




 
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.  It is less expensive and maintenance is minimal.  The owner of this property has owned this 
property since before the Landmarks Board was formed so I 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 façade 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 lit 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 ¼) 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 27th 
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 20th they will be discussing a replacement. 

Any other matters that fall under the jurisdiction of the Board: 

1.  Landmarks Board Training on February 20th. 

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. 

 

 

______________________ 
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 2nd 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. 

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

II. 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. 

 
III.  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. 

IV.  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 signage 
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. 

 

______________________ 
Daniel Neal 
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 14 PRESERVATION
BRIEFS

New Exterior Additions to Historic  
Buildings: Preservation Concerns
Anne E. Grimmer and Kay D. Weeks

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 

National Park Service
U.S. Department of the Interior

Technical Preservation Services

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.  
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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 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.

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.
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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.  

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.

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 

Figure 4. This glass and brick structure is a harmonious addition set back and connected 
to the rear of the Colonial Revival-style brick house. Cunningham/Quill Architects. 
Photos: © Maxwell MacKenzie.
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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 
“...a modern 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 

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 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).

cb

a

d



5

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. 
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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 façade 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.

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. 
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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.
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•	 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. 

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. 
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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 (g-h).

a b

c d

e f

g h
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Incompatible New Additions to Historic Buildings

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 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..  

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

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 
historic buildings.  

New Addition

New Addition
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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 façade 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. 

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. 

New Addition
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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 façade. 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). 

a

b

c

d
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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 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. 

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. 
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This guidance should be applied to help in designing 
a compatible new addition that that will meet the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

•	 A new addition should be simple and 
unobtrusive in design, and should be 
distinguished from the historic building—a 
recessed connector can help to differentiate the 
new from the old.

•	 A new addition should not be highly visible from 
the public right of way; a rear or other secondary 
elevation is usually the best location for a new 
addition.

•	 The construction materials and the color of the 
new addition should be harmonious with the 
historic building materials.   

•	 The new addition should be smaller than the 
historic building—it should be subordinate in 
both size and design to the historic building.

The same guidance should be applied when 
designing a compatible rooftop addition, plus 
the following:

•	 A rooftop addition is generally not appropriate 
for a one, two or three-story building—and 
often is not appropriate for taller buildings.

•	 A rooftop addition should be minimally visible.

•	 Generally, a rooftop addition must 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 freestanding or 
highly visible.

•	 Generally, a rooftop addition should not be 
more than one story in height.

•	 Generally, a rooftop addition is more likely to 
be compatible on a building that is adjacent to 
similarly-sized or taller buildings.

Designing a New Exterior Addition to a Historic Building

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). 
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Summary

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.
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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. 

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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