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1 Executive Summary 

• Geotechnical conditions below the existing building, and the 
structure of the existing building itself, are suffi cient to support 
5 additional occupiable fl oors above (including the existing roof 
level, which would become the 5th fl oor).

• A 6th fl oor may be possible if further testing were to indicate a 
slightly stronger concrete than that calculated from the spread 
of data collected in this study, or certainly if reinforcement were 
added to the columns of the 4th fl oor.  A seventh fl oor is not 
possible due to foundation capacity.

• An over-build of 2 additional fl oors can be achieved without any 
structural reinforcement of the existing building at all.

• The overbuild of 5 additional fl oors can be achieved without 
structural reinforcement of the existing building for gravity-
loading, but some lateral structural reinforcement will be 
needed.

• Massing and planning design studies indicate one of the most 
cost-effective and elegant solutions is to use the new elevator 
bank and some additional internal bracing of the existing 
building away from frequently occupied spaces to resolve lateral 
loading requirements.

• Depending on the exact confi guration of the fl oor plates in 
the fi nal design, the additional fl oor area will range from 
approximately 225,000 to 230,000 GSF allowing for openings.

• The concept designs presented here add signifi cantly large 
amounts of new offi ce and academic space, and will provide an 
elegant, compelling and dramatic architectural announcement of 
Drexel and its Innovation Gateway. 

• The 5 fl oor over-build improvement of the existing building is 
estimated to cost between approx. $56.6MM and $62.4MM

• A brand new building of comparable size and scope to the new 
overbuild alone would cost an estimated $53.6MM
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2 Background and Introduction 

Drexel University’s strategic plan and masterplan for the period 
2012 to 2041 addresses a number of discrete initiatives intended 
to build towards the greater whole.  Among those initiatives is 
the development of the “superblock” of contiguous land west of 
30th Street Station to the north-south portion of JFK Boulevard 
connecting to Market Street.

One Drexel Plaza, the building formerly known as the Bulletin 
Building “Block 4”, and its over-build are envisioned as the 
architectural announcement of Drexel University and its Innovation 
Gateway, and as an important edge-condition to the City’s “Sixth 
Square”.   (Figures 1 and 2)

Varenhorst was asked to study the potential for building additional 
space above One Drexel Plaza.  A detailed program has not yet been 
developed for such an over-build, but is broadly intended to include 
a mixture of academic and offi ce functions.  The concepts developed 
here are in alignment with those functions, although there remains 
fl exibility for additional/alternate program such as retail, research 
and development, and laboratory (The 25’-0” structural bay spacing 
makes the building highly adaptable to laboratory use, if so desired).

Varenhorst compiled and led a team to carry out the study with the 
following composition and areas of responsibility:

 Varenhorst, PC: architecture, coordination of all disciplines, 
 concept development

 The Harman Group: structural engineering

 McClymont and Rak Engineers Inc.: geotechnical 
 engineering

 Intech Construction: cost estimation

Acknowledements
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Figure 1 Drexel University’s “Sixth Square”

Figure 2 One Drexel Plaza Location Map



The feasibility study was carried out in two phases; fi rst, information 
gathering, and second, interpretation of the information along 
with conceptual design of an over-build and its integration with the 
existing building.  Important criteria for the determination of the 
study method and conceptual design are the presence of the current 
tenants, and the optimization of revenue stream with relation to 
those and future tenants.

3.1 Geotechnical Engineering

Some information regarding sub-surface geotechnical conditions 
was made available by SEPTA and is contained along with all new 
geotechnical information in the Geotechnical Engineer’s report 
presented herewith in its entirety.

3.2 Structural Engineering

The Structural Engineer’s report is also presented here in its entirety.  
The few structural drawings still available, along with digital 
drawings supplied by Academic Properties Inc. were used by the 
structural engineers, along with the Geotechnical Engineer’s report, 
and digital drawings supplied by Academic Properties Inc. to analyze 
the existing building’s structural design criteria.

In order to make further deductions about general reinforcement 
and structural integrity of the building’s dominantly concrete 
structure, Ground Penetrating Radar was performed at a number of 
columns throughout the building.  Core samples of concrete were 
also taken from a number of columns at key positions in the building 
for strength and quality testing (The coring sub-contractor was 
Concrete Cutting Systems Inc., Philadelphia) (for a photo of a partial 
cored sample, see Figure 3).  The cavities produced by the coring 
were immediately fi lled with high strength grout to prevent any 
potential loss of structural integrity.  Finish surfaces were patched 
and repaired by Intech.

The Structural Engineers modeled the structural conditions and 
made a current structural code compliance analysis of the existing 
building and then analyzed several structural overbuild massing and 
framing scenarios provided in collaboration with Varenhorst.

3.3 Architecture

Varenhorst searched and reviewed all digital and paper-copy 
drawings and other building design information made available 
by Academic Properties Inc., conducted preliminary zoning code 
and building code reviews (presented in Appendix A), checked for 
any potential historic registration or other preservation compliance 
obstructions to over-build, reviewed the history of the building and 
the site on which the building is built, and made a photographic 
record of key conditions in permitted areas.

Using both the few existing original paper copy drawings and 
electronic drawings made available by Academic Properties Inc., 
Varenhorst updated the tenant occupancy plans.  These were then 
used by Varenhorst and the structural engineer, fi rst to direct core 
sampling and GPR testing to locations of minimal disturbance to 
tenants, and then to examine the potential disturbance to building 
occupants by future construction work realting to an over-build.  

In addition the tenant occupancy plans were used to suggest the 
best places for alteration to the existing building for lateral force 
bracing design.  Again the intention would be to cause minimal 
disturbance to building occupants should the building still be 
occupied during modifi cation and over-build construction.

Varenhorst then designed and constructed three dimensional digital 
models to study a range of potential overbuild confi gurations, 
means of lateral bracing, and area-use analysis.  Following digital 
model construction a selection of physical models were laser cut 
from Plexiglass using the most promising digital models to further 
examine massing and other design considerations.

Drawings and renderings were prepared fi rst to analyze options and 
then to expand upon and represent the best concepts.

3 Method of Study and Information Gathering
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Figure 3 Photograph of partial concrete sample



Among the highest-level design considerations are the following:

• Presentation of a highly contemporary over-build design to the 
Plaza and the city beyond that is also complimentary to, but 
distinct from the existing 1950s building base.  (See Original 
building Elevations - Figure 4)

• Maximizing available fl oor area while allowing natural light and 
sight-lines deep into the heart of the building.

• Providing dramatic interior communal spaces that also express 
their presence on the exterior both during the day and at night.

• Increasing the visibility of Drexel University by placing an 
innovative, compelling, and attractive architectural landmark at 
the Market Street gateway to University City.

• Minimizing or avoiding the intrusion of lateral-force structural 
bracing into occupiable or currently occupied tenant space.

• Cost should be commensurate with the gains and opportunities 
that the design will afford the University, but the project must be 
achievable on both aspirational and fi scal grounds.

Varenhorst considered the possibility of laterally stabilizing the 
existing building by designing bracing elements outside the existing 
footprint of the building but these options quickly ran into two 
major issues: cost and structural complexity.  The team studied 
externally braced options enough to justify excluding them from 
the options selected for further study (See Findings and Design 
Recommendations below).
 

3.4 Cost estimation

The fundamental basis of the cost estimation effort is comparison.  
The numbers presented in this study are as follows: an estimate 
of the construction of two design comparable concepts provided 
by Varenhorst, and an estimate of the cost to build a brand new 
building elsewhere of similar size and scope to the conceptual over-
build only.

Intech’s estimate is provided in its entirety in Appendix B.  

An important assumption of the cost analysis involved the decision 
to keep the existing building’s HVAC system in operation throughout 
the over-build process.  To have provided an entirely new system 
may have reduced operational expenses but would have increased 
capital cost for the project signifi cantly, and would have been more 
disruptive to tenants.
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Figure 4 Original Bulletin Building Elevations



4.1 Summary geotechnical and structural parameters

4.1.1 Geotechnical

Prior to this study, there had been an incorrect presumption, based 
on unconfi rmed and outdated information, that the building was 
supported on “Raymond Step Tapered Piles”.  

In short, the current work shows that although original archival 
drawings from the early 1950s indicate pile supported foundations 
in nearby structures (such as in the area under the plaza to the east, 
formerly known as “Block 5”) there are no piles supporting One 
Drexel Plaza.  Rather, Ground Penetrating radar and site borings 
indicate that One Drexel Plaza itself is supported on spread and 
continuous footings.  (This is also corroborated by the few archival 
drawings available for the building.)

The footings are built on weathered mica schist rock (Figure 5), 
which although not as high in bearing capacity as unweather rock 
(Figure 6), the weathered rock does indeed have a relatively high 
bearing capacity (50 kips).  The subsurface pedestals upon which the 
columns are built also contribute well to bearing capacity since they 
are deeply embedded in soils above the footings.

4.1.2 Structural

The concrete breaking-loads in tests performed on concrete cores 
extracted from columns in the building show a wide spread of 
inferred compressive strengths.  Please refer to the Structural 
Engineer’s report presented herewith.

The Structural Engineer’s conclusion, consistent with current best 
practice in a safe range of statistical analysis, is that the existing 
structure can support a fi ve story over-build without the use of any 
additional reinforcement for gravity loading.  

The only exception to this is that the columns in the existing 
mechanical penthouse would need reinforcement or replacement, 
but the reconfi guration of the 5th fl oor due to space optimization 
and recommended mechanical systems modifi cations would likely 
indicate redesign of that uppermost portion of the existing building 
in any case (See architectural design section below).

The limiting factor for overbuild between 5 and 6 additional fl oors, 
without gravity reinforcement, is the strength of the 4th fl oor 
columns.  Additional concrete strength testing in the future may 
show that the capacity is higher than the current data shows, but 
the current data indicates a maximum overbuild without gravity 
reinforcement of 5 additional fl oors. 

The limiting factor between 6 and 7 additional fl oors even with 
gravity reinforcement,however, is the existing foundation bearing 
capacity.  In short the foundations could not support a 7th fl oor.

The over-build is assumed for this study to be steel-framed for 
optimization of cost and erection.  The potential lateral forces (wind 
loading and seismic loading) transferred to the existing building from 
the additional fi ve fl oors built above will be resisted using minimal 
lateral bracing.  The lateral force bracing for the over-built structure 
itself (fl oors 5 through 9 and to the roof) will be accommodated 
using moment-framing in the new steel structure.

The team studied methods of external bracing of the existing 
building, but given the relative expense and diffi culty involved with 
external bracing, the relatively effi cient and minimal internal bracing 
is preferred and recommended.  
 
4.2 Architectural design

In considering numerous possible over-build options, the design 
team studied two fundamentally different paths: 1) building both 
above AND outside the footprint of the existing building and 2) 
building only above the existing building.

4.2.1a  Building both above AND outside the footprint of the 
existing building.

The motivations for building both above and outside the footprint of 
the existing building are at least threefold:

 1) In an effort to minimize the disruption to building 
occupants during construction, the team considered providing 
lateral bracing that would minimize construction disturbance inside 
the existing building.  Various alternates were considered in which 
exterior features of the building such as a surface mounted bracing 
frame or even cable-stays that could be tied back into the existing structure.

4 Findings and Design Recommendations

5

FINDINGS AND DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS

Figure 5 Weathered mica schist

Figure 6 Unweathered mica schist



 2) By adding massing outside the east and possibly the west 
of the building, lateral stiffness could be achieved by tying back into 
the existing structure.  Additional fl oor space could also be built 
within the extra massing.

 3) The building, in its completed form, is envisioned as an 
important edge condition to the plaza between One Drexel Plaza 
and 30th Street Station; namely “The Sixth Square” of Philadelphia 
mentioned above.  One idea to lend architectural emphasis to the 
overbuilt One Drexel Plaza is to build a new entryway with internal 
lateral stiffness onto the existing facade facing east commensurate 
with the stature and scale of 30th Street Station porte cochere and 
the façade of the former Public Post Offi ce Building.

At the conclusion of our study we feel that the structural complexity 
and cost associated with external bracing are not recommended.  
We feel that any additional area that could be over-built on an 
east- or west-projecting extra massing would cost more than the 
benefi ts would justify.  And we are confi dent that a highly attractive, 
innovative and unique design can be achieved without building 
beyond the existing footprint, while still increasing the fl oor area in 
the building by 225,000 to 230,000 gross square feet.  

Some disturbance to the existing tenants is inevitable during 
construction and therefore to build outside the footprint of the 
existing building would not even satisfy a criterion of complete 
non-disturbance of the occupants.  Managing the phasing of 
construction to minimize disturbance, we believe, is still an 
achievable path forward.

4.2.1b Building only above the existing building

One important key to the success of this approach is the use of the 
new elevator bank or banks that will be required to access the new 
upper fl oors.  Since these have to be built in any event, they can be 
designed to provide lateral bracing in both the north-south and the 
east-west directions.  The amount of lateral bracing in addition to 
this and any accompanying disturbance to tenants will be minimal 
(for diagrams showing the construction disturbance locations, see 
Figures 11 & 12).

Since the proposed over-build achieves a signifi cant space expansion 
for Drexel, the optimal use of the rectangular footprint to yield 

occupiable space is preferred.

The existing building does, however, have very “deep fl oor-plates” 
(approximately 280 feet by 180 feet) and relatively long distances 
from inner areas of the building to natural light.  Therefore, to 
achieve a balance between these competing interests we propose 
that the outer dimensions of the new massing should be similar to 
the existing building, but with important, strategically selected cuts 
and internal voids to increase natural daylight distribution and access 
to views, and to provide an increased sense of openness even deep 
within the footprint (Figures 7-10).

The removal of certain minimal areas of fl oor slab and structure in 
the existing building that connect spatially with open volumes above 
would increase the synergy between new and old, but would also 
improve the environmental conditions of the existing fl oors.  We are 
aware that this would result in a small reduction in leasable square 
footage of the existing building and have therefore shown the cost 
associated with this removal of existing slab as an alternate in the 
cost estimate.

The design intent is to make these opeings even in small areas 
of the existing building to unify the new and the old and provide 
natural light and views where there is little today.  However we 
also recognise the cost implications of doing so and have split the 
cost estimation for the project into a cost for openings and cuts in 
the overbuild only, and another number for cuts and openings that 
decend all the way down to the existing ground (1st) fl oor.

4.2.2 Zoning and Building Code Considerations

A summary of our code analysis can be found in Appendix A.  
The main change that occurs from a code standpoint when the 
over-build is complete is the switch to high-rise construction.  
The compliance issues for this are not onerous - principally, full 
sprinklering, pressurized stairs, and egress requirements.

4.2.3 Environmental and Sustainability Considerations

 1) The existing building provides relatively little natural 
light to its occupants due to restricted opening sizes and depth to 
windows, although it has already been improved with one major 
renovation that provided additional ribbon windows.  The new 
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Figure 10 Concept Building Section - Option B

Figure 9 Concept Plan Diagram - Option B

Figure 8 Concept Building Section - Option A

Figure 7 Concept Plan Diagram - Option A



FIGURE 11 - EXISTING OCCUPANCY & DISTURBANCE DIAGRAMS - OPTION A

FOURTH FLOOR

THIRD FLOOR

FIRST FLOOR

MEZZANINE

BASEMENT

CURRENT BUILDING TENANTS

1    UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA HEALTH SYSTEMS
2    DREXEL E-LEARNING
3    PENNONI ASSOCIATES INC.
4    GOODWIN COLLEGE
5    INTECH CONSTRUCTION
6    CAFE
7    ALLIED BARTON SECURITY
8    API
9    HAGERTY LIBRARY
10  DREXEL GARDEN

SECOND FLOOR

DENOTES AREA OF 
CONSTRUCTION DISTURBANCE



FIGURE 12 - EXISTING OCCUPANCY & DISTURBANCE DIAGRAMS - OPTION B
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7    ALLIED BARTON SECURITY
8    API
9    HAGERTY LIBRARY
10  DREXEL GARDEN

DENOTES AREA OF 
CONSTRUCTION DISTURBANCE



over-build should, however, provide plenty of natural light and views 
to the exterior, and we are recommending a fully glazed external 
curtain wall envelope where possible.

 2) While providing cuts and openings within the new, 
and possibly within the existing fl oors for increased natural light 
penetration, we recommend that the new over-build’s outer 
envelope should have the minimum surface area for optimal thermal 
control while still allowing for modest sculptural indentation.  This 
relatively simple outer shell will be clad using high performance 
low-e glazing, solar shading such as frit glazing on the direct sun-
exposed surfaces.

Note that, although not part of the present study, the fl oor 
penetrations would require adequate smoke separation between 
levels in the event of a fi re.  Similarly, the egress stairs will require 
pressurization in accordance with high-rise design.  The building will 
be fully sprinklered.  The cost estimate refl ects these assumptions.

 3) The HVAC system in the existing building has undergone 
augmentation since its original design and construction.  More 
effi cient systems are available today, but the complexity, disruption, 
and cost of entirely replacing the existing one entirely is probably 
too high, so we are recommending that the existing system be 
augmented to heat and cool both the existing portion of the 
building and the over-build.  The existing cooling towers would 
be re-located to the new over-build roof at the completion of 
construction.  The water-source system used today can also be used 
to serve heat pumps that drive highly operationally cost-effective 
“variable refrigerant volume” systems if desired.  This would not 
only provide energy effi ciency and much-reduced operational costs 
for the new portion of the building, but would also reduce ductwork 
space requirements and therefore increase potential ceiling height.

 4) Areas of the new roof have been set aside for plantings 
and “green-roof” to provide both short-term recreation and 
break-out environments and important storm water management 
improvements.

4.2.4 Massing, Signifi cance, and Urban Location

One Drexel Plaza is currently, and will continue to be, Drexel 
University’s symbolic front door.  Although the existing building is 

not listed on either the National Historic Register or the Historic 
Register of the City of Philadelphia, it is nonetheless a Mid-20th 
Century icon of sorts.  The building is not known to have been 
designed by George Howe himself, but was a design produced from 
the offi ce that still carried his name at a time that was arguably in 
the closing stages of the “International Style” when Howe himself 
was head of the Architecture Department at Yale. Furthermore, 
there is a familiarity and fondness with the building and its local 
journalistic history that persists today amongst the Drexel community 
and beyond.

Our decision to recommend over-building the existing building 
without moving beyond the existing footprint was driven largely by 
cost and constructability parameters, but our proposal leaves the 
original 1951 design intent and brick façade intact (notwithstanding 
the changes commissioned by Drexel University to increase the 
number of windows on the north and south facades).  The existing 
façade has ongoing maintenance problems including leaking and 
weather-tightness, but we are assuming that its retention is desirable 
to Drexel.

The design team feels strongly that the existing building and the 
new construction should appear distinct but complimentary to 
each other.  The site is approached from all directions at a very busy 
intersection in the city (arguably Philadelphia’s “sixth square”), and 
is seen by many people 24 hours a day.  The existing building can 
appear austere and somewhat blank, especially at night.  Therefore, 
we brought transparency, light, and formal interest to the over-build 
that can be seen from all directions, and experienced as wide-open 
views with moments of spatial drama from within.

The presumed offi ce and academic functions demand large fl exible 
fl oor areas with at least some reasonable proximity to an exterior 
wall and windows.  The existing elevator shafts in the central 
southern portion of the plan are also a good general location for the 
new elevator shafts that will service both existing and higher fl oors.  
We decided to optimize access to and from the elevator lobbies at 
each level and to provide relatively short distances to the glazing by 
dividing the plan into bars separated by curved openings in the fl oor.

Diagrammatically this produces a three-bar concept (Concept A) and 
a two-bar concept (Concept B).  Each concept has its own merits 
while retaining the same total occupiable fl oor areas (Figure 13).

9

FINDINGS AND DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS

Figure 13 Plan Concept Diagrams

Option BOption A

Bar 1

Bar 2

Bar 3

Bar 1

Bar 2



The two concepts were developed using a series of Plexiglass models 
to examine the relationships of the fl oor openings to the facades, 
and the relative massing of the over-build with the existing building 
(Figures 14-17 on this and the following pages).  

The fi nal concept design models are shown (Figure 18), along with 
diagrammatic plans and sections.  We have also prepared renderings 
showing interior form and space for both fi nal concepts.  The outer 
mass of the fi nal concepts is dominantly determined by the rectangle 
of the base-building to optimize square footage and surface area 
of glazing.  Openings in the fl oor slabs were only created where we 
felt that the best improvement to interior light and view conditions 
would result.  The over-build is almost completely glazed to provide 
the best access to daylight and view possible.

Note that the offi ce and academic program fi t-out design is not part 
of this concept package, and is not included in the cost estimate.  
However, we were careful to provide convenient travel distances to 
communally used kitchen/break areas, bathrooms, storage space, 
balcony and other outdoor amenities, and to egress routes.  The 
plans lend themselves equally to both single and multiple tenant 
occupancy.

4.3 Conclusion

3001 Market Street, One Drexel Plaza can support a fi ve new story 
over-build comprising at least an additional 225,000 to 230,000 
gross square feet of space, that will cost approximately $56.6MM 
to $62.4MM depending on the amount of work carried out in the 
existing spaces.

The improvement of One Drexel Plaza announces Drexel’s Innovation 
Gateway, forms a new, highly visible and compelling edge to the 
city’s “Sixth Square”, and provides a large addition to an existing 
Drexel real estate asset.
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Figure 14 Plan Concept Models

Option BOption A
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FIGURE 15 - PHYSICAL MODEL SEQUENCE 1
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FIGURE 16 - PHYSICAL MODEL SEQUENCE 2
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FIGURE 17 - PHYSICAL MODEL SEQUENCE 3
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FIGURE 18 - PLEXIGLASS MODELS - OPTIONS A & B

OPTION A OPTION B
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5.1 - INTERIOR RENDERING - OPTIONS A&B

A B

VIEW NORTH THROUGH LIGHT OPENING FROM 6TH FLOOR
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5.1 - INTERIOR RENDERING - OPTION A

A

VIEW WEST THROUGH ATRIUM OPENING FROM 5TH FLOOR
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5.1 - INTERIOR RENDERING - OPTION B

B

VIEW NORTH THROUGH ATRIUM OPENING FROM FIFTH FLOOR LEVEL
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5.2 - BIRDSEYE DIAGRAM VIEW LOOKING SOUTHWEST - OPTION A

A
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5.2 - BIRDSEYE DIAGRAM VIEW LOOKING SOUTHWEST - OPTION B

B
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6.1 - BASEMENT PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION A

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.1 - MEZZANINE PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION A

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.1 - FIRST FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION A

42,750 GROSS SF

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.1 - SECOND FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION A

49,250 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
50,470 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.1 - THIRD FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION A

48,930 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
50,470 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.1 - FOURTH FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION A

48,640 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
50,470 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.1 - FIFTH FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION A

48,320 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
50,470 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.1 - SIXTH FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION A

44,770 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
49,800 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.1 - SEVENTH FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION A

44,280 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
49,800 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.1 - EIGHTH FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION A

43,990 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
49,800 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.1 - NINTH FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION A

44,070 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
49,800 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.1 - ROOF PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION A

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.2 - BASEMENT PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION B

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.2 - MEZZANINE PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION B

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.2 - FIRST FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION B

42,750 GROSS SF

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.2 - SECOND FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION B

48,880 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
50, 470 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.2 - THIRD FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION B

48,440 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
50,470 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.2 - FOURTH FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION B

48,240 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
50,470 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.2 - FIFTH FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION B

48,370 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
50,470 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.2 - SIXTH FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION B

45,050 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
49,800 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.2 - SEVENTH FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION B

44,700 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
49,800 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.2 - EIGHTH FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION B

43,780 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
49,800 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.2 - NINTH FLOOR PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION B

44,790 GROSS SF WITH NEW OPENINGS
49,800 GROSS SF WITHOUT NEW OPENINGS

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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6.2 - ROOF PLAN - CORE & SHELL CONCEPT - OPTION B

SCALE: 1”=30’-0”
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VARENHORST
Original Issue: 13 JULY 2012

One Drexel Plaza notes

3001 Market Street

zoning district I 2 (G 2) Medium Industrial
site area (approx.) 266,289 sf

far (base) 500% 1,331,445 sf

Table 14 701 4
Table 14 701 4
Table 14 701 4
Table 14 701 4

Table 14 701 4
lot does not abut residential district or SP PO district [Parks and Open
Space (Special Purpose)]

14 705.1

17 705.2

Table 14 802 3

Applicable to New construction and additions except (1) development
that increases by 25% or less the number of dwelling units in the
structure or the gross floor area of the structure, where these is no
change of use and (2) Structures that are destroyed, as set forth in 14
305.10 Reconstruction of Destroyed Structures

Table 14 804 1

Table 14 806 1

In the case of mixed use buildings or developments, off street loading
requirements shall only apply to that portion of the building or
development in nonresidential use, and only if required by the
standards in this section.

Office Use: 1/1000 sf
All other retail sales: non for the first 2,500 sf, then 1/1000 sf
Eating & Drinking establishments: 5/2000 sf
for buildings over 20,000 sf provide 1 bicycle parking space per 10,000 sf

5 loading spaces + 1 for each additional 50,000 sf (current count of 8
required)

Education Facilities: 1/1000 sf

100% maximum occupied lot area

6' 0" side yard, if used
8' 0" rear yard, if used

height, not limited
development on lots greater than 5,000 sf are required to provide a
landscape and tree plan by a license professional. Heritage trees are to be
preserved.
development on lots greater than 5,000 sf are required to provided street
trees. One street tree per 35' 0" linear feet.

Parking Requirements

No front yard is required.

PRELIMINARY ZONING REVIEW

APPENDIX A - PRELIMINARY ZONING AND BUILDING CODE REVIEWS
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APPENDIX A - PRELIMINARY ZONING AND BUILDING CODE REVIEWS

THIRD FLOOR 47,810 (B) BUSINESS
FOURTH FLOOR 47,521 (B) BUSINESS
FIFTH FLOOR 37,583 (B) BUSINESS
SIXTH FLOOR 44,691 (B) BUSINESS
SEVENTH FLOOR 44,147 (B) BUSINESS
EIGHT FLOOR 43,765 (B) BUSINESS
NINTH FLOOR 39,271 (B) BUSINESS
BUILDING TOTAL 394,766

MEANS OF EGRESS
OCCUPANCY GROSS (SF) PER OCCUPANT
BUSINESS 100 TABLE 1004.1.1

OCCUPANTS PER FLOOR
BASEMENT
FIRST FLOOR 418
SECOND FLOOR 482
THIRD FLOOR 478
FOURTH FLOOR 475
FIFTH FLOOR 376
SIXTH FLOOR 447
SEVENTH FLOOR 441
EIGHTH FLOOR 438
NINTH FLOOR 393

EXIT
EGRESS WIDTH PER OCCUPANT: 0.2 INCHES PER OCCUPANT TABLE 1005.1

BASEMENT FLOOR
FIRST FLOOR 84

SECOND FLOOR 96
THIRD FLOOR 96

FOURTH FLOOR 95
FIFTH FLOOR 75
SIXTH FLOOR 89

SEVENTH FLOOR 88
EIGHTH FLOOR 88

NINTH 79

STAIR EGRESS WIDTH PER OCCUPANT: 0.3 INCHES PER OCCUPANT TABLE 1005.1
BASEMENT FLOOR

FIRST FLOOR 125
SECOND FLOOR 145

THIRD FLOOR 143
FOURTH FLOOR 143

FIFTH FLOOR 113
SIXTH FLOOR 134

SEVENTH FLOOR 132
EIGTH FLOOR 131
NINTH FLOOR 118

MINIMUM REQUIRED NUMBER OF EXITS: 2 TABLE 1021.1

COMMON PATH OF TRAVEL 100 FEET SECTION 1014.3.1

REMOTENESS OF EXITS:
30'-0" or 1/4 the length of the maximum overall diagonal dimension 
of the area served, whichever is less SECTION 403.5.1

EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL DISTANCE:
WITH SPRINKLER SYSTEM 300 Feet TABLE 1016.1

CORRIDORS
CORRIDOR FIRE RESISTANCE RATING OCCUPANT LOAD SERVED BY CORRIDOR                      

(GREATER THAN 30)

WITH SPRINKLER SYSTEM 0 HR FIRE RATED TABLE 1018.1

CORRIDOR WIDTH DETERMINED IN SECTION 1005.1 (CALCULATIONS ABOVE)
MINIMUM WIDTH 44 INCHES (MIN.) SECTION 1017.2

CORRIDOR DOOR NOT RATED TABLE 715.4
DEAD END 50 FEET SECTION 1018.4, EXCEPTION 2

VERTICAL EXIT ENCLOSURE
STAIR PARTITION CONSTRUCTION 2 HR SECTION 1022
STAIR DOOR 1 1/2 HR (90 MIN.) TABLE 715.4

FIRE PARTITION
FIRE PARTITION CONSTRUCTION 1 HR SECTION 709.3

Page2  PRELIMINARY CODE REVIEW

FIRE BARRIER SECTION 707
SHAFT ENCLOSURES SECTION 708.4
FIRE RESISTANCE RATING 2 HR SECTION 403.2.1.2

ATRIUM

BUILDING REQUIRED TO BE FULLY SPRINKLERED SECTION 404.3
REQUIRED SEPARATION 1 HR OR SECTION 404.6

PROVIDE A RAIN CURTAIN AT GLASS WALL SECTION 404.6.1
ADJACENT SPACES OF  ANY THREE FLOORS OF THE ATRIUM SHALL 

NOT BE REQUIRED TO BE SEPARED FORM THE ATRIUM WHERE SUCH 
SPACES ARE ACCOUNTED FOR IN THE DESIGN OF THE SMOKE 

CONTROL SYSTEM SECTION 404.6.3
INTERIOR WALLS AND CEILINGS OF ATRIUM CLASS B MATERIALS SECTION 404.8
SMOKE CONTROL REQUIRED SECTION 404.5, 909

HORIZONTAL ASSEMBLIES
FIRE RESISTANCE RATING 1 HR SECTION 712.3

HIGH RISE BUILDINGS
FULLY SPRINKLERED BUILDING SECTION 403.3
EMERGENCY SYSTEMS SMOKE DETECTION SYSTEM SECTION 403.4.1

FIRE ALARM SYSTEM SECTION 403.4.2
EMERGENCY VOICE/ALARM SYSTEM SECTION 403.4.3

FIRE COMMAND CENTER SECTION 403.4.5
SMOKE REMOVAL SECTION 403.4.6
STANDBY POWER SECTION 403.4.7
EMERGENCY POWER SYSTEMS SECTION 403.4.8

Page3  PRELIMINARY CODE REVIEW

PRELIMINARY CODE REVIEW
CODE REFERENCE

BUILDING NAME/ADDRESS: ONE DREXEL PLAZA
3001 MARKET STREET                                     

PHILADELPHIA, PA 19104

OWMER: ACADEMIC PROPERTIES INC.
JURISDICTION: CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

BUILDING CODE: 2009 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE                      
2009 INTERNATIONAL EXISTING BUILDING CODE

                   AMERICAN NATIONAL STANDARD                
ANSI A117.1-2003

CODE AMENDMENTS:  2007 PHILADELPHIA BUILDING & EXISTING BUILDING CODES

EXISTING BUILDING INFORMATION
SITE AREA APPROX (SF): 266,289

EXISTING NUMBER OF FLOORS 4
EXISTING BUILDING HEIGHT (APPROX) APPROX. 66'-5" ABOVE AVG GROUND PLANE
TO TOP OF EXISTING MECHICAL PENTHOUSE 
(APPROX) APPROX. 85'-5" ABOVE AVG GROUND PLANE
PROPOSED NUMBER OF FLOORS 9
PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT TBD
USES MIXED USE; (B) BUSINESS & TBD

CHANGE IN USE: NO
HIGH-RISE BUILDING: YES

2009 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE 

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION: TYPE IB SECTION 602.3

STORIES 11 TABLE 503
AREA PER FLOOR UNLIMITED TABLE 503
HEIGHT 160'-0" TABLE 503

AUTOMATIC SPRINKLERS YES

HEIGHT MODIFICATION

AUTOMATIC SPRINKLERS SYSTEM INCREASE
HEIGHT 20'-0" SECTION 504.2
STORIES 1 SECTION 504.2

AREA MODIFICATION SECTION 506

AUTOMATIC SPRINKLERS SYSTEM INCREASE 200% SECTION 506.3

ALLOWABLE HEIGHT, AREA & STORIES
HEIGHT 180'-0"
AREA PER FLOOR UNLIMITED
STORIES 12

REDUCED TO TYPE IIA SECTION 403.2.1.1.2
FIRE-RESISTANCE RATING:

STRUCTURAL FRAME 1 HR TABLE 601
BEARING WALLS

EXTERIOR 1 HR TABLE 601
INTERIOR 1 HR TABLE 601

NONBEARING WALLS AND PARTITIONS          
EXTERIOR TABLE 602

(FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCE) 
1 HR X <  5'-0"  
1 HR 5'-0" < X < 10'-0" 
1 HR 10'-0" < X < 30'-0"
0 HR X < 30'-0"

NONBEARING WALLS AND PARTITIONS          
INTERIOR 0 HR
FLOOR CONSTRUCTION 1 HR TABLE 601
ROOF CONSTRUCTION 1 HR TABLE 601

USE GROUP: (B) BUSINESS SECTION 310

FLOOR AREA (SF):
   BASEMENT 

FIRST FLOOR 41,801 (B) BUSINESS
SECOND FLOOR 48,177 (B) BUSINESS

Page1  PRELIMINARY CODE REVIEW
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APPENDIX B - COMPARATIVE COST ESTIMATE
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APPENDIX B - COMPARATIVE COST ESTIMATE


