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Introduction

Historic structures are under continuous pressure to change. One common threat occurs
when the needs of an owner or community grow beyond the physical capacity of the
historic structure and put its viability in question. The ability to offer more space is
sometimes the only way for historic buildings to avoid demolition or abandonment.
However, while an addition might be the sole means of saving a building, an insensitive

design can significantly detract from the integrity of the historic structure.

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation address the issue by requiring
that additions be clearly differentiated from the historic structure while at the same time
being compatible with it. Historic commissions and preservation organizations across the
country have followed the example of the Secretary of the Interior by adopting their own
design guidelines that attempt to illustrate how such additions might be designed in their
own communities. While many of these guidelines are closely modeled on the
Secretary’s Standards, variation exists. Some communities have no written guidelines,
preferring to have a committee review each proposal individually, while other
communities have large, bound guidelines that explicitly state the commissions’
expectations. Given the range of guidelines and their pervasiveness in this country, it is

important to understand what effect they are having on historic structures.

I was drawn to this subject after participating in a seminar at the University of

Pennsylvania in the spring of 2002. The seminar, led by Professor David G. De Long,



focused on additions to historic buildings. My particular interest in guidelines was
ignited by a comment made by Paul S. Byard, director of the historic preservation
program at Columbia University and author of The Architecture of Additions: Design and
Regulation, when he came to speak to the class.' During the discussion, Mr. Byard said
that he believed there should be no guidelines regulating additions. His general theory
was that guidelines inhibited architects and produced weaker designs. While
understanding this position, it seems to me that to remove all guidelines would likely
generate greater problems than it would solve. It would leave both homeowners and
design reviewers without a clear, common explanation of what was expected and the
potential for misunderstanding and inequity would be high. I believe that the ideal would
be to have guidelines that prevented bad design while still allowing skilled architects to
produce superior work. However, before the most effective guidelines can be identified,
it is important to understand what guidelines already exist and to understand how they
work. Therefore, it is the goal of this thesis to explore the variety of design guidelines
that exist and analyze them to understand their construction and the factors surrounding

their creation and use.

Secretary of Interior s Standards for Rehabilitation

The Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (abbreviated as the “Standards”

in this thesis) were first written in 1978 and have undergone periodic revision since then.

In 1979, the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Applying the Standards

! Paul Spencer Byard, The Architecture of Additions: Design and Regulation (New York: W.W. Norton &
Company Inc., 1998).
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(abbreviated as the “Guidelines” in this thesis) were first published. Standards nine and
ten address the topic of additions and a separate section of the Guidelines addresses the
issue. Standard ten states that: “New additions and adjacent or related new construction
will be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and
integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.” This
standard has remained virtually unchanged since the first version of the Standards in

1979.

In contrast to the stability of standard ten, standard nine has undergone greater
transformation. The first version of standard nine stated that:
“Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not
be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant
historic, architectural, or cultural material and such design is compatible with the
size, scale, color, material, and character of the property, neighborhood, or
environment.”
This version of the standard can be difficult to interpret as it allows for contemporary
design, which would seem to imply a contrast with a historic design, while at the same
time seeking compatibility between the new and old structures. The guidelines were
revised in 1983 but standard nine remained unchanged. Revisions in 1992 and 1995
brought the greatest change to standard nine. The new standard reads:

“New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy
historic materials, features and spatial relationships that characterize the property.

* The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings (Washington, D.C.: Preservation Assistance Division, National Park Service U.S. Department of
the Interior, rev. 1995).

> The Secretary of the Interior s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings (Washington, D.C.: Preservation Assistance Division, National Park Service U.S. Department of
the Interior, 1979).
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The new work shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the
historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the
integrity of the property and its environment.”*
This version of the standard omits the mention of contemporary design in an attempt to
clarify the intention of the standard, however it still requires that new construction be

differentiated from the historic structure as well as being compatible with it. The

essential contradiction of the standard remains intact.

One final version of the Standards was written as part of the Federal Historic Preservation
Tax Incentives Program.” Again, standard ten remains constant and it is standard nine
that is slightly altered. The first difference is that “shall” is substituted for “will” because
the Standards, in this form, are required to receive the tax credits, rather than being
advisory. More significantly, the destruction of features and spatial relationships is not
forbidden, and historic materials and proportion are not included as design details that

should be compatible with the old.

It is important to understand the changes the Secretary of Interior’s Standards have been
through and the various versions that have existed because they have been and are such
an important component in understanding the guidelines which cities have in place to

protect their architectural heritage.

* The Secretary of the Interior s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings, rev. 1995.

> National Park Service, Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation (36 CFR Part 67, as
amended through 2000).
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Methodology

In order to compare and evaluate the design guidelines for additions that are being
utilized in the United States, I performed a study to gather varied examples of guidelines.
As it was important to get an accurate sense of the diversity of guidelines that are being
used to shape additions, I sought a sample of variously sized and located cities.

However, in order to target only those cities with design guidelines in place, I first
consulted a list of all Certified Local Governments in the United States in February of
2003.° Certified Local Governments are city or town governments that have met state
and federal qualifications for participation in the program. The requirements include, but
are not limited to, the city or town having preservation ordinances in place, a plan for
public participation and a survey of historic properties. While Certified Local
Governments are not necessarily required to have design guidelines, their participation in
the program requires that they “enforce appropriate legislation for the designation and
protection of historic properties.”” This requirement increases the odds that the city
would have design guidelines in place so choosing from the list of Certified Local

Governments allowed for a more targeted study.

There are roughly 1400 certified local governments in the U.S., so it was necessary to

further focus the study by selecting only a few cities from each state. In most cases, |

6 “Certified Local Government Program: CLG Name” http://grants.cr.nps.gov/CLGs/Get_All CLG.cfim
(15 Feb. 2003).

7 National Park Service National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers, Preserving Your
Community s Heritages Though the Certified Local Government Program (Washington, D.C.: Heritage
Preservation Services, National Park Service U.S. Department of the Interior, 2004), 14.
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selected two cities per state. In a state as large as California, the number was increased to
four cities and in less populous states like Idaho and Oklahoma, the number was
decreased to one city. When possible, the largest or most prominent city in the state was
selected along with a smaller or less prominent city. I chose a total of one hundred and
six cities to be included in the study (see Appendix A). This type of sampling was chosen
to achieve geographic as well as population variety, and with the assumption that such
diversity would also result in the inclusion of cities with a range of architectural and

€CoNnomic resources.

In addition to reviewing guidelines from each city chosen for the study, a survey was
created to gather additional information that would put the guidelines into context. The
survey was formulated to gather statistics about the city as well as more specific
information about the guidelines and the process of creating and enforcing them (see
Appendix B). In order to get a sense of the city for which the guidelines were created,
information about its population, architectural character and number of buildings on a
local, state or national historic register was solicited. To understand the origins of the
guidelines and gain a sense of the city’s length of experience with guidelines, the survey
asked when the first guidelines were written for the city. For the current guidelines, the
survey asked for the author, the date they were written and whether the guidelines were
modeled on a specific source. The question of whether there were imminent plans to
revise the guidelines was primarily asked to determine if the city was satisfied with the
current guidelines and secondarily to see if the guidelines were revised on a regular basis.

The final component of the survey explored the enforcement of the guidelines. The
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survey asked whether there was a design review process set up for the city and then
investigated the size of the review board, its compensation and whether the guidelines
were included in the preservation ordinance for the city. Space was left at the bottom of

the survey for any additional comments the respondent might have.

With the preliminary work complete, I mailed a letter to staff members in the historic
preservation or city planning offices in each of the one hundred and six selected cities in
March of 2003. The letter requested that the recipient complete and return the survey
along with a copy of their city’s design guidelines. Completed surveys and guidelines
began arriving in March and continued through the summer of 2003. I reviewed each
survey and guideline and entered pertinent information into a database. I tested a number
of versions of the database until I found the most effective form for the purposes of this
study. The database was then sorted in a variety of ways so that the information could be

compared as needed. The results of that intensive analysis form the basis of this thesis.



Chapter 1 — Findings

One hundred and six certified local governments were contacted as a part of this study
and seventy-one responded (see Appendix A). Of the seventy-one responses, six
contained incomplete information and so were not included in the analysis. The
remaining sixty-five cities both completed the survey which was sent to them and
forwarded a copy of their design guidelines. The data in this survey is drawn from those

sixty-five cities (see Appendix D).

Areas of Comparison

In order to compare the substance of the cities’ guidelines, each guideline was analyzed in
four areas: whether they included the Secretary of Interior’s Standards, and if so, which
version; the basic design theory for additions that shaped the guidelines; the issues
addressed by the guidelines; and finally, what the guidelines used as a reference point.
While not every guideline included a copy of the Secretary of Interior’s Standards, the
majority did, though the version of the Standards varied. Some cities included the 1978
or 1983 Standards, while others used the most recent version from 1995. A large number
also used the version of the Standards that is intended for those seeking the 20%

rehabilitation tax credit (36 CFR Part 67).

The three other areas by which the guidelines were analyzed — design theory, issues and

reference — all refer to the city’s own customized guidelines. In the cases where the cities
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had their own guidelines and included the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, only the
city’s own guidelines were examined for these three issues. The design theory issue
generally revolves around whether a city allows contemporary design for additions, if
they favor an approach to design that replicates the historic structure or if they allow both
approaches. In addition, the design theory can address the topic of an addition being
compatible or distinct from the historic building. With only a few exceptions, all the
guidelines in the survey followed the philosophy of the Standards that additions should
be compatible yet differentiated from the historic structure, so a comparison on this issue

was generally not feasible.

The third area of comparison is the issues that are addressed in the guidelines. These
refer to topics relating to design elements that the guidelines choose to discuss, such as
height, mass, scale, setback, etc. Some cities might consider as few as three such issues
of design, as in the case of Birmingham, Alabama’s guidelines, or they may address as
many as twenty-four issues as do the guidelines for Providence, Rhode Island. The
number of issues a city’s guidelines addresses is generally an indication of the amount of
detail embodied in the guidelines. Birmingham, for example, gives only minimal
guidance:

“Any additions shall be in keeping with the house design or district design(s).

New Construction shall be in keeping with the historic appearance of the structure

and district. Site Plans for new construction or additions shall be sensitive to and

compatible with adjacent properties and structures and minimize changes to
natural site topography.”

¥ City of Birmingham Department of Planning, Engineering and Permits, Standard Design Guidelines
(Birmingham, AL: City of Birmingham, 1994), 4.
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However, the number of issues is not always an indicator of the amount of detail of the
guidelines. In the case of Providence, though twenty-four issues are addressed, they are
not discussed in any detail; rather, they are merely listed as areas to consider when
designing an addition. On the other hand, Aspen, Colorado, which addresses thirteen
issues in its guidelines, discusses each topic in some depth and illustrates many of its
points with drawings. The thirteen issues addressed in Aspen’s guidelines are: location,
size, setback, connector, scale, proportion, historic alignments, roof lines, height,

materials, roof forms, architectural elements and rooftop additions.”

The final area that was used for comparison was the reference area for the guidelines.
This refers to the context that the difference guidelines consider important in the design
of an addition. The guidelines can instruct the reader to take into consideration the
historic structure only when designing an addition, or they can expand the reference area

to adjacent buildings, the streetscape, the neighborhood, or the entire historic district.

Geographic Distribution

The high response rate ensured that the study would be geographically diverse.
Completed surveys were received from at least one city in each of the fifty states with
only five exceptions: Arkansas, Indiana, Nebraska, New Hampshire and Texas (see
Appendix C). The highest response rates were in the Mid-Atlantic and the Southeastern

regions of the United States where the response rate was close to one hundred percent.

? Noré V. Winter, City of Aspen: Historic Preservation Design Guidelines (Aspen, CO: City of Aspen,
2000), 83-86.
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The lowest response rate was in New England where only five cities returned completed

surveys out of the fifteen cities that had been contacted.

Populations

Population diversity was also ensured by the high response rate (see Figure 1).

Figure 1 - Number of surveys received from cities by population

0-25,000 25,000- 50,001- 100,001- 250,001- 500,001- 1,000,001-
50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 3,000,000

City Population

While several large cities, such as New York and Boston, did not respond, others, like
San Francisco and Chicago, did. Chicago was the most populous city included in the
survey with 2.9 million residents. Other large cities in the survey include Philadelphia,

San Diego, Phoenix, Memphis and San Francisco, all with populations of more than one
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million. With only 1,100 residents, Georgetown, Colorado was the smallest city in the

study.

The size of a city is frequently indicative of the professional and regulatory resources it
possesses. Therefore, it is logical that smaller cities would not be able to support a staff
with sufficient expertise to write customized guidelines for the city. In this survey, of the
eighteen cities with populations under 50,000 people, half had their guidelines written by
consultants. Of the eighteen cities with populations over 300,000 people, ten had staff
members write the guidelines. In addition, four relied entirely on the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards and had no customized guidelines for their particular city. This is
also an indication of staff resources as the generalized national Standards would likely
require greater staff review and discretion to apply them to the needs of the particular

city.

Architectural Character

In order to determine whether design guidelines varied based upon differences in
architectural make-up, the survey asked the respondent to describe the character of the
city. The question was left open-ended and subsequently the responses received were
wide-ranging. Frequently the respondents wrote simply that the architectural character in
their city was ‘varied.” Some responses consisted solely of date ranges while others listed

stylistic terms, sometimes using terms of ambiguous meaning, such as Park City, Utah’s
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‘National Vernacular Style.’"

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania responded with a materials-based
assessment of ‘masonry.”'" Unfortunately, the diversity of these responses does not allow

for an evaluation of guidelines based on variations in architectural character.

Historic Register

Cities included in the survey varied greatly as to the number of buildings in the city that
are on an historic register. The question was asked to better understand the quantity of
historic buildings in each city and the level of activity of the guidelines. However, as the
type of register was not specified, the number may include buildings on the National
Register of Historic Places or other registers which are not subject to the city’s design
guidelines. A few cities’ responses included the number of historic districts in the city
rather than the number of buildings within the district and for that reason some of the
city’s numbers cannot be calculated from the information available. According to the
numbers available, Baltimore, Maryland, with 38,000 buildings, had the greatest number
of buildings on an historic register.'”> Washington D.C. followed with 28,000 buildings."
San Francisco did not list individual buildings, but with 11 historic districts it likely had
thousands of buildings that could be counted." Cincinnati, Ohio listed 22 local historic
districts and 24 National Register properties while St. Louis, Missouri simply wrote that

they had “a lot.”"> At the other end of the spectrum, Juneau, Alaska had only 5 buildings

" Derek Satchell, survey to author, March 2003.

" Angelique Bamberg, survey to author, March 2003.

12 Eddie Leon, survey to author, March 2003.

"3 Justin Gray, survey to author, March 2003.

!4 Kaye Simonson, survey to author, March 2003.

!5 Adrienne Cowden, survey to author, March 2003 and Kathleen Shea, survey to author, March 2003.
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on an historic register.'® The two cities in Nevada, Carson City and Las Vegas, both
listed 17 buildings while Cody, Wyoming has registered 24."” Of the 52 cities that
submitted usable figures, the average number of buildings on a historic register was

3,579.

Analyzing the guidelines based on the number of buildings on a historic register yields
few discernable patterns or trends. Cities with fewer than a hundred buildings on a
historic register were more likely to have had staff write the guidelines. These cities were
Juneau, Alaska; Las Vegas, Nevada; East Hartford, Connecticut; and Lewiston, Maine.
Cities with 200-700 buildings on a historic register were far more likely to have a
consultant write the guidelines. These cities were Georgetown, Colorado; Palm Beach,
Florida; Aspen, Colorado; Park City, Utah; Beaufort, South Carolina and Charlottesville,
Virginia. It appears that small cities with few buildings on a historic register did not want
to invest in a consultant for their guidelines and so relied upon their staffs to create
guidelines. However, cities with a slightly larger historic inventory were still small
enough that their staff may not have had sufficient expertise to write the guidelines and
large enough that it was deemed worthwhile to hire consultants to draft them. For the
cities with the largest numbers of buildings on a historic register, there was no discernible

pattern for authorship of the guidelines.

' Mark Jaqua, survey to author, March 2003.
'7 Jennifer Pruitt, survey to author, March 2003; Margo Wheeler, survey to author, March 2003; and Utana
Dye, survey to author, March 2003.
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While the authors of the guidelines varied based on the number of historic register
properties in a city, the content of the guidelines did not significantly vary based on this
factor. Those cities with fewer than 100 buildings on a historic register tended not to
include any Secretary of Interior’s Standards in their guidelines or to use the outdated
1978 and 1983 version of the Standards, as in the cases of Juneau, Alaska and Carson
City, Utah. However, even Baltimore, Maryland, with its 38,000 buildings on a historic
register, used the outdated 1978 and 1983 version of the Standards so Juneau and Carson
City do not seem remarkable. In terms of issues, design theory, and reference there is no

pattern based on the size of a city’s historic register.

Date of First Guidelines

The survey responses to the question of when the first guidelines for the city were written
yielded some surprising information. The earliest discovered date of written guidelines
for an American city was 1952 in Natchez, Mississippi. Santa Fe, New Mexico had
guidelines a few years later in 1957. Charlestown, South Carolina, despite its early
preservation activities, does not have customized guidelines, relying instead on the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and so does not claim an early spot in the timeline
of guidelines. Mobile, Alabama and Baltimore, Maryland both had their first guidelines
written in the 1960s. Nine cities in the survey first established guidelines in the years
between 1970 and 1977. In 1978, when the Secretary of Interior’s Standards were first
written, four cities in the survey also wrote their first guidelines and three other cities date

their first guidelines to 1979. Thirteen cities established guidelines in the 1980s and
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twelve cities did not have written guidelines until the 1990s. The remaining cities in the
survey were not able to provide a date for the city’s first guidelines. It is important to
note that the survey did not ask the form of the guidelines and so does not discern
between guidelines that were written as advice to homeowners and those that are

enforced as part of the town’s preservation ordinance.

While it could be hypothesized that the date the city first created guidelines might give
insight into what was used as a model for the guidelines, there was no evidence of that in
this survey. Natchez, Mississippi, despite having first had guidelines before the Secretary
of Interior created the Standards for Rehabilitation, lists that as its model for its most
recent set of guidelines which were written in 1998. In other words, the date of the
current guidelines seems to be a more important factor in the shaping of the guidelines

than the date the city first developed them.

Date of Current Guidelines

The dates of the guidelines in use in the survey cities ranged from 1964 to 2002. Nine of
the cities had guidelines that were written or revised since 2000. Twenty cities’ most
recent guidelines were written in the 1990s and seven cities’ guidelines dated back to the
1980s. Billings, Montana and Beaufort, South Carolina had guidelines that dated back to
the 1970s and Baltimore, Maryland’s guidelines were dated from 1964 and 1976
according to the information submitted on its survey. Thirteen cities have multiple sets of

guidelines for different districts and so the date of the guidelines varied. In these cases,
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guidelines tended to be written as the city designated each respective district. In the case
of Madison, Wisconsin, this resulted in the date of the guidelines ranging from as early as

1967 to as recent as 2001.

Comparing the guidelines by the date they were written reveals some of the strongest
patterns in this study. The guidelines that were written before the publication of the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards naturally do not include the Standards, but even the
guidelines written in the late 1970s and the 1980s generally do not include the Standards.
Those that do, naturally, use the 1978 or 1983 version of the Standards. The oldest
guidelines in the survey to include the Standards are those of New Orleans which were
written in 1985. Juneau, Alaska was the next city to include them in 1988, but it wasn’t
until 1992, the year in which Chicago’s guidelines were written, that the inclusion of the

Standards is frequent in the survey cities.

Generally the date of the guidelines can be used to predict which version of the Standards
is included, if any, but in several cases, guidelines use outdated versions of the Standards.
Carson City, Nevada’s guidelines were written in 2000 and yet include the 1978/1983
version of the Standards. Grand Rapids, Michigan updated their guidelines in 2002 but

kept the 1978/1983 version of the Standards.

The earliest guidelines are somewhat less likely to follow the philosophy of the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for additions than the majority of guidelines in the survey.

Park City, Utah’s guidelines were written in 1983, so they had access to the Standards,
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but the general intent of their guidelines for additions is to prevent the house from being
obscured. The issue of contemporary design or compatibility is not addressed. Des
Moines, lowa’s guidelines were written a year later, in 1984, and also vary from the
Standards available at the time.'® They stress compatibility over differentiation and do
not mention contemporary design. Des Moines’ guidelines are primarily intended to
ensure that additions remain subordinate to the historic structure, and the only mention of
differentiation is to advise that there be a recess where new construction meets old to
differentiate the two. But while these two examples of guidelines not following the
philosophy of the Standards were written nearly twenty years ago, more recent examples

can also be found.

The guidelines for Birmingham, Alabama were written in 1994 but are similar in many
ways to the guidelines written a decade before. These design guidelines include the
1978/1983 Secretary of the Interior’s Standards rather than the 1992 version that was then
available. More significantly, the term “contemporary design” is removed from the
section of the Standards that address additions. Instead, the guidelines emphasize
compatibility over differentiation or modern construction. The 1992 version of the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards also removes the phrase of “contemporary design,”
instead emphasizing differentiation as well as compatibility. However, by keeping the
wording of the 1978/1983 but deleting the “contemporary design” element, the Standard
is changed so that compatibility is the key element. While this design theory is the

exception, rather than the rule, there are a few other cities with guidelines written recently

'8 City of Des Moines Plan and Zoning Commission, Architectural Guidelines: Building Rehabilitation in
Des Moines’ Historic Districts (Des Moines, IA: City of Des Moines, 1984), 10-11.
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that also follow it. Louisville, Kentucky and Aspen, Colorado both emphasize subtle
distinction of new additions rather than the stronger “differentiation” included in the

Standards.

Author of Guidelines

The survey found that there are two general types of authors of the guidelines: staff and
consultants. The staffs who wrote the guidelines were either members of the city’s
historic preservation or city planning departments. Twenty-five of the cities in the survey
had their guidelines written by staff members. In some cases, the staff enlisted the help
of consultants but still remained the primary author of the guidelines. In Lewiston,
Maine, an architect contributed to the guidelines and in Mobile, Alabama, a city attorney
was consulted. In Madison, Wisconsin, St. Louis, Missouri, and Cincinnati, Ohio,

neighborhood groups are credited for their contributions.

Staffs that wrote guidelines frequently listed the Secretary of Interior’s Standards as the
model for the guidelines. Out of the twenty-five guidelines written by staff, nine listed
the Standards as their models. Eleven of these cities did not list a model and the
remaining four cities list either another city’s guidelines or state that multiple sources

were used.

The second most frequent authors of the guidelines are consultants. Sixteen of the

guidelines in the survey were written by consultants. The most prevalent consultant is
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Noré V. Winter, working independently and then with Winter & Company. Winter is
credited as the author of six of the guidelines in the survey. A review of a map created by
the firm shows the extent of their influence, with projects to write design guidelines
spreading throughout the country (see Appendix E). Only one other preservation
consulting firm appears more than once in the survey. John Milner Associates authored
the guidelines for Louisville, Kentucky and Beaufort, South Carolina'®. While only
responsible for two of the survey’s guidelines, the fact that Beaufort’s guidelines were

written in 1979 and Louisville’s were written in 1998 shows the firm’s longevity.

One interesting example to examine is The Lewiston Historic Preservation Design
Manual (Maine). The guidelines were written by the staff with assistance from a local
architect, Russell J. Wright. Lewiston’s guidelines are unlike other guidelines in the
survey. Like many other cities, Lewiston lists the Secretary of Interior’s Standards
verbatim but, unlike other cities, the guidelines are explained using examples from the
city to illustrate the principals. For instance, reversibility is singled out as the key word
for Standard ten and buildings that have had reversible additions are shown as well as
those with irreversible additions. Also, special issues of reversibility common to the city
are given, in this case the problem of addition of storefronts. The guidelines written in
this way seem primarily aimed at educating property owners, though architects unfamiliar

with the Standards might also draw guidance from the examples. The use of local

' John Milner & Associates, Louisville Landmarks Commission Design Guidelines (Louisville, KY: City of
Louisville, 1998) and John Milner & Associates, The Beaufort Preservation Manual (Beaufort, SC: City of
Beaufort, 1979).
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buildings to illustrate the guidelines serves an additional purpose in making readers more

aware of the built environment of their city.

Model

In comparing city design guidelines, it is important to know from what source they come
so that similarities among them can be traced and understood. While many of the
respondents to the survey did not know what, if any, model was used in the development
of the guidelines, twenty-four were able to cite a source for their guidelines. Of the
twenty-four, sixteen cities listed the Secretary of Interior’s Standards as the model for
their guidelines. These sixteen cities all had customized guidelines written for their
communities. This figure does not include the nine cities that use the Secretary of
Interior’s Standards as their sole design guidelines. Four of the surveyed cities listed
other city’s guidelines as their model. The four cities that borrowed from other cities,
with model city listed in parenthesis, were East Hartford, Connecticut (Wethersfield,
Connecticut); Annapolis Maryland (Nantucket); Mobile, Alabama (Raleigh, North
Carolina); and Oak Park, Illinois (several communities). In the case of Mobile, the use of
Raleigh, North Carolina as a model was anticipated for the next revision of the guidelines
but was not a model for the guidelines included in this survey. Three cities listed ‘none’
as the model of their guidelines and New Orleans, Louisiana listed ‘several’ but did not

further specify its source.
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Plans to Revise

As ideas evolve and experience is gained in reviewing design guidelines, revising
guidelines is an important duty of the administering city. Imminent plans to revise
guidelines are also an indication that a city recognizes weaknesses in the current
guidelines. Of the 65 cities in the survey, 37 have plans to revise their guidelines.
Several cities cited specific areas that needed improvement, such as sign guidelines,
though none mentioned additions. The survey respondent from Newport, Kentucky
wrote that the language of the guidelines needed to be clarified as it can be confusing to
residents.”’ The need to add twentieth-century stylistic approaches was cited as a reason
for revision for Baltimore, Maryland.”' The survey respondent from Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania cited the need to improve graphic illustrations.”> Nashville, Tennessee is
the only city that mentioned a regular review process.” For each of its historic districts,
the guidelines are reviewed and updated every ten years. Of the 21 cities with no plans to
revise their guidelines, a few listed the fact that the guidelines had just been recently
revised. The respondent from Wilmington, Delaware said that while the city is

considering the possibility of revising the guidelines, it is dependent on staff time.**

A city’s intentions to revise their guidelines may be an indication that the city believes in
frequent revisions, the city wants to make significant alterations to the guidelines or that

the guidelines are so outdated that they are in clear need of change. An indication that the

2% Survey to author, Emily A. Jarzen, April 2003.

2! Survey to author, Eddie Leon, April 2003.

2 Survey to author, Angelique Bamberg, May 2003.
2 Survey to author, Tim Walker, April 2003.

2* Survey to author, Patricia Maley, March 2003.
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latter reason is more common in this survey can be found by looking at the dates of the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards that are included in guidelines. Of the cities that list no
plans to revise their guidelines, not one is using the outdated 1978/1983 version of the
Standards. Instead, all the examples of the older Standards can be found in the cities that

plan revisions.

The chance that additions will have a separate section dedicated specifically to the topic
was also less in those cities that plan to revise their guidelines. Only two cities with no
plans to revise their guidelines fail to have a separate section for additions; however six
cities with plans to revise their guidelines do not separate additions into their own

section.

Review Board and Process

As important as the guidelines themselves are the people that oversee their application to
specific projects. The survey asked four questions as a means to better understand the
role and composition of those with the charge of applying the guidelines for a city:
whether there is a design review process, how many people are on the review board, how
the review board members are compensated, and whether the guidelines are included in
the city’s ordinance. The answers help us to understand the infrastructure supporting the

guidelines.
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All the cities except two indicated that there was a design review process in place. Fargo,
North Dakota has no guidelines currently and so did not answer the question on the
survey. Cheyenne, Wyoming also has no active guidelines in place and so replied
negatively to the question. Except for these two cities, all the other cities included in the
survey have a design review process in place; however the number of people serving on
the design review boards overseeing the process varies greatly. The smallest board in the
survey was that of Boise, Idaho, whose board consists of only three members. With
fifteen board members, Salt Lake City reported the largest design review board in the
survey. Sixteen cities listed design review committees of nine people, thereby being the
most common size reported. The next most frequently reported size was seven board

members, accounting for fifteen of the cities in the survey.

Regardless of the size of the review boards, one thing that nearly all the cities had in
common was the fact that the board members were volunteers. An overwhelming
mayjority, fifty-six of the cities, relied on board members to donate their time in the task of
reviewing designs for the city. Only four cities reported that members of their review
board received compensation. Park City, Utah was one of these four cities and

described how members of the review board were chosen. The respondent reported that
members of their review board are people from the community that are experienced and
interested in historic preservation. The board members are appointed by the City
Council. Washington, DC and Atlanta, Georgia both pay their members per meeting,
though the respondent from Washington, DC reports that it is not a large sum of money.

Minneapolis, Minnesota was the only one of the four cities to list how much the board
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members are paid. Each review board member is paid $50 per meeting. It is important to
note however that Minneapolis does not have a separate historic preservation board; it is
a city planning board that reviews the projects from historic districts and it is that board

which receives compensation.

In order to understand the nature of the power the review board has in relation to
enforcing the guidelines, the survey asked the cities whether or not the guidelines were
included in the preservation ordinance for the city. Guidelines that are included in the
preservation ordinance have greater power because of it. Guidelines that are not included
have the difficulty of being reference documents rather than legally enforceable rules.
The cities surveyed were nearly evenly divided on this topic. Twenty-nine cities did not
include the guidelines in their ordinance in any form. Twelve cities answered that the
guidelines were referenced in the ordinance and eighteen said simply that the guidelines
were included in the ordinance. It is difficult to know exactly how many of the eighteen
cities that responded yes to the survey actually included the guidelines in the ordinance
and how many merely referenced the guidelines. Some cited the difficulty in having the
guidelines in the ordinance because it would therefore be more complicated to revise
them. However, whether specifically included or referenced, cities that include the
guidelines in their preservation ordinance give the guidelines greater power than cities

that fail to include them.
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Customization and Specificity

The Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation are generalized guidelines
intended to apply to the entire nation. While nine cities use the Standards as their sole set
of guidelines, fifty-three cities desired guidelines that were more specific to the needs and
circumstances of their city and so wrote city specific guidelines. Eighteen of these cities

went even further and wrote separate guidelines for each of their historic districts.

On this topic, it is interesting to look at cities with large populations. There is a divide
between those that seem to prefer the Secretary of Interior’s Standards to address the
variety of architecture in their city and those that respond to the diversity by writing
separate guidelines for each of the historic districts in the city. Of the eleven cities with
populations over 500,000, four have different guidelines for each historic district. The
cost and staff time involved in creating, updating and overseeing multiple guidelines is
likely what makes larger cities almost twice as likely to not have separate guidelines.
Alternately, it might be the result of the city’s choice to follow a particular preservation

philosophy.

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania has separate guidelines for each of its historic districts and
distinguishes between residential and commercial guidelines. Comparing the residential
versus the commercial guidelines for additions reveals several differences. In general,
the residential guidelines are much more specific and detailed while the commercial

guidelines address fewer topics and have less strenuous requirements. For example, the

26



guidelines for the Alpha Terrace Historic District, a residential district, fill an entire page
while the East Carson Street Historic District, a commercial district, takes less than half
of a page. The Alpha Terrace Historic District guidelines address materials, scale,
massing, rhythm and detailing as well as more general topics such as instructing that the
addition respond to the architecture of the original building and not overpower it
visually.”> In addition, the issues of connection of the addition to the original building
and roof additions are addressed. In contrast, the East Carson Historic District guidelines
omit all reference to materials, scale, massing, rhythm and detailing but include the topics
of responding to the building to which it is being added, not visually overpowering the
existing building, connection between the new and old, and roof additions.*® So while
the general philosophy is maintained for additions in both commercial and residential
districts, the level of detail and stringency is much higher for residential, perhaps in

response to the differing demands for change within commercial areas.

The design guidelines for two of Memphis, Tennessee’s historic districts illustrate some
other differences that can result when multiple guidelines are written within a city. The
Architectural Design Guidelines for the Glenview Historic Preservation District were
prepared by the consulting firm of Winter & Company in 2000 whereas the Evergreen
Historic Conservation District Design Guidelines were written ten years earlier,
apparently by the staff of the Landmark Commission. The disparities between these two

sets of guidelines for historic districts within the same city are marked. The guidelines

> City of Pittsburgh Historic Review Commission, Design Guidelines: Alpha Terrace Historic District
(Pittsburgh, PA: City of Pittsburgh, n.d.), 6-7.
%8 City of Pittsburgh Historic Review Commission, Design Guidelines: East Carson Street Historic District
(Pittsburgh, PA: City of Pittsburgh, n.d.), 8-9.
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for additions in the Glenview District are five pages long and are illustrated with both
drawings and photographic examples.”’ The addition guidelines begin with a statement
of the basic philosophy of additions then lead into four main policies on additions.
Within each policy are a number of guidelines more fully explaining the policy. The
guidelines address location, rthythm of street, materials, windows, scale, roof of addition,
and roof-top additions.”® In contrast, the Evergreen Historic Conservation District
Design Guidelines are only three quarters of a page and address only the basic idea that
additions should not radically change, obscure or damage the historic building.”
Additions to the principal facades of buildings are discouraged but if allowed, guidelines
are given for how to make them compatible with the original building.® The guidelines
for the Evergreen Historic Conservation District are so minimal and loosely written that
they support only minimal protection while the Glenview Historic District’s guidelines
are far more comprehensive. The difference between these two guidelines may simply be
the result of different needs of the two historic districts but it seems more likely that
different factors are at work. The guidelines were written a decade apart from each other
and by different authors. As a result, one has a higher level of detail and protection than
the other. While many cities with separate guidelines for their historic districts have
greater consistency, for those that do not, it must be considered whether the benefits that
are gained by having customized guidelines are greater than the inequities that may result

from fluctuations in funding or political changes.

*" Winter & Company, Architectural Design Guidelines for the Glenview Historic Preservation District
(Memphis, TN: City of Memphis, 2000), 67-71.
28 11

Ibid.
* City of Memphis Landmarks Commission, Evergreen Historic Conservation District Design Guidelines,
Including the Midtown Corridor West Redevelopment Area (Memphis, TN: City of Memphis, 1990).
30 1.

Ibid.
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Separate Sections for Additions

The cities in the survey are nearly evenly split between those that separate additions into
its own section and those that include additions either in a general set of guidelines or a
section on new construction. Thirty-three cities devote special sections to additions while
twenty-two cities fail to separate them. (The remaining cities in the survey use the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards exclusively and so are not factored into either number.)
Guidelines which offer the same guidelines for additions as new construction tend to refer
to a different context than those guidelines that separate additions into their own section.
New construction guidelines for historic districts tend to encourage that the new buildings
respond to the surrounding area and be compatible with it without directly copying it.
Guidelines for additions specifically place a greater emphasis on the relationship of the
addition and the building to which it is being added. It is a different frame of reference
which might result in slightly different designs. In neighborhoods where the whole is
more significant than the individual buildings, such an approach would be preferable. In
buildings of greater individual significance, the building itself should be the source of the

greatest referral.

Context

In the survey, the context the guidelines used varied from looking at the individual
building alone, to including surrounding buildings, the neighborhood and the entire

historic district. Seventeen cities used the historic building as the only source of context
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while the remaining cities used a wider context. Annapolis, Maryland was very specific
in explaining the area to which it expected buildings to respond.
“A new building or addition should visually relate to contributing historic
buildings in its immediate neighborhood rather than to buildings in the historic
district in general. The ‘immediate neighborhood’ is defined as 2 block in both
directions.”"

In addition, a figure is included which illustrates the difference between the context of a

building that is mid-block and one that is near a corner (see Figure 2).
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Figure 59: A new building should relate to the predominant historic characteristics
of its immediate neighborhood.

Figure 2 — Illustration of neighborhood context from Building Towards the Fourth Century: Annapolis
Historic District Design Manual.”

*! Dale H. Frens and J. Christopher Lang Building Towards the Fourth Century: Annapolis Historic
District Design Manual (Annapolis, MD: City of Annapolis, 1994), 31.
32 1.

Ibid.
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This level of detail in describing the context that should be considered when planning an
addition was rare. In most cases, the guidelines would simply refer to the context without
further explanation. This vagueness may be purposeful so that the design review board
may choose the context on a case by case basis. The terms used to indicate context in the
guidelines in the survey were: historic building, original building, property, immediately
surrounding structures, neighboring buildings, surrounding historic buildings,
contributing historic buildings within immediate neighborhood, streetscapes, setting,
neighborhood, environment, and historic district. The guidelines used one, two or three
of these terms in describing the context which additions should reference. (The Secretary

of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation reference the property and its environment.)

Annapolis, Maryland as well as a few other cities in the survey specifically indicated that
only contributing historic buildings in the area should be used as a reference point for
additions. This is an important distinction as it clearly states that non-contributing

buildings should not have undue influence over designs.

IHlustrations

Ilustrations are a tool that design guidelines can use to make topics clearer to the reader.
However, only twenty-two cities out of sixty-five used them in their guidelines. This
relatively low percentage may be the result of cities not wishing to invest resources in the
acquisition of illustrations, a concern of too much specificity, or some other rationale

specific to the city in question. Of the twenty-two cities, six cities used photographs to
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illustrate examples, nine cities used drawings and seven cities used both photographs and
drawings for illustration. Ten of the cities that use illustrations used only positive
examples of the guidelines they were illustrated. In other words, only pictures or
drawings of additions being executed in compliance with the guidelines were used. Only
one city, Greensboro, North Carolina relied exclusively on illustrations that showed the
guidelines being misapplied. The other cities apparently felt it was as or more important
to show positive examples as a means of guiding than to only illustrate mistakes that
could be made. Eleven cities used a combination of both positive and negative examples

to illustrate the guidelines.

Of the twelve cities that used negative examples, eight cities relied on drawings to show
the guidelines being misused. Only four used photographs of buildings in the city that
were deemed inappropriate under the guidelines. The four cities that had negative
photographs were Lewiston, Maine; Natchez, Mississippi; Greensboro, North Carolina
and Salt Lake City, Utah. The guidelines for Lewiston, Maine show several different
additions and explain in detail why they are either appropriate or inappropriate examples.
In illustrating the rule of reversibility, two houses are shown with seemingly irreversible

additions (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3 — Photographs from The Lewiston Historic Preservation Design Manual illustrating reversibility.
The house shown at left could easily remove later additions while the house on the right would not be easy
to correct according to the guidelines.*

However, the houses have been studied with some care and so an educated explanation is

given of why one is in fact reversible while the other would be difficult to restore.

Natchez, Mississippi also shows many photographic examples, both positive and
negative, with mixed results. One photograph shows and describes how an addition to

the front of a house has destroyed important design elements of the house (see Figure 4).

However, another photograph is less clear and might confuse the reader. The caption of
the photograph states that the character has been altered by inappropriate additions but to

an untrained eye, the point of the illustration might well be lost (see Figure 4).

33 Russel J. Wright, The Lewiston Historic Preservation Design Manual (Lewiston, Maine: City of
Lewiston, 1999) 71.
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This is an inappropriate
fromt additon thar hides
the original charcater of
the historic facade.
Originally the house
had a _full frontal porch
and large double hung
windows,

This additon to the side
of the main historic
house is not recom-
mended because of the
use of different materi-
als and the high visi-
Lifity from the roadway.

This is a second story
| addition to a one story
B8 house that is nof recom-
mended because it has
changed the historic ap-
pearance of the struc-
ture.

Figure 4 — Illustrations from the Historic Natchez Design Guidelines show three photographs of
inappropriate additions.** The top photograph is accompanied by text that describes the architectural
elements that were lost and clearly illustrates its point. The bottom photograph is accompanied by a vague
description of what has been altered and may leave the reader confused.

The decision to use photographs illustrating inappropriate additions risks upsetting

members of the community and exposing the guidelines to the “taste police” charge, but

it might also be used as a tactic to encourage adherence to the guidelines. Whatever the

advantages or disadvantages, it was a tactic chosen by few cities in the survey.

3% David Preziosi, Historic Natchez Design Guidelines (Natchez, MS: City of Natchez, 1998), 98.
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A more common tactic used to illustrate the guidelines is to give positive examples of
how additions should be made. When illustrations are well chosen, they can quickly
convey the spirit of a guideline to the reader. The District of Columbia Historic
Preservation Guidelines use a drawing to illustrate appropriate orientation for additions

so that homeowners will easily understand the concept (see Figure 5).

The orientation of an addition should respect the existing building's
orientation and that of neighboring buildings.

Figure 5 — This drawing from the District of Columbia Historic Preservation Guidelines illustrates the
concept of appropriate orientation for additions.”

While the drawing from the Washington D.C. guidelines illustrates a single concept in an
attempt to educate homeowners on basic principles of design, the Lewiston, Maine design
guidelines offer a more sophisticated analysis of actual buildings in the community that

have had successful, well designed additions. Two examples from The Lewiston Historic

% [Richard Wagner], District of Columbia: Historic Preservation Guidelines: Additions to Historic
Buildings (Washington, D.C.: District of Columbia, 1996), 6.
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Preservation Design Manual show well designed additions and explain what elements

make them successful (see Figure 6).

Figure 6 — These photographs from The Lewiston Historic Preservation Design Manual are effective
illustrations of successful addition from the local area. *°

For the building on the left, the guidelines for Lewiston commend the addition because it
“[duplicates] the arched window bays, [continues] the water table and belt course that
divides the first and second floors of the original building, yet clearly [reads] as later
work.”” The addition to the building on the right of Figure 6 is described as follows:
“An addition to the rear of a Greek Revival building retains the full entablature
cornice and the size and trim of the windows at the front elevation, adding roof

dormers to light the attic space. Both photos illustrate the concept of

compatibility yet subservience to the design qualities of the original building.”*®

The combination of well selected examples and clear explanations of the additions results
in effective and informative illustrations. These types of illustrations can significantly aid

and, ideally, inspire homeowners and architects in their own projects.

3% The Lewiston Historic Preservation Design Manual, 68.
> Ibid.
* Ibid.
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However, when illustrations are poorly chosen, the weakening of the guidelines can be
significant. An example of this is the city of Raleigh, North Carolina. Two of the
photographs that the city chose to represent additions that they deemed appropriate,
instead raise questions in viewers. In one photograph, the ‘appropriate’ version of an
addition is represented with an addition of uninspired design and a large and questionable

deck (see Figure 7).

This contemporary rear oddition with deck hos baen successful
ly differentiated from its principal structure, yet is compatible
with the structure in design, materials, and details,

Figure 7 — The problematic form of the deck as well as the design of the addition make this a questionable
example of an appropriate addition in the Design Guidelines for Raleigh Historic Districts. >

A second photographic example is only slightly better. The structure of the original
house may have been such that this design for an addition was appropriate but that
conclusion is not clear from the photograph alone (see Figure 8). Such a photograph is

not useful to homeowners, architects or builders in designing appropriate additions.

% City of Raleigh Historic Design Commission with consultation by Jo Ramsay Leimenstoll, Design
Guidelines for Raleigh Historic Districts (Raleigh, NC: City of Raleigh, 1993-2001), 54.
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A sensitively designed second-story oddition to the front side
elevation of this residence projects slightly beyond the
scregned porch over which it sifs.

Figure 8 — Another example of an ‘appropriate’ addition from the Design Guidelines for Raleigh Historic
Districts.* .

While the Raleigh Historic District Commission may display great flexibility in
approving additions, the guidelines should at least illustrate the best examples possible in
the hopes of positively guiding the residents. By illustrating weak examples, the

effectiveness of the guidelines must inevitably suffer.

The technique that guidelines with illustrations most often employed was to combine
both positive and negative examples. This technique may be most effective as it both
illustrates how the guidelines can be accurately followed as well as how they can be
violated. While it is not possible to thoroughly cover every possible example of

appropriate and inappropriate designs, guidelines can choose the most common errors as

0 Ibid.
38



well as the best successes to assist their readers. In the case of Jackson, Mississippi, the

drawn examples

One option is to construct an addition to the rear and link it
to the main structure with a "connector.”

A new addition should not dramatically change the form or
scale of the existing building.

Figure 9 — Illustrations from Design Guidelines for the Farish Street Neighborhood Historic District in
Jackson, Mississippi. The illustrations use a housing form common to the historic district and illustrate
how additions can be sensitively designed.*'

show a housing form common to the area, the “shotgun house,” and show how additional
space can be added so that the original form of the house is maintained (see Figure 9).
[llustrations, whether drawings or photographs, can significantly enrich the effectiveness
of guidelines when carefully chosen and well explained. The combination of both

positive and negative examples of guidelines is preferable, but more important is the

*! Winter & Company, Farish Street Neighborhood Historic District (Jackson, MS: City of Jackson, 2000).
58..
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quality and clarity of what is displayed. At their worst, illustrations can prove limiting or
misleading, but at their best, they can educate, both property owners and reviewers, and

inspire.
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Chapter 2 — Comparison of the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and

the City of Natchez, Mississippi’s Design Guidelines

The Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation are so frequently cited as the
model for the guidelines in the study that it is important to understand how communities
interpret the Standards and customize them for their own needs. Comparing a typical
example of a design guideline for additions with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and
Guidelines for additions can help illustrate the impact the Standards have on city

guidelines.

The Historic Natchez Design Guidelines from Natchez, Mississippi were chosen to
represent a ‘typical’ example of design guidelines for additions (see Appendix F). While
no one set of design guidelines can represent all the guidelines in the study, the Natchez
guidelines have several elements which make them a good example. The Natchez
guidelines were written by staff members rather than a consultant, as was more common
in the survey. The Natchez guidelines also had a separate section for additions and
included the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, in line with the majority of surveyed
cities. Another consideration was that the guidelines were written in 1998 and the
majority of guidelines in the survey were written in the 1990s. While the population of
Natchez, Mississippi is only 18,464, and therefore lower than the average size of the

surveyed cities, the other factors in its favor outweigh this negative. The Natchez
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guidelines will be compared with the version of the Secretary of Interior’s Standards that

was revised in 19954

The most obvious impact of the Secretary of Interior’s Standards on the Natchez,
Mississippi guidelines is, of course, that they are included in the beginning of the

guidelines. The introduction to the Standards in the Natchez guidelines states that

“the Historic Natchez Design Guidelines are based upon the U.S. Department of
Interior, Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation...the standards
should be referenced by the property owner and developer during the drafting of
rehabilitation plans.” *
However, the Natchez Design Guidelines include the version of the Secretary of
Interior’s Standards that was codified in 36 CFR 67 for use in the Federal Historic
Preservation Tax Incentives program. As described earlier, this version of the Standards
does not address the destruction of features and spatial relationships during the
construction of the addition, nor does it include a reference to the compatibility of
historic materials or proportion between the new and the old. After the Standards are
listed, a section on how to apply the Standards is also included. The four steps in
applying the Standards are first to identify, retain and preserve; second to protect and
maintain; third to repair; and the fourth and last to be considered step is replacement.**

These are general recommendations for all work done in the historic areas of Natchez,

but additions have a separate section addressing its specific issues.

*2 The Secretary of the Interior s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings, rev. 1995.

* Historic Natchez Design Guidelines, 19.

* Historic Natchez Design Guidelines, 21.
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The additions section opens with a general introduction, describing the effect of additions
on an historic structure and advising that:
“Because an addition has the capability to radically change the historic
appearance, an exterior addition should be considered only after it has been
determined that the new use can not be successfully met by altering non-
character-defining interior spaces.”*
This parallels the recommendations of the Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines for the
Rehabilitation of Historic Buildings. In fact, the entire introductory paragraph copies the
Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines almost verbatim, repeating the recommendations for
minimizing the loss of historic materials and character-defining features as well as
making clear what is historic and what is new. A significant and noteworthy omission
from the Natchez Guidelines is the last recommendation listed in the Secretary of the
Interior’s Guidelines:
“Considering the design for an attached exterior addition in terms of its
relationship to the historic building as well as the historic district or
neighborhood. Design for the new work may be contemporary or may reference
design motifs from the historic building. In either case, it should always be
differentiated from the historic building and be compatible in terms of mass,
materials, relationship of solids to voids and color.”
Since the Natchez city guidelines include the recommendation to differentiate the new
and the old construction but omit the section which says that the design of additions may
be contemporary, it seems that the city desires a subtle contrast for new construction. As

further evidence of this position on design, the word ‘contemporary’ is not used at any

other point in the Natchez guidelines on additions. So while the city doesn’t recommend

* Historic Natchez Design Guidelines, 95.

* The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings (Washington, D.C.: Preservation Assistance Division, National Park Service U.S. Department of
the Interior, 1979).

43



“duplicating the exact form, material, style, and detailing of the historic building in the
new addition so that the new work appears to be a part of the historic building,” neither

does it seem to want to emphasize a need for contemporary design in additions.*’

After the introductory paragraph of the additions section of the Historic Natchez Design
Guidelines, the section lists a series of guidelines that it labels as “Secretary of Interior
Recommendations.” The recommendations are taken from the Secretary of Interior’s
Guidelines rather than the Standards. This list includes the repetition of guidelines stated
in the introductory paragraph: placing functions and services in non-character-defining
spaces, avoiding loss of historic materials and character-defining features and
differentiating between new and old. Two guidelines are newly added and not in the most
recent version of the Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines. The first recommends “locating
the attached exterior addition at the rear or an inconspicuous side of a historic building;
and limiting its size and scale in relationship to the original historic building.”*® The
second guideline encourages “placing new additions such as balconies and greenhouses
on non-character-defining elevations and limiting the size and scale in relationship to the
historic building.”* These guidelines are from an earlier version of the Secretary of

Interior’s Guidelines.

Aside from the omission of the guideline in the Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines that

addresses contemporary design for new construction, one other guideline is not included

* Historic Natchez Design Guidelines, 96.
*® Historic Natchez Design Guidelines, 95.
¥ Historic Natchez Design Guidelines, 96.
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in the Natchez design guidelines for additions. This missing guideline addresses rooftop
additions and its omission may either be a sign that those types of additions are not
common in Natchez or are not permitted in any form. The omission of any guideline

addressing the issue makes it difficult to analyze the city’s intentions on the topic.

After the section addressing the Secretary of Interior’s recommendations, the Natchez
guidelines address three topics: sympathetic relationship to the original design, materials,
and massing and setbacks. Each of these topics is addressed in greater detail than the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards’ discussion of them. The Natchez guidelines define
sympathy to original design as not detracting from the historic character of the property,
limiting the size of the addition and designing so that the addition is secondary in nature.
The thrust of this section is to ensure that the addition not compete with the original
structure but be subordinate to it, a common theme in this survey of design guidelines for

additions.

The second special topic addresses materials. The Natchez guidelines encourage using
materials that blend with the existing treatments of the building though new materials
may be used if they do not detract from the historic building’s character.”® The guidelines
on materials for additions go into detailed recommendations for how siding and roofing
materials should be used and attached. “If siding materials on the addition are used that

match the original structure they should be separated by vertical trim to visually display

*® Historic Natchez Design Guidelines, 96.
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where the old siding ends and the new siding begins.”' This kind of detail would be
inappropriate at the federal level of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards but can be
appropriate at the local level and is a prime example of how and why cities can customize

the Standards to their own community.

The final special topic the Natchez guidelines discuss is massing and setbacks. The city
recommends limiting the size of addition and advises against using large scale massing to
block historic features or obscure detailing.”> While the Secretary of Interior’s Standards
recommend compatibility with massing, more specific recommendations are not given.
Setbacks are not mentioned in the Secretary of Interior’s Standards, though the
Guidelines recommend the consideration of the relationship of the addition to the
building and the neighborhood to which it is being attached. Natchez’s own guidelines
define the expectation for this relationship in greater detail. In addition, the city’s own
zoning ordinances are included: “setbacks of new additions should meet the requirements
set by the Zoning Ordinance or a rear yard setback of twenty (20) feet, side setback of
eight (8) feet with the sum of the two side setbacks equaling twenty (20) feet.”>® Again,
this 1s the type of detail that a city can include in their guidelines that the federal

government cannot encompass.

The next section of the Natchez guidelines for additions lists a series of recommendations

that have been generated by the city itself, rather than by the Secretary of the Interior, as

S bid.
52 1bid.
53 bid.
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the first list was based on. Again, the topic of location of the addition is addressed, and
locating the addition at the rear of the structure is recommended. Landscaping is
recommended to shield side additions if a rear addition is not possible.>* A third
guideline on the location of additions is very important and lacking in other guidelines in
the survey: “additions should not be placed on a fagade with significant architectural
detail or design.”” The Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines address this point as well
by recommending placing a new addition on a non-character-defining elevation. Further
guidelines describe the proper scale of an addition so that the original building is not
overpowered. The next guideline in the Historic Natchez guidelines recommends leaving
existing corner boards and other trim elements in place on the original house as a means
of showing where the historic building ends and the new construction begins. Following
on this theme of differentiating the two structures, the final recommendation states that “a
new addition should be visually readable as a new addition and not a portion of the
original house through the use of design elements, visual separation, etc.”® The
philosophy of Natchez to desire distinguishing new additions through subtle means,
rather than through contemporary design, continues. A series of ‘not recommended’
guidelines follow this section, in the manner of the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines,

and they restate the recommendations in the negative form.

The final section of the Natchez design guidelines for additions is entitled modernization.

This section largely repeats the Secretary of the Interior’s guideline recommendation that

> Historic Natchez Design Guidelines, 97.
55 11u;

Ibid.
> Ibid.
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alternatives to an addition be first considered. If non-defining areas within the home
cannot be found that serve the needs of the owner, then an addition is seen as a good
alternative to destroying historic features of the house. The guidelines offer suggestions
for altering the historic building as an alternative to an addition: “The next thing to
consider before building an addition is to enclose rear porches or galleries to use for

bathrooms, kitchens, etc.”’

While this section doesn’t depart from the Secretary of
Interior’s general philosophy, again it explores the topic in greater detail and offers

additional recommendations which might be more appropriate for the city.

While the Natchez design guidelines for additions address all the topics from the ninth
standard of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, the issue of
reversibility from the tenth standard is not addressed. Aside from the inclusion of the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards at the beginning of the Natchez design guidelines, there
is no other mention of the issue in the section addressing additions. This omission may
be the result of a belief that no addition can be reversible or that it was not an issue that
needed further clarification. Whatever the reason, its absence is noteworthy in the midst
of the rest of the city’s guidelines which generally follow the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and Guidelines closely and repeat its main themes as well as explore them in

greater depth.

*" Historic Natchez Design Guidelines, 98.
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Chapter 3 — Additional and Alternative Components to Guidelines

The results of the survey and the comparison of a typical set of guidelines with the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Rehabilitation show a general
consistency in the way guidelines are structured throughout the country. However, there
were some examples of guidelines that had uncommon features that are interesting if only
to understand the full variety of guidelines in force in the country. Moreover, some had
features that are useful to look at because other cities might benefit from applying them
to their own guidelines. In addition, new ideas from different sources might help

improve and refine the guidelines so that they may produce higher quality additions.

Several communities had responses to the survey that are interesting to discuss as a
means of understanding the diversity of guidelines for additions in the United States.
Cheyenne, Wyoming returned a blank survey with a letter explaining that the City of
Cheyenne does not have design guidelines for its four National Historic Districts.”® They
have guidelines that apply to the streetscape aspects of the downtown district, such as
landscaping, but they do not address the historic structures themselves. They have
written design guidelines that, if approved, will only apply to a small portion of the city.
They hope to make similar progress with the historic districts but “it will take some time
as it drastically effects the rights of property owners and in Wyoming few things come

between an owner and his right to do whatever he wants with his property and that

58 Chuck Lanham, Letter to author, 10 March 2003.
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includes tearing it down.” This struggle to have any control at all over design changes
in historic districts is an extreme example of a problem that many cities must struggle
with and a sharp contrast to those cities that are able to exert a tight control over new

design.

Two other interesting examples come from Florida. Palm Beach, Florida’s design
guidelines call for new construction to be “in conformity with good taste and design and
in general [contribute] to the image of the town as a place of beauty, spaciousness,
balance, taste, fitness, charm and high quality.”®® The subjective quality of the words that
are used and the complete lack of reference to any real design features make it difficult to
understand how these design guidelines could be useful to home owners, architects or
builders. Also, the complete lack of reference to the preservation of historic features or
structures make these guidelines more useful for maintaining the image of a wealthy

community rather than its architectural heritage.

The other Florida design guideline example is interesting for a different reason. The
design guidelines for additions in Key West, Florida place an emphasis on the damage
that may be caused to historic structures. “Poorly constructed additions may lead to the
deterioration of a building by altering the functional design of a historic structure
redirecting water into areas, which produce wood rot and decay.”® The paragraph goes

on to discuss how additions often deteriorate before historic original portions and so

59 11,
Ibid.

% Joanna Frost-Golino, Application for Architectural Commission Review: Guidelines (Palm Beach, FL:

City of Palm Beach, 1997), 13.

%! [Diana Godwin,] City of Key West: Historic Architectural Guidelines (Key West, FL: City of Key West,

nd.) 36.
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additions should be planned with this in mind. It is interesting to note this because it is

the only guideline out of the sixty-five in the survey to mention this aspect of additions.

While these types of unique responses to design guidelines are interesting, other cities
have more generally applicable features from which other cities could benefit. The best
example of this is from guidelines that are in draft form for the Historic Michigan
Boulevard District in Chicago, Illinois. These guidelines appear to be some of the only in
the country that differentiate clearly between the requirements for contributing and non-
contributing buildings in a historic district. Each building type has its own separate set of
guidelines. For additions, the guidelines for contributing buildings say that additions will
be reviewed on a case by case basis and if allowed, must follow a variety of criteria.®”
The guidelines for additions to non-contributing buildings state that they are “generally
acceptable, provided that they meet the applicable guidelines regarding additions and new
construction.” ® By writing guidelines of differing levels of stringency based on the
quality and importance of the building in question can be quite useful to a city. While
other cities might rely on their design review boards to make the distinction between
contributing and non-contributing, having it written in the guidelines makes the
requirements clearer for all involved and ensures greater consistency in the

implementation of the guidelines.

62 Commission on Chicago Landmarks, Design Guidelines for the Historic Michigan Boulevard District
(Draft). (Chicago, IL: City of Chicago, 2002) 25.
8 Design Guidelines for the Historic Michigan Boulevard District (Draft), 28.
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Finally, there are some topics that relate to additions that are difficult or impossible to
find in any of the guidelines in the survey. A journal article written by Linda Groat in
1983 discusses the issue of fitting new architecture with old and is directly relevant to the
issue of additions.** She offers a checklist of issues that architects should consider when
fitting new construction with old and raises many points that are not generally discussed
in the guidelines (see Appendix G). The checklist moves from the broad context of the
building, a neighborhood, district, or even a region, to interior details of the structure.
The article asks the architect to consider factors that affect the design, including both
those things that the architect can control as well as those that he cannot. The exterior
site organization section of the checklist asks the architect to think of the footprint of the
site, the circulation of the building, its pathways and entry locations. Maintaining historic
entry locations can be an essential element of preserving a building and yet it is an
element that is not frequently addressed in the guidelines. In the case of Louisville,
Kentucky’s design guidelines, an example is shown of an appropriate addition which

provides a new entrance so that the original building will be “protected’ (see Figure 10).

% Linda Groat, “Measuring the Fit of New to Old: A checklist resulting from a study of contextualism,”
Architecture (1983): 58-61.

% John Milner & Associates, Louisville Landmarks Commission Design Guidelines: Addition Design
Guidelines (Louisville, KY: City of Louisville, 1998), 2.
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DesicN 1s IN THE DEeTAILS
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A modern entry added to the Brennan House, now a
museurt, minimized impact to historic fabric. The addition
incorporates delails, such as quoins, a cormice, and full-
arched openings, that are seen in the original structure,

Figure 10 — Illustration from the Louisville Landmarks Commission Design Guidelines: Addition Design
Guidelines showing an addition which takes the place of the historic entrance.®®

However, by changing the circulation patterns and taking away the function of the main

entrance, the ‘protection’ may, in fact, harm the integrity of the historic structure.

Other items on Linda Groat’s checklist are common to most guidelines, including
setbacks, massing and rhythm, but the checklist prompts deeper analysis of each of these
components.”” Each item is given a sliding scale from contrast to replication so that
architects can consciously decide, on an element by element basis, how the design can
best achieve the desired outcome. Also, the checklist addresses an entire aspect of the
building that is not included in any of the design guidelines in the survey: the interiors of
the structures. It is understandable that cities would feel that the interiors of historic

buildings are beyond the realm of their control and so do not include them in their design

66 T1.:
Ibid.
57 “Measuring the Fit of New to Old: A checklist resulting from a study of contextualism,” 59.
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guidelines, but it is an important aspect of design that should not be ignored. The internal
layout and details of a building have a direct impact on the exterior appearance of a
building and this should be acknowledged in guidelines so that architects and
homeowners consider this in their plans. While the city may not have control over the
interiors of the spaces, reminding architects and builders to take the interior form and
function of a building into account does not overstep the city’s power and may result in
better design. Linda Groat’s checklist is clear enough to be understood by a homeowner
who is not educated in design and comprehensive enough to benefit an architect who has

received formal education in the field. It should be a guide for cities across the country.
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Chapter 4 - Conclusion

After analyzing and comparing sixty-five design guidelines from around the United
States, certain elements have become clear. First and most importantly is the great
impact the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation have on forming local
guidelines. The vast majority of guidelines in the country, at minimum, follows the basic
preservation philosophy of the Standards, and most go even further by including the
Standards verbatim in their guidelines. Several cities depend on the Standards
exclusively, without customizing them for their own resources and needs, though the
majority use the Secretary of Interior’s Standards as a base and add their own specific
guidelines on top. The study found that outdated versions of the Standards are still being

used in many cities, highlighting the failure of cities to keep their guidelines updated.

The lack of updating and revising in many cities’ guidelines is an important and
unfortunate fact. Some of the guidelines in the survey were written decades earlier, the
oldest dating from 1967. Regular updating is necessary to keep current with the latest
changes in design guidelines and to respond to problems that become apparent with the
practical use of the guidelines. Having guidelines that are so outdated may be indicative
of insufficient resources in the city, but greater priority must be given to the regular
updating of the guidelines for the good of the city’s architectural heritage, as well as the

benefit of the guidelines’ audience and administrators.
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The vast majority of cities in the study follow the philosophy of the Standards which says
that additions should be differentiated from the historic structure but compatible with it.
In only a few cases do cities choose to emphasize compatibility over differentiation.
While the ideal of having additions that are both distinct and compatible is theoretically
good, its effectiveness in practice is debatable. It requires a subjective line to be drawn
between compatibility and differentiation which opens it to a multitude of interpretations.
The knowledge, judgment and power of design reviewers are required to draw the line
where it best suits the needs of the specific project and city in question. This places great
pressure and demands on the design reviewers and yet the survey found that the vast
majority of the cities rely on volunteers to fill these roles. While the survey did not
investigate the composition of the review boards, undoubtedly there are many cases
where the appointments to the boards are based on politics. Also, cities with fewer
resources might have less qualified individuals available to serve. While more research
should be done on the state of review boards in the United States, the important role they
serve makes clear the need that they be given the clearest guidelines and greatest

assistance possible to ensure that the intent of the guidelines is followed.

The study found that illustrations were a tool used to help convey information in the
guidelines but a surprising majority did not utilize them. Where they were used, their
effectiveness varied. Some cities used drawings to illustrate principles and educate
homeowners and these tended to be clear and appropriate. When cities relied on
photographs to illustrate principles, the results were more mixed. Some photographs

were well chosen and clearly illustrated a point in the guidelines but others were at best
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confusing, and at worse, presented a misleading or inferior example of the principle in
question. Well written captions and text made illustrations more effective and are an
important component in illustrations. As well done illustrations can greatly improve the
effectiveness of guidelines, more cities should employ them but great care should be

taken in the selection of the illustrations and in the writing of the supporting text.

As I wrote at the beginning of this work, this examination of guidelines in the United
States is just the first step in understanding how guidelines for additions can best be
written. Further research is clearly needed to examine the impact of the guidelines that |
have examined. Case studies could be performed on additions that have been built under
some of the guidelines in this survey and compared to better understand how the cities,
design review boards, homeowners and architects actually interpret the guidelines that are
in place. Design review boards could be examined in greater detail to understand their
role in the process. In addition, architects and homeowners could be interviewed to
explore their thoughts and experiences with guidelines and design review boards. The
work of Linda Groat, though not new, is a good example of a new way of viewing
additions that could help inform the new generation of guidelines. Her thoughtful and
comprehensive method of thinking about fitting new with old could be a model for many
cities in their pursuit of the best designs for additions possible. There is much research
and contemplation still to be done, but hopefully this thesis has provided a foundation in
the process of creating guidelines that will result in the best possible additions to historic

buildings.
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Cities Contacted in Guideline Survey

Appendix A

Key to shading:

Bold indicates that guidelines and survey were received

Italics indicate that incomplete information was received

Normal font for cities indicates that no information was received

Alabama: Birmingham, Mobile
Alaska: Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau
Arizona: Phoenix, Sedona, Tucson
Arkansas: Little Rock
California: Berkeley, Los Angeles,
San Diego, San Francisco
Colorado: Aspen, Boulder, Denver,
Georgetown
Connecticut: East Hartford, Litchfield,
New Haven
Delaware: Wilmington
District of Columbia: Washington
Florida: Key West, Miami, Palm Beach
Georgia: Atlanta, Athens
Hawaii: Kauai
Idaho: Boise

[llinois: Chicago, Oak Park
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Indiana: Bloomington

Iowa: Des Moines, Oskaloosa

Kansas: Kansas City, Wichita

Kentucky: Louisville, Newport

Louisiana: New Orleans

Maine: Lewiston, Portland, York

Maryland: Annapolis, Baltimore

Massachusetts: Boston, Lowell, Salem

Michigan: Bloomfield Hills, Detroit,
Grand Rapids

Minnesota: Minneapolis, Saint Paul

Mississippi: Jackson, Natchez

Missouri: St. Louis, Springfield

Montana: Billings, Butte-Silver Bow

Nebraska: Lincoln, Omaha

Nevada: Carson City, Las Vegas

New Hampshire: Concord, Nashua,



Cities Contacted in Guideline Survey

Appendix A

New Hampshire (cont.): Portsmouth
New Jersey: Cape May, Trenton
New Mexico: Albuquerque, Santa Fe
New York: Buffalo, New York City
North Carolina: Greensboro, Raleigh
North Dakota: Fargo, Grand Forks
Ohio: Cincinnati, Cleveland
Oklahoma: Tulsa
Oregon: Portland, Eugene
Pennsylvania: Philadelphia,
Pittsburgh
Rhode Island: Newport, Providence
South Carolina: Beaufort, Charleston
South Dakota: Sioux Falls, Rapid City
Tennessee: Memphis, Nashville
Texas: Austin, Dallas, San Antonio
Utah: Park City, Salt Lake City
Vermont: Burlington, Stowe

Virginia: Charlottesville, Richmond
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Washington: Seattle, Spokane
West Virginia: Lewisburg
Wisconsin: Madison, Milwaukee

Wyoming: Cheyenne, Cody



Survey of Design Guidelines for Additions Appendix B

Name of city: Size of population:

Typical age and architectural character of buildings in the city:

Number of buildings on a historic register:
What year were the current design guidelines written?
What year were the first design guidelines written for the city?

If known, who is the author of the design guidelines?

If the guidelines are based on a model, please list source:

Are there imminent plans to revise the guidelines? Yes No
Comments:

Average number of people on the design guideline review board:

Are review board members (circle one): voluntary paid
Comments:

Are the guidelines included in the preservation ordinance for the cityg Yes No
Comments:

Is there a design review process? Yes No
Comments:

Any additional comments:

Your Name: Phone Number:

E-mail address:

Thank you very much for your time in completing this survey. Please return to
Stacey Donahoe in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope (3600
Chestnut Street, Box 932, Philadelphia, PA 19104).
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Map of Cities in Survey Appendix C
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
Architectural E::E;Izr so(fm Date of Date of
State |City Population |Character of . g Current City's First
. a Historic ey 1 y e
the City . Guidelines |Guidelines
Register
AL Birmingham 242,820 1890-1930s 110 1994 1994
5,285 In ilngf?jrr-lal
AL Mobile 200,000 1850-present |districts, 24 2000 1992
indiv. listed )
formal
50-70 years,
Queen Ann,
AK  |Juneau 31,000 5 1988 1988
Art Deco,
storefront
1870s - present
AZ  |Phoenix 1373047 | (405 -60s 6,000 appr. 1996 1986
ranches
predom.)
Secretary of
CA San Diego 1,500,000 |[Modern 1,000 Interior's 1995
Standards
230
1850s Lain?r:iarks, 1 Secretary of (left blank
CA San Francisco 800,000 vernacular - stotte Interior's citba
districts, 6 on survey)
modern . Standards
conservation
districts
Victorian & (left blank
CO |Aspen 5,914 Post War 250 approx. (2000 on survey)
CO |Georgetown 1,100 Turn of century |200 + 2000 1996 (7)
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
Author of Plans to Number of
. Model for . Members
State |City Present .y v Revise . Board Type
. Guidelines vy 1. on Review
Guidelines Guidelines
Board
Secretary of
AL Birmingham Unknown the Interior's |Maybe 11 Voluntary
Standards
Staff - Review X:Eﬂfls will
AL Mobile board, city . Yes 11 Voluntary
attorne use Raleigh,
Y NC)
Yes - will
AK  |Juneau i}t;f;-te(}ary Serft;blil nk on work with 9 Voluntary
HEveY NTHP
Yes - to
Staff - Historic ?;f;:j: in
AZ Phoenix Preservation Unknown ) PIng, Voluntary
. signs, etc. and
Commission .
customize for
each district
Yes - to clarify
CA San Diego Nat19nal Park N/A thelr. . Voluntary
Service application
locally
CA San Francisco Nat19na1 Park N/A No 9 Voluntary
Service
Consultant - Noré |(left blank on
CO  |Aspen V. Winter survey) Yes 8 Voluntary
Consultant - Noré
CcoO Georgetown V. Winter Unknown Yes 5 Voluntary
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
R . Separate .
Guidelines |Design |Separate . Drawings
. . . . Section Photos of
State |City Included in |[Review |Guidelines . of
. ., . |for Additions o
Ordinance |Process |For Districts . Additions
Additions
AL Birmingham No Yes Yes Yes No No
AL Mobile No Yes Yes No No No
AK  |Juneau No Yes No No No No
AZ Phoenix No Yes No Yes No Yes
CA San Diego Referenced |Yes No N/A N/A N/A
CA San Francisco  |No Yes No N/A N/A N/A
CO |Aspen (left blank Yes No Yes Yes Yes
on survey)
CO |Georgetown No Yes Yes Yes No No
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Database of Survey Results

Appendix D

INlustrated |Secretary of
. Examples |Interior's General Design Theory of
State |City Positive or |Standards the Guidelines
Negative |Included?
Altered 1978/1983
version .
AL Birmi A ibili 1
irmingham N/ (contemporary Compatibility only
design deleted)
. . Additions not specifically
Tax Credit version ..
AL Mobi A !
obile N/ (36 CFR Part 67) adsiregsed in city's own
guidelines.
Slightly reworded |Contemporary design not
AK | Juneau N/A 1978/1983 discouraged if compatible
47 Phoenix Positive No Current Aconstructlon methods
and styling encouraged.
T i i . . R
CA San Diego N/A (3a6x Cclzlidga\:?;()m No city specific guidelines.
CA San Francisco  |N/A Yes, version No city specific guidelines
unknown. Y Sp £ ’
CO  |dspen Both 1995 version. Subtly dlstlngulsh addition as
product of own time
New work should be
CO  |Georgetown N/A 1995 version. recognized as product of own

time and loss of historic fabric
should be minimized.
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Database of Survey Results

Appendix D

Context Referenced By the

materials, windows, roof dormers, roof
additions.

i | A h ideli
State |City ssues Addressed by the Guidelines Guidelines
AL Birmingham Compatibility with.house and district, Property,.neighborhood,
site plans and site topography. environment.
AL Mobile N/A N/A
. . P i iatel
Height, setback, roof, size, scale, color, roperiy, immediately
AK  |Juneau . surrounding structures and
material and character. . AR
those in the Historic District

Size, shape, materials, building elements,| Historic building and/or
AZ Phoenix detailing, location, height, width, form, historic buildings in its

roof, openings, and directional emphasis. immediate vicinity.
CA San Diego N/A N/A
CA San Francisco N/A N/A

Location, size, setback, connector, scale,

pioportioil, historic ghgnments, roof Historic building and
CO |Aspen lines, height, materials, roof forms, .
. historic district.
architectural elements and rooftop
additions.

Visually subordinate, form, detailing, set

CO  |Georgetown back, details, height, connector, Historic building.
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
Architectural E::E;Izr so(fm Date of Date of
State |City Population |Character of . g Current City's First
. a Historic ey 1 y e
the City . Guidelines |Guidelines
Register
40 in historic
Post district
CT  |East Hartford 50,000 WWII/Cape 1988 1988
covered by
Ranches Sy
guidelines
Mostly
Victorians, also
DE  |Wilmington 73,135 few carly 19th 1, 0, Varies (left blank
century, Art on survey)
Deco and early
20th century.
DC  |Washington 600,000 1870-1930 28,000 1996 Early 1980s
2,580 on
FL  |Key West 22,000 (eftblank on 1, .0 e sites 2002 1970s (2)
survey)
survey
100 +/- Secretary of
FL Miami 362,500 Med. Revival, (1pc1uf1es 4 Interior's (left blank
Art Deco historic on survey)
o Standards
districts)
FL Palm Beach 10,000 Varies 246 1997 1997
Varies - early
7,000 locally |1980s to
designated, |2001
GA  |Atlanta 428,000 1890s-1960s  |both districts |(guidelines |Early 1980s
& written as
individually |districts
designated)
1986 - with
GA  |Athens 100,000  |1880-1910  |(lcftblankoni 1986
survey)
amendments
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Database of Survey Results

Appendix D

Author of Plans to Number of
. Model for . Members
State |City Present 1. Revise . Board Type
e Guidelines ey e on Review
Guidelines Guidelines
Board
. thersfiel
CT East Hartford Staff - Committee We erslle d, No 8 Voluntary
Connecticut
Secretary of Ic\i)(;l;iderin
DE Wilmington Staff the Interior's g Voluntary
but depends on
Standards .
staff time
Consultant - Yes - in the .
DC  |Washington Richard Wagner, Serftebl;l nk on next couple of |11 E]algh()n of
AIA HEveY years .
Consultant -
Diane Godwin,
FL Key West Historic No No 5 Voluntary
Preservation
Services
tional Park
FL Miami Na tonatrar N/A Yes 9 Voluntary
Service
Consultant -
FL Palm Beach Joanna Frost- None Yes - minor |7 Voluntary
Golino, ATA
Secretary of
the Interior's Paid (stipend
GA tlanta Staff, consultants, |Standards in Yes 1 for ee.lch
graduate students |some cases, meeting
none in attended)
others.
Secretary of
GA  |Athens Consultant the Interior's |Yes 7 Voluntary
Standards.
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
R . Separate .
Guidelines |Design |Separate . Drawings
. . . ey 1. Section Photos of
State |City Included in |[Review |Guidelines . of
. ... |for Additions .
Ordinance |Process |For Districts . Additions
Additions
Ccr East Hartford Yes Yes No Yes No Yes
DE Wilmington No Yes Yes Yes No No
Yes -
window
DC Washington standards Yes No Yes No Yes
and advisory
guidelines
FL Key West Yes Yes No No No No
FL  |Miami Yes-very |y No N/A N/A N/A
general
FL Palm Beach No Yes No No No No
Yes (but
only in
GA  |Atlanta Yes Yes Yes No No guidelines
for one of
the historic
districts)
GA Athens Referenced |Yes No Yes No Yes
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
INlustrated |Secretary of
. Examples |Interior's General Design Theory of
State |City Positive or |Standards the Guidelines
Negative |Included?
CT  |East Hartford Both No Contemporary design nay
often be more appropriate
DE | Wilmington N/A No Compatible but not an
imitation
. o Tax Credit version |Compatible without exact
b€ \Washington Positive (36 CFR Part 67)  |duplication
. . Good contemporary design is
T .
FL Key West N/A (3a6x Ccl*flidga\:r;()m encgqraged algng with
traditional design elements.
Yes, version
FL Miami , . . delines.
iami N/A unknown. No city specific guidelines
Additions not specifically
FL Palm Beach N/A No addressed in city's own
guidelines.
GA  |Atlanta Positive Unknown Addlt.lon should be product of
own time
Addition should be
GA  |Athens Both No distinguishable but
harmonious
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Appendix D

text Ref d By th
State |City Issues Addressed by the Guidelines COI,l ex. clerencec By the
Guidelines
CT  |East Hartford Mass, materlals? proport19n, 1ocat1.0n, Historic building
scale, and relation of solids to voids
DE Wilmington Location, materials, visibility from street. Building and district
Location, setback, orientation, scale,
, proportion, rthythm, massing, height, o .
DC  |Washington . . Building and neighborhood
materials, color, roof shapes, details and
ornamentation, and reversibility
FL Key West 4 Y, SHAE, AEIBht, prop > | neighboring buildings and
compatibility, building detail and
. . . streetscapes.
relationship of materials.
FL Miami N/A N/A
FL Palm Beach N/A N/A
Scale, materials, character, rhythm,
setback, shape, height, orientation,
GA | Atlanta pr(?portlon, massing, locatlonl, Structgre .':}nd 51.1rr'0und1ng
foundation, roof, roof elements, window historic buildings
and door openings, architectural
ornament, and utilities.
GA | Athens Ma.lterlals, form, roof pitch, door. and Original building
window arrangement, and location.
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Architectural E::E;Izr so(fm Date of Date of
State |City Population |Character of . g Current City's First
. a Historic ey 1 y e
the City . Guidelines |Guidelines
Register
Varies, 1920 |(left blank on | >SS O |1t blank
HI Kauai 60,000 193 Os’ survey) Interior's on survey)
Y Standards Y
ID Boise 300,000 90 years old +/-|500 1993 1977
1L Chicago 2,900,000 |1880s-1920s |5,500 1992 Unknown
IL Oak Park 52,524 1870s - 1920s {3,400 1994 1994
14 Des Moines 190,000 1850 - present 950 1984 1984
Mix of 1890- Varies - each
XS Wichita 300,000 1920 and 1969- 76 district has 1993
1970 own set of
commercial guidelines
KY  |Louisville 256,231 18the. - 14,000 1998 1970s (?)
present
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
Author of Plans to Number of
. Model for . Members
State |City Present .y v Revise . Board Type
e Guidelines ey e on Review
Guidelines Guidelines
Board
. Voluntary -
; National Park (left blank on |(left blank on .
HI Kauai Service survey) survey) 9 reimbursed
Y Y for mileage
D Boise (left blank on N/A Yes 3 Voluntary
survey)
Secretary of 45 (s.ub—
the Interior's committee
1L Chicago Staff Standards Yes Sg r1;111rlrllisswn Voluntary
(likely). )
S Looked at Yes -
IL Oak Park Staff - Historic several other |sometimein |11 Voluntary
Pres. Comm. o
communities |the next year
Staff - Mary
14 Des Moines Nel(.ie.rbach & (left blank on Yes 10 Voluntary
Patricia survey)
Zingsheim
Both - some
are paid city
Various Secretary of Sggrg?}f:rts
KS Wichita (including Noré |the Interior's |No 9 are a’ ointed
V. Winter) Standards. PP
by city
council
members
. Consultant - John |(left blank on |No - recently
KY |L . . 1 1
ouisville Milner & Assoc.. |survey) revised 3 Voluntary
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R . Separate .
Guidelines |Design |Separate . Drawings
. . . ey 1. Section Photos of
State |City Included in |[Review |Guidelines . of
. ... |for Additions .
Ordinance |Process |For Districts . Additions

Additions

HI Kauai No Yes No Yes No No

ID Boise No Yes No No No No

1L Chicago Yes Yes Yes (in Yes No No

progress)
IL Oak Park No Yes No Yes No No
14 Des Moines No Yes No Yes Yes No
Yes (but in|Yes (but in

Noinall |most most

XS Wichita Yes Yes Yes but one set [recent set |recent set
of of of
guidelines |guidelines |guidelines

only) only)
KY Louisville Referenced |Yes No Yes Yes Yes
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Appendix D

INlustrated |Secretary of
. Examples |Interior's General Design Theory of
State |City Positive or |Standards the Guidelines
Negative |Included?
HI Kauai N/A Yes, version No city specific guidelines
unknown Y sp £ ’
Additions not specifically
1D Boise N/A 1978/1983 versions |addressed in city's own
guidelines.
Good contemporary design is
. Tax Credit version |encouraged that respects
IL A . .
Chicago N/ (36 CFR Part 67)  |existing buildings but does not
replicate.
Tax Credit version
IL k Park N/A Differentiat t tibl
Oak Par / (36 CFR Part 67) ifferentiated but compatible
14 Des Moines Positive No Compatibility
No (except Tax
Positive Credit version is Old Town District Guidelines:
KS Wichita (where they |included in the S .. '
. subtly distinguish addition
exist) Topeka/ Empora
district's guidelines)
KY  |Louisville Both No S}lbﬂ}./ distinguish between
historic and new.
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Appendix D

text Ref d By th
State |City Issues Addressed by the Guidelines COI,l ex. clerencec By the
Guidelines

HI Kauai N/A N/A
D Boise N/A N/A

ite, si h fli i tail .
IL Chicago Site, size, shape, roof line, de.SIgn details, Landmark and district.

elements, and materials.

Massing, scale, architectural features,
1L Oak Park reversibility, 51'ze, set-back, material, Historic building.

character, location, dormers and floor

additions.
Foundations, new stories, where original Orieinal buildine and
14 Des Moines meets new, setbacks, facade rhythms, g. .. g
. . . historic district
size, roof form, location, windows.

0Old Town District Guidelines: scale, 0Old Town District

KS Wichita materials, character, mass, form, location Guidelines: historic
and rooftop additions. building.

Size, massing, scale, setback, facade

organization, location, materials, roof
KY Louisville form, full floor additions, orientation, |Historic building and district

floor heights, and solid to void
relationships.
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Architectural E::E;Izr so(fm Date of Date of
State |City Population |Character of . g Current City's First
. a Historic ey 1 y e
the City . Guidelines |Guidelines
Register
1850-1920 1,100 locally
Italianate/ .
KY  |Newport 17,000 listed; 1,500 |1990 1990
Queen Anne
on NR
Bungalow
[a  NewOrleans =g 4 1830-1850 et blankon oo 1985
(Vieux Carre) survey)
ME  |Lewiston 37,500  [P0-150vears o 1999 (left blank
old on survey)
MD | Annapolis 35,000 Varied (left blank on |, 5 (left blank
survey) on survey)
18th c. - 8,000 locally
MD  |Baltimore 650,000 ) listed, 30,000 {1964 & 1976 |1964
present
on NR
Varies, Federal 1998 - last 1?84 gfor
MA  |Salem 40,000 predominantly, |1200 historic
amended o
1630s - present districts)
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Appendix D

Author of Plans to Number of
. Model for . Members
State |City Present 1. Revise . Board Type
e Guidelines ey e on Review
Guidelines Guidelines
Board
Yes - some
discrepancies
Zlavzrl;z(t:.ome Voluntary -
Consultant - PP ’ all the rest of
(left blank on |some -
KY  |Newport Thomason & . the city's
. survey) confusing
Associates boards are
language leads .
. paid
to resident
confusion/ mis-
understanding
Yes - have
been
LA Ne'w Orleans Staff - Committee | Several considering 10 Voluntary
(Vieux Carre)
when staff
time allows
Staff - Historic
Preservation
Review Board Secretary of
ME  |Lewiston . the Interior's |No 7 Voluntary
under guidance of Standards
Russell Wright, '
architect
Yes - more
specific
; Consultant - Not yet
MD  |Annapolis Frens & Frens Nantucket landscape., selected Voluntary
commercial &
sign guidelines
Yes - expand
) & include
MD  |Baltimore Unknown Unknown . 11 Voluntary
early to mid-
20th century
MA  |Salem Unknown N/A Yes 7 Voluntary
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
R . Separate .
Guidelines |Design |Separate . Drawings
. . . ey 1. Section Photos of
State |City Included in |[Review |Guidelines . of
. ... |for Additions .
Ordinance |Process |For Districts . Additions
Additions
KY  |Newport No Yes No Yes No Yes
New Orleans
LA N Y N N N N
(Vieux Carre) ° s © © ° °
ME  |Lewiston Referenced |Yes No No Yes No
MD  |Annapolis No Yes No No No Yes
MD  |Baltimore Yes Yes No Yes No No
MA Salem No Yes Yes No No No
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Appendix D

INlustrated |Secretary of
. Examples |Interior's General Design Theory of
State |City Positive or |Standards the Guidelines
Negative |Included?
KY  |Newport Positive No Compatibility
New Orleans . Contemporary design not
LA N/A 1978/1983 . | .
(Vieux Carre) versions discouraged if compatible
VE Lewon  Bon T Crditvesion O oty
(36 CFR Part 67) y work, poraty
design encouraged
. Tax Credit version |Creative yet compatible
MD |4 Both 11 L.
nnapolis ot (36 CFR Part 67)  |building design is encouraged.
MD  |Baltimore N/A No Cpntemp oray design pot
discouraged if compatible
. . Additions not specifically
MA  |Salem N/A Tax Credit version addressed in city's own

(36 CFR Part 67)

guidelines.
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Appendix D

State

City

Issues Addressed by the Guidelines

Context Referenced By the
Guidelines

KY

Newport

Setback, location, roof lines, trim lines,
material and massing.

Historic building

LA

New Orleans

Size, scale, materials, site plan and owner

Historic building and district

(Vieux Carre) occupancy.
Materials, heigh i il .- o
ME  |Lewiston aterials, height, rn.as.sll ng, details, and Original building.
reversibility.
Height, bulk, relationship of fagade parts HlStOI"lC b'ulldlpg ar.1d
. contributing historic
. to whole, scale, massing, roof shapes, e .
MD  |Annapolis . . buildings in its immediate
setback, materials, windows and doors, . .
. C neighborhood (1/2 block in
shutters and blinds, lighting, storefronts. L
both directions)
MD  |Baltimore Scale, building materials, and texture. Property,.nelghborhood,
environment.
MA  |Salem N/A N/A

81
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Architectural E::E;Izr so(fm Date of Date of
State |City Population |Character of . g Current City's First
. a Historic ey 1 y e
the City . Guidelines |Guidelines
Register
MI  |Grand Rapids 200,000  |1860s-1870  |2,000 + 2002 -last o4
amended
Queen Anne,
MN  |Minneapolis 375,000 Arts & Crafts, |2,500 approx.|Varies 1974
Post WW 11
MN  |St. Paul 268,840  |Ucttblankon ) 50, 1991 1976
survey)
MS |\ Jackson 200,000 (left blank on  |(left blank on 2000 (left blank
survey) survey) on survey)
MS | Natchez 18,464 1790-1910  |(left blankon 500 1952
survey)
MO |St. Louis 348,000  |1840-1929  |"A lot" Varies - 1975)(left blank
2001 on survey)
MT  |Billings 95,000 1920s (left blank on [, 5, 1977
survey)
NV |Carson City 54,844 Varies 17 National 1, N/A
Register
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Author of Plans to Number of
. Model for . Members
State |City Present 1. Revise . Board Type
e Guidelines ey e on Review
Guidelines Guidelines
Board
Secretary of ;iii;idfilrng
M1 Grand Rapids Multiple the Interior's . 7 Voluntary
mechanical
Standards.
systems
11
(Planning
. . Yes - sign Board, no |Paid
Mi ff k A ’ .
MN inneapolis Sta Unknown guidelines separate ($50/meeting)
Pres.
Comm.)
S Secretary of
MN  |St. Paul Staff - Historic the Interior's |Maybe 13 Voluntary
Pres. Comm.
Standards
MS |\ Jackson COHSI.J.ltant - Noré | (left blank on No 9 Voluntary
V. Winter survey)
Staff - David Secretary of
MS  |Natchez Preziosi, HP the Interior's |No 9 Voluntary
Officer Standards
Yes - in some
MO |St. Louis Citizen groups Unknown historic 9 Voluntary
districts
Secretary of
MT  |Billings (left blank on the Interior's |No 9 Voluntary
survey)
Standards
Consultant - Ana
Beth Koval, Larry
NV |Carson City Wahrenbrock; (left blank on Yes 7 Voluntary
. survey)
Rainshadow
Associates
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Appendix D

t
Guidelines |Design |Separate Sep:fra € Drawings
. . . . Section Photos of
State |City Included in |[Review |Guidelines . of
. ., . |for Additions o
Ordinance |Process |For Districts . Additions
Additions

M1 Grand Rapids No Yes No No No No
MN  |Minneapolis Yes Yes Yes No No No
MN |St. Paul No Yes Yes No No Yes
MS  |Jackson No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
MS  |Natchez Referenced |Yes No Yes Yes No
MO  |St. Louis (left blank Yes Yes No No No

on survey)
MT  |Billings Yes Yes No No No No
NV |Carson City Yes Yes No Yes No No

84
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Appendix D

INlustrated |Secretary of
. Examples |Interior's General Design Theory of
State |City Positive or |Standards the Guidelines
Negative |Included?
Additions not specifically
Mi Grand Rapids N/A 1978/1983 versions |addressed in city's own
guidelines.
No (except Tax
Credit version is Harmon Place Historic
included in the District Guidelines: should not
Mi ] A . ..
MN inneapolis N/ Harmon Place replicate original but should
Historic District's  |be compatible
guidelines)
No (except
1978/1983 versions |Dayton's Bluff Heritage
.\ in St. Paul Historic |Preservation District
MN - \St. Paul Positive Hill Heritage Guidelines: conserve character
Preservation's of the house.
guidelines).
Farish Street Neighborhood
Historic District Guidelines:
Tax Credit version |subordinate; define change
MS|Jackson Both (36 CFR Part 67) |from new to old either by
using current styles or subtle
details
Should be as unobtrusive as
Tax Credit version |possible and clearly
S |Natchez Both (36 CFR Part 67)  |differentiated; materials
should blend
Layfayette Square Historic
MO |St. Louis N/A No District Guidelines:
compatibility
MT  |Billings N/A No C.OHtemp orary design ?Ot
discouraged if compatible
NV |Carson City  |N/A 1978/1983 version | _°mpatible but not creating an
earlier appearance
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Appendix D

. R Context Referenced By the
State |City Issues Addressed by the Guidelines . X y
Guidelines
M1 Grand Rapids N/A N/A
Harmon Place Historic District Harmon Place Historic
MN | Minneapolis Guide'lines: scale, size, h'eight,. massing, Dist.ric.t Guidelines: original
materials, placement, orientation, street | building and surrounding
wall, roofs, windows and entries. historic buildings.
. . Dayton's Bluff Herit
Dayton's Bluff Heritage Preservation ayton's BIUT eITage
. C . . . Preservation District
MN |St. Paul District Guidelines: scale, size, materials C . .. o
. Guidelines: existing building
and details. . .
and its setting.
Farish Street Neighborhood Histori . .
a'r1s . ree' e'1g of 09 1STOTIC | parish Street Neighborhood
District Guidelines: location, scale, . .
MS  |Jackson . . . Historic District Guidelines:
character, architectural details, materials, ..
L historic structure.
roof form and roof additions.
VS | Natches Materials, massing, setbacks, location, Main building
scale and architectural features.
Lafayette Square Historic District Layfayette Square Historic
MO ISt Louis Guidel'ines: @ass, scalg proport.ion, ratio Distr.ict. Guideline.s: main
of solid to void, material, material color, building and adjacent
setback, and alignment. buildings
L P rt ighborhood and
MT  |Billings Material, size, scale, color and character. roperty, n@g Orhooc an
environment.
NV Carson City Conﬁguration, desi.gn, style, matjcrials, Building, sgrrc?undings and
architectural details, and reversible. district.
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Architectural g::illrz;;zr:(fm Date of Date of
State |City Population |Character of . g Current City's First
a Historic
the City Register Guidelines |Guidelines
NV |Las Vegas 500,000  |Ueftblankon 7, 1998 1998
survey)
100-150 years
NJ Cape May 4,000 old, mostly 700 +/- 2002 1993
Victorian
NM  \Santa Fe 60,000 (eft blank on ¢ 1987 1957
survey)
Secretary of
NY  |Buffalo 300,000  |1850-present |7,000 + the Interior's |1 Olank
Standards on survey)
3 local (19e8(')se d
districts, 22 (left blank Tevl f
NC  |Greensboro 220,000  |1850-1940s  |individually onjevery five
listed, 11 NR survey) years pet
Districts Clty.
ordinance)
1200 in
1760-1966; historic Varies - 1993
Ralei ’
NE aleigh 305,000 diverse districts; 130 {2001 1975
landmarks
ND  |Fargo 92,000 (left blank on  |(left blank on |(left blank on |(left blank
survey) survey) survey) on survey)
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Author of Model for Plans to ;‘:;l:;:f
State |City Present 1. Revise . Board Type
e Guidelines ey e on Review
Guidelines Guidelines
Board
NV |Las Vegas Staff (left blank on No 11 Voluntary
survey)
Secretary of
left blank .
NJ Cape May guGrV:) ;1 non the Interior's |No 7 Voluntary
Y Standards
NM  |Santa Fe Various (left blank on Yes 7 Voluntary
survey)
Yes -
NY  |Buffalo National Park 7, developing | Voluntary
Service preservation
plan
Jo
Staff - Committee | Leimenstoll,
NC  |Greensboro written and Ramsay/ Yes 9 Voluntary
designed Leimenstoll
Architects
Staff &
Consultant - Jo
. left blank
NC  |Raleigh Leimenstoll (left blank on No 5 Voluntary
Ramsay survey)
Architect
left blank left blank
ND  |Fargo (left blank on (left blank on Yes 7 Voluntary
survey) survey)
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Appendix D

t
Guidelines |Design |Separate Sep:fra € Drawings
. . . . Section Photos of
State |City Included in |[Review |Guidelines . of
. ., . |for Additions o
Ordinance |Process |For Districts . Additions
Additions
NV |Las Vegas Yes Yes No Yes No No
NJ Cape May Yes Yes No Yes No No
NM  |Santa Fe No Yes No Yes No No
NY  |Buffalo No Yes No N/A N/A N/A
NC Greensboro Referenced |Yes No Yes Yes No
NC  |Raleigh Referenced |Yes No Yes Yes No
(left
ND  |Fargo No blank on |No N/A N/A N/A
survey)
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INlustrated |Secretary of
. Examples |Interior's General Design Theory of
State |City Positive or |Standards the Guidelines
Negative |Included?
Compatible but reflective of
NV |Las Vegas N/A No time period in W}.HCh built;
current construction methods
and styling encouraged.
Clearly differentiated but
. tible; duplicati
NJ  |Cape May N/A 1995 version compatible; duplicating
historic details not
appropriate.
NM  |Santa Fe N/A No Similar but distinguishable.
NY  |Buffalo N/A "current edition" No city specific guidelines.
Reflect time of construction
NC  |Greensboro Negative 1978/1983 version |but respect character and
fabric.
. . Compatible to original
Tax Credit version
Ralei Positi . ble f
NC aleigh ositive (36 CFR Part 67) isttruc‘rure but discernible from
ND  |Fargo N/A No No city specific guidelines.
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text Ref
State |City Issues Addressed by the Guidelines COI,l ex. eferenced By the
Guidelines
Design, location, setbacks, spacing,
alignment, orientation, height, width,
NV |Las Vegas form, doors and windows, directional Historic building.
emphasis, materials and projecting
clements.
Location, proportion, design, materials,
NI Cape May I'Of)f form,.massing, floor heights, Historic building and
spacing of windows and doors, colors, streetscape.
scale, foundation heights and eave lines.
NM  |Santa Fe Materials, archl'tectural Freatments, 'styles, Existing structure.
features, details, location, and height.
NY  |Buffalo N/A N/A
Materials, 'style, detailing, r(?of line, Wall Historic Building and
NC  |Greensboro planes, size, scale, proportion of built .
. surroundings.
area to green area, and height.
Mass, materials, color, relationship of
solids to voids, proportion of built mass
NC Raleigh to open space, location, size, scale, site Historic building.
features, site terrain, historic fabric, and
reversibility.
ND  |Fargo N/A N/A
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
Architectural g:ﬁ?;;:fm Date of Date of
State |City Population |Character of . Current City's First
the City a Hl.StOI'lC Guidelines |Guidelines
Register
22 local
historic
districts, 28
local
landmarks, 24
OH |Cincinnati 312,000 |Ueftblankon INR g e (left blank
survey) properties, 24 on survey)
NR districts,
213 NR
individual
listings, 9 NR
landmarks.
Early 20th
century, post Varies -
OR  |Eugene 150,000 WWII 200 + 1999, 1992, |1978
Suburban 1978
modernism
10,000 (local |Secretary of
PA Philadelphia 1,517,550  |Varied historic Interior's N/A
register) Standards
Varies - 1979
- 1993
P4 |Pitisburgh 360,000 | 801950 o500 (written for 1, -
mostly masonry each district
as
designated)
Colonial
RI Providence 173,618 through 2,000 approx. | 1994 1984 (7)
Modern
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Appendix D

Author of Plans to Number of
. Model for . Members
State |City Present .y v Revise . Board Type
- Guidelines ey e on Review
Guidelines Guidelines
Board
OH  |Cincinnati Staffw1th public | (left blank on No 9 Voluntary
participation survey)
Staff - Judith
Reese. Ken Secretary of
OR  |Eugene - the Interior's |No 7 Voluntary
Guzowski, Scott
Standards
Bogle
ional Park
PA  |Philadelphia | 2uonal Park g, Unknown |14 Voluntary
Service
Secretary of
the Interior's
S;:?;li(silsy Yes - improve Don'thave a
’ . fi left blank
PA Pittsburgh Staff now other graphics, add bqard o (left blank on
o ; . this specific |survey)
city's illustrations UrPose
guidelines (St. PUIPOSe.
Louis?
Cincinnati?)
RI Providence (left blank on (left blank on |No - recently 14 Voluntary
survey) survey) revised
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
R . Separate .
Guidelines |Design |Separate . Drawings
. . . . Section Photos of
State |City Included in |[Review |Guidelines . of
. ., . |for Additions o
Ordinance |Process |For Districts . Additions
Additions
OH  |Cincinnati Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
OR Eugene Yes Yes No No No No
P4 Philadelphia Referenced |Yes No N/A N/A N/A
PA Pittsburgh Referenced |Yes Yes Yes No No
RI Providence Yes Yes No No No No
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Appendix D

INlustrated |Secretary of
. Examples |Interior's General Design Theory of
State |City Positive or |Standards the Guidelines
Negative |Included?
Auburn Avenue Historic

OH |Cincinnati N/A No District Guidelines:
compatible but not duplicate
of existing building.

OR  |Eugene N/A 1995 version Compatibility only

Referenced but
P4 Philadelphia N/A version not No city specific guidelines.
specified.
Alpha Terrace Historic
District Guidelines:

PA Pittsburgh N/A No compatible; neither requires
nor forbids replication of style
of existing buildings.
Reflect time of construction

RI Providence N/A No but fit into existing
framework.
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Appendix D

State |City

Issues Addressed by the Guidelines

Context Referenced By the

OH Cincinnati

Auburn Avenue Historic District
Guidelines: materials, form, scale,
height, detailing, siting, and connections.

Auburn Avenue Historic
District Guidelines: original
building and adjacent
buildings in a more general

way.
OR  |Eugene Location, materials, visibility from street. Building.
PA Philadelphia N/A
Alpha Terrace Historic District Alpha Terrace Historic
PA Pittsburgh Guidelines: materials, scale, massing, | District Guidelines: existing
rhythm, detailing, connection and roof. building and district.
Height, scale, massing, form,
proportions, directional expression,
siting, setbacks, topography, height of
foundation platform, parking, landscape,
RI Providence

sense of entry, porches, doors, stairs,
rhythm and size of openings, known
archeological features, roof shape, color
and texture of materials, architectural

detail, development patterns, and views.

Existing structure and/or
surrounding structures.
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Architectural g::illrz;;zr:(fm Date of Date of
State |City Population |Character of . g Current City's First
. a Historic ey 1 y e
the City . Guidelines |Guidelines
Register
SC Beaufort 12,000 1760 - present (437 1979 1979
4,072 (+2,191
in register- Secretary of (left blank
SC Charleston 104,108 1800s . Interior's
eligible on survey)
L. Standards
districts)
SD Sioux Falls 135,000 1880_.1930; 537 N/A N/A
eclectic
Varies - 11
historic
1840 - 2002; ﬁ;si“:s flaCh
TN | Memphis 1,000,000 | mainly 1900s |13,000 in livr‘l’ 1978
& 1950s guidetines,
most recent
written in
2000
Varies - 9
districts each
with separate
4,100 approx. Seti((i)ilines
Varies - in listed on NR, El;ne older
TN  |Nashville 570,000 general 1870- |approx. 3,000 1978
. . than 1985 -3
1940 in zoning .
. earliest
districts ..
districts have
had
guidelines
revised.
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Appendix D

Author of Plans to Number of
. Model for . Members
State |City Present Guidelines Revise on Review Board Type
Guidelines Guidelines
Board
Consultant - John |(left blank on
B . . 1
s¢ caufort Milner Associates survey) No > Voluntary
e Charleston National Park (left blank on |(left blank on |(left blank |(left blank on
Service survey) survey) on survey) |survey)
SD Sioux Falls N/A N/A No 10 Voluntary
Consultant -
Noré V. Winter,
Winter & .
TN  |Memphis Company (for glerf\t/ebl;l nk on YreoS(:;Sl: 19353)13)( by Voluntary
two most recent 4 P
sets of guidelines
only)
Yes -
Secretary of guidelines are
TN  |Nashville Staff the Interior's reV%ewed & Voluntary
Standards revised every
10 years for
each district
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R . Separate .
Guidelines |Design |Separate . Drawings
. . . ey 1. Section Photos of
State |City Included in |[Review |Guidelines . of
. ... |for Additions .
Ordinance |Process |For Districts . Additions
Additions
SC Beaufort Referenced |Yes No Yes No No
SC Charleston (left blank Yes No N/A N/A N/A
on survey)
SD Sioux Falls No Yes/No |No N/A N/A N/A
Yes (but in|Yes (but in
most two most
N Memphis No Yes Yes Yes recent set |recent sets
of of
guidelines |guidelines
only) only)
No -
authority to
adopt
TN Nashville gg1dehnes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
given to
commission
by city
ordinance
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INlustrated |Secretary of
. Examples |Interior's General Design Theory of
State |City Positive or |Standards the Guidelines
Negative |Included?
sC Beaufort N/A No Additions not specifically
addressed.
Y i t . . i
SC Charleston N/A es,.Verswn no No city specific guidelines.
specified.
Y i t . . _—
SD Sioux Falls N/A GS,.VGI‘SIOI] no No city specific guidelines.
specified.
Both in
most recent
set of Yes, version varies |Glenview Historic
guidelines; |by district. Versions |Preservation District
N | Memphis Positive in  |include 1978/1983, |Guidelines: design should be
P second most | 1995 and the tax in keeping with primary
recent; n/a |credit version (36  |structure but product of own
in all other |CFR Part 67). time.
sets of
guidelines
'Yes, mos.t districts Cherokee Park Neighborhood
include either the . s
1978/1983 version Conservation District
TN  |Nashville Positive ) i Guidelines: contemporary
or the tax credit designs not discouraged if
version (36 CFR comg atible g
Part 67). patible.
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Database of Survey Results

Appendix D

text Ref d By th
State |City Issues Addressed by the Guidelines COI,l ex. clerencec By the
Guidelines
SC Beaufort N/A N/A
SC Charleston N/A N/A
SD Sioux Falls N/A N/A
Glenview Historic Preservation District Glenview Historic
. Guidelines: location, rhythm of street, Preservation District
TN  |Memphis . . Sy .
materials, windows, scale, roof of Guidelines: primary
addition, and roof-top additions. building.
Cherokee Park Neighborhood Cherokee Park
Conservation District Guidelines: Neighborhood Conservation
TN Nashville location, do not destroy historical District Guidelines:
material, size, scale, color, material, property, neighborhood and
character, and reversibility. environment.
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Database of Survey Results

Appendix D

Architectural E::E;Izr so(fm Date of Date of
State |City Population |Character of . g Current City's First
. a Historic ey 1 y e
the City . Guidelines |Guidelines
Register
1870s - 1930s;
UT  |Park City 7,000 National 350 1983 1981
Vernacular
Style
70-100 years  |5,500 in local
old; Craftsman, |districts; 170
UT  |Salt Lake City 180,000 bungalows, individually 1997 1979
Victorian & locally
Eclectic listed
VT Burlington 40,000 Wide range 2,600 + 2002 1997
1997 -
amended
VA Charlottesville 45,000 19th c. 672 (written 1993
originally in
1995)
VA | Richmond 190,000 |Uleftblankon ) o5 1997 1997
survey)
Secretary of
WA | Spokane 195,629 gfg:lj‘“k M 1300 Interior's gif:frlj‘:k)
Y Standards Y
Secretary of
wv  |Lewisburg 3,500 1770 - current 170 Interior's 1978
Standards
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
Author of Plans to Number of
. Model for . Members
State |City Present 1. Revise . Board Type
ey . Guidelines - on Review
Guidelines Guidelines
Board
Paid -
appointed by
City Council
Consultant - Yes - awaiting iroor;nmunity
D ing Leach |(left blank ifi . ’
UT  |Park City owning e,ac (left blank on speetle 5-7 having
Assoc. (Noré¢ V. |survey) direction from
. . . demonstrated
Winter) City Council .
interest &
experience in
historic
preservation
Consultant - Noré
V. Winter, Winter
UT  |Salt Lake City & Company with (left blank on No 15 Voluntary
. survey)
Clarion
Associates
Staff - David E. Yes - to make
White more detailed
VT Burlington (Comprehensive |None & 7 Voluntary
Planner) & Glyuis .
comprehensive
Jordan
Consultant -
Frazier Secretary of
VA Charlottesville | Associates, the Interior's |Yes 9 Voluntary
Architecture &  |Standards
Planning
VA Richmond Staff - Daniel (left blank on Yes 9 Voluntary
Moore survey)
National Park (left blank on |(left blank on |(left blank |(left blank on
WA |Spokane .
Service survey) survey) on survey) |survey)
WV |Lewisburg Nat19nal Park (left blank on Yes 5 Voluntary
Service survey)
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
R . Separate .
Guidelines |Design |Separate . Drawings
. . . L Section  |Photos of
State |City Included in |[Review |Guidelines . of
. ., . |for Additions o
Ordinance |Process |For Districts . Additions
Additions
UT  |Park City Referenced |Yes No No Yes No
UT  |Salt Lake City Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
VT Burlington No Yes No No No No
VA Charlottesville  |No Yes No Yes Yes Yes
VA Richmond No Yes No No No No
WA |Spokane (left blank Yes No N/A N/A N/A
on survey)
WV |Lewisburg Referenced |Yes No Yes No No
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
INlustrated |Secretary of
. Examples |Interior's General Design Theory of
State |City Positive or |Standards the Guidelines
Negative |Included?
UT  |Park City Positive No Do not obscure original house.
UT  |Salt Lake City Both No Compatlble but product of
own time.
VT Burlington N/A No Additions not specifically
addressed.
VA Charlottesville  |Both No Comp at.1b1e bl.lt r.10t duplicate
of existing building.
Tax credit version Subordinate and
A Ri A i i ; cont
V. ichmond N/ (36 CFR Part 67) inconspicuous; contemporary
yet compatible design.
Yes, version not
A ke N/A ’, it ifi idelines.
w. Spokane / specified. No city specific guidelines
. Yes, version not . . N
WV |Lewisburg N/A specificd. No city specific guidelines.
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Appendix D

text Ref d By th
State |City Issues Addressed by the Guidelines COI,l ex. clerencec By the
Guidelines
Setback, location, design so doesn't ..
T P i > > . 1 h .
v ark City obscure size and shape of original house. Original house
Location, setback, massing, orientation,
alignments of street, materials,
tructi thods that might h . o
. con.s mc 1on. m.e ods. at might natm Historic building and
UT  |Salt Lake City original building, windows, rooftop R
o .. historic district.
additions, ground level additions, roof
form and slope, subordination, and solid-
to-void ratio.
VT Burlington N/A N/A
Function, size, location, design,
VA Charlottesville replication of style, materials and Historic building.
features, attachment to existing building.
Siting, form, scale, height, width,
VA Richmond proportion, massing, materials, colors, Primary structure.
details, doors and windows.
WA |Spokane N/A N/A
WV |Lewisburg N/A N/A
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
Architectural E::E;Izr so(fm Date of Date of

State |City Population |Character of . g Current City's First

. a Historic ey 1 y e
the City . Guidelines |Guidelines
Register

WI | Madison 208,054  |1850 - present |152 ;’;é‘les - 196711976

WI | Milwaukee 597,000 |(leftblankon -y 4o, Varies 1980s
survey)

WY | Cheyenne 53,011 (left blank on |(left blank on |(left blank on |(left blank
survey) survey) survey) on survey)

wY  |Cody 8,835 1902-1920 24 1997 Unknown
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
Author of Plans to Number of
. Model for . Members
State |City Present .y v Revise . Board Type
- Guidelines ey e on Review
Guidelines Guidelines
Board
Staff &
wi Madison neighborhood (left blank on Yes 7 Voluntary
. survey)
organizations
Wi Milwaukee Staff (eft blank on No 7 Voluntary
survey)
WY | Cheyenne (left blank on (left blank on |(left blank on |(left blank |(left blank on
survey) survey) survey) on survey) |survey)
WY |Cody (left blank on (left blank on No 3 Voluntary
survey) survey)
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D
R . Separate .
Guidelines |Design |Separate . Drawings
. . . . Section Photos of
State |City Included in |[Review |Guidelines . of
. ., . |for Additions o
Ordinance |Process |For Districts . Additions
Additions
wi Madison Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
wi Milwaukee (left blank Yes Yes Yes No No
on survey)
WY  |Cheyenne (left blank No No N/A N/A N/A
on survey)
wY  |Cody No Yes No No No No
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Database of Survey Results Appendix D

INlustrated |Secretary of
. Examples |Interior's General Design Theory of
State |City Positive or |Standards the Guidelines
Negative |Included?
University Heights Historic
Wi Madison N/A No District Gu1de11ne§:
contemporary design not
discouraged if compatible
Cass & Wells Street Historic
Wi Milwaukee N/A No District Guidelines: harmony
with existing building.
WY  |Cheyenne N/A No No city specific guidelines.
WY | Cody N/A No Additions not specifically
addressed.
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Appendix D

Context Referenced By the

State |City Issues Addressed by the Guidelines Guidelines
University Heights Historic District
idelines: visibility fi i . . S
Guidelines: visibility from st.reet, demgn, University Heights Historic
. scale, color, texture, proportion of solids | . . s ..
wi Madison . . . . District Guidelines: existing
to voids, proportion of widths to heights o .
. . building and district.
of doors and windows, materials, and
architectural details.
. Cass & Wells Street Historic District C%SS & Wel.ls S.treet H].St.o e
Wi Milwaukee g . e District Guidelines: original
Guidelines: location and visibility.
structure.
WY  |Cheyenne N/A N/A
wY  |Cody N/A N/A
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“Measuring the Fit of New to O1d”

Appendix G

Measuring the Fit of New to Old

A checklist resulting from a study of contextualism, By Linda Groat

Whiat are the factors that make a building suitable o s contest,
thot make n new building compatible o its older neighbors?
Which are the most important of these factors? Which are under
control of the architect™

The answers 1o such questions are varying and sometimes
contradictory. A Greenwich Village town howse by Hardy
Holeman Pleiffer is described ns contexiual becawse of its ma-
terials, scale, and proportion. Michael Graves addition 1o the
Benaverral house s discussed in terms of the spatial linkage it
creates between the house nnd the lnndscape. Philip Johnson's
addition to the Boston Public Library claims compatibility be-
s of oty axial oA paOsion el m||||.:l||1|g cormiee line

T facilitate a more systematic search for answers 1o ques-

thons such as those above, | undeniook a research project aimed
Tramework within which they could

al Tormilating: a conoepiis
be nsked. A checklist derived Trom that fmmework is repro
duced ar right.

The first segmient of the cheeklist delineates the three mijor
contextual issues thut are commaonly beyond the architeet's
immediate contool, Thete factors—site location, building type,
ond size of project — constitute the eonditions that an architect
must usually sccept as givens at the outset of the project.

Why, then, shoald these issues be included as pan of this

Ms. Groat is an assistant professor in the architecture depart-
ek i B l.'lll\:'T“II:h' of Wiseonuan=-Milwaukee. The research
sudy described in this amicle is partially funded from a grame
from the National Endowment for the Arts.

B ARCHITECTURE SOVEMIER 1)

Tramework? Firt, it is useflul for any architect facing a chak
lenging design problem to recognize the basac limittoms of (hes
project and to confront the extent to which these limitations
will ultimately alfect the suceess of that deapn. And secondly,
on the occasions when the architect can cither assume the role
of the developer or exercise persuasive power over the client
he or she must recognize that the initial decisions ahout huld-
ing size. site, and use will set important constraints for a conr
tentual design stralegy.

The second segment of the Immework inclades two signifi:
cant issues over which the architect can usually maintain somes
contml. Howisver, becanse both papes prominence anid defr
nition of context—are dependent upon aspects of the environ-
ment beyond the scope of the project itsell, the architect must
atill acknowledge some consilerable construints on his or hes
design choices

The Bsue of prominence. for example. s significantly affecied
by the three factors (see, location, use) already defined i the
first scgment of the framework. Clearly, if n massive office build
ing is o be inserted into a smallscale commercial and residen
tinl mres, the building mevitnbly will be promineni. Neveriheles,
the architect can choose o minimize or maximize thay promi-
enco.

The delinition of context is the second issue over which the
architect has at least some control. Unfortunately, in many of
the Flll!!h'\hi'tl 1-s||.nlplt'\ ol contesiual ||<'u|cn_ the definttion ol
the context actunlly remains ambiguous. In fact, defining the
scope of the context is o eritical question that should be cose
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rriously pddressed by the architect, Although in many instances
he context i assumed o be the immedintely adjpeent buildings,
he cholce is likely 1o be much wider. In some instances, the
irchitect may choose o define the context as o muliblock arca
o b district: in other instanoes it could well be defined as
jn entire region,

A building in Huelva, Spam, is an interesting example of the
atter case, 1t borrows heavily from the architectural vocabu-
ury of southern Spain o is wse of white stucco and ironwork
palconies. But although it does not relate specifically to any of
he nearby buildings, it is clearly contextual 1o s partcular
kite. Sirmalarly, the Crrundivig Church by Klint echoes the ver
hacular tradition of stepe-pedimented facades that are found
hrowughout Denmark.

The third segment of the framework defines the sswes that
re actually at the core of any contextual design problem — the
Hesagn qualities over which the architect has prmary control,
This segment of the framework also is the most complicated
pecause mi this point the hicrarchical distinetion berween stirat-
Fries and tactics becomes relevant, The central iea being pro-
posed here is that an architect can achieve a better under-
Rlamdong: amd musstery of the design problem if the design choices
ire conceptualized in werms of strategies —the general design
principles for contextuul fit—and wetics— the physical features
hat embody these design principles,

The hierarchical relationship between strategies and tactics
s represenied visually in the checklist. A design strategy is de-
fined by the six constituent elements listed as mijor subheadings;
i very condensed and abbreviated set of wetics relevant o each
Blement of the stralegy s listed anderneath,

In order o illustrate the practical applications of this aspect
o the Tramework, howeser, it is lirst necessary (o define more
precisely the six major elements that define a contextual design

eft, the Giraediviy Church between charmeterisiie Danish vtep-
pedimented facades. Below, regionalism in Hewlva, Spain.

e T e i |

I
I
I
I
: GIVENS: Issues typically beyand the architect's contral
1 1. Site location: . —
I 2. Building type: —
: 3. Size:
: DESIGN PARAMETERS: |ssuas partially undear the architect's
i control
| 4 Prominence
1 MURIMUM + s - casnsns - s e sssssss e [PIEATILT
| 5. Dafinition of contaxt
I adlmﬁrﬁ +asssnsss o ssssnss fr ssscssss o sssscaa + renqum'
|
| DESIGN STRATEGY: ssues typically under the archileol's contral
| space
|
| B Exterior site organization
I mr‘lt_mﬂ | memmmee b oerrmren & mmremen | rerrees 4 l\ln“:'ﬁﬁn
I Tactics:
| —— footprint of the bullding on the site
| circulation: pathways, antry locations. etc
| — vehicular access: drivaways, parking
| alignment, sethack distances and angles
| landscaping: site demarcalions
| olhor
| ; - o
| T. Interior patial organization
| CONIrast =+ ====== = o sssasas rosassas bt + replcation
| Tachics:

circulation paths, iy
| lation paths, Rallways
I roomianea youls

— lewe] changes

I — placements of vertical circulation

other
|
| MASSING
| L . I
1 B Extarior volumatric composition
i CONTrAsE + —-senss Forenmessnssee e rpplication
| Tactics
I shapa, complexity of overall form

arficulation o ; Y. oD
I ficulation of base, body, b
I roofiine, vertical projections
| other
| 8 Intersor semi-licod ar rangrmenis
I COMNrasl +——r=sdherere- -.I--------+---.-- =+ rpplicalion
Il overall conliguration of partitions
I arrangements of heavy furniture elc,
i — other
I STYLE
| ;
| 10. Exterior surface composition
| CONASE # sssssss sssssssdrosssssa s osssscs + replication
| Tactics

owerall stylistic attribules
| Il stylistic attribut
I rhythm, propartion of fonestration
| _ calor
i — materialg
i — degree of ornament, detail. relief
| — other
I 11, Inbesrecer Swrlaoe realmiend
i OOPITAEE & —=reeed csrnsan d nesnnna  anssnes + replication
1 Tactics
| overall interior style
| — shape, propertion of surface detalls
| — color
| — materials
I — degrea of arnament, detail, reliaf

— other

|
]
I
I
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Livssta i

Applying the framework to specific situations.
steategy. These are derved by combining the basic principles
of spatial organization, massing, and style with issues of inte-
riae and exterior design. The resulting six clements can then
be analyzed in terms of the degree o which a proposed design
either replicates or contrasts with the existing context,

For example, the exterior site organization of o project hos
tzs b with the bagic spatial pattern a bullding imposes on the
site, Tacties such as sethack distances, lnndscaping patterns,
und circulmion pathways all contribuee 1o the definition of this
spatial pattern, Analyang a given building or proposed project
in these 1erms would involve evaluating the degree to which
the existing contextunl patterns of site planning are replicated
or contrasted.

Ur alternatively the interior spatial organization of a project
is concerned with the spatial fow witlin a buldimg as embod-
ied by such wetics as room layouts and circulation paths. Al-
thaugh the inclusion of inferior design issues in o discussion of
contexiunl fv may o firs seem peculiar, many interior design
features can, in fact, have o potentiolly significant impact on
the relationship between old and new buildings. Consider, for
eximphe, some residential infill inscried in a block of Georgian
row houses, Although the architect might choose 1o replicate
virtually every exterior detnil of the cxisting row house pattern,
he or she might nevertheless decide o create within the repli-
cuted shell an open spatial layout as a counterpoint 1o the seg-
ili plan of the traditional row howses,

The third and fourth elements of design strategy have o do
with massings, which con be constdered in werms of Both s exoe-
rior and interior design implications. The conventional defini-
e ol massing supgests the exterior volumetric g:d,unpg_'u.'iﬁr_'un_
rendered through the tactics of height, shape. complexity of
form, ete. Intenor massing — the arrangement of semifixed
features, such as furniture and cabinetry —is a much less con-
ventional concept. Although it is probably the least significant
aspect ol conlexiual Bl design, there are instanees when it 5o
eritical issue. Consider, for example, the addition of a new wing
(5 ARCHITECTURE/ SNOVESDER 1963
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Abave left, Enderis Hall, by Plunkerr Kaymar Reginate, and
ofder meighbor Left, Charles Moore's Citizeny Federal addition.
Abave, Hugh facobsen’s Michipan alumnd center

tor the stack section of a library, If the shelves in the old wing
ure wrranged in a linear pattern, o rodinl arrungement of shelves
in the new wing would constitute a strong contrast fo the
original.

Finally, the fifth and sixth elements of design strategy both
have to do with style— the surfoce treatment of the planes
{particulorly the clevations) that define the shell of the building.
Again, most discussions of comextualism focus on style as it
relates fo the exterior surface composition; yel the treatment
of interior surfaces can have cqually oy significant an impact
on the compauibility between a new huilding and its older seiting,

The net effect of this series of six design elements is o ore-
ute n frumework by which the archilect con unalyze the design
strategy for relating uny building or project to ils context. In
other words, by rating the relative degree of comimst or repli-
caticn of these six elements, the architect can generate a pro-
fils: that defines the design strategy of any building, In most
instances, it would be sufficient 1 use a rather informal set of
ratings, such as high contrast, modemie contrmst, moderate
replication, high replication. An 11-point numerical seale is
used here, but this degree of relinement is not always neces-
sary or approprinte for every design problem. And, smilarly,
in circumstances where one has only minimal familiarity with
the defined context of n building, it may be sufficient o g
Ivze only the exterior design elements,

How then might these ratings of design strategies be applied
10 gome specific buildings? A few examples should suffice 1o
illustrute the kind of ratings that form the basis of this SEEmEnl
of the framework, For the sake of brevity and simplicity of
presentation, these examples will be mted only in terms of the
three exterior elements of design strategy —site organization,
exterior volumetric composition, and exterior surface treatment.

The examples of Fnderis Hall on the University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee campus and the new alumni center at the Univer

sity of Michigan are an interesting pair of campus buildings in
that the design strategies they embody are so completely dif-
ferent. Enderis Hall is essentially a high-contrust building in all
respects: site organization (by virue of contrasting landscape
treatment, parking, and sethack), massing, and siyle, The alumnl
center, on the other hand, substantially replicates its immedi-
ute nelghbers, Both its style and site organization (which con-
formes b the site plan of a mall) represent high replication
However, massing represents only moderate replication. primar
ily becnuse the gabled roofline is oriented perpendiculor to the
of its neighbors,

A more compliceted example is the Citizens Federal build-
ing in 5an Francisco. Completed in the carly-60s, its design
strtegy represents onc that is more typical of early attempes
ar contextualism, In both its site organization and style it
ubiempts to replicate the expected pattern of building on the
street; but in style it remains moderately In contrast with its
context.

Hirw are these: annlyses, or cven the framework as a whale,
useful to the practicing architect? And how is this process any
different than what architects slready do? In some ways, it prokr
Ilhl}' is not. The urg;zmiutinrn of the f1|i|l1vr.-m_|-1'.’s 1% nok meEnt i
imply a rigsid sequencing of design decisions. 5o, as in any design
problem, the architect may choose o start with major issues
[stritegies) nnd work down, or begin with the details of form
{ractics) and work up.

Nevertheless, the conceprual framework can foster some sig-
niflcant improvenents in the contextunl design process. Fir,
the Trmework provides o checklst of the magor issues tat affect
the compatibility between old und new, with the result that the
designer is at least able to deal with them all in o conscious
way. Second, in its basic orgunization, it helps 1o clarify the
degree of control an architect is likely o exert on the mnge of
variables. And finally, by describing the elements of a design
strtegy hicrarchically, it enables the designer o consider ini-
tially the goneral principles of his or her design salution with-
out brecoming simultaneously bogged down in the details of the
specific forms, Le. the tctics. O
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