
both located in communities with a wealth of other historic resources, many of which
were faced with disinvestment from age and neglect. This project strives to show the
potential that a single small project could have to spawn other investment.
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Shawmont Station
Tulpehocken Station
Reading Terminal and
City Hall

Figure 31. Diagram based on township boundaries annexed into the City of Philadelphia
in 1854. This shows rough distance of the townships from city center in the darkest red.
Tulpehocken is about 7 miles from City Hall, while Shawmont is about 8.5 miles.
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Demographic Data
Roxborough

Germantown

Shawmont Station

Tulpehocken Station

Philadelphia

Demographics
Racial Breakdown
White

81%

19%

41%

Black or African
American

11%

74%

42%

Mixed Race

3%

3%

3%

Asian

3%

2%

7%

Other

2%

2%

7%

34

37

34

Owned

59%

37%

53%

Rented

41%

63%

47%

Married

40%

18%

28%

Non-Family

48%

59%

46%

Female

9%

19%

20%

Male

3%

4%

6%

> High School

89%

84%

84%

< High School

11%

16%

16%

Individual Average

$50,392

$31,064

$39,863

Household Average

$86,093

$29,505

65,090

Never Married

45%

58%

51%

Married

41%

21%

30%

Divorced, widowed, or
separated

14%

21%

19%

Median Age
Property Status

Household Types

Education

Income

Married Status
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Employment
Employed

67%

53%

54%

Unemployed

5%

12%

10%

White Collar Jobs

51%

87%

82%

Blue Collar Jobs

6%

13%

18%

Private Corp.

36%

62%

67%

Type

Employer

Non-Profit

9%

18%

15%

Government

7%

15%

12%

Self-Employed

4%

5%

6%

33%

24%

27%

Occupied

90%

80%

Vacant (Approximate)

10%

20%

By Car

78%

63%

58%

By Bus or Trolley

11%

21%

16%

By Rail

7%

7%

8%

Walking

4%

4%

8%

Household w/Children
Occupied Status

Commute to Work

Data was collected from:

Roxborough

Germantown

Shawmont Station

Tulpehocken Station

Philadelphia

History
“19128
Households and Families.” 19128 Population 2019 (Demographics, Maps, Graphs), US Census

2017 ACS 5-Year Survey (Table B03002), 2017, worldpopulationreview.com/zips/19128/.
Founded

1682 as Manatawna

1683

1854

1854

1682

“Roxborough - Manayunk Demographics.” Roxborough - Manayunk Population & Demographics, Median
Renamed
1707 to Roxborough
Income - Point2 Homes, 2018 American Community Survey,
Settlers
German
Dutch-German
William Penn, Quakers
www.point2homes.com/US/Neighborhood/PA/Philadelphia/Roxborough-Manayunk-Demographics.html.
Annexed to City

“19144 Households and Families.” 19144 Population 2020 (Demographics, Maps, Graphs), US Census
2018 ACS 5-Year Survey (Table B03002), worldpopulationreview.com/zips/19144/.
Railroad

“Germantown Demographics.” Point2, 2018 American Community Survey,
www.point2homes.com/US/Neighborhood/PA/Philadelphia/Germantown-Demographics.html.
Original
1835, P,G&N
1832, P,G&N
First in 1832
Norristown/

Philadelphia, Germantown,

“Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
PopulationManayunk
2020.” Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania Population
2020
Line
Chestnut Hill West
& Norristown Railroad
(Demographics, Maps, Graphs), US Census 2018 ACS 5-Year Survey (Table B03002),
worldpopulationreview.com/us-cities/philadelphia-population/.
Reading Railroad
Pennsylvania
Change
in
1870
Railroad
1881
“Philadelphia Demographics.” Point2, 2018 American Community in
Survey,
Change

SEPTA in 1965

SEPTA in 1968

SEPTA begins 1965

www.point2homes.com/US/Neighborhood/PA/Philadelphia-Demographics.html.
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The data showed there were basic differences between the two communities.
Roxborough was a predominantly white community with a higher percentage of
household ownership and low unemployment. Germantown was a predominantly
African American community with a higher percentage of household renters and
unemployment was slightly higher than the city average. Both were historic areas,
founded by similar groups. Supporting data from the Philadelphia2035 plan showed the
areas had intentions to improve existing commercial corridors, see Figure A in Appendix
A. Roxborough has a stable corridor, but Germantown has suffered disinvestment and
there were many vacant properties. The railroad industry began early in both the areas,
see the lower chart, and there were similar current use patterns. Almost all commuter
traffic was automobile usage, and percentage of rail commuters was both at 7%.
History of Areas and Railroads

81

The lack of use for railroad transportation only increased the need to find alternative
use for the stations in these areas, as most fall out of service. The demographics had
bearing on the potential program, as did the proximity to commercial districts. A
wealthier population has different opinions than a poorer population, especially one
with a higher unemployment rate. A poorer neighborhood was going to have less
funding to spend on a preservation project that doesn't benefit the community. Despite
the difference, either community would appreciate an improved building instead of a
vacant structure that could be a safety hazard or a blemish on the neighborhood.
In addition to being areas with different demographics, the two stations had different
physical surroundings. Shawmont was isolated from the rest of the town by being on
the edge of reserved land that cannot be developed. The main commercial district was
not accessible unless you took a car, and the station itself is no longer an active stop.
Shawmont station has strong viability for reuse as an important access point for the
Schuylkill River Trail, placing it as a gateway to the recreation path. The other entrance
to the trail was located near Ivy Ridge station, almost a mile and a half from Shawmont.
Shawmont may be far from the main commercial corridor, but it had the benefit of
the trail and sat directly beside the Schuylkill River. It was a popular recreation spot for
locals, and the Schuylkill Center for Environmental Education maintained the preserved
land north of the station. This connected it more with the recreation and natural
landscape than the built town of Roxborough. Despite this separation there was still a
strong support from the community. It was the community who brought the station to
SEPTA's attention. It was community dedication that got the building designated as a
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local landmark, and also part of the Roxborough Historic District. That dedication clearly
meant it was a place that would benefit the community and be welcomed as a project.

Figure 32. This diagram shows the commercial corridor, Ridge Avenue District, and the
distance from Shawmont station. The corridor was over a mile away, while the
conservation district was adjacent land partially overseen by the Schuylkill Center.
Unlike Shawmont, Tulpehocken was not separated from the community. The station
sits between two commercial corridors of Germantown Ave. and Chelton Ave. While not
on a major corridor, it marks the edge of a residential area were it meets a large park
area. This position gives it a good opportunity to become whatever it wants to service
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the community and to be easily accessible. Tulpehocken also has the benefit of still
being an active station, while Shawmont was on an active line but not an active stop.

Figure 33. This diagram shows the two commercial corridors to the east and south of
the station, both within a few blocks distance. It also shows the adjacent Clifford Park,
which has mostly tree coverage but is a public green space.
The two stations were close geographically considering the size of the city, but have
different factors to consider. Tulpehocken was in the center of a residential community
while Shawmont was isolated. Germantown was a poorer community striving to rebuild
after disinvestment, while Roxborough was a stable community with more wealth. The
stations are comparable in size and both are locally designated landmarks part of a
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larger local district. There are a lot of similarities that can be considered when
determining reuse. By doing two design studies there are small alternative
considerations that made this thesis more rounded in its examples of potential designs.
There are just enough similarities and differences to make them complimentary sites.
There was another station this project identified, but did not have the opportunity to
work on. Curtis Park Station in Sharon Hill, PA and was on SEPTA's Wilmington/Newark
Line. The station meets all the initial selection criteria of being a small station in a
suburban area that was currently vacant. The area was heavily influenced by the
introduction of the railroad, and the community was a suburb that housed many who
worked in Philadelphia. The exterior needs improvements, see Figures D-F in Appendix
A, but the town is small and could greatly benefit from a single reuse project more than
a larger town would. Particular interest would benefitting the nearby Academy Park
High School and Delaware County Community College, which could take interest in the
station's improvements. The station is just outside of Philadelphia's boundaries so has
no direct attention from the Philadelphia2035 plan, but the area could benefit by
reclaiming the active connection to the city.

Current Conditions:
Shawmont:
The older part of Shawmont Station was constructed of rough stone and a stucco
finish to imitate ashlar stone, with a heavy timber roof framing. The rear Ell is
constructed of wood framing and lap siding that was later covered in asphalt siding. Its
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foundations are of rough stone. The windows were the original wood frames, but some
also have recent storm windows. The building lot was approximately 60' wide and 180'
long from the tracks to the edge of the river. A basic information diagram that includes
current images and a floor plan can be seen on the next page.
The condition assessment performed in 2017 by Sowsinki Sullivan Architects breaks
down the state of the interior and exterior of the building. The full report will be
available in the Appendix B, but a brief summary of the key details will be described to
set up the work needed. Things are rated as poor (heavy damage), fair (moderate
damage), and good (little damage).
The north façade, facing the tracks, was rated as fair as there was some
deterioration. The east façade facing the trail was rated as poorer as there was more
damage. The rear addition was in a fair condition with minor sagging in the porch roof.
The porch stairs have been recently replaced. The south façade faces the Schuylkill
River, this façade was in fair condition. The west façade was where the old stonewall
was along the station house. On that side the report indicates that it was in good
condition, but calls out missing portions of the wood soffit on the rear ell. The total
structure was in fair to poor condition with signs of deterioration, but no prevailing loss.
This suggests that the building, while needing attention, was in a state where small
repairs could restore it to good condition. A lot of the historic elements such as the
stucco, wood brackets, trim, and windows can be treated and restored. It was suggested
that all roofs should be replaced, and observations suggest that has happened. There
was possible indication of mold, asbestos, and lead paint but there was no explicit
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testing done so only the mold in the attic and basement has been confirmed. The
asbestos was suggested to be in the rolled and linoleum floor finishes throughout.2
Further evidence of the damage can be seen in the Figures 35-38.
Overall there was nothing from the report that suggested the building was unstable
or that work would be unsuccessful in restoring it to a habitable condition. Most of the
damage was on the surface, and no dangerous materials were found. This made it a
strong candidate for reuse because there was no evidence of extreme structural
damage. There has been some work done, and further work could potentially be done in
stages to make it more cost effective.
Key Issues
-

There are holes in the original building's foundation, noticeably a large one on
the west face besides the rubble wall that lines that side of the property

-

The rear ell has issues with the western wall siding and possible rot damage
along the roof and the corner where the down spout sits

-

There is a lot of debris remaining in the building and adjacent parking area, some
of it could be salvaged such as the shutters and doors but if left in the crawl
space could deteriorate beyond repair.

-

This station is not an active station stop and thus gets little attention

-

The Field View done in 2018 by Gerald Kuncio, Skelly, and Loy, Inc. for SEPTA,
suggests no stabilization was needed as there was no visible water infiltration

-

No proper parking, and the location that used to be parking has limited spots,
about fifteen parking spots.
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Figure 34. Above Image taken of the
wall on the west edge of the
property and the west wall of the
original building, a hole can be seen
in the foundation going into the
basement.

Figure 35. Image taken of the Rear
El's South corner where some of the
asphalt siding has been removed
exposing deterioration at the edge
of the building. This view also
shows how the rear ell meets the
original building, and the higher
foundation level of similar rough
stone.
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Figure 36. Image taken of the East
side of the original building. There
is stucco loss under the first floor
windows, but the stone
underneath was in fair condition.
It is also possible to see the
basement windows, which are
broken and covered with boards
or grates.

Figure 37. Image facing North looking at Shawmont station and the trailhead, which
connects to Nixon Street on the other side of the tracks
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Figure 38. Shawmont Station Information

Extant of Existing Concrete Slab

Taken from the Conditions Analysis Report 2017

Canopy outline above

- Constructed circa 1858.
- Originally owned by Philadelphia, Germantown, and Norristown Railroad
- Leased to Reading Rail Company in Nov. 1870
- Lot size is about 60' x 180'
- Main building about 40' x 20', with two floors, and basement below grade
- Built of stone rubble and covered with stucco
- Rear Ell built circa 1880

36' - 2" +/11' - 7 1/2" +/-

11' - 6 1/4" +/-

Electrical Boxes and
contents to be removed,
See Elect. DWG. E-101

Waiting Room

Living Room

Entrance Room

16' - 11" +/-

- Vernacular farmhouse form typical of the region - i.e. Italianate-style details. Rectangle
silhoutte. Rubble stone. Two stories. Side gable. 6 over 6 double hung windows. Broad
porch.
- Station house specific elements - shallow roof. wide overhanging eaves. scroll-sawn
brackets. scored stucco.
- Shawmont's location is near a former ferry crossing the Schuylkill in 1850s.

Demolish
Window

14' - 6" +/-

Kitchen

Existing
Chimney

14' - 4" +/-

First Floor

Scale: 1/4" = 1' - 0"
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Character Defining Features
-

The north façade facing the tracks is crucial to the character of the building, as it
is distinctive and contains the original ticket window and waiting area

-

The distance between the building and the tracks is important as it defines the
building as a station with its proximity

-

Stone material of walls and foundation as well as the stucco finish. This defines
the appearance, and should be restored or replaced with like material where
possible to create a similar visual appearance.

-

The cornice is one of the few ornamental features left to the original building
and gives the roof a distinctive appearance

-

Rear Ell as a separate and distinct element

-

There is a waiting bench that should still be in place inside. While not of high
significance, repurposing the bench and could keep a sense of character to the
interior space which has little of the train station character left.

Cultural Significance – these points line up closely with the reasons that the station
was nominated and selected for historic designation on the Philadelphia Register of
Historic Places. The full nomination is included as part of Appendix B.
-

Is the oldest remaining station in Pennsylvania, possibly the oldest in the US

-

One of the earliest examples of transit construction as the
Manayunk/Norristown line being one of the earliest passenger service lines
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-

There is surviving historic craftsmanship marks visible on the rafters in the attic
bearing Roman numerals from placement in a traditional mortise and tenon joint

-

If a defining element of the surrounding community, having for some time been
the main point of transportation from Roxborough and surrounding areas into
Philadelphia

Tulpehocken
The exterior was in excellent condition due to recently completed restoration work
done in 2011. As part of the work the contractor photographed pre-existing conditions
and was to later verify repairs by comparison. Documentation of conditions was
required before start of work. A basic information diagram that includes current images
and a floor plan can be seen on the next page.
The work included a new roof, during which the entire overhanging portion over the
porch space was removed and replaced. Since it was stripped down and replaced, the
entire structure should be completely sound. All the brick on the exterior was left intact
during renovation work, but was re-pointed so it's also in good condition. The metal
grates, mechanical equipment, and other important hardware was removed and stored
on site but where not reinstalled or replaced. Any reuse would need mechanical systems
and hardware installed. The windows and all the openings on both levels are boarded
up, protecting those still in place but not replacing any that were damaged or missing.
The interior was gutted and photographic evidence suggests only a staircase to second
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floor and central support structure/chimney remain. The chimney was reportedly
capped at the second floor. All interior plaster and walls were removed without being
replaced, and debris cleared. Any decorative element from the work that was not
reinstalled was salvaged where possible and stored on site. The building got updated
utilities, and has working electric, water, gas, and sewer lines that were replaced.3
A garden/orchard was also established by the community as park of the renovation
project, and was well maintained by local residents with limited interference by SEPTA.
The plantings include almost all local species that would to encourage local
environmental growth. The orchard was unrestricted and open to the public to enjoy
not only the space, but also the produce from several fruit bearing specimens. The
orchard includes pear, cherry, peach, and plum trees which can be harvested by any
member of the public. There are also raspberry and black berry bushes, holly trees, and
other local species that would support the local wildlife as well. There was even a small
section specifically for the benefit of monarch butterfly population.4 With this small
inclusion the station has begun to give back to the community without having a proper
function for the station building itself. Further conditions can be seen in figures 40 & 41.

Key Issues
-

There were no interior finishes or drywall on the interior, but the concern of this
was how much work will need to be done to finish it.

-

There was possibly still a lot of debris on the interior and removing it may be
difficult
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-

Stairs on interior were unknown, but probably inconveniently located. This could
prove a challenge if they can't be relocated. There was also the central
chimney/support that was unclear if it was supporting the upper floor and roof.
It may have to remain in place.

-

It was an active stop with daily commuter traffic and any program would have to
work around the function of the train station

-

The 35 parking spaces were almost entirely occupied during working hours

Figure 39. Work being done on the station during 2010. rehabilitation. “Chestnut Hill West
Line.” SEPTA, www.septa.org/stimulus/projects/rail/chw/p1-11b/index.shtml.
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Figure 40. on the left shows the area under the overhang, including the grates on the ground
and the brackets of the roof. This and the next image were personal photgraphs.
Figure 41. on the right was the subterranean passage to the other side of the tracks

Figure 42. Image I took of the trackside of the station as it existed after renovation.
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Figure 39. Tulpehocken Station Information
Taken from the SEPTA Permit Set 2012

- Constructed circa 1884.
- Originally owned by Philadelphia, Germantown, and Norristown Railroad
- Leased to Reading Railroad Company in 1870
- Currently vacant interior while it remains an active station
- Lot size approximately 41’ x 746’
- Main building about 47' x 24', with two floors, and basement below grade
- Built of brick and wood
- Renovation beginning in 2008, complete exterior 2011
- The station is consistent with the late victorian style prevalent for many stations
of the era, similar structures located at Upsal and Miqoun station
- The station was instrumental in the development of the nieghborhood area
surrounding that is now recognized for its prominent stone mansions based
strongly on the philosophy of A.J. Downing
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Character Defining Features
-

The dramatic overhanging roof was a key element to the building, providing
shade and ample covering under it

-

The overall massing gives the building a distinct silhouette, particularly the roof
lines which have many peaks and the distinct overhang of the lower roof

-

Brick and wood work isn't unique, but losing the material appearance of the
exterior would diminish the visual quality of the building

-

Second floor bay that protrudes out was a unique element of the building that if
lost would make it less distinct.

-

No one façade was significant, but the number of windows and openings giving
ample views of the area was important to the interior regardless of its function

Cultural Significance
-

The station was a defining and originating element of the neighborhood that was
one of the first permanent suburban areas in the country.

-

The railroad in the area was what allowed upwardly mobile middle class to live in
a country environment while still having access to their downtown businesses.
"Without the railroad this area would have remained a summer community for
those able to afford the luxury of both in town and country residences."5

-

This area was home to some of Philadelphia's most influential professionals and
businessmen during the late 19th century thanks to the draw of early advanced
amenities in homes surrounded by idyllic country lands.
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Project Overview:
Based on the history of the town, the station's history, conditions, and cultural
significance certain concerns became apparent for the success of the reuse projects.
The towns were both historic areas and the stations were of significant age as well.
Any train station was a key element to defining the history of the area as a whole, but
both Shawmont and Tulpehocken stations have witnessed the areas grow from early
development. Preserving and rehabilitating these station will not only benefit the
community as a property, but as part of a historical pride. There was already community
interest in the preservation of these places based on the recent trends of historic
nominations and conservation efforts made for the station. Since the stations were key
elements in the evolution of the areas it makes since they should continue to serve
active roles in the community. Tulpehocken in particular still being a stop but not having
a function makes it particularly unsuccessful because it could easily act as at least a
waiting area were it not for the lack of interior finishes.
The buildings were in no imminent danger of collapse and have retained exterior
integrity despite neglect and repairs having altered them. The work done has all been in
keeping with the original appearance and character of the building. The buildings were
in fair condition and so there was basis for its rehabilitation and reuse based on historic
value and prime locations in trafficked areas. Shawmont having the recreational trail
traffic and Tulpehocken having the regular commuter traffic for the station. Restoration
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of these locations could provide the community a visible landmark that will be seen by
daily passengers of the railroads. Preserving and rehabilitating the stations could benefit
the community and riders, but also SEPTA as an income contributing properties again.
From these facts it comes now to what would the best way to deal with this building
in a way that restores it to function without sacrificing the historic integrity and
significant features. The goal of this project now was to determine an appropriate use
that pays attention to preservation desires as well as completes a goal of socially
conscious ethical development. Further research will go into what the community wants
are, what might be feasible in the space, and what best suits the buildings location and
limitations. The goal will be to focus on work that would make the project ready for a
developer to take over and put in an appropriate program.

Suggested Uses and Practical Considerations
Shawmont:
Uses
-

Based on interview assessments the community seems to be hoping that a
community center/space or residence will be put in the building. More interview
notes can be found in Appendix A.

-

Other thoughts were a location for the Historic Society, possible small Railroad
Museum, or a vending station for use by trail patrons.

-

The main concern was just that it gets rehabilitated and occupied to minimize
vandalism by having someone there regularly looking out for the building
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-

The field report from 2018 states the following "Given its proximity to the Schuylkill
River Trail, the former station could play a support role for that recreation facility, such
as an information center, bicycle repair shop, or restaurant/snack shop."6

Considerations
-

Limited available parking, roughly fifteen spots

-

The line was still active so program would have to limit any interference with the
trains and consider potential dangers (i.e. no day care)

-

People in the area might not want or feel welcome at an upscale business, which
also might not have the traffic to support it

-

Something that caters to a neighborhood would be welcome

-

Is isolated, but trail was very active during day and especially on the weekends

-

SEPTA doesn't like when buildings were used as residences (in case of evictions)

Tulpehocken:
Uses
-

Based on interview assessment the community seems to be hoping that a local
developer, Ken Weinstein, will take over the project and place an office at the
location. More interview notes can be found in Appendix A.

-

A similar station on the line, Upsal, had a café/eatery in it. This use was viable,
but doesn't seem to have been successful according to interviewees concerns

-

A residence upstairs was suggested during interviews but there was still a
concern SEPTA doesn't want to rent to residents
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-

Warren Williams brought up the resent inclusion of Amazon lockers at stations
for picking up and dropping off. This was viable as it made use of the transient
population and was small and quick service that could be provided easily

Considerations
-

Limited available parking

-

The line was active so program had to minimize interference with the trains

-

People in the area might not want or feel welcome at an upscale business since it
was largely an older and less affluent community

-

Something that caters to a neighborhood might be welcome if it also doesn't
disrupt the service of the station

-

Since high traffic was already present, something that takes advantage of the
liminal nature of the space

Program Options:
This project strove to find the best program to benefit the site and the surrounding
community while also serving as a catalyst for future investments in the area. In order to
achieve an equitable development it was imperative for the programs to properly suit
the community. Early communication with the community gauged what the needs and
desires were for the two properties. It was important to consider what programs would
not suit the context. While it might be important to preserve the building, program
considerations are more important to maintaining the building. A building that was
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restored based only on preservation if there isn't an active use to fund continued
maintenance the building could fall back into disrepair. To determine viable uses for
each location, potential programs were identified based on suggestions from the
community and the case study research in Chapter 2. The case studies were limited in
their program choices, most being restaurants, and so more choices were explored.
Minimum space requirements were gathered from a number of sources and compiled in
a spreadsheet on the following pages. These included mostly code requirements and
online sources. Parking, Egress, and basic occupancy were based on 2018 International
Building codes adopted by Philadelphia legislature. Other information was gathered
from community plans, news articles, and compiled data on the space needed for
certain specific furniture based on their size. The sources can be found in the complete
bibliography. Many of these sources were used as references, but considerations were
made based on the spaces and potential of each use.
For this project the focus was on Office, Residential, Food Service, Retail, Community
Center, and Mixed use of those types. There were further sorting for some of these to
get into specific types of uses that might be practical for either station.
•

Residential was divided into one-bedroom and two-bedroom apartments.

•

Food Service was broken into Café and Small Market.

•

Retail was broken into Shop and Amazon Locker space.

•

Community Center had Meeting Space and Fitness Space, as well as potential
exhibition space, weight lifting area, yoga classes, or other spaces that might be
found in a community center.
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•

Outdoor use potential was also considered.

Other programs, such as day care, education, bed and breakfast, or manufacturing,
were considered but immediately excluded for not being viable uses for location and
scale of the sites. There were also lesser exclusions. A full sit-down restaurant that uses
the whole building was considered unlikely because of the size and lack of parking,
despite being used in many of the case study sites.

Program Findings:
Based on the space requirements and the consideration from previous sections of
this project a few things became apparent. These stations are about 1,700 and 1,800
square feet, any program would be a tight fit for the existing fabric of the buildings.
Further analysis on this will follow in the later section that looks specifically at how
some of these programs might be laid out in the sites. The findings came down to:
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Offices
An office in either station could accommodate about ten to fifteen people, but no
other use could be accommodated. An office would have minimal impact on the
building and be relatively flexible, so that a new and different tenant could easily be
accommodated without much further change. This was a use that would not likely
disturb normal train service. At Tulpehocken, the parking lot was usually full during
working hours, but the station being an active stop could alleviate some of this and
there was direct bus access as well as neighborhood parking available. There was also
easy access to the building from the train for visitors, customers, or potentially
employees. Some of the interviewees suggested that Tulpehocken could become an
architecture office.

Residence
An apartment could take up only the upper floor and leave the lower floor available
for other programs. It would provide the benefit of having after hour presence at both
stations, and could be a successful rental property for its convenience of the train
station. Residential use would not require much parking. Both stations have a history of
stationmasters living in them and have more than enough space to accommodate a
family or individual. Both sites have community members that think a residence would
be beneficial for preventing vandalism and unnoticed deterioration to the site. This was
a particular concern at Shawmont, which was in a more isolated location, but still has
access to residential roads and has experienced vandalism. Allowing a residence was not
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something that SEPTA would prefer, as multiple interviewees suggested it would be a
hassle for the company to deal with any difficult tenets. A residential program would be
less flexible than some of the other options, and would require amenities such as
kitchen and bathroom spaces on both floors.

Food Service
Most of the case studies were being used as bars and restaurants, and many have
become popular destinations within the community, making it a good potential use. This
would only require the use of the ground floor, and could allow another use to occupy
the upper floor. Food service at Tulpehocken could complement the active orchard
outside and even promote further involvement from the community in similar practices.
It would have to over come the parking limitations, and likely work around the
commuting hours of the active train station.
More dining space on the upper floor might provide an increased profit margin, but
having to transport food upstairs would be drawback. Most of the stations from the
case studies didn't have a second floor. Those that had some sort of upper floor didn't
show any sign of dining upstairs, which were significantly smaller than the first floors
were. A dine-in option would likely require more parking than was currently available at
either station. A food service might require additional space. If it was mixed use an
addition could accommodate a separate entrance for the second floor space. The
program has risks associated with it, particularly since an oven or stovetop has fire risk
associated with it. A sprinkler system could minimize this risk.
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Retail
Retail spaces have very similar requirements to food service. The major difference
was that retail does not require a full kitchen but might require more storage for
inventory. This use would also allow for a mixed use option. A retail store could more
easily benefit from two floor of retail space than a restaurant, but only if the store could
support an increase in size. In some cases a smaller store with a lower rent might be
preferable, and so having retail and residence mixed use would probably be more cost
effective. A store could also be a better fit than a food service location because it could
rely more on foot traffic and might not need much reserved parking for its success.
Shawmont might not be as viable, but if the use was recreation related, such as a bike
shop, it could benefit from trail traffic instead of the railroad traffic. Retail also has very
flexible space options, and could have an easy turn over to other program if future uses
change. For the retail use there was also the potential for an Amazon Locker drop off
and pick up. This was an incredibly flexible option in that the space doesn't even need to
be dedicated to a locker facility, but may act as an Amazon specific post office box
requiring only enough space for the locker unit and the security of an enclosed space.

Community Center
The space requirements for this typology were very arbitrary and flexible, so there
were a lot of possibilities for uses in this program. A community center could be
reasonably accommodated in either location over one or two floors. This was a
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particularly equitable function for it was highly accessible and potentially beneficial for
the community. For the most benefit it would be preferable to have the whole building
be used for the program, particularly to accommodate multiple functions at once. This
program would be more likely at Shawmont, but having a small fitness center at
Tulpehocken would not be out of the question. Parking again would be a major issue for
this, as it would be expected that any use would have small groups in attendance at
once, including any staffing. The biggest down side was that it would require someone
to take charge of the center. If it were just a fitness center this could be an owner, but in
that case the facility would be very tight on space for the use needs. Community rental
space would be the most versatility because of the needs for the space to be versatile to
function, but this versatility would be limited to uses by size and equipment.

Mixed Use
There was a lot of potential to mix the uses, particularly a residential use with
something else on the ground floor. Both communities think it would be beneficial to
achieve a presence at the buildings at all times of the day. The biggest challenge with
any mixing of the uses was creating a separation between the mixed use to maintain
security and privacy for the separate uses. This was particularly necessary for any mixed
use that involves residences. This was resolved by isolating a staircase that would be
accessible for second floor use, but limited space makes it a challenge.

Outdoor Uses
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Many of the outdoor uses didn't have strict space requirements, and being outdoors
there were less restrictions by a built environment. Since the stations both have a
significant amount of adjacent property it could greatly benefit reuse to also implement
a strategy for the landscape. There were limits from the sites, the biggest being that
they both have active rail lines that cannot be obstructed. Fortunately this can be easily
avoided with little effort at both sites. Tulpehocken actually already had outdoor space
being occupied, so this section doesn't apply to that case as much. Though a few
improvements would also be beneficial, such as signage indicating the orchard project.
Shawmont has a large lot on the other hand and a great opportunity to incorporate uses
that take advantage of the active trail population.

Key Observations:
Based on the space analysis and some of the design studies these were some of the
key concepts and issues that arose while trying to negotiate a project that worked with
preservation, equitable development, and viability of program.
1. Reuse requires flexibility of space and concept. It's important to find a
compromise between change to suit the needs and retention of character.
2. The desires of the community leaders might not always be (the most) viable
options for the reuse based on size and location. There are also limitations from
the transit authorities and active railroad.

115

3. Parking will always been an issue, and it was important to consider what
alternatives there were. This was particularly true for the active stations with
their own needs for parking during the hours of commute.
4. A big issue was where to put bathrooms, particularly one that meets ADA
compliance. Better to consider this early, than try to squeeze it in later.
5. The best plan for reusing a building to suit modern needs might have to involve
removing interior finishes. This may involve losing a wall if it exists. Most
character defining features will be on the exterior, but in the cases where they're
not some compromises may have to be made.
6. Customer space in Retail/Dining programs need to be as large as the space
allows to increase their potential profit and success. Many of the case studies
with restaurants made service additions or provided outdoor seating to
accommodate more dining space without compromising the exterior.
7. There was a lot of overlap between retail and food service; the main difference is
a kitchen is required for dining. To put in a kitchen requires more initial funding
than retail, which would probably use the same space for storage or an office.
8. Community spaces were diverse spaces that could be best defined as having
flexible spaces to accommodate multiple uses. A building would need to be
slightly larger or expect to include additions and outdoor program space.
9. Community spaces need management, and its important to for success to have
an organization prepared to handle the needs for staffing and daily operation to
achieve the best possible results.
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Reuse Options:
Based on design studies and program requirements, the final assessment of viability
for the options was determined. All of the programs can be applied, but limitations and
concerns made some more viable than others. The factors also considerer what best
served the community as a space to inspire further desire to rehabilitate and reuse
similar space, instead of spawning indifference or resentment. A visual example of each
station arrangement can be found on the next few pages.

Figure 44. Shawmont design plan for first floor cafe
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The above image is one option I determined was a viable reuse for Shawmont, with a
café on the first floor. Shawmont station has a particularly small footprint, and to add
bathrooms I planned an addition on the southwest corner, using the extents of the
existing building as defining boundaries. It was important to create two entrances, as
this was a mixed-use plan with an apartment upstairs and the café downstairs. The café
entrance uses the existing doorway on the north façade. The residential entrance makes
use of the existing porch and the location of the existing staircase that would be closed
off from the rest of the space for private access. Separation between the two uses was
important for privacy of both the café and the residence. It prevents cafe patrons
wandering into a private property, and any intrusion of residents into the café.

Figure 45. Shawmont design plan for second floor residence
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This above image is the second floor apartment plan that could be placed over the
café. The stair would have to be reconfigured, but the location would be the same. At
the time of this project there did exist rooms and another staircase to the attic, but
these were not deemed essential. A more logical and efficient use of the space was to
rework the whole floor. This plan was for a two-bedroom apartment, and did not
incorporate the addition used on the ground floor. There were other options to
maintain the existing walls, but these did not suit the need for the residence. There
were also options looked at that incorporated a second floor addition over the first
floor, but they were not necessary for success and so could be used or excluded.
Many options were available. This was only one possibility that I believed to be a
successful reuse strategy that fulfilled interests of the community in having a permanent
presence and providing a spot on the trail that could make use of recreational activity.
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Figure 46. Tulpehocken design plan for first floor cafe
The above image is one of the options I determined was a viable reuse for
Tulpehocken, depicting a café on the first floor. Tulpehocken has a small footprint, but
the space is a single space unlike Shawmont, which has the rear ell. Despite that there
was still difficulty incorporating the kitchen and bathroom while providing more seating
for customers. For this reason I incorporated an addition under the overhanging roof on
the south and east side facing the parking lot. This addition provided a place for
separated stairs that would not take up any of the interior. The other part of the
addition would be a partially enclosed as a porch like area with either glass or mesh
screens that served as more seating. The most difficult part of this plan was determining
how to incorporate the accessible bathroom space, which used a considerable portion
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of the potential kitchen and dining space. Arranging a separately accessible staircase
that could be closed off from the café space was also particularly difficult, as the stairs
interfered with dining space if it was inside the original building. This was by no means
the only arrangement for even this program, but one to consider.

Figure 47. Tulpehocken design plan for second floor residence
The previous image is of the second floor that would work with the café option. The
stair would come up through the roof overhang where the addition was added, but in
the existing protruding bay. This preserved the upper story, as it exists, as it was a
crucial visual element of the original building appearance. The open floor space made it
relatively simple to configure an apartment, but there were some difficulties trying to
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arrange the most efficient floor plan. This was one possible iteration, there are others in
Appendix A, and certainly more I did not think of. The chimney that remains in the
center of the building was part of my planning, as I could not confirm if it was structural.
It created a small challenge to work around, but the space remained mostly open.
This option was one I believed would suit the area and provide continued use.
Further design studies can be found in Appendix A for both Tulpehocken and Shawmont
station. There are certainly more options available, but these are some of the ones that I
found worked well in the space and with the community as it currently existed.

Concerning Both Properties:
Circulation.
The current location of the stairs and entries in both properties makes it difficult to
properly isolate them to permit different uses on two floors without sacrificing valuable
floor space. Thus, several scenarios were developed which relocated the existing stairs
and/or placed them in an addition.
Accessible Facilities.
Current codes require at least 1 bathroom for each gender for every 1-25 people, 1
for each of the genders must also be ADA compliant. There was a possible exemption
for buildings under 1,500sf, which require only 1 ADA compliant bathroom in total for
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customers and employees.7 ADA compliant bathrooms and multiple bathrooms take up
limited space and may need to be located in additions.
Parking Lot.
Parking was an issue, and a program that makes use of the foot traffic would be more
suitable. Otherwise a program that requires very little customer traffic and a small staff
size. If possible, it would be ideal to find a program that has peak hours of operations
when commuters don't need to the parking, such as after 5pm or on the weekends.
In order to accommodate most of the programs, additional building and site space
was required to successfully redevelop both sites.

For Shawmont
-

All five programs examined can fit logistically into the space of Shawmont Station.

-

The Retail option would not be viable unless it had a direct relation to recreation,
possibly a bike shop or a rental place that facilitated trail activity. Anything else
would be too isolated to receive much business.

-

An Office would be viable, but the isolated nature of the location would likely make
it less desirable and because the whole building would be occupied by the office
there would need to be additional security measures to avoid vandalism and
possible theft.
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-

A Community Center could be viable as long as there was a managing party to take
on the responsibility.
o Since this was a desire of the neighborhood its possible the Residents
Association would take it on, but this was still not the most viable option.
o If a recreation center wanted to take it over as part of a Trail facility, that
would be more viable than just a meeting location for the neighborhood
o A community center could use the outdoor spaces for additional facilities
o A community center could facilitate small events as well, involving more
than just the managing party

-

The Mixed Use of a Residence and Food Service was the most viable option from the
information and limitations.
o There was a desire by the community for a constant presence, and a
residence would fulfill this.
o Food service was a popular reuse strategy from the case studies and
accomplishes a desire for community access to the location and could
turn into a more informal meeting location
o Outdoor space could still be used as recreation or community space,
which might also entice a renter to occupy the location as a residence

-

An entrance on the north façade, facing the tracks, might be the most accessible and
visible access point. Having access from the rear el limits back of house and mixed
use space options. It also was prohibitive with a fence to have the entrance behind
the fence, as it might make the location seem unwelcoming, even with an open gate.
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-

There was ample rear lot space to incorporate exterior program activities, such as
picnic tables, outdoor recreational equipment, or a pavilion for small outdoor
business such as a farmers' market stand or recreation rental space.

-

An addition on the side of the rear ell opposite the porch could add 300 sf additional
space while minimizing the visibility from the trail. It could also help resolve some
potential structural issues in that location. (There was a hole in the foundation and
potential deterioration of the ell's roof)

-

The basement could have some potential for use, but probably only as storage
because of the low ceiling heights (the two sections were between 6'-7').

For Tulpehocken
-

All five programs examined can fit logistically into the space of Shawmont Station.

-

The Community center option was not really a viable use for Tulpehocken. There
was no clear interest in it from the community, and so finding a managing party
might be impossible. Alternatively a retail option that allowed for community
gathering or recreation could be feasible.

-

An Office would be viable and only have small parking issues. Having an office at
Tulpehocken would not be the most viable option, as it was a largely residential area
with less business presence and wouldn't involve the present community.
o The suggested use as an architecture office was probably the least viable
office option for this location.
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o An office that serviced the residents of the area might be a more viable. A
non-profit or there was mention a window replacement company was
interested, in which case an office and show room could be accommodated.
-

A Mixed Use would be the most viable option, one that had a residence on the
upper floor. The first floor option could be either retail or food service; both seem to
be equally viable at this location.
o In this case access to the second floor has to be isolated from ground floor use
o A small market could also involve the orchard project and possibly fresh
produce from near by locations if there was interest. It would be a good way
to provide access to and spread awareness of local farms. (There were
potential sources, a local orchard sells fruit on Penn campus once a week.)
o Food service, either dine in or a market would benefit most from the transient
population of the commuters and could become a good meeting location.
o A restaurant at this location might be able to avoid parking overlap if their
peak business were in the evenings and weekends.
o A retail location may not be as viable as food, because it requires more time
and wouldn't take as much advantage of the transient commuter population
o An Amazon facility would be very viable in this location, and could act as a
small shipping center as well. This was a residential area, and any commuters
could benefit from the ease of picking up or dropping off packages on the way
to the train. An Amazon has very small requirements also, so the space could
still be used as a café or store.
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-

The basement was not a viable space, partially because of a sloped floor. It could be
storage, but access still proved a challenge, as stairs were difficult to place.

-

The best place for an addition was under the extensive overhanging roof the first
floor, particularly on the east side facing the parking lot. Design studies left the
existing exterior wall intact and added walls at the edge of the existing concrete to
create an addition almost 600sqft in total. An addition might also be the best
location for an isolated staircase in a mixed-use scenario.

Drawings showing some of the other potential options are located in Appendix A.
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4 Summary & Conclusions
Case Studies:
From the observations and research done for each case study, there were many
successes in each reuse. This was even with several of the projects being done without
specific preservation intentions. Those that did not succeed in all the criteria of
preservation, social equity, codes, costs, or sustainability and systems were still
respectfully done projects that focused on rehabilitating the existing structure and
making adjustments for a new use.
One of the key features of these buildings that contributed to success was the
location in downtown or well trafficked areas. A location in a busy area meant that a
community would take notice if the building were not maintained. A derelict building in
a downtown area reflects poorly on the whole town. The location in downtown also
provided any reuse with equal visiblity to the public. A new business would gain modest
exposure as any work was being done. A plan that was handled well might immediately
gain the attention and appreciation of the community for salvaging a building that had
been abandoned and imposed on the community center. There was evidence that such
visibility was important as several projects had initial phases of cleaning up the
surrounding landscape or exterior before interior work was done. In the case studies of
Tamaqua and West Concord, as well as the design site of Tulpehocken, exterior site
work received approval and funding before interior work was considered.
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Some of the buildings were in bad condition and near to demolition, but none seemed
to have any explicit structural issues. This excludes the Westchester station, as no work
has been done, but the other cases studies had minimal intervention to structure. Even
Tamaqua Station, which was going to be demolished and had the most evidence of
neglect did not appear to have need of reinforcements or structural improvements to
the exterior walls. This was probably because all the buildings were no more than two
stories in height, were small, had open spans, and were typically masonry construction.
The buildings were all small, before and after reuse. Even the larger ones needed
additions to accommodate the new business plan for the location. Despite being small
buildings, many of the buildings had a sizable lot which was not fully occupied. This
could have made them more desirable despite many needing extensive work. A small
scale meant there was less total square footage inside and would mean less cost to
rehabilitate the space. Fitting a progam into the small space was difficult even for the
open floor plans of the stations. The ample lots provided the room for expansion many
spaces needed. In some cases the extra land space was parking which would support
any business that might take over the building. Many also had vacant green space which
was developed around the time of the building rehabilitation. The public green spaces
supported the community and appreciation for reuse projects as ways to improve the
area around the individual project, not just the single structure.
None of the reuse programs were private. Even the buildings that were sold from the
transit authority or railroad company entirely had public access of some sort. Of the six
stations looked at, two thirds were restaurants and had business that required large
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access to the public. This may be indicative of the easy transition from a station to a
restaurant, both of which have open unoccupied space with movable furniture to
accommodate people. It could also be a fondness for the atmosphere of the historic
stations that were once meant to be comfortable waiting areas for train passengers.
Many of the restaurants utilized the railroad theme or historic aesthetic, which further
supports the theory of a desirable atmosphere existing.
The naturally open and unfilled spaces of the majority of the stations also made it
easy to transition to a use as restaurant space. A concourse or even waiting room was
easily transformed into a dining area with table and chairs. There were even larger
entryways to support furniture installment in most cases, because of the large
occupancy and freight needs of some former stations. Similar to the separation of a
large dining area and small food prep area, stations also have the small ticket stations or
station office which could be utilized for the kitchen or office of a restaurant. A
restaurant and station have much of the same layout, where as other functions might
require more division of space and construction of new walls to achieve usable spaces.
Ultimately the reuse of these stations came down to marketing the culture of the
places. These former stations were selected for rehabilitation because there was
community pressure to keep them standing. Except in the case of Latrobe and Bryn
Athyn, there were direct efforts by the public to save the other stations by buying the
property, raising money, or beginning campaigns to stop demolition. In the case of
Tarentum a non-profit organization was created for the sole purpose of saving the
station, appropriately named Save Our Station. So with location, structure, size,
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character, accessibility, and compatibility these buildings were all perfectly suited to be
reused. They were buildings that were loved by their communities with long stories of
caring for the community. They were also strong buildings that can have already
handled the heavy traffic of transportation and don't deserve to have their service
ended just because the trains don't service them. There were examples of reuse, and no
reason to avoid more.

Design:
After considering the case studies, there were very few reuse scenarios that were
used. Despite the open nature of the spaces, development has remained limited to
primarily restaurant programs that take advantage of that open concept. The final
assessment of the space requirements and design studies suggest that Shawmont and
Tulpehocken stations have two options that were more viable than the other
possibilities.
Shawmont's greatest benefit was that despite being isolated from the center of town,
it has active foot traffic from the trail and was a visible landmark to the residence of the
community. The residents were hoping to make it a community location, and their ideas
should be respected. For the size that it was and location a small community center
could be feasible, but the support would be lacking. There would be a concern of who
was going to run the center, and it does not seem like an income producing solution.
Therefore a community center may not be the most viable option. It can still become a
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popular destination for locals by focusing on servicing needs of those who pass by it
regularly now. SEPTA might not be eager to rent it as a residence, but a mixed-use space
might ease some of their concerns because they would have two separate rental
incomes. A residence would benefit the property by maintaining a presence and give a
feeling of security to the building, which was also a major concern of the community. So
a mixed use with residence could be possible. The ground floor would be viable as retail
or food service, and likely receive the same amount of business. A café at the location
could service as a trail stop for people walking, or a sports shop might service any
recreation needs. From the research and interviews there was no suggestion that
Shawmont could not be restored to a functional space and become a popular
destination in the community. There were several options available, and the concern
would only be funding and work.
Tulpehocken's greatest benefit was the fact that it was an active stop and one which
has a pool of foot traffic from the neighboring residential community, even if they were
not all actively using the train service. The building has already seen great improvement
from the work done, and taking one more step forward could finally get a tenant into
the space. The community had spoke of an office as a program option with possible
investment interest, but no research supported that. An office probably wouldn't serve
the community as well as other programs, but the building could support a small office.
The station has potential to host a successful business and getting it to serve the
community would do more good. Whether the use was retail, food service, or otherwise
there was lot of potential in the site to encourage other projects in the historic areas.
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Particularly it would benefit SEPTA if they gave the community some due and
incorporated a use that worked with the orchard project to involve the community with
the site in a healthy and sustainable way. Tulpehocken could easily begin with just
opening the ground floor to occupation and then after some rental income comes in,
give the second floor a function as well. A small market or café might be the best option
for affordability and success by providing a convenient place to get food before or after
using the train, as many larger stations provide. It could also support the many
residence in the area, with a small grocery/convenience store, which would easily fit in
the space. There were many ways in which to use the space, which was empty on the
interior, just waiting for a new purpose.
Both these sites were ripe with potential for development, with community interest
to support the work. By putting a little into these vacant stations, SEPTA could give back
to the community while also providing the company an income property instead of one
that drains their funds with annual maintenance concerns. Not reusing these stations
was a wasted opportunity for the transit authorities that have an abundance of property
with minimal funding.

Summary and Recommendations:
It should be clear that transit authorities were not in the position they were a
hundred years ago. Industry can no longer support the railroads the way they used to.
Beautiful buildings were left to decay in neighborhoods that don't have the numbers to
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support the service any more. Transit authorities don't want to spend the money to
maintain stations that aren't being used, when trains and tracks were a higher priority.
They aren't demolished, because that too would be an unnecessary expense, so instead
they were mouth-balled and forgotten. Many become concerns later when their
deterioration leads to safety hazards for the community and the tracks. Any
rehabilitation and renovations would also be an expense, but it was an expense that
leads to new rental space for the transit companies to earn supplementary revenue. If
done soon after stations were decommissioned there would be little repair or upgrades
required before a tenant would occupy the space. Small stations were particularly
susceptible to being decommissioned from lack of ridership, while larger stations still
form hubs of transit. These town and neighborhood stations have the most potential to
become community buildings, because they were suited to their areas. It was unclear if
SEPTA has any long term goals, but caring for these stations does not seem to become a
priority until communities make them one. With a minimal effort and work, a station
might be turned into a business that would provide a service and rental income,
whether the stop was active or not.
A redevelopment strategy for vacant stations benefits the communities, frustrated by
the unkempt buildings. It benefits the transit authorities, which were losing funds from
low rider ship. Reusing vacant stations can provide a source of jobs in the area, as well
as any benefits that may come from the program. In both cases it restores the building
to a well-maintained and functional structure, giving them their historic character back
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to them. The character has proven to endear the buildings to the communities and
prompted investment of time and effort into preventing their loss.

Reuse takes simple efforts of identifying the properties, assessing the needs and
possibilities, and then working with transit authorities to organize. In both the
Shawmont and Tulpehocken stations it was the communities' instance of designating
properties and getting the attention of SEPTA that managed to find funding for the
properties. Similar work was done by the case studies, with grants and donations doing
a lot to assist the projects efforts. These small efforts have done a lot to restore the
locations as popular community locations and revived the immediate area.
Considering all the vacant stations that have resulted from the loss of historic railroad
companies, it was a way for towns to reclaim the properties. Transit Authorities have
little to lose as the stations were being forgotten, and everything to gain from a
community interest project that would benefit their image and income. Organizations
like the Preservation Alliance of Philadelphia could benefit from building a strategy like
the Main Street programs for train stations, which are equally as prevalent. There are
already ISTEA and National Park funds available to support repurposing of the defunct
railroads and stations. ISTEA, or the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act,
has existed since 1991 to encourage planning involving local municipalities with funds to
improve transit systems. The Act has been a large funder of the rails to trials movement
turning old tracks to recreational use, and overall improvements.1 The National Park has
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similar funding through the Historic Preservation Grants that support preservation of
historical sites. Details can be found in the Historic Preservation Fund Manual.2
This funding exists because the resources that exist and their ability to support their
communities are important.
What's left to do is to inventory the stations that are currently sitting without proper
use and which were being left to waste away. By doing this communities, the transit
companies, and those who simply admire these old buildings can find a way to make
them function again. If they can't be saved, they can at least be inventoried for potential
further on when funds might become available. They might also be worth nominating so
these buildings are searchable by people interested in preservation. There are people
who care and are interested in researching and learning more about railroads and would
be eager to be involved. Enthusiasts and local history groups who are dedicated to their
communities could work together to identify these structures. By making stations that
need work visible instead of leaving them to decay out of sight, it gives people an
opportunity to reclaim them. The best starting point was to identify the problem, and
then work out the solution.
Shawmont and Tulpehocken are only two of the many stations that can be reused.
Train stations are common building types with open floor plans that are perfect for
transforming into new programs. They sit on larger lots that allow for outdoor
components and community involvement even without the need to give access to the
building. Many of the stations have actively used rail lines and were highly visible in
their community. The maintenance and interference with active trains was a challenge
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for many of the locations, but one that can be managed. These were buildings that were
loved and continue to be admired even as they decay. Train stations are a building type
that has yet to receive significant attention from the preservation community.
Redevelopment has focused on commercial corridors and housing, but train stations fall
into a space between housing and commercial. They are buildings people pass through,
not where they stay, and so they have been forgotten. Restoring these abandoned train
stations is not only a practical and sustainable building idea, but also one that shows
pride for the built heritage.

Notes

1

“Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 Information.” U.S.
Department of Transportation/Federal Highway Administration,
www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/public_involvement/archive/legislation/istea.cfm.

2

“State, Tribal, Local, Plans & Grants Division.” National Parks Service, U.S.
Department of the Interior, www.nps.gov/preservation-grants/index.html.
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Appendix A
Interview Assessment for Shawmont
Jamie Wyper – President of the Residence of Shawmont Valley Association, and works
as a professional Architect
- Was concerned with the station, saying that it had been "on his mind for many
years, what to do with it". Particularly concerned that it was a "black hole" and
nothing would become of it if left up to SEPTA.
- Jamie had used the station when it was still a flag stop, and was "very
disappointed" when the station no longer had any service.
- Pointed out that it was "very isolated" and that it "needs attention" to keep
people from vandalizing the building.
- Thinks that it "out to be a residence" but also thinks the ground floor could be
used as a community space. Further considerations include a location for the local
Historical society with a Railroad Museum, or a small vending station for the trail.
- In relation to the trail he pointed out its packed on the weekend, almost to the
point that it becomes dangerous with all the people and bikes. Also pointed out
that Shawmont Ave becomes packed with cars to get on the trail.
Warren Williams – former SEPTA Architect, worked on the condition assessment
- Points out that SEPTA typically fully abandons unused stations, and Engineers
main goals are the effectiveness of the train service, not their buildings.
- Determination for keeping a station open depends on ridership, parking
availability, and distance from larger stations. Fewer stops is better for service
and for funding.
- Unused stations are usually just mothballed, maintenance is reserved for the
platform, tracks, and accompanying lots to keep service running.
- Stated that stations get the most use during morning rush hours, and that people
appreciate having a physical building to wait in. They are also a benefit for
communication when there is a ticket agent in the station, many historically
having an upstairs residence for the ticket agent to constantly be aware.
- Having agents at stations provides a sense of security for the railroad as well as
the riders. Being an attendant also creates jobs with minimal physical
requirements, which means a wheelchair bound person can be an attendant.
- There are restrictions on work done on stations based on proximity to the tracks
for safety reasons. SEPTA has to approve all work and they require a
representative to be on site to supervise that the tracks are not being obstructed
at any time. Fences may alleviate some of this concern.
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-

-

-

-

-

Appeared to have a fondness for Shawmont Station. Mentioned that Norristown
was a early and major line, particularly in its connection to the coal industry which
built the city into an industry metropolis
For the station Warren suggests that SEPTA is strongly opposed to restaurants
because of the potential fire hazards. SEPTA also avoids having residence in their
stations for nonemployees because of the potential hazards if the resident
obstructs tracks or eviction ever becomes a necessity.
Restaurants are also an issues because of the large required parking and the time
overlap with train service
Pointed out that there is already a strong relationship between transit buildings
and retail, particularly in larger formats like 30th Street Station.
Brought up the possibility of a professional office, but also pointed out the
potential parking issue. Suggested maybe a business that could be by
appointment.
Was amiable towards the idea of the building largely as a support to the grounds,
such as if the rear of the lot was used for an outdoor program.
Brought up the recent inclusion of an Ordering Wall for Amazon, a collection of
Amazon lockers that could be accessed by anyone coming to the station. Stations
provide a perfect location because of the convenience and natural pauses at
station in the daily commute of people
Other possibilities for use included visitor center or government agency office.

Ed Wallace – SEPTA Employee currently overseeing the Tulpehocken and Shawmont
- Clarified that the Fouling Distance is how close you can get to the tracks when
doing work near an active railroad line. SEPTA's is within 8ft of outside rail.
Amtrak is 4ft.
- Informed me that Form W is the specific form that is required for work done
within the Fouling Distance. Organizes for a watchman to communicate between
worker and SEPTA as well as maintain the safety on site
- Mentioned that there has been some delays on Shawmont because of regime
change at SEPTA but that bids may be opening soon. Project Engineer assigned
was Bill Conckle, with Amanda Robinson from SEPTA also working on it.
- Shawmont has a city grant that equates to about $1 million dollars, $800,000
coming form the city and $200,000 coming from SEPTA. Plan is to gut the interior
and stabilize the exterior
- Mentioned the grant requires that it be public use purpose.
- Thought that an architecture office might be a good use for Shawmont station, or
maybe something to do with the nearby Schuylkill Conservatory
- Plans are also to lease the parking lot for the trail
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Patrick Grossi – Preservation Alliance Advocacy Director
- Considers Shawmont a good location for a rest stop or park related to the trail.
Mentioned that it would be easy, cheap, and feasible to accomplish.
- Does think that it is a viable piece of the built environment
Interview Assessment for Tulpehocken
Jeff Smith – coordinated the renovation project, long time resident of area
- Started project after confirming with West Central Germantown Neighbors group
that it was community interest. Then started a "Save Tulpehocken Station" survey
to hand out to everyone who regularly used the station
- Neighbors had previously petitioned to save the station
- Met with SEPTA to save the station, get it all new utilities since there was only
electricity, minimal gas, and no sewer.
- Mentioned there had formerly been an inbound station as well, but it burned
down.
- Recent installation of Traffic light on the road from the station to the cross road
has greatly decreased the accidents there, and made it safer to get to station
walking.
- Thinks a residents on the second floor would be good.
- Mentions that it's not really a destination station
- Rehab reused 75% of brackets and structure was reconditioned. Completely repointed brick of the exterior walls.
- Mentions the freight doors in place in the cellar, and other parts as well
Marjorie Russell – Oversees the orchard volunteers from the Neighbors Association,
long time resident of area
- Based on the Philadelphia Orchard Project there was an initiative to get a garden
on the vacant piece of land adjacent the station done by the West Central
Germantown Neighbors
- Marjorie was not originally on the project, but once involved pushed to include
largely local plants
- The orchard is entirely maintained by the community volunteers throughout the
year, and is available for anyone to take the fruit that grows there as well as
support the local wild life
- Would really like to see a sign at Tulpehocken that lets the general public know
who is responsible for the garden space
- Encourages any planting at Shawmont be done with local
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Patrick Grossi – Preservation Alliance Advocacy Director
- Believes that Tulpehocken should be commercial because it is well trafficked
- Tulpehocken could fit with the local district, long time residents are involved, but
there is no control over the project from the Alliance
- Brought up concerns that, despite being registered, SEPTA has a tendency to skirt
local regulations concerning historic designation. He also mentioned Amtrak was
worse about caring for their historic resources.
- Does think that it is a viable piece of the built environment

Figure A. Map Taken from the City Wide Vision for the Philadephia2035 plan showing
the commercial areas throughout the city where they were strong and where there
were plans for improvements.
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Figure B. A 1929 image of Shawmont Station when it was still active and there was a
small platform on the outbound side of the tracks.
Szilagyi, Mike. “Shawmont Station 1929.” Hidden City Philadelphia, 10 Dec. 2013,
hiddencityphila.org/2013/12/endangered-manayunks-historic-shawmontstation/shawmont-station-1929/.
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Figure C. Historic image of Tulpehocken and secondary shelter that has since burned down. Boldt, Carolyn, and Carolyn Boldt.
“Designing Your ADA Compliant Restroom - Medical Oﬃce Design.” Chiroprac�c Oﬃce Design, 31 May 2019, www.chiroprac�coﬃcedesign.com/resources/designing-your-ada-restroom.
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Figure D. A photograph of Curtis Park station from the northeast corner on the
outbound side of the tracks. Source. Roadandrailpictures. “Curtis Park.” Flickr, 21 Dec.
2013, https://www.flickr.com/photos/roadandrailpictures/12122655525/.

Figure E. A photo of the north side of the Curtis Park station. Source.
Roadandrailpictures. “Curtis Park.” Flickr, 21 Dec. 2013,
https://www.flickr.com/photos/roadandrailpictures/12122655525/.
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Figure F. Photograph of the platform at Curtis park, showing some of the staining and
worn quality of the building. Source. Roadandrailpictures. “Curtis Park.” Flickr, 21 Dec.
2013, https://www.flickr.com/photos/roadandrailpictures/12122655525/.
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Appendix B

Figure G. The survey that Jeff Smith handed out when trying to get support for the
restoration of Tulpehocken Station
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Figure H. Showing the proposed chronological implementation of the Philadephia2035
Plan, as taken from the summary document.
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