LANDMARKS BOARD

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD
P.0. BOX 8368 |
SPRINGFIELD, MISSOURI 65801
417-864-1031

CiTY HALL

City of Springfield

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

DATE: March 28, 2013

RE: Landmarks Board Meeting

Please find attached the agenda for the Landmarks Board meeting on April 3, 2013. No
tour is being offered.

Senior Planner



LANDMARKS BOARD

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD
' P.O. BOX 8368
SPRINGFIELD, MISSOURI 65801
417-864-1031

April 3,2013
530 P.M.
Council Chambers
City Hall (830 Boonville)

CITY HALL

I Roll Call
DAVID ESLICK II Minutes
Fisronfresne - February 6, 2013 and March 6, 2013 (training)
LAUREL BRYANT If1 Unfinished Business
Real Estate Representative 3 H
Vieethais A. Certificate of Appropnateness
None

LEN EAGLEBURGER B. Certified Local Govemment Review
At Large Representative None
DAVID MAGGARD C. Pre-Application Review
At Large Represeniaiive None
ANN BAYLIFF . .
At Large Representative v New Business

A Certificates of Appropriateness
;%);3 Ii;‘f{;fgm 1. 1666 E. Walnut: Construct a new addition on the southeast side of the structure

B. Certified Local Government Review
DAVID BROWN : None
Mia-Tonen Represeriaiive C Pre-Application Review

MONICA STEGALL . None

Commercial St. Represeniaiive

v Communications
VI Reports

A Report on committees
1. Application
2. Demolition
3. Historic sites and districts
4. Communications
5. Awards and recognition
6. Design guidelines

B. Administrative approval of C of A’
1. 1513 E. Walnut: Replace the flooring, floor joists, posts and railings on the porch
2. 1448 E. Walnut: Re-roof the structure
vl Any other matters that fall under the jurisdiction of the Board
1. Signage in the Walnut Street-East UCD
Vil Adjournment

NOTE: In accordance with ADA guidelines, if you need special accommodations when attending any City meeting, please
notify the City Clerk’s office at 864-1443 at Ieast 3 days prior to the scheduled meeting.



MINUTES OF THE LANDMARKS BOARD

DATE: February 6, 2013
TIME: 5:30 pm

The regular meeting and public hearing of the Landmarks Board was held on the above date and time in
City Council Chambers, third floor of Historic City Hall with the following members and City of Springfield
staff in attendance: David Eslick (Chair), Laurel Bryant, Ann Bayliff, Len Eagleburger, David Maggard,
Monica Stegall, Todd Smith, and David Brown; Daniel Neal, Senior Planner; Duke McDonald, Assistant
City Attorney; Sandy Goddard Administrative Assistant. ABSENT: Cynthia Lipscomb.

ROLL CALL:
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: December 5, 2012 and January 9, 2013 were approved unanimously.
UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

A. Certificate of Appropriateness
1. 1144 E. Walnut: Replace the existing lap board siding with cement board siding.

Jarod Michel, Bates & Associates, 433 W. Walnut, reviewed the prices of wood siding verses the
Hardieboard and the added cost to the project. The maintenance is a big key that is a benefit of the
Hardieboard over the wood. To most common folk it is hard to tell from the street and up close to tell the
difference. We are not requesting vinyl or metal, nothing that outlandish. Materials have changed over
time to make better products made with different processes and that is what we have here with
Hardieboard. Itis less expensive and maintenance is minimal. The owner of this property has owned this
property since before the Landmarks Board was formed so | think that is a little different case. If they
bought this property and knew about these stipulations when there were buying it, they could understand
what they are getting into, but that is a special case and we are asking for a little leniency. We are
uncertain we can get the extra value out of this property. The client has asked Mr. Michel to relay that this
property is being remodeled for a not-for-profit to lease from him. To spend an extra fifteen (15) to twenty-
five (25) percent on the project puts it at the point where the numbers do not make sense to him and he
would rather sit on the property and not do the project.

Ms. Bryant asked if it was true that the building had been maintained over the years that the expense of
restoring would not be so great.

Mr. Michel said yes, if it was being maintained.

Mr. Eslick stated he had not talked to SHPO since the last meeting, they suggest each of the CLG’s make a
determination.



Ms. Bayliff said she understands the cost, but states that the guidelines are there for a reason, they have
been there so a long time. The wood does not appear to be rotted. She will stick with the guidelines. It is
not fair to the other residents who live in the area who have complied with the guidelines. That is why
people like that area because of the historic significance and appearance.

Ms. Bryant stated that there is value to having the building maintained historically. Ms. Bryant asked for an
explanation of the waterproofing, weather barrier differences because by that argument all the buildings on
Walnut Street would be unprotected.

Mr. Michel said some of them do have issues, but this one specifically does with water infiltration. Even with
the repairing existing damages to the siding and scraping and painting there is still the risk of water
penetrating what has been repaired. There is no way they can guarantee it with restoring it that way. If we
could get some sort of a water barrier, vapor barrier behind the siding we could do that, but we can't rip the
siding off and put it back on because of the cost.

Ms. Stegall asked if the building is leaking currently.
Mr. Michel said yes.

Mr. Maggard commented that he is leaning in favor of the request; he knows it is not replacing materials in-
kind. Looking at the overall improvements that would be made on the house and this being the issue that
determines whether it sits as is or the improvements are made, the distance between what is acceptable
between wood siding and vinyl is a much greater distance than what is being proposed to be put there.
The guidelines were written before this product was available and as a Board, this is something we need to
look at and determine if we want to begin considering this as acceptable. This is an opportunity to get this
building in much better shape than what it is currently and useable in the neighborhood. If later on the
Board decides this is an acceptable material then we might have made a mistake on this one, but he is
leaning in favor of the request.

Mr. Smith said that he agrees with what Mr. Maggard said.

Mr. Brown said that he concurs with what Mr. Maggard said as well. As the owner of an older historic home
it is difficult to find parts; he understands trying to keep it original.

Mr. Eslick stated that he agrees with Mr. Maggard because this is a building that will be restored and be
used. This material is a long way from vinyl siding that we have seen on houses. As stated, we do a case
by case review and do not set precedent in the Board’s decision and if this is done and doesn'’t look like
something we would want somebody else to use, we can make that decision at that time. From the
economics of this issue, he would be in favor of the Hardieboard.

Mr. Eslick closed the public hearing.



Ms. Bayliff motioned to approve the Certificate of Appropriateness for 1144 E. Walnut. Mr. Smith
seconded the motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: Eslick, Eagleburger, Maggard, Smith, and
Brown. Nays: Stegall, Bayliff, and Bryant. Abstain: None. Absent: Cynthia Lipscomb.

NEW BUSINESS:

A. Certificate of Appropriateness:

1. 2300 E. Division: Construct a new “bridge” and addition to the historic structure.

Mr. Eslick stated this building was built in 1929. It was the first airport building on what was to be the
downtown airport. There is a lot of history there; Charles Lindbergh landed there in 1930. In June of 1931,
Amelia Earhart landed a gyro-plane there which was the forerunner of the helicopter. During the war one of
the Lorrie boys landed a B-25 Bomber there with many stories about that.

Mr. Randy Hone, Architect, Turners, Missouri. Mr. Hone commented briefly on the history of Alpha House.
They have pieced together some temporary buildings on the site over the years; part of this project is to
displace four (4) temporary buildings that will go away and those functions will be incorporated into the new
addition. The wooden exterior fire escape on the east side will be removed, which is where the bridge will
then connect to the new addition. Mr. Hone pointed out on the display the areas that would be cleaned up
and discussed the footprint of the building. In order to do a double loaded corridor the length of the
building, the width was too wide for the appropriate office sizes on either side of the corridor. By narrowing
the building to fifty feet, functionally, it works properly, but required some additional length and as a result of
that they have extended on the south end down to within fifteen (15) feet of the south property line and
about seven (7) feet further of the original building facade to the north. We had hoped not to be further
north of the original building but the way the connecting link comes out of the east end of the existing
building there is a monumental stair on the east end that discharges under that fire stair. That was the
obvious access for connection to the addition. That plays a functional role in the floor planning of the new
structure and because of that the resulting footprint is where we have it. Even though they are under the
current and new proposed zoning, there is no setback requirement. We felt it irresponsible to push this
building up against the property line simply from the standpoint of fire protection. As it is now we have on
the site plan we have a hammer head turn around for fire access to the south end of the building and from
this point we can get back around on the east side. We have been able to achieve our one hundred fifty
(150) foot limit in fire protection. He also wanted to have enough real estate between the building and
property line that if they needed to drive a truck for maintenance or whatever, we have that space there.

Mr. Eslick commented the structure is on the original stretch of route 66 and as people realize the historic
significance of the building it may generate interest.

Mr. discussed their neighbor to the east, the old hanger building for the airport which has been added on to
a number of times. They are almost to the Division Street setback line at some points along their north
side, so we felt to minimize the visual impact of the addition and bear in mind this new building is eight
thousand (8000) square feet on each floor, which will allow them to decompress. The original building is



sixty-five (65) feet east-west on the front elevation and the new building is fifty (50) foot on the front with a
twenty-four (24) foot transparent connection between the old building and the new. The new building is
pre-stressed concrete which is durable. Mr. Hone discussed the finish of the building. The original color
of the building will not be changed. The original building has been well maintained.

Ms. Stegall commented she really appreciates this building and how well maintained it has been. Her
concern is how far the new addition is pushing out in front, especially coming from the east heading west.
She feels it overpowers the original building.

Mr. Hone stated that seven (7) feet was the difference he mentioned and coming from the east you don't
really get a good view of the new building until you are almost past Custom Metal Craft. You almost have
to be in front of the building to get past Custom Metal Craft so not much of the east elevation is going to be
visible until you have already passed it and then coming from the west, from Glenstone, there is an annex
building on the site that is a permanent structure they will keep, so the exiting Alpha House building and the
annex will to some extent soften the impact of the addition between them and Custom Metal Craft.

Mr. Eslick closed the public hearing.

Ms. Bryant motioned to approve the Certificate of Appropriateness for 2300 E. Division. Mr. Eagleburger
seconded the motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: Eslick, Stegall, Bayliff, Bryant, Eagleburger,
Maggard, Smith, and Brown. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent. Cynthia Lipscomb.

2. 154 Park Central Square: Add windows, move door and modify the signage.

Mr. Allen Casey, 2425 E. Raynell, commented he is the architect for the History Museum project on the
square. They are discussing an extension of a prior application and a modification there of. They are
proposing adding addition windows on the west side, the Boonville side. It allows the building to look much
more closely to what the building was when it started in 1914 or thereabouts. The other request deals with
the sign on the front. In the initial application they weren't certain of what the verbiage would be or where
they were going with the sign. Mr. Casey discussed the previous sign and the dimensions and what the
current sign will look like. They want to take it back to what you see which was virtually identical to what it
was when constructed. It was it at that early time with individual light bulbs and for most of its life it had
neon lighting which is what they want to put back; the whole configuration except for the letters is basically
the idea and the neon lighting instead of the individual light bulbs. They are planning on rebuilding the
awning but what they want to do in terms of the signage is have “History Museum on the Square”, which is
the name of the facility and the letters will be identical to the original letter, different verbiage.

Ms. Bryant stated she believes it is an exciting project.
Ms. Stegall said she agrees with Ms. Bryant.

Mr. Eslick asked about the awning.



Mr. Casey commented that there are actually glass pieces hanging down on the underside and they intend
to replace. Their goal is to make it look exactly like the original except the verbiage.

Mr. Casey said they are putting as many windows in the place as was historically and the glass is an inch
and a quarter (1 ¥4) thick and is one hundred percent UV and glare reduction. We will be using the same
glass on this addition that we already have been reviewing with Mr. Neal. There is a door that is shifting to
fit in with the new windows and where the stairwell is inside. As the museum combines with the Abundant
Life Church, the former Fox Theatre, former Paramont, former electric as you go way back which has
already been acquired and is part of the project, we pick up ownership of the large parking lot that the
church has at the back of the building. As we tie all this together we will have two (2) oversized elevators,
one on each end of the complex, but one right at that parking lot and it will be fenced off as it is now so
complete full semi-trucks can come in and have a real dock and load exhibits right in under a roof into the
back of the building.

Ms. Bayliff expressed concern about the size of the sign, adding that's the way it was originally though.
Mr. Eslick closed the public hearing.

Mr. Smith motioned to approve the Certificate of Appropriateness for 154 Park Central Square. Ms. Bayliff
seconded the motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: Eslick, Stegall, Bayliff, Bryant, Eagleburger,
Maggard, Smith, and Brown. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent. Cynthia Lipscomb.

Communications:

Mr. Neal gave the Board a copy of the CLG Annual Report for the fiscal year 2011-2012, containing the
Boards resumes and the local historic site and districts.

Mr. Eslick commented on a letter from the Commercial Club asking for membership. They meet the first
Tuesday of every month at 6:00 pm at the Commercial Club Building. Mr. Neal stated they have never
contributed to the Commercial Club. Missouri Preservation Honor Awards on Wednesday, February 27t
with Mary Collette receiving the McReynolds Award which is the second highest award given by Missouri
Preservation. It will be held in Jefferson City at the Capital Building.

Mr. Neal stated the Forum Journal is now on-line and he will be forwarding the link to board members.

Mr. Eslick noted Cynthia Lipscomb, Architect and Walnut Street Representative, has submitted her
resignation, adding that at the meeting on February 20™ they will be discussing a replacement.

Any other matters that fall under the jurisdiction of the Board:
1. Landmarks Board Training on February 20,

Mr. Neal and the Board discussed the agenda for the meeting. He would present a short history on the
Board for newer members. Duke McDonald will give a short ethics presentation. We want to discuss the
Walnut Street and Commercial Street education and notification process and staff reports.



Mr. Eslick mentioned discussing information on new materials and new infill structure in historical districts.
Ms. Bayliff asked for discussion on communication between the Board and staff on enforcement
Mr. Neal said that he has invited Chris Straw, Director of Building Development Services to the meeting.

Mr. McDonald commented that it is not so much the staff report as what the applicants bring in for the
Board to see, such as Hardieboard. He has no idea of what it is, never heard of it or seen it. It would have
been helpful to hold in hand a piece of the board and a piece of the wood on the building now, referring to
the 1144 E. Walnut case, or at least close up photographs to make a determination.

Mr. Eslick stated that it states in the application they are to bring in the materials they are using.
Ms. Stegall stated that she believes the tours of the projects they are reviewing are helpful.
2. Election of Vice-Chair:
Mr. Maggard nominated Laurel Bryant as Vice-chair. Ms. Stegall seconded the motion.
Mr. Eagleburger nominated Ann Bayliff for Vice-Chair. Mr. Brown seconded the motion.

A secret ballot was taken and Ms. Laurel Bryant was chosen as the Vice-chair. She will assume the
position immediately.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 6:35 pm.

L el 7]

Daniel Neal




MINUTES OF THE LANDMARKS BOARD TRAINING SESSION

DATE: March 6, 2013
TIME: 5:30 -8:00 p.m.

The training session of the Landmarks Board was held on the above date and time at 2" Floor West
conference Room Busch Building with the following members and City of Springfield staff in attendance:
David Eslick (Chair), Laurel Bryant (Vice-Chair), Ann Bayliff, Len Eagleburger, David Maggard, Monica
Stegall, and David Brown; Daniel Neal, Senior Planner; Duke McDonald, Assistant City Attorney; Chris
Straw, Director Building Development Services; Sandy Goddard Administrative Assistant

Mr. Neal opened the meeting expressing his goal for the training session was there could be an open
dialogue among member regarding their concerns; express ideas and ascertain potential solutions and
conclusions of that dialogue.

. Historic District: Communications & Enforcement
Daniel Neal & Chris Straw

Il Historic District: Notification & Education
Daniel Neal

Mr. Neal mentioned that previous cases have generated many questions and concerns about how some of
the processes work with enforcement. There is a partnership with Building Development Services for
enforcement in the districts, Commercial Street and Walnut Street. Where there is a violation, BDS has the
authority to place a stop work order on projects that are not following the Historic Street guidelines. Mr.
Straw discussed the enforcement process and response time. With the legal requirements that must be
followed, it is a long process; forty-five days or longer in some instances.

Board members commented on the possibility of meeting with district representatives to share information
and ideas; possible workshops that bring in contractors who do historic preservation to educate them of the
services and requirements in those districts; look at the Historic District’s signage and possibly increase
the size and number of signs in those areas. Mr. Straw suggested going through the Yellow Pages for
contractor information and do a public notice so that due diligence requirements have been completed. Mr.
Eslick suggested another workshop in future.

Mr. Neal noted that upon reviewing an application before the Board, the Board can table the case until the
requested and or additional information or materials are presented and adequately reviewed by the Board.
Mr. Neal also noted that the Landmarks Board does not have binding authority over the districts as
determined by the City Council.



Ms. Bryant believes that the neighborhood letters should be mailed to the neighborhood periodically as a
reminder and to educate new owners in the area. Ms. Bayliff suggested that the Board members take a
day and personally do a neighborhood walk through, distribution letters and an informational brochure for
further information and education. Ms. Bayliff expressed serious concern that if the Board is not going to
follow Design Guidelines, the guidelines should be reviewed and changed accordingly.

Mr. Neal passed out the neighborhood letter used a couple of years ago asking for input on possible
changes or additions. Member suggested that the critical information be underlined, bolded or increased in
size so it would draw attention to the information.

. Applications & Staff Reports
Daniel Neal

Mr. Neal discussed the staff reports and applications, asking members if they had any suggestions for
changes, additions, or deletions to the way the information was presented. Members commented they like
how the staff reports, applications, and information are prepared and presented by Mr. Neal. A member of
the Board commented they would like to see the applicants bring in the proposed material for a project for
visual review and discussion. Mr. Neal reviewed the need to reduce the tours provided to members due to
financial considerations. Members expressed their desire for the tours as a way to learn as well as view
the site location and visit with the applicants. Ms. Bryant suggested a tour be allowed quarterly and Mr.
Eslick suggested the Board members drive personally to the location or they could carpool.

V. Landmarks Board History and Ethics Review
Daniel Neal & Duke McDonald

Mr. McDonald provided a power point presentation of the materials in the Ethics Handbook giving the
location of where such information can be found in the guide.

Mr. Neal briefly went through a presentation on the board’s history and responsibilities.

Summary: Neighborhood letters will be prepared and sent to the Historic Districts. A neighborhood walk-
around will be coordinated. Mr. Neal will visit with Public Works about the preparation and cost of sighage
for the districts and possibly including participation and input by the neighborhoods.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:00 p.m.
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LANDMARKS BOARD

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD
P.O. BOX 8368
SPRINGFIELD, MISSOURI &5801

417-864-1031

CITY HALL

STAFF REPORT

WALNUT STREET URBAN CONSERVATION DISTRICT — EAST
DATE: March 27,2013
© PROPOSAL:

1. Construct a new addition on the southeast side of the hisforic structure.

BACKGROUND:
LOCATION: 1666 E. Walnut Street
APPLICANT: Josh Elsenraat and Karen Siegert

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of the request with a differentiation in the brick color or
design. The Landmarks Board will need to determine whether the proposed addition has
adequately differentiated itself from the historic structure specifically the exterior brick
and windows.

FINDINGS:

1. The house at 1666 E. Walnut Street is a non-contributing structure in the Walnut
Street National Historic District. By virtue of age, it could achieve the status of a
contributing structure, though. The Walnut Street Urban Conservation District
does not distinguish regulations between contributing or non-contributing
structures.

2. The new addition including the roof will not be viewable from Walnut Street as
depicted in the applicant’s elevations.

3. The Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation state that any new work will
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.

4. The size of the proposed addition seems compatible with scale of the historic
structure and the location of the proposed addition does not impact the historic
structures presence on the street due to its limited size.

Staff Contact:
Daniel Neal
Senior Planner
864-1036



ATTACHMENT A
BACKGROUND REPORT
1666 E. Walnut Street

APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL.:

The applicant is proposing to construct a new addition on the southeast side of the
structure.

STATF COMMENTS:

1.

The proposed addition appears to follow the Walnut Street Design Guidelines by
being placed behind the historic structure where it cannot be seen from Walnut
Street. The Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation state that any new
work will 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.

Staff belicves that the proposed addition may need to differentiate more than
proposed (exterior brick and windows), but the Landmarks Board will need to
ultimately determine whether a change to one or both is enough. The Secretary of
Interior Standards for Rehabilitation state that any new work will 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.

All proposed work 1s required to receive a building permit to be issued by
Building Development Services. All other requirements of the Walnut Street
UCD, Zoning Ordinance and Building Code shall apply.



ATTACHMENT B
DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES
1666 E. Walnut Street

PERTINENT SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS (FOR
REHABILITATION)

2.

The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal
of historic materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize a property will be avoided.

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

PERTINENT WALNUT STREET DESIGN GUIDELINES

NEW ADDITIONS:

The Applicant Should Consider:

L.
2.

3.

4.

Locating additions at rear or side of structure, out of view of the street.

Using a design that is sympathetic to the original structure but contemporary in
spirit.

Using building materials and decorative treatments that are compatible with the
historic structure.

Designing the addition so as to prevent removal of historic elements on the
principal structure.

The Applicant Should Avoid:

Sl el

Constructing additions that overpower the existing structure.
Constructing an addition on the principal elevation(s).
Constructing additions with false historic appearance.

Altering the existing historic roofline to accommodate an addition.

(See also specific appropriate headings: Roofs, Siding, Trim, Doors, Windows, ctc.)

WINDOWS:

The Applicant Should Consider:

1.
2.

Retaining all original windows in place.
Repairing the original window or, if not feasible,



3. Replacing the window in kind, recognizing the importance of sash type, size,
muntins, mullions, and glass.

4. Using interior or exterior storm windows that match size, meeting rails, and heads

of the original windows.

Using clear glass.

6. Instailing “greenhouse” windows and skylights on side and rear elevations.

Lh

The Applicant Should Avoid:

Altering the size or type of windows.

Changing the location of windows.

Partially or wholly blocking windows.

Using glass that isn’t clear unless colored or stained glass is historically
documented or appropriate.

5. Installing “greenhouse™ windows and skylights on principal elevations.

:pw:\g.—-

SIDING:

The Applicant Sheould Consider:

1. Retaining the historic siding.
5. Repairing the historic siding or, if not feasible,
6. Replacing in kind.

The Applicant Should Avoid:

Removing any original or historic material.

Covering with any artificial material.

Painting unpainted surfaces.

Using abrasive cleaning for paint removal or to clean unpainted masonry.
Using chemical sealers,

e

ORDINANCE REVIEW

In addition, General Ordinance No. 3549 & 3560, which created the Walnut Street Urban
Conservation district-East states:

In the event the Board concludes that the request, if granted, will have a detrimental ‘
effect upon the Urban Conservation District (UCD) or any adverse effect on an historical
or architectural resource, then the Board shall deny the request for a certificate.



ATTACHMENT C
ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE
1666 E. Walnut Street

ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE:

1.

The applicant’s house is considered to be a non-contributing structure in the
Walnut Street District as listed on the National Register of Historic Properties.
However, the Walnut Street Urban Conservation District does not distinguish
regulations between contributing or noncontributing structures. This house is
listed as noncontributing to the national register because it was not 50 years old or
older at the time of the nomination in 1985. The house is constructed in the
Ranch style. This style began in California in the 1930's growing out of three
different styles, the American Southwest Spanish Colonial, and early twentieth
century Craftsman and Prairie modern movements. The Ranch house became the
dominate housing style after World War Il particularly in the 1950s and 1960s.
Its popularity continued until 1975. It is the first housing style that is oriented to
the automobile having an attached garage located on the front elevation. Other
architectural elements include low-pitched roofs, gables with an architectural style
for the vents, wide eaves, brick veneer sometimes used in a decorative pattern,
picture windows, patios, low scale chimneys and others. These elements are
represented on this house. The preservation of post World War IT housing is
important and illustrates a period of time in the architecture development of
Springfield’s housing stock. This house was built in 1957. It is now almost 50
years old. It could possibly be considered a structure which should be preserved
as it illustrates the evolving house style and the last architectural housing style
built on Walnut Street. One of the outstanding qualities of the architectural
resources of the Walnut Street district is that they illustrate the popular building
styles from 1870 through the 1970s. This represents one hundred years of
different housing styles. The evolution of the housing styles can be observed by
walking along Walnut Street from the western to the eastern boundaries. The
subject house contributes to this panorama being located near the eastern edge of
the district and the last housing style constructed on the street.



Office Use Only

CITY of Use
SPRINGFIELD e ed by

. Review:
‘ 3 Administrative
d) O Landmarks Board

Application for Certificate of Appropriateness
City of Springfield, Missouri

The applicant seeks to show the following.
1. That the proposed work will be done in conformance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.

2. That the proposed work will be done in conformance with any applicable design guidelines or standards that the
Landmarks Board has established and adopted. {Commercial Street and Walnut Street Districts and Mid-Town
Neighborhood historic sites only).

3. That the proposed work will be done in conformance with all other relevant requirements of the'Sprin gfield
Zoning Ordinance.

THEREFORE, applicant requests that the Certificate of Appropriateness be approved for the property as proposed in
this submittal. '

We, the signers of this application, do attest to the truth and correctness of all facts and information
presented with this application and understand that, if appreved, all work must be dene under a building
permit issued by the Department of Building Development Services. Approval of this application does not
constitute approval of & building permit, nor does it certify that the zoring is appropriate for the proposed
uses. These are separate processes that must be initiated by the applicants, We further understand that
approvai of this application does not eonstitute approvai for tax certification under the Tax Reform Act of
1986 or amendments therets,

Signature(/s)% A oy
I R 253 /13
v 7 — — £
O 273
Please type or print name(s) clearly: '
JUSH ELSENRAAT

%Irem Sfe%er+

Page 1



Exhibit A.

Request for Certificate of Appropriateness

Please use this form only. Form may be photocopied Please type or print.
For insfructions, see pages 58,

1. PROPERTY ADDRESS: :

jobb £ wWAWUT s sprb, m0_bss0
y i

2. APPLICANT:
Name(sy _ JUSH ELSENRAAT o UHREN S/€6RT

If corporation: Corporate official:

{corporate seal)

Mailing address: ﬂ U- by X i35 Zip Code: é S§0 g
Telephone number: {1 ?) 5./-933 i - Fax number: & ’/ A
e-mail: jos}\ e Q amiﬁfé Lhels . com

3. AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE: (The representative should have the authority to commit the applicant to
changes that may be suggested by the Board).

Name:  Signature:

Address: ' Telephone: Fax:

e-mail:

4. BUILDING DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DISCUSSION:(Before submitting this application, the applicant
should discuss the project with BDS. Their phone number is 864-1035.)

Date of discussion:
M éSSﬁE on 24i21f{§
> ‘L,/ 2072

NOTE: The property owner must either sign this application or give City staff a power of attorney
showing that another person is authorized to sign.
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Exhibit B.

Description of Proposed Work & Supporting Information

Please use this form only. Form may be ;-J‘Iio'tocapied Please type or print.

1. TYPE OF WORK PRCPOSED: (Check all that apply. All work items require a written description of the
proposed work. Additional required supporting information is denoted after each item and must be attached. See
Instructions, page 5. Maximum size for drawings: 11 x 17 inches. NOTE: Even though you check the "Other” or
the “"New Construction” box, you must still give information on individual features such as windows, doors, etc.,
included in a large project.)

dditien (1, 2, 3, 7) [ THandicapped Ramp (1, 2, 3) [ Tsidewalk (1, 3)

waings (2, 3, 4 or 5, 6) [ INew Construction (1,2, 3, 7) [hiding (3,4 or 5)
[Building Relocation (1, 2, 3, 7) [ JParking (1, 3) [Isien(1,2,3,6)
[Obemolition (1,2, 3, 7) [porch (1,2, 3) [ Wwindow (2,3,4 0r S, 6)
ODoor (2, 3, 4 or 5, 6) [ IRetaining Wall (1, 2, 3) | JArcheological Site (1, 3, 8)
ClFence (1,2, 3, 5) [_IRoof-New (3, 4 or 5,7)
Clouttering 2, 3, 4 or 5, 6) CJRe-roof (3, 4)
[other (Specify)
1-Site plans 5-Product literature
2-Elevations 6-Drawing
3-Photographs 7-Exhibit C-Why proposed work should be approved
4-Sample of materials to be used 8-State Historic Preservation Officer Comments

2. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORK: (dttach additional pages if necessary.)
i ¢
Fhts Apocio) (MI(5/3 0F A /1S ¥ /9.3 BAmAAec]

prE 0F JHE SE SI0€ 08 AomiEs fumary forpesé Is P
gﬁfcé{ CeVISiReC 77 oy

v ifE L Hona€.
A aASTER SHIN § LES
W

HAvE
srHe <777
CAST o SOUTH SIO€, Buck (0 mATTH ctinE~T NSIHE ,
F . JHA T

16 MAFCH Cutpen i - wivaows 10 march ek der T Fuke B

W“:Ff} ;[ﬂ/[’\’j;/ 5/?'/’7/ - wi%'(,‘{"ﬂﬂ/ CEpIES .

jo CQUDES SHansEty

NOTE: An application is considered incomplete until aH supporting materials, as specified in Item 1
above, are attached. Incomplete applications will not be processed or scheduled for a public
hearing.
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Exhibit C.

WHY PROPOSED WORK SHOULD BE APPROVED

Please use this form only. Form may be photocopied. Please type or print.
When proposing a major project, please use this page to give information in support of your request. (See Exhibit B,

ftem I, above: “Type of Work Proposed,” key # 7. Suggested items of discussion are included in the Instructions,
page 7.)

— g HOPVE
lpfumrgfﬁ’ f"mfﬁsf o Ageirren 1S D MAX ¢

. .
MOLE (00 fn [RELE o cnUERi e T T s Hom EoonER)

_ HomieE  YALUE,
Secongin ¥ fo’/iﬂwc” /S JU JWCAFAIE OOR

. e !VE

f’iﬂse[[ f/fcf wree BE  ENVWHRNCED ﬁéﬂfﬁcﬂyf'ff/ ﬂE//
Al it 00 .

prerALC AME YALUES oM OUR STREET & ;‘f/éﬁfﬁ ‘

We cefAmLT Wigvd O payE ook HIME  COMPARABLE

jO  OmHELS v OFL WETbHBAATTD . VR HE ILHANS FACE
MASTER SVt 7T3 Avl (7 /5 fﬁf’/ﬁf?ﬁlr A i - SoHVICE PR

< _— i ef
fHEM  pHar gum HOTIE weEw [ MEET SRAEET smmmésf
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PRESERVATION

BRIEFS

New Exterior Additions to Historic
Buildings: Preservation Concerns

Anne E. Grimmer and Kay D. Weeks

National Park Service
U.S. Department of the Interior

Technical Preservation Services

A new exterior addition to a historic building should

be considered in a rehabilitation project only after
determining that requirements for the new or adaptive
use cannot be successfully met by altering non-
significant interior spaces. If the new use cannot be
accommodated in this way, then an exterior addition
may be an acceptable alternative. Rehabilitation as a
treatment “is defined as the act or process of making
possible a compatible use for a property through repair,
alterations, and additions while preserving those portions
or features which convey its historical, cultural, or
architectural values.”

The topic of new additions, including rooftop additions,
to historic buildings comes up frequently, especially as it

Figure 1. The addition to the right with its connecting hyphen is compatible with the
Collegiate Gothic-style library. The addition is set back from the front of the library and
uses the same materials and a simplified design that references, but does not copy, the

historic building. Photo: David Wakely Photography.

relates to rehabilitation projects. It is often discussed and
it is the subject of concern, consternation, considerable
disagreement and confusion. Can, in certain instances,

a historic building be enlarged for a new use without
destroying its historic character? And, just what is
significant about each particular historic building

that should be preserved? Finally, what kind of new
construction is appropriate to the historic building?

The vast amount of literature on the subject of additions

to historic buildings reflects widespread interest as well

as divergence of opinion. New additions have been

discussed by historians within a social and political

framework; by architects and architectural historians

in terms of construction technology and style; and
by urban planners as successful or
unsuccessful contextual design. However,
within the historic preservation and
rehabilitation programs of the National
Park Service, the focus on new additions
is to ensure that they preserve the
character of historic buildings.

Most historic districts or neighborhoods
are listed in the National Register of
Historic Places for their significance within
a particular time frame. This period of
significance of historic districts as well

as individually-listed properties may
sometimes lead to a misunderstanding
that inclusion in the National Register may
prohibit any physical change outside of a
certain historical period —particularly in
the form of exterior additions. National
Register listing does not mean that a
building or district is frozen in time and
that no change can be made without
compromising the historical significance.
It does mean, however, that a new
addition to a historic building should
preserve its historic character.



Figure 2. The new section on the right is appropriately scaled and
reflects the design of the historic Art Deco-style hotel. The apparent
separation created by the recessed connector also enables the addition
to be viewed as an individual building.

Guidance on New Additions

To meet Standard 1 of the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation, which states that “a
property shall be used for its historic purpose or be
placed in a new use that requires minimal change to

the defining characteristics of the building and its site
and environment,” it must be determined whether a
historic building can accommodate a new addition.
Before expanding the building’s footprint, consideration
should first be given to incorporating changes—such as
code upgrades or spatial needs for a new use—within
secondary areas of the historic building. However, this
is not always possible and, after such an evaluation,

the conclusion may be that an addition is required,
particularly if it is needed to avoid modifications to
character-defining interior spaces. An addition should
be designed to be compatible with the historic character
of the building and, thus, meet the Standards for
Rehabilitation. Standards 9 and 10 apply specifically to
new additions:

(9) “New additions, exterior alterations, or related
new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The new
work shall be differentiated from the old and
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale,
and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment.”

(10) “New additions and adjacent or related new
construction shall 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.”

The subject of new additions is important because a

new addition to a historic building has the potential to
change its historic character as well as to damage and
destroy significant historic materials and features. A new
addition also has the potential to confuse the public and
to make it difficult or impossible to differentiate the old
from the new or to recognize what part of the historic
building is genuinely historic.

The intent of this Preservation Brief is to provide
guidance to owners, architects and developers on

how to design a compatible new addition, including a
rooftop addition, to a historic building. A new addition
to a historic building should preserve the building’s
historic character. To accomplish this and meet the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, a
new addition should:

* Preserve significant historic materials,
features and form;

* Be compatible; and

¢ Be differentiated from the historic building.

Every historic building is different and each
rehabilitation project is unique. Therefore, the guidance
offered here is not specific, but general, so that it can

be applied to a wide variety of building types and
situations. To assist in interpreting this guidance,
illustrations of a variety of new additions are provided.
Good examples, as well as some that do not meet the
Standards, are included to further help explain and
clarify what is a compatible new addition that preserves
the character of the historic building.

Figure 3. The red and buff-colored parking addition with a rooftop
playground is compatible with the early-20th century school as
well as with the neighborhood in which it also serves as infill in the
urban setting.



Preserve Significant Historic
Materials, Features and Form

Attaching a new exterior addition usually
involves some degree of material loss to
an external wall of a historic building,
but it should be minimized. Damaging

or destroying significant materials and
craftsmanship should be avoided, as
much as possible.

Generally speaking, preservation of
historic buildings inherently implies
minimal change to primary or “public”
elevations and, of course, interior
features as well. Exterior features that
distinguish one historic building or

a row of buildings and which can be
seen from a public right of way, such

as a street or sidewalk, are most likely

to be the most significant. These can
include many different elements, such
as: window patterns, window hoods

or shutters; porticoes, entrances and
doorways; roof shapes, cornices and
decorative moldings; or commercial
storefronts with their special detailing,
signs and glazing patterns. Beyond a
single building, entire blocks of urban
or residential structures are often closely
related architecturally by their materials,
detailing, form and alignment. Because
significant materials and features should
be preserved, not damaged or hidden,
the first place to consider placing a

new addition is in a location where

the least amount of historic material

and character-defining features will

be lost. In most cases, this will be on a
secondary side or rear elevation.

Figure 4. This glass and brick structure is a harmonious addition set back and connected

One way to reduce overall material
loss when constructing a new addition
is simply to keep the addition smaller
in proportion to the size of the historic
building. Limiting the size and number of openings
between old and new by utilizing existing doors or
enlarging windows also helps to minimize loss. An
often successful way to accomplish this is to link the
addition to the historic building by means of a hyphen
or connector. A connector provides a physical link
while visually separating the old and new, and the
connecting passageway penetrates and removes only a
small portion of the historic wall. A new addition that
will abut the historic building along an entire elevation
or wrap around a side and rear elevation, will likely
integrate the historic and the new interiors, and thus
result in a high degree of loss of form and exterior walls,
as well as significant alteration of interior spaces and
features, and will not meet the Standards.

to the rear of the Colonial Revival-style brick house. Cunningham/Quill Architects.
Photos: © Maxwell MacKenzie.

Compatible but Differentiated Design

In accordance with the Standards, a new addition must
preserve the building’s historic character and, in order
to do that, it must be differentiated, but compatible,
with the historic building. A new addition must retain
the essential form and integrity of the historic property.
Keeping the addition smaller, limiting the removal

of historic materials by linking the addition with a
hyphen, and locating the new addition at the rear or on
an inconspicuous side elevation of a historic building
are techniques discussed previously that can help to
accomplish this.

Rather than differentiating between old and new, it
might seem more in keeping with the historic character



simply to repeat the historic form, material, features and
detailing in a new addition. However, when the new
work is highly replicative and indistinguishable from
the old in appearance, it may no longer be possible to
identify the “real” historic building. Conversely, the
treatment of the addition should not be so different that
it becomes the primary focus. The difference may be
subtle, but it must be clear. A new addition to a historic
building should protect those visual qualities that make
the building eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places.

The National Park Service policy concerning new
additions to historic buildings, which was adopted in
1967, is not unique. It is an outgrowth and continuation
of a general philosophical approach to change first
expressed by John Ruskin in England in the 1850s,
formalized by William Morris in the founding of the
Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings in

1877, expanded by the Society in 1924 and, finally,
reiterated in the 1964 Venice Charter—a document that
continues to be followed by the national committees

of the International Council on Monuments and

Sites (ICOMOS). The 1967 Administrative Policies for
Historical Areas of the National Park System direct that
“...amodern addition should be readily distinguishable
from the older work; however, the new work should be
harmonious with the old in scale, proportion, materials,
and color. Such additions should be as inconspicuous as

Figure 5. This addition (a) is constructed of matching brick
and attached by a recessed connector (b) to the 1914 apartment
building (c). The design is compatible and the addition is
smaller and subordinate to the historic building (d).

possible from the public view.” As a logical evolution
from these Policies specifically for National Park
Service-owned historic structures, the 1977 Secretary

of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, which may
be applied to all historic buildings listed in, or eligible
for listing in the National Register, also state that “the
new work shall be differentiated from the old and
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and
architectural features to protect the historic integrity of
the property and its environment.”

Preserve Historic Character

The goal, of course, is a new addition that preserves the
building’s historic character. The historic character of
each building may be different, but the methodology of
establishing it remains the same. Knowing the uses and
functions a building has served over time will assist in
making what is essentially a physical evaluation. But,
while written and pictorial documentation can provide
a framework for establishing the building's history,

to a large extent the historic character is embodied in
the physical aspects of the historic building itself —
shape, materials, features, craftsmanship, window
arrangements, colors, setting and interiors. Thus, it

is important to identify the historic character before
making decisions about the extent—or limitations —of
change that can be made.



Figure 6. A new addition (left) is connected to the garage which separates it from the main block of the c. 1910 former florist shop (right). The
addition is traditional in style, yet sufficiently restrained in design to distinguish it from the historic building.

A new addition should always be subordinate to the
historic building; it should not compete in size, scale
or design with the historic building. An addition that
bears no relationship to the proportions and massing
of the historic building —in other words, one that
overpowers the historic form and changes the scale—
will usually compromise the historic character as
well. The appropriate size for a new addition varies
from building to building; it could never be stated

in a square or cubic footage ratio, but the historic
building's existing proportions, site and setting can
help set some general parameters for enlargement.
Although even a small addition that is poorly
designed can have an adverse impact, to some extent,
there is a predictable relationship between the size of
the historic resource and what is an appropriate size
for a compatible new addition.

Generally, constructing the new
addition on a secondary side or rear
elevation—in addition to material
preservation—will also preserve the
historic character. Not only will the
addition be less visible, but because

a secondary elevation is usually
simpler and less distinctive, the
addition will have less of a physical
and visual impact on the historic
building. Such placement will help to
preserve the building's historic form
and relationship to its site and setting.

Historic landscape features, including
distinctive grade variations, also

need to be respected. Any new
landscape features, including plants
and trees, should be kept at a scale
and density that will not interfere with
understanding of the historic resource
itself. A traditionally landscaped

property should not be covered with large paved
areas for parking which would drastically change the
character of the site.

Despite the fact that in most cases it is recommended
that the new addition be attached to a secondary
elevation, sometimes this is not possible. There simply
may not be a secondary elevation —some important
freestanding buildings have significant materials and
features on all sides. A structure or group of structures
together with its setting (for example, a college campus)
may be of such significance that any new addition
would not only damage materials, but alter the
buildings' relationship to each other and the setting.
An addition attached to a highly-visible elevation of a
historic building can radically alter the historic form

or obscure features such as a decorative cornice or
window ornamentation. Similarly, an addition that fills

Figure 7. A vacant side lot was the only place a new stair tower could be built when this
1903 theater was rehabilitated as a performing arts center. Constructed with matching
materials, the stair tower is set back with a recessed connector and, despite its prominent
location, it is clearly subordinate and differentiated from the historic theater.



Figure 8. The rehabilitation of this large, early-20th century warehouse (left) into affordable artists’ lofts included the addition of a compatible glass

and brick elevator/stair tower at the back (right).

Figure 9. A simple, brick stair tower replaced two non-historic additions

at the rear of this 1879 school building when it was rehabilitated as a
women'’s and children's shelter. The addition is set back and it is not visible
from the front of the school.

Figure 10. The small size and the use of matching materials ensures that
the new addition on the left is compatible with the historic Romanesque
Revival-style building.

in a planned void on a highly-visible elevation
(such as a U-shaped plan or a feature such as a
porch) will also alter the historic form and, as a
result, change the historic character. Under these
circumstances, an addition would have too much
of a negative impact on the historic building and
it would not meet the Standards. Such situations
may best be handled by constructing a separate
building in a location where it will not adversely
affect the historic structure and its setting.

In other instances, particularly in urban areas,
there may be no other place but adjacent to the
primary fagade to locate an addition needed for
the new use. It may be possible to design a lateral
addition attached on the side that is compatible
with the historic building, even though it is a
highly-visible new element. Certain types of
historic structures, such as government buildings,
metropolitan museums, churches or libraries,
may be so massive in size that a relatively large-
scale addition may not compromise the historic
character, provided, of course, the addition is
smaller than the historic building. Occasionally,
the visible size of an addition can be reduced by
placing some of the spaces or support systems in
a part of the structure that is underground. Large
new additions may sometimes be successful if
they read as a separate volume, rather than as an
extension of the historic structure, although the
scale, massing and proportions of the addition
still need to be compatible with the historic
building. However, similar expansion of smaller
buildings would be dramatically out of scale. In
summary, where any new addition is proposed,
correctly assessing the relationship between
actual size and relative scale will be a key to
preserving the character of the historic building.



Design Guidance for Compatible
New Additions to Historic Buildings

There is no formula or prescription for
designing a new addition that meets the
Standards. A new addition to a historic
building that meets the Standards can be any
architectural style—traditional, contemporary
or a simplified version of the historic
building. However, there must be a balance
between differentiation and compatibility in
order to maintain the historic character and
the identity of the building being enlarged.
New additions that too closely resemble the
historic building or are in extreme contrast to
it fall short of this balance. Inherent in all of the
guidance is the concept that an addition needs to
be subordinate to the historic building.

A new addition must preserve significant
historic materials, features and form, and it
must be compatible but differentiated from
the historic building. To achieve this, it is
necessary to carefully consider the placement
or location of the new addition, and its size,
scale and massing when planning a new
addition. To preserve a property’s historic
character, a new addition must be visually
distinguishable from the historic building.
This does not mean that the addition and the
historic building should be glaringly different
in terms of design, materials and other visual
qualities. Instead, the new addition should
take its design cues from, but not copy, the
historic building.

Figure 11. The addition to this early-20th

century Gothic Revival-style church provides

space for offices, a great hall for gatherings
and an accessible entrance (left). The stucco
finish, metal roof, narrow gables and the
Gothic-arched entrance complement the

architecture of the historic church. Placing the
addition in back where the ground slopes away
ensures that it is subordinate and minimizes

its impact on the church (below).

A variety of design techniques can be effective ways to
differentiate the new construction from the old, while
respecting the architectural qualities and vocabulary of the
historic building, including the following:

* Incorporate a simple, recessed, small-scale hyphen

to physically separate the old and the new volumes
or set the addition back from the wall plane(s) of the
historic building.

Avoid designs that unify the two volumes into

a single architectural whole. The new addition

may include simplified architectural features that
reflect, but do not duplicate, similar features on the
historic building. This approach will not impair

the existing building’s historic character as long

as the new structure is subordinate in size and
clearly differentiated and distinguishable so that the
identity of the historic structure is not lost in a new
and larger composition. The historic building must
be clearly identifiable and its physical integrity must
not be compromised by the new addition.



Figure 12. This 1954 synagogue (left) is accessed through a monumental entrance to the right. The new education wing (far right) added to it features

the same vertical elements and color and, even though it is quite large, its smaller scale and height ensure that it is secondary to the historic resource.

Figure 13. A glass and metal structure was constructed in the
courtyard as a restaurant when this 1839 building was converted
to a hotel. Although such an addition might not be appropriate in
a more public location, it is compatible here in the courtyard of this
historic building.

Figure 14. This glass addition was erected at the back of an 1895
former brewery during rehabilitation to provide another entrance.
The addition is compatible with the plain character of this
secondary elevation.

* Use building materials in the same color range
or value as those of the historic building.
The materials need not be the same as those
on the historic building, but they should be
harmonious; they should not be so different
that they stand out or distract from the
historic building. (Even clear glass can be
as prominent as a less transparent material.
Generally, glass may be most appropriate for
small-scale additions, such as an entrance on a
secondary elevation or a connector between an
addition and the historic building.)

* Base the size, rhythm and alignment of the
new addition’s window and door openings on
those of the historic building.

* Respect the architectural expression of the
historic building type. For example, an
addition to an institutional building should
maintain the architectural character associated
with this building type rather than using
details and elements typical of residential or
other building types.

These techniques are merely examples of ways to
differentiate a new addition from the historic building
while ensuring that the addition is compatible with

it. Other ways of differentiating a new addition from
the historic building may be used as long as they
maintain the primacy of the historic building. Working
within these basic principles still allows for a broad
range of architectural expression that can range from
stylistic similarity to contemporary distinction. The
recommended design approach for an addition is one
that neither copies the historic building exactly nor
stands in stark contrast to it.



Revising an Incompatible Design for a New Addition to Meet the Standards

&

Figure 15. The rehabilitation of a c. 1930 high school auditorium for a clinic and offices proposed two additions: a one-story entrance and
reception area on this elevation (a); and a four-story elevator and stair tower on another side (b). The gabled entrance (c) first proposed was not

compatible with the flat-roofed auditorium and the design of the proposed stair tower (d) was also incompatible and overwhelmed the historic
building. The designs were revised (e-f) resulting in new additions that meet the Standards (3-h).



Incompatible New Additions to Historic Buildings

New Addition

Figure 17. The small addition on the left is
starkly different and it is not compatible with
the eclectic, late-19th century house.

Figure 16. The proposal to add three row houses to the rear ell of this early-19th century
residential property doubles its size and does not meet the Standards..

New Addition

Figure 18. The expansion
of a one- and one-half story
historic bungalow (left)
with a large two-story rear
addition (right) has greatly
altered and obscured its
distinctive shape and form.

Figure 20. The height, as
well as the design, of these
two-story rooftop additions
overwhelms the two-story
and the one-story, low-rise

Figure 19. The upper two floors of this early-20th century historic buildings.

office building were part of the original design, but were

not built. During rehabilitation, the two stories were finally

constructed. This treatment does not meet the Standards

because the addition has given the building an appearance it

never had historically.



New Additions in Densely-Built
Environments

In built-up urban areas, locating a new
addition on a less visible side or rear
elevation may not be possible simply
because there is no available space. In this
instance, there may be alternative ways to
help preserve the historic character. One
approach when connecting a new addition
to a historic building on a primary elevation
is to use a hyphen to separate them. A
subtle variation in material, detailing

and color may also provide the degree of
differentiation necessary to avoid changing
the essential proportions and character of
the historic building.

A densely-built neighborhood such as

a downtown commercial core offers a
particular opportunity to design an addition
that will have a minimal impact on the
historic building. Often the site for such

an addition is a vacant lot where another
building formerly stood. Treating the
addition as a separate or infill building

may be the best approach when designing
an addition that will have the least impact
on the historic building and the district. In
these instances there may be no need for a
direct visual link to the historic building.
Height and setback from the street should
generally be consistent with those of the
historic building and other surrounding
buildings in the district. Thus, in most
urban commercial areas the addition

should not be set back from the facade of
the historic building. A tight urban setting
may sometimes even accommodate a larger
addition if the primary elevation is designed
to give the appearance of being several
buildings by breaking up the facade into
elements that are consistent with the scale of
the historic building and adjacent buildings.

New Addition

e

Figure 21. Both wings of this historic L-shaped building (top), which
fronts on two city streets, adjoined vacant lots. A two-story addition was
constructed on one lot (above, left) and a six-story addition was built on
the other (above, right). Like the historic building, which has two different
facades, the compatible new additions are also different and appear to be
separate structures rather than part of the historic building.

Figure 22. The proposed new addition is compatible with the historic buildings that remain on the block.

Its design with multiple storefronts helps break up the mass.
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Rooftop Additions

The guidance provided on designing a compatible new
addition to a historic building applies equally to new
rooftop additions. A rooftop addition should preserve
the character of a historic building by preserving historic
materials, features and form; and it should be compatible
but differentiated from the historic building.

However, there are several other design principles that
apply specifically to rooftop additions. Generally, a
rooftop addition should not be more than one story in
height to minimize its visibility and its impact on the
proportion and profile of the historic building. A rooftop
addition should almost always be set back at least one full
bay from the primary elevation of the building, as well as
from the other elevations if the building is free-standing or
highly visible.

It is difficult, if not impossible, to minimize the impact

of adding an entire new floor to relatively low buildings,
such as small-scale residential or commercial structures,
even if the new addition is set back from the plane of

the fagade. Constructing another floor on top of a small,
one, two or three-story building is seldom appropriate
for buildings of this size as it would measurably alter

the building’s proportions and profile, and negatively
impact its historic character. On the other hand, a rooftop
addition on an eight-story building, for example, in a
historic district consisting primarily of tall buildings
might not affect the historic character because the new
construction may blend in with the surrounding buildings
and be only minimally visible within the district. A
rooftop addition in a densely-built urban area is more
likely to be compatible on a building that is adjacent to
similarly-sized or taller buildings.

A number of methods may be used to help evaluate the
effect of a proposed rooftop addition on a historic building
and district, including pedestrian sight lines, three-
dimensional schematics and computer-generated design.
However, drawings generally do not provide a true
“picture” of the appearance and visibility of a proposed
rooftop addition. For this reason, it is often necessary to
construct a rough, temporary, full-size or skeletal mock up
of a portion of the proposed addition, which can then be
photographed and evaluated from critical vantage points
on surrounding streets.

Figure 23. Colored flags marking the location of a proposed penthouse
addition (a) were placed on the roof to help evaluate the impact and
visibility of an addition planned for this historic furniture store (b).
Based on this evaluation, the addition was constructed as proposed.

It is minimally visible and compatible with the 1912 structure (c).
The tall parapet wall conceals the addition from the street below (d).



Figure 24. How to Evaluate a Proposed Rooftop Addition.

A sight-line study (above) only factors in views from directly across the
street, which can be very restrictive and does not illustrate the full effect
of an addition from other public rights of way. A mock up (above, right)
or a mock up enhanced by a computer-generated rendering (below,
right) is essential to evaluate the impact of a proposed rooftop addition
on the historic building.

Figure 26. A rooftop addition
would have negatively
impacted the character of the
primary facade (right) of this
mid-19th century, four-story
structure and the low-rise
historic district. However, a
third floor was successfully
added on the two-story rear
portion (below) of the same
building with little impact to
the building or the district
because it blends in with the

height of the adjacent building.

Figure 25. It was possible to add a compatible, three-story,
penthouse addition to the roof of this five-story, historic bank
building because the addition is set far back, it is surrounded
by taller buildings and a deep parapet conceals almost all of the
addition from below.
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Figure 27. Although the new brick stair/elevator tower (left) is not visible from the front (right), it is on a prominent side elevation of this 1890 stone
bank. The compatible addition is set back and does not compete with the historic building. Photos: Chadd Gossmann, Aurora Photography, LLC.

Figure 28. A small addition
(left) was constructed when
this 1880s train station was
converted for office use. The
paired doors with transoms
and arched windows on the
compatible addition reflect, but
do not replicate, the historic
building (right).



Summary

Figure 29. This simple
glass and brick entrance
(left) added to a secondary
elevation of a 1920s
school building (right)

is compatible with the
original structure.

Because a new exterior addition to a historic building can damage or destroy significant materials and can change the
building's character, an addition should be considered only after it has been determined that the new use cannot be

met by altering non-significant, or secondary, interior spaces. If the new use cannot be met in this way, then an attached
addition may be an acceptable alternative if carefully planned and designed. A new addition to a historic building should
be constructed in a manner that preserves significant materials, features and form, and preserves the building’s historic
character. Finally, an addition should be differentiated from the historic building so that the new work is compatible
with—and does not detract from —the historic building, and cannot itself be confused as historic.

Additional Reading

Byard, Paul Spencer. The Architecture of New Additions: Design

and Regulation. New York, NY: W.W. Norton & Company, 1998.

Day, Steven, AIA. “Modernism Meets History: New
Additions to Historic Structures.” Preservation Seattle [Historic
Seattle’s online monthly preservation magazine.] May 2003.

www.historicseattle.org/preservationseattle/publicpolicy/
defaultmay2.htm.

Incentives! A Guide to the Federal Historic Preservation Tax
Incentives Program for Income-Producing Properties. “Avoiding
Incompatible Treatments: New Additions & Rooftop
Additions.” Technical Preservation Services Branch, National
Park Service. Online at www.nps.gov/history/hps/tps/.

Interpreting the Standards Bulletins (ITS). Technical Preservation
Services Branch, National Park Service. Online at

www.nps.gov/history/hps/tps/.

New Additions to Historic Buildings. Technical Preservation
Services Branch, National Park Service. Online at www.nps.

gov/history/hps/tps/.

O’Connell, Kim A. “Making Connections.” Traditional Building.
March/April 2004. (Vol. 17, No. 2), pp. 12-15.

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Preservation Assistance Division, rev. 1990.

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation &
Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.
(Authors: W. Brown Morton, III, Gary L. Hume, Kay D. Weeks,
and H. Ward Jandl. Project Directors: Anne E. Grimmer

and Kay D. Weeks.) Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of

the Interior, National Park Service, Preservation Assistance

Division, 1992. Online at www.nps.gov/history/hps/tps/.

Semes, Steven W. “Differentiated and Compatible: The
Secretary’s Standards revisited.” Traditional Building. February
2009. (Vol. 22, No. 1), pp. 20-23.

Semes, Steven W. The Future of the Past: A Conservation Ethic for
Architecture, Urbanism, and Historic Preservation. (In association
with The Institute of Classical Architecture and Classical
America.) New York, NY: W.W. Norton & Company, 2009.

Figure 30. The small addition on the right of this late-19th century
commercial structure is clearly secondary and compatible in size,
materials and design with the historic building.
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Figure 31. An elevator/stair tower
was added at the back of this
Richardsonian Romanesque-style
theater when it was rehabilitated.
Rough-cut stone and simple
cut-out openings ensure that

the addition is compatible and
subordinate to the historic building.
Photo: Chuck Liddy, AIA.
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NO. WSE13-2

ADMINISTRATIVE CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
NOTICE OF DECISION

Address: 1513 E. Walnut Street

On February 12, 2013 the Landmarks Board staff found the following to be a matter of
fact:

That the proposed work will be done in conformance with the Secretary of Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation.

That the proposed work will be done in conformance with any applicable design
guidelines or standards that the Landmarks Board has established and adopted.
(Commercial Street and Walnut Street Districts and Mid-Town Neighborhood historic
sites only).

That the proposed work will be done in conformance with all other relevant

requirements of the Springfield Zoning Ordinance and Building Code.

Based on this finding of fact, the staff approved the following work item(s):

1. The replacement of the flooring, floor joists, posts and railings on the front porch
with material in kind to the original. The flooring, posts and railings shall display

the same size and general design (tongue and groove flooring) as the original as
shown on the attached photographs and narrative.

Approval of these work items does not constitute approval of plans for building code
purposes or for rehabilitation tax credits nor does it certify that the zoning is appropriate
for the proposed uses.

This certificate expires after six months.

Micianc s MInC P rselest | O'LFIZ_I 13

Director Date
Planning and Development



CITY Of Office Use Only
Date Filed:
SPR’NGHELD Received By:
Review:
3 Administrafive

J’ 3 Landmarks Board

Application for Certificate of Appropriateness
- City of Springfield, Missouri

The applicant seeks to show the following.
1. That the proposed work will be done in conformance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

2. That the proposed work will be done in conformance with any applicable design guidelines or standards that the
Landmarks Board has established and adopted. (Commercial Street and Walnut Street Districts and Mid-Town
Neighborhood historic sites only}.

3. That the proposed work will be done in conformance vﬁth all other relevant requirements of the Springfield
Zoning Ordinance.

THEREFORE, applicant requests that the Certificate of Appropriateness be approved for the property as proposed in
this submittal.

We, the signers of this application, do attest to the truth and correctness of all facts and information
presented with this application and understand that, if approved, all work must be done under a building
permit issued by the Department of Building Development Services. Approval of this application does not
constitute approval of a building permit, nor does it certify that the zoning is appropriate for the proposed
uses. These are separate processes that must be initiated by the applicants. We further understand that
approval of this application does not constitute approval for tax certification under the Tax Reform Act of
1986 or amendments thereto.

Signature(s) Date:

2-12 /%

Please type or print name(s) clearly:

LADE- L i =

Page 1



Exhibit A.

Request for Certificate of Appropriateness

Please use this form only. Form may be photocopied. Please type or prini.
For instructions, see pages 5-8.
1. PROPERTY ADDRESS:
SE57B L LA LdT
2. APPLICANT:
Name(s): Mﬁﬂ Lﬁ L A?T A

If corporation; Corporate official:

{corporate seal)

Mailing address: f O LoX 2.2/ Zip Code: LE g/

Telephone number: </ 7 S8/ €03 & Fax number:

omail: REpr0d £ LA O ECAHE (O ATE 47

3. AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE: (The representative should have the authority to commit the applicant io
changes that may be suggested by the Board).

Name: Signature:

Address: Telephomne: Fax:

e~mail:

4. BUILDING DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DISCUSSION: (Before submitting this application, the applicant
should discuss the project with BDS. Their phone number is 864-1055.)

 Date of discussion:

NOTE: The property owner must either sign this application or give City staff a power of attorney
showing that another person is authorized to sign.

Page 2



Exhibit B.

Description of Proposed Work & Supporting Information

Please use this form only. Form may be pholocopied. Please type or print.

1. TYPE OF WORK PROPOSED: (Check all that apply. All work items require awritten description of the
proposed work. Additional required supporting information is denated afier each item and must be attached. See
Instructions, page 5. Maximum size for drawings: 11 x 17 inches. NOTE: Even though you check the “Other” or
the “New Construction” box, you must still give information on individual features such as windows, doors, elc.,
included in a large project.)

[Taddition (1, 2, 3, T) [Handicapped Ramp (1, 2, 3) [ Tsidewalk (1,3)
DAwnings (2,3,40r5,6) DNew Construction (1,2, 3, 7 [_Kiding (3, 4 or 5)

[ IBuilding Relocation (1, 2, 3, 7) [ Jparking (1, 3) [kign(1,2,3,6)

[ IDemolition (1, 2, 3, 7) Porch (1,2, 3) Thwindow (2, 3,4 or 5, 6)
[iDoor (2,3, 4 or 5, 6) [ IRetaining Wall (1, 2, 3) [_JArcheological Site (1, 3, 8)
[rence(1, 2,3, 5) [ TRoof-New (3,4 0or 5,7)

CGuttering 2, 3, 4 or 5, 6) [IRe-roof (3, 4)

[Tother (Specify)

1-Site plans 5-Product literature

2-Elevations ' 6-Drawing

3-Photographs 7-Exhibit C-Why proposed work should be approved
4-Sample of materials to be used 8-Statc Historic Preservation Officer Comments

2. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORK: (Atfach additional pages if necessary.)
R ePlaClr~b Ro7lEr [FlooZ & Jz 2 iTE.  (NFESIED TS
Reustrb  THE  ExtsTevé RMLvG—

THE [FrLooRi- ¢ TJoiSls  pRE of  CARTE HFTERIAL
g sAme. PLclE~ |

NOTE: An application is considered incomplete until all supporting materials, as specified in Item 1
above, are attached. Incomplete applications will not be processed or scheduled for a public
hearing.

Page 3




Exhibit C.
WHY PROPOSED WORK SHOULD BE APPROVED

Please use this form only. Form may be photocopied. Please type or print.

When proposing a major project, please use this page to give information in support of your request. (See Exhibit B,
jtem 1, above: “T'ype of Work Proposed,” key # 7. Suggested items of discussion are included in the Instructions,

page 7.)

Page 4















NO. WSE13-1

ADMINISTRATIVE CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
NOTICE OF DECISION

Address: 1448 E. Walnut Street

On January 11, 2013, the Landmarks Board staff found the following to be a matter of
fact:

That the proposed work will be done in conformance with the Secretary of Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation.

That the proposed work will be done in conformance with any applicable design
guidelines or standards that the Landmarks Board has established and adopted.
(Commercial Street and Walnut Street Districts and Mid-Town Neighborhood historic
sites only).

That the proposed work will be done in conformance with all other relevant
requirements of the Springfield Zoning Crdinance and Building Code.

Based on this finding of fact, the Landmarks Board staff approved the following work
item(s):

1. Replace existing composite shingle roof with a new composite shingle roof in-
kind (see attached narrative, photos and product literature).

Approval of these work items does not constitute approval of plans for building code
purposes or for rehabilitation tax credits nor does it certify that the zoning is appropriate
for the proposed uses.

This certificate expires after six months.
[AANTS e L POy LEESRE G Oi—tl -1 3

Director Date
Planning and Development




CITY of Office _Use_ Only
SPRINGFIELD gzt; Eid déy:

Review:
‘ 3 Administrative
d) O Landmarks Board

Application for Certificate of Appropriateness
City of Springfield, Missouri

The applicant seeks to show the following,

1. That the proposed work will be done in conformance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.
2. That the proposed work wil be done in conformance with any applicable design guidelines or standards that the
Landmarks Board has established and adopted. {Commercial Street and Walnut Street Districts and Mid-Town
Neighborhood historic sites only).

3. That the proposed work will be done in conformance with all other relevant requirements of the Springfield
Zoning Ordinance.

THEREFORE, applicant requests that the Certificate of Appropriateness be approved for the property as proposed in
this submittal.

‘We, the signers of this application, do attest to the truth and correctness of all facts and information
presented with this application and understand that, if approved, all work must be done under a building
permit issued by the Department of Building Development Services. Approval of this application does not
constitute approval of a building permit, nor does it certify that the zoning is appropriate for the proposed
uses. These are separate processes that must be initiated by the applicants. We further understand that
approval of this application dees not constitute approval for tax certification wunder the Tax Reform Aect of
1986 or amendments thereto.

[/

Please type or print name(s) clearly:

Jerad Boyd

Page 1



Exhibit A.

Request for Certificate of Appropriateness

Please use this form only. Form may be photocopied. Please type or print,
For instructions, see pages 5-8.

1. PROPERTY ADDRESS:

1448 E. Walnut Street

2. APPLICANT:

Namegs: J€7@d Boyd

If corporation: Corporate official:

{corporate seal)

1448 E. Walnut St., Springfield, MO 65802
Telephone number: 4 1 7 8 27 . 1 9 83

oii. JOOYd@enactus.org

Mailing address: Zip Code:

Fax number;

3. AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE: (The representative should have the authority to commit the applicant to
changes that may be suggested by the Board).

Name; Signature:

Address: Telephone: Fax:

e-mail:

4. BUILDING DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DISCUSSION: (Before submitting this application, the applicant
should discuss the project with BDS. Their phone number is 864-1055,)

January 4, 2013

Date of discussion:

NOTE: The property owner must either sign this application or give City staff a power of attomey
showing that another person is authorized to sign.

Page 2



Exhibit B.

Description of Proposed Work & Supporting Information

Please use this form only. Form may be photocopied. Please type or print.

1. TYPE OF WORK PROPOSED: (Check all that apply. All work items reguire a written descripiion of the
proposed work. Additional required supporting information is denoted after each item and must be attached, See
Instructions, page 5. Maximum size for drawings: 11 x 17 inches. NOTE: Even though you check the “Other” or
the "New Construction” box, you must still give information on individual features such as windows, doors, efc.,
included in a large project,)

Mhddition (1,2, 3, 7) [ IHandicapped Ramp (1, 2, 3) [ Tsidewalk (1, 3)
[JAwnings (2,3, 4 or 5, 6) [ INew Construction (1, 2, 3, 7) [kiding (3, 4 or 5)

[ IBuilding Relocation (1, 2, 3, 7) Clparking (1, 3) [(Ksign (1,2, 3, 6)
CIpemotition (1, 2, 3, 7) [poreh (1, 2, 3) [_Mindow (2,3, 4 or 5, 6)
[IDoor (2, 3,4 or 5, 6) [ IRetaining Wall (1, 2, 3) [ lArcheological Site (1, 3, 8)
[Fence (1,2,3,5 [YRoof-New (3,4o0r57

CGuttering (2, 3, 4 o 5, 6) [CRe-roof (3, 4) '

[other (Specify)

1-Site plans 5-Product literature

2-Elevations 6-Drawing

3-Photographs 7-Exhibit C-Why proposed work should be approved
4-Sample of materials to be used 8-State Historic Preservation Officer Comments

2. DESCRIPTION GF PROPOSED WORK: (dtfach additional pages if necessary.)

Remove and replace current roofing including replacement/repair of any damaged
decking, as well as replacement of all soil vent flashings, roof vents and vent
flanges.

NOTE: An application is considered incomplete until all supporting materials, as specified in Ttem 1
above, are attached. Incomplete applications will not be processed or scheduled for a public
hearing,

Page 3




Exhibit C.

WHY PROPOSED WORK SHOULD BE APPROVED

Please use this form only. Form may be photocopied. Please lype or print.

‘When proposing a major project, please use this page to give information in support of your request. (See Exhibit B,
item I, above: “Type of Work Proposed,” key # 7. Suggested items of discussion are included in the Instructions,
page 7.)

This is a simple maintenance request.

A recent Home Owners Insurance inspection has reviled that sections of our current
shingles have a level of granular loss sufficient to require replacement (please see
attached photos). The insurance company has mandated that repairs be completed for
continued coverage. : '

After receiving bids and input from two roofing companies, we have made the decision
to do-a full re-roofing of the house. We will have the current three-tab shingles removed
and replaced with GAF Sovereign 25 Year three-tab shingles in the charcoal color
(which is believed to be the color that was last placed on the roof). Please see the
attached supporting literature for this product.

It is anticipated that there will be the need for some replacément of decking on the
portion of the roof covering the screened-in porch as part of this job. The extent of the
replacement need will not be known until the existing shingles have been removed.

Given that we are using a similar color and style product of what is currently on the
house, this work will have no impact on the visual appearance of the property.

Page 4
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sour shingles and quolifying
cccessoriewcu?oma%imifyET

Why setfle for anything less?

Roof Deck
Proteciion

Allows moisture to
escape from your alfic
while providing an
exceptiondlly srong
layer of profection
against wind-driven rain.
Also, lays flatter for a
betterlocking rocf.

Starter Sirip
Shingles

Saves fime, eliminates
waste, and reduces the
risk of blow-off..and may
even help quality for
upgraded wind waranty
coverage [see GAF
Shingle & Accessory Lid.
Warranty for detalls).

Cobra® Aftic
Ventilation

Helps remove excess
heat and maisture from
your affic that can raise
your energy bills, causs
premature peeling of
interior paint and walk
paper, and even aoffect
your health.

Ricge Cop
Shingles

Enhances the
beauty and value
of your home—
while guarding
against lecks

at the hips and
ridges.

1See GAF Shingle & Accessory Lid. Warranly for complete coverage and restrictions. The word “Lifetime”™ means as Ion? as the original

individual owner of a single family defached residence (or the second owner in cerfain circumstances) owns the properly s
and accessories are installed. For owners/structures not meeting above criteria, Uifetima coverage is not applicable. Lifetime Itd. warran

accessories rquives the use of at feast three qualifying GAF accessories and the use of Lifetime Shingles.

rly wherg (he shin?les

y on

WARNANTY fo (g

e GOOD -
HOUSEKEEPING,
”e,“c Since e 1909 @d‘
Ehenr o, pppu 425

The GAF Lifetime Roofing System has eatned the
prestigious Good Houseleeping Seal, which means
that Good Housekeeping stancs behin the prod-
ucds in this system. Fﬁeier to Good Houszkeeping
Magazing for its consumer protection poficy.)

*In the North, building code requires
the use of Leak Barrer of the eaves.

GAFlsa
1.5 -Based Corporation



Homeowner Favorie... In a recent blind :
comparison test, homeowners preferred the lock

of Royal Sovereign® to any other 34ab shingle.
Proven Quality... Over 10 billion Royal Sovereign®
Shingles have been installed in North America—
enough to circle the Earth more than 200 times if
thesy were loid end to end!

Acvonced Profection® Technolagy... Minimizes
the use: of precious natural resources while

roviding superior profeciion for your heme
visit Www.gof'.com/ aps o learn more).

Looks Gregt... Color lock™ ceramic firing process
similar to fine china) maintains true coler longer.

Stays in Place . Passes the indusiry’s two foughest
wind tests: ASTM's 110 mph and’ 150 mph
wind tests.
E\Feriof Performance... Extrasirong Micro

eave® Core provides longer life and
exlended durability.
Scter... Class A fire rating from Underwriters
labaratories—the highest rating possible.

Great For Rescle. .. longlasting beauty increases
your home's resale value.

Peace Cf Mind... 25vear Iid. ransferable
warranty with Smart Choice® Protection
{non-prorated material and installation labor
coverage] for the first five years.!

! See GAF Shingle & Accessory Itd. Warranty for complele
coverage and resirictions.
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Some people think all strip shingles
look pretty much alike. Not sol At
GAF, we've gone fo great pains fo
make Royal Sovereign® the most
beautiful strip shingle you can install.

But don't just take our word for it. GAF
asked an independent research firm fo
survey homeowners about whase 3Hab
shingles they preferred. The result; More
homeowners preferred the look of Royal
Sovereign® Shingles fo the other leading
brands! And the #1 reason cited by home
owners? Royal Sovereign’s color blends.

Heie's just o sampling of whet these
rect homeowners soid about

Royal Sovereign® Shingles:

“It has more vivid color, it
is @ more vibrant color... .

not faded.”

“ looks clean, looks classier.”

“Looks more natural [than the others/
because of the colors.”

“..stands out better
than the other ones,
I like the color,
it is brighter.”

41
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Note: Color availability
subject to change withont notice.

Minneapolis  ja Vernen
Pacific—4 - .

MNorihwest )
i . ; Fontanc—ﬁ%‘&%
pe | = )_
| | o m%%%ﬁ- Tompa
i 'th Mobile ™
Color Availability Chart ok
Dallas
= GOOD .
HOUSEKEEPING
\5 Since * 1908 f‘é\i‘
e ., e cennun 605
[Aaturnn Brown & -] e -] e & L ] S
Charcoal L] & 8 & 2 & ] o e
Golden Cedar e o [ .1 ] [ ] [ ®
Siver Lining L] [} L} L] [ & L] ° E
Weathered Gray L] @ 9 o [ ] o ]
White ' [ @ & -] & & ® ]
Tgde: Avaiiahic i
SOV BTeaT
Ash Brown ) [
Cypress Tan @ TENERGY STAR® Qualified (U.S. Only).
in the Fontana, CA service area,
Desert Sand L this shingle meefs the prescriptive
I o Py PN requirements of Title 24, Part 6, of the
Micke! Gray b California Code of Regulations and is
Russet Red rated by the Gael Roof Rating Gouncil
Sandrift ° {CRRC}.
Nate: it is difficult to reproduce the
Slaie hd hd d hid @ golor clarity and actual color blends
Stone Gray 8 of these products. Befors selecting
- your colar, please ask to see ssveral
Summer Sage full-size shingles.
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