AGE LIMITS: RE-EVALUATING THE FIFTY-YEAR RULE
by
ANNE R. CROTTY
(Under the Direction of John C. Waters)
ABSTRACT

The *fifty-year rule’ is preservation parlance fbe axiom that a building must be fifty
years old in order to be considered ‘historic.’isTéxiom is derived from the National Register
of Historic Places criteria and considerationsttld icritical thought has been given to how a rule
affects concepts of historic significance and tesighation of historic resources.

This work looks at the origins of the fifty-yeadeuits role in preservation practice, and
whether the rule warrant re-evaluation. From thre fifty-year rule is evaluated and
alternatives to the rule are explored. Recommémukatire based on an analysis of the fifty-year
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the féar rule and re-evaluate its role in
historic preservation practice. Originating in #®30s, the fifty-year rule has become
conventional wisdom in the field of historic pregssion. This rule is most readily identified
with Consideration G of the National Register ostidric Places. Consideration G states that a
property under fifty-years of age should not besidered for nomination unless it is of
exceptional importance. While the National Regigaot the sole method for evaluating
historic resources the Register has had, and e@#ito have, a large effect on historic
preservation practice. Because of this, the cenattbn has led to the fifty-year rule acting as an
initial sieve through which properties must pageieeconsideration for the register.

The field of historic preservation is no longerascent field of study or practice. While
historic preservation practice has been extarttenitnited States since the™®entury, the
passage of the National Historic Preservation Ad966 marks the beginning of the field as a
profession. Since that time, preservation praciue philosophy has changed and developed,
but little has changed within the legal and regurlaframework of preservation practice. As
young preservationists enter the field, they acedawith an era of architectural history that saw
advances in building material technology, a drasiét in architectural ideology, and a building
boom the likes of which the United States had neeen.

Given these new challenges one may question whteeurrent framework in which
historic preservation is practiced can accommosiaté resources? A complete reevaluation of
the practice of historic preservation is by no n¥epossible or warranted, but looking at one

tenant of historic preservation, the fifty-yeareudllows for an exploration of one aspect of



current practice and whether the intent of thie falbenefiting or limiting the evaluation of
resources. Research questions spurred from qoesgithe fifty-year rule include:

- How did this rule originate and what was itsoatle?

- How does this rule function in preservation pice?

- What is the impact of the fifty-year rule on loist preservation?

- Is the impact of the fifty-year rule great enougtwarrant re-evaluation?

- Are there limitations to the fifty-year rule?

- What evaluative parameters do other nationsasthéir practice of historic

preservation?

- What is the role of historical perspective in ewilng historic resources?

- Are there viable alternatives to the fifty-yeareril

Through the exploration and discussion of thesstons new light will be shed on the
fifty-year rule. These research questions willgp#hwe way for a re-evaluation of the fifty-year

rule and its efficacy in historic preservation pice.

Methodology

The methodology for this thesis was primarily avelhresearch of primary and
secondary sources. Laws, codes, and governmeunbhwmts were helpful in assessing the
origins of the fifty-year rule. Internet sourceach as the National Register of Historic Places
database, and statistics from the U.S. Census Buveee very helpful in evaluating the fifty-
year rule’s impacts and issues. Much of the inftiom on international historic registers came
from non-profit organization’s websites. Conferenoges from the 1995 conference “Preserving

the Recent Past” were used for the assessmenteftrpast resources. Advocacy bulletins and



newsletters from organizations such as Documemtatiol Conservation of building, sites, and
neighborhoods of the Modern Movement (DOCOMOMO) #eRecent Past Preservation
Network provided guidance regarding some of theessyoung’ resources face. Research was
compiled over the course of a year before the sheas written.

Hopefully this thesis, starting with the reevaloatof a small tenant of historic
preservation, will open a discussion about commabelg views concerning what is historic,
how we evaluate what is important, and how thegesibn of historic preservation can adapt to

ensure our built environment is fully reflectingraultural values.



CHAPTER |
THE FIFTY-YEAR RULE AND ITSROLE IN PRESERVATION PRACTICE

The Oriqgins of the Fifty-Year Rule

The Beginning: The Historic Sites Act, 1935-1941
In evaluating a rule system, it is of import taderstand the impetus for the rule and its

rationale. The statement that a resource must least fifty years old is not in the National
Historic Preservation Act and therefore is nouée'rper se. The fifty-yeaule derives from the
National Register Bulletin 1 where it states “Outily...properties that have achieved
significance within the past 50 years shall notbesidered eligible for the National Register”
unless they are “of exceptional importanteThis statement is part of Criteria Considerat&n
one of the eight exceptions to National Regissting. The 'Fifty-Year Rule' exists as an
operational regulation. It is not unusual for fied@gencies to adopt regulations as operational
procedures for congressionally mandated prograrhsis “age” gives operational parameters to
what may be perceived as the vague concept ofifgignce.’

Nevertheless, the consideration has become aautifrent preservation practice. Both
professional and grassroots practitioners of pvasen consider the idea of age an aspect of
historic significance and few question the convaml wisdom. Historian John H. Sprinkle
describes the need to look at the origins of tig-fiear rule as important for “understanding
how Americans have constructed the chronologicahbaries of a useable past through historic

preservation during the S@entury.”

1 National Park Servic&Jational Register Bulletin,Washington DC: 1.

2 John Sprinkle, ““Of Exceptional Importance”: Theigns of the Fifty-Year Rule” in Historic Presetian,” The
Public Historian29, No. 2. (2007): 82



The fifty-year standard evolved out of the 1935tétis Sites Act and in particular, the
ensuing Historic Sites Survey (separate from ti&3l1fitiative the Historic American Buildings
Survey (HABS)). This program was tasked with fimgland evaluating significant historic
resources that could be considered suitable fdusian in the National Park System. The
Historic Sites Act established an Advisory Boaralttias later incorporated into the National
Historic Preservation Act, and laid the groundwfankthe National Historic Landmarks
program® “From the mid-1930s until the first National Hisic Landmark was designated in
1960, the goal of the Historic Sites Survey waslémtify sites and buildings that were
nationally significant, that deserved protectiomd éhat might be considered as additions to the
National Park Systeni.”

The Historic Sites Act was a response to the sesgtennial of the battle of Yorktown.
At that time, park supervisors were focused whofiythe administration of a national park and
were not prepared to interpret the battlefieldn® thousands of anticipated visitors. Those
managing Yorktown outlined requirements for histas to reach out to the public and become
interpreters. Verne Chatelain, the first chiefdrign of the National Park Service (NPS),
heeded the advice of Yorktown administrators arddgel that a complete professional
reorientation of NPS needed to take pladghatelain worked under the belief that no park or
monument “should be entirely free of historicalates,” and stated in a report to the associate
director of NPS that “I think that the historicabvk of the National Park Service is dependent

upon the acquisition of an historical mind by th@ge control its administration, or at least

3 Sprinkle, “Of Exceptional Importance,” 82.

4 lbid.

5 Charles B. Hosmer JRreservation Comes of Age: From Williamsburg toNagional Trust, 1926-1949.
Volume I(Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 198927.



upon their willingness to leave the problem tohigtorically-minded® Chatelain's goal of
imbuing park administration with history was reatizin the passage of the Historic Sites Act, of
which he was instrumental in drafting.

“This onward rush toward a balanced program deslidgnyeand for historians culminated
in the appointment of an Advisory Board for therséary of the interior that was intended to
serve the main interests of the historical areakarPark System.” Working under the mandate
of the 1935 act, this advisory board took its dagygiously, historian Charles B. Hosmer states,
“almost to the point of looking on themselves aargians of the national cultur.’1t is this
Advisory Board that molded concepts of historismgigance for the Historic Sites Survey that
would later serve as the underpinning for the NretidHistoric Preservation Act and the
guidelines for the listing practices of the NatibRagister of Historic Places. Therefore, it is
from the minutes of Advisory Board meetings that thigin of the fifty-year rule can be found.

The concept of official recognition for historites was new to the United States. The
Advisory Board had the huge task of wading throtighentirety of American history and
creating basic guidelines for establishing sigaifice within the Historic Sites Survey. Sprinkle
states:

The 1935 Historic Sites Act raised expectationdinithe American Public and NPS
was bombarded with congressional and official retgir site recognition. “To help
structure this review work, NPS historians esthieltsa series of themes, conceived
by them as “stages of American progress,” undeckhistoric sites might be
identified, categorized, and recognized. The pnoggaidance from NPS headquarters
said that the survey should be objective, covesilhgtages of American history and
not subject to the surveyor’s particular intere&tcordingly, full attention must be

given to the different periods, and no importamiqueshould be slighted or neglected
because of the special field of interest of thevesywr.”

6 Ibid, 297-298.

7 Ibid., 929.

8 Ibid.

9 Sprinkle, “Of Exceptional Importance,” 82.



Sprinkle goes on to state that while objectivitg @omprehensiveness was clearly stated
in the objectives of the survey, “the Historic Siteurvey adjusted the thematic framework to
avoid controversy, or the perception of contronarsisues.* In January, 1937 National Park
Service field historians compiling initial lists o&Andidate sites were instructed: “For the present,
no structure built after 1860 should be includeddichitectural reasons, although historical
consideration may in some cases justify their isicln.” A 1937 report by the “Committee on
Historical Areas” noted, “In accordance with theammendation of the Committee, the attached
list omits all sites of contemporary or near comenary nature which might lead to
controversial questions.” Included on that list wes entire theme “Political and Military
Affairs, 1865-1937” the rationale being “in view thie fact that matters involved...are pertinent
to current or near current history, and therefamrgtioversial, it will be inadvisable to act on this
theme at the present time. In this way, the Nali®ark service set a terminal date (1870) for
consideration of historic sited™” Because it was the first national survey of italkthe National
Park Service leadership chose to concentrate opatidog of prominent, non-controversial

sites for designation.

The Fifty-Year Rule after World War I
When the United States entered World War 1l thetdtic Sites Survey was put on

hiatus. It is not until after WWII that we can biap the trail of the fifty-year rule again as the
Historic Sites Survey was slowly revitalized. Risthe 1870 cut-off that had been instated for
the Historic Sites Survey, the first inkling of age rule was the twenty-five-year rule for
nationally significant individuals. This rule weseated during World War Il and Advisory

board minutes from that time state that “No consitlen will be given to the national

10 Ibid, 83.
11 lbid, 84.



significance of the contribution performed by adiwdual for at least 25 years after the death of
such a person. Such policy has been adopteduceitise proper historical perspective regarding
the effect of such contribution upon our natioretitage.™?

Political pressure and a desire to be objectiy@aped to have been the major issues in
discussions about age. The Board experiencedespaditical pressure from President Franklin
Delano Roosevelt concerning the designation olMdederbilt Mansion (1896-1898) in Hyde
Park, New York. The mansion (designed by McKim,adeand White) was located near
President Roosevelt's home and was to be soldlighdly disreputable New York City
evangelist. President Roosevelt encouraged themétPark Service to designate the mansion
as “an excellent example of a phase of Americanthét is now past.” Even though some
Congressmen doubted the historicity of an 1896 haheedesignation was passed in 1%40.

After the questionable designation of the VandeMansion, the convenience of an age
rule became apparent when other politically infeeshdesignations came to the Advisory
Board. Chinsegut Hill, the Brooksville, Floridairement home of social reformer, politician,
and diplomat Raymond Robins (1873-1954) was ofi@4ddr interest to Secretary of the Interior
Harold Ickes. In 1945 he asked the Advisory Bdardssess the eligibility of the property. The
Advisory Board decided that the contributions obks did not merit national designation and
wrote to Ickes diplomatically that it has “for seakyears declined to attempt to estimate the
national significance of the lives and careersitidens of the United States, unless they have
been dead for at least twenty-five years. Therimt€ommittee feels that this is a wise practice
and should be adhered t8."The twenty-five year rule attempted to gain histl perspective

on the impact of an individual by waiting the leimgif time generally considered a generation of

12 Ibid, 85.
13 Sprinkle, “Of Exceptional Importance,” 88.
14 Ibid., 86.



a lifetime (the average interval of time betweemn birth of parents and the birth of their
offspring). The fifty-year rule perhaps attemgts same, but the length of an 'architectural
generation' within the lifespan of a building isechumore subjective. Buildings do not have
definitive ‘deaths,” nor can a generation be défeiated relative to an offspring. There is
continual development of the built environment #mellifespan of a building is largely
dependent on the quality of materials, construatmathods, design and intent of the architect,
and outside factors such as demolition and natlisabters.

The fifty-year guideline was alluded to in 1948 Report of the Committee on
Standards and Surveys on Criteria to be used iacBal Historic Sites and Buildingahere it
was noted that “structures or sites of recent hbimportance relating to events or persons
within the last fifty years will not, as a rule, begible for consideration under the standards.”
It established historical significance as the mimgtortant indicator of significance and outlined
four of the current seven aspects of integrity usgthe National Register. The report's
standards “including the exclusion for propertissaciated with recent history, were quickly
adopted by the newly established National TrusHistoric Preservation'® The standards set
out in the report structured the evaluation of ertips considered for preservation and long-term
management for both the Park Service and the Naltibnust, creating guidelines for a
burgeoning professional field.

While the fifty-year rule had been alluded to andage threshold used when deflecting
political pressure, it wasn't until 1952 that thévisory Board addressed an “inconsistency in
policy of not considering any historical placesgwent, later than 1870” and the provision “that

no person shall be commemorated until at leaste2%syfollowing his death.”

15 Ibid.
16 David E. FinleyHistory of the National Trust for Historic Presetian, 1947-1963Appendix 10.
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The board resolved:
...that the Committee (Committee on Historical Reais) recommends that in lieu of
the termination date of 1870, or the death of aividual for 25 years before his
contributions are considered, the following cradoe adopted: Structure or sites of
recent historical importance relating to eventgpensons, within fifty years will not, as
a rule be eligible for consideratidh.

Evolving Notions of Significance
It is important to note that the impetus behindkhgtoric Sites Act was that of history.

It was a mandate to establish an historical framkviar the nation's important sites. The act
was not as concerned with craftsmanship or ardbtecimport, rather designations were based
on historically important individuals and evenBut a shift in the concept of historical
significance was on the horizon, Sprinkle explains:
From the late 1930s to the late 1950s, as the halti®ark Service established
chronological boundaries for non-controversialdrigtthe Advisory Board elaborated
on the differences between properties significanttieir association with nationally
significant events or persons and properties sgamt in the history of architecture.
The framers of the Historic Sites Survey thought thwas desirable “nevertheless to
preserve outstanding examples of historical archite even in some cases where
important historical events have not occurredcsuith examples are the best to be
found.™?

As mentioned earlier, in the early days of the étistSites Survey field historians were
told to ignore structures built after 1870 unldssytwere attached to an important historic event
or person. This attitude coincided with that &f feneral public, whose appreciation for a site
based on architectural merit was miniscule. Totmoteresting and valuable architecture was
equated with age, and thus history. After WWIliwleoer, appreciation for American

architecture grew. Charles Hosmer explains wobkaiamodern architecture, such as studies of

Frank Lloyd Wright and Louis Sullivan, helped edigca populace “who had tended to believe

17 National Park Servic&uidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Properthessociated with Significant
Persons12-14.
18 Sprinkle, “Of Exceptional Importance.” 86-87.
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that buildings later than 1830 did not possess gintistorical or architectural interest to be
preserved*

The Advisory Board responded by entertaining designs for architectural import as
well as historic import. This subtle inclusionarsthitectural significance resulted in a perceived
change of focus. An episode with the Robie Hoa8€7-1909), one of Frank Lloyd Wright's
most important works and widely considered to leegpitome of Prairie architecture, is an

example of this change. The Robie House (Figuneak)threatened with demolition in 1957.

---—'_""T

=]
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Figure 1: The Robie House, Frank Lloyd Wright, Chicago, dis

A member of the “Committee to Preserve the Robiaddd wrote to the Secretary of
Interior, pleading for designation of the buildiag a national monument. The building was
forty-eight years old at the time, and popular @edtural magazines and the architect himself
lobbied for its preservation. The response froe$lecretary of Interior was cautious, stating
“Although we know very little about the Robie Hougee share your concern that it is slated to

be razed this summer.” The director of the Nati®taak Service reasoned that the Historic Sites

19 Hosmer, 591.
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Survey, which had been interrupted during World Wand had yet to be fully operational
again, was not equipped to evaluate the Robie Holik&s was a weak excuse, precipitated by
advice from the Chair of the Advisory Board, whaterto the director “I hope the Secretary
will take no precipitate action [on the request]”

It is unclear why the National Park Service wsindlined to designate the Robie House.
By that time, Frank Lloyd Wright was widely regado@s America's foremost architect, and the
Robie House's architectural merits had been wislehg. The facts that Frank Lloyd Wright was
still alive during the request, or that the builgliwas less than fifty years old could have been
key issues.

One important reminder that the scenario broughgta was the original mandate of the
Historic Sites Act — to designate buildings suigafar inclusion into the National Park Service as
federally owned properties. It is reasonable thatNational Park Service did not want to set the
precedent of designating a building as an histtecthat would most likely not be a National
Park.

The shift in historic significance from pure loist to include architectural history opened
the idea of significance to a broader range ofdiogs and resources. Buildings (like the Robie
House) that sparked local preservation effortskamlobvious architectural merit were
significant structures, but did not have a plactheNational Park Service. A new mechanism

was needed to designate these buildings, witheuptbmise of federal funds and regulations.

The National Historic Landmarks Program
This mechanism was the National Register of Histcandmarks, sanctioned on October

9, 1960. Secretary of the Interior Fred A. Seatgplained, “Because of the number of

20 Sprinkle, “Of Exceptional Importance,” 89.
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important historic landmarks in our great natiams manifestly impossible for the government
to acquire or manage these sites or support theandially, although they are an integral part of
the American heritage. [The purpose of the progeata] give moral support and recognition to
organizations now concerned with the preservatfarchaeological and historic propertiés.”
Part of this effort was aided by the 1944 SurpluegpBrty Act, which allowed the transfer of
federally controlled lands to states and otherigmfor the purpose of establishing historical
monuments. The Act was amended in 1960 to alleAN#tional Park System Advisory Board
to evaluate if the surplus property was suitabtepfeservatio” This amendment codified the
fifty-year rule.
Be it enacted that by the Senate and House of Bemiaives of the United States of
America in Congress assemblddhat the last clause of section 12(h) (2) of the
Surplus Property Act of 1944, as amended (50 U.8pp. 1622 (h) (2)), is amended
by striking out the words “it was acquired by theitdd States at any time subsequent
to January 1, 1900”, and substituting the wordsHistorical significance relates to a
period of time within the fifty years immediatelygeeding the determination of
suitability and desirability for such ugg.

According to Sprinkle, the legislative commentanytbe bill stated that, “it seems
probable that the basis for this limitation [thigyfiyear rule] was the general criterion of the
Advisory Board which provided that property relgtito events of persons within 50 years would
not ordinarily be considered as having historidghilicance.® A letter from Assistant
Secretary of the Interior, George W. Abbot, suppgrthe revised bill references the age
restriction saying, “we believe this to be a welhsidered requirement because it is calculated to

assure that, by an appropriate lapse of time, fgstoatters will be considered in their proper

perspective...Historic significance is a ratheamgible matter on which opinions may vary but

21 Secretary Seaton Announces Plan to Register radtidistoric SitesNPS Press Release, October 9, 1960.

Sprinkle, “Of Exceptional Importance,” 91.

23 Public Law 87-90Amending the Surplus Property Act of 1944 to ReviBestriction on the Conveyance of
Surplus Land for Historic-Monument Purposes.

24 Sprinkle, “Of Exceptional Importance,” 91.
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we believe the best solution is to rely on a cdhgkelected advisory board composed of people
who are specially trained for evaluating claim$istoric significance ®
National Historic Landmark designation was verypylar. With its broader scope,

important architectural works such as the Robie déduwhich had managed to avoid demolition
seven years earlier) and Louis Sullivan's Wainwrighilding were designated National Historic
Landmarks based solely on their architectural meédistoric sites associated with presidents and
a spate of 'recent past' sites associated withatien's atomic heritage was also designated. In
1965, after designating around 650 National Histbandmarks, the Advisory Board decided to
revise the criteria used for National Historic Laratk designation. “In view of the changing
complexion and increasing complexity of preservateeds, especially in urban areas, the
Board believes that the administration criteriaational significance should be broadened and
strengthened in such a manner as to enable theribegra of the Interior more fully to meet its
obligations under the Historic Sites Act.” Tweli@riteria for Classification of Historic Sites,
Buildings, and Objects” were decided upon, with&mn 11 stating:

Structures, sites, and objects achieving histonopbrtance within the past 50 years

will not as a general rule be considered unlessc®d with persons or events of

transcendent significané@.
The criteria still exists in the National Histotiandmark designation process as criterion 65.4(b)
which reads:

Ordinarily, cemeteries, birthplaces, graves ofdristl figures, properties owned by

religious institutions or used for religious purpssstructures that have been moved

from their original locations, reconstructed higtdiuildings and properties that have
achieved significance within the past 50 yearsnateeligible for designatiof?.

25 Ibid.
26 Ibid, 98.
27 Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, VolumPBdrks, Forests, and Public Properiyart 65, Sec. 65: 362.
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Making way for the National Register of Histori@Pés
By the mid-1960s, it had become apparent to thodeeaDepartment of Interior that the

preservation of historic sites was an entire reaflipractice separate from the management of
National Parks. In 1966 the National Historic Rrgation Act was passed, and the practice of
historic preservation was both transformed andilegied. The act deemphasized individual
sites of national importance, instead encouraguigip and private partnerships that “provided
the means for harmoniously blending the old anch#he of all levels of significance in modern,
functional use.®®

The purpose of the National Register was to assibe recognition of historic sites on
the local and state levels. Unlike the Nationadtbiiic Landmarks program, which strictly
designatedhationallandmarks, the National Register of Historic Ptaalowed sites to be
designated as having local significance, stateredisignificance, or national significance. The
policy and practice of designation for the new s&gyi was based on the foundations laid by the
National Park Service Advisory Board. In fact, thwn five months of passage of the National
Historic Preservation Act, the National Park Sezviad adopted the National Historic Landmark
criteria as the basis for the National Registedisforic Places®

Despite its criterion based on the 'old preséwapolicy of the National Historic
Landmarks program (being an extension of the Hs®ites Act) the National Register of
Historic Places' mandate did allow the registemdcommodate new property types. The
inclusive and contextual 'new preservation' usherdyy the National Historic Preservation Act
was focused more on representing the American epsy as opposed to single sites of

aesthetic pleasure. “So it is not surprising thatchronological boundaries of the program were

28 Public Law 89-665The National Historic Preservation Act 1966.
29 James A. Glas3he Beginnings of a New National Historic PreseiraProgram, 1957-19623-27.



16

also stretched. Inclusiveness was geographiccdabpthnic, and chronological® But these

boundaries were still set in the past, and thg-figar rule stands firm in Consideration G of the

National Register of Historic Places.

Thus far the origins of preservation practice, hbkas evolved, and how the fifty-year

rule came into being has been explored (Table 1).

Table 1. Chronology of the Fifty-year Rule

der

Date Event Leading to theFifty-Year Rule

1935 Historic Sites Act passed which included thgdiic Sites Survey program.

1937 NPS field historians compile initial list acirdidate historic sites and impose a
cut-off date of 1860.

1937 A report by the Committee on Historic Areats seterminal date of 1870 for
historic site consideration.

1939-1945 | Historic Sites Survey put on hold dufvgvll

1945 Spate of politically influenced historic sitesignation recommendations. The
twenty-five year rule used to gauge the histogmsicance of individuals is cited
as a basis for a similar time gauge for histotiessi

1948 Report of the Committee on Standards and SurvegXiteria to be used in
Selecting Historic Sites and Buildingspublished and states that properties un
fifty-years of age will not be eligible for considgion.

1952 Advisory Board officially states that 1870 glabno longer be the date for
designation consideration, rather buildings fifgays and older.

1960 Amendment to the Surplus Property Act codifreglfifty-year rule when
regulating the disbursement of surplus governmeoypegrty with potential historic
significance.

1960 National Register of Historic Landmarks isateel

1965 The Advisory Board sets out criteria for Laadkndesignation. These criteria
include an exclusion for properties younger théty flears.

1966 The National Historic Preservation Act is jgalssThe act tasks the Secretary of

Interior to keep a national register of historiesi The National Register of
Historic Places is created and the criteria fog tegister include the fifty-year rul
present in Consideration G of the criteria.

The designation of historic sites by the NatioralkPService grew from a need to create

an historical context for the interpretation of @ountry’s historically important places. From

that, the Historic Sites Act of 1935 put into effdwe means to identify and document important

30 Sprinkle, “Of Exceptional Importance,” 99.
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historic sites throughout the country, with theemtion of designating potential park sites. In an
attempt to steer clear of controversy, and alsase of the sheer number of buildings to
survey, the Advisory Council imposed an age liniit®70. This age limit morphed into the
fifty-year rule, which took its cue from the poputaventy-five-year rule that cautioned against
assessing an individual’s historic significanceiluatenty-five years after his death. The fifty-
year rule proved to have a two-fold purpose, thataving off political pressure and allowing
for historical perspective. As the evaluation dedignation of historic properties became a
more common practice, the concept of significari@nged and grew, from sites of important
events and people, to sites worthy of designatorafchitectural merit alone. The preservation
field truly bloomed with the creation of the Natadiandmarks Program and its offshoot, the
National Register of Historic Places. The fiftyayeule was carried over to the National
Landmarks program, which set about to designatg sitds ofnationalimport and then later to
the National Register of Historic Places, a registat allows for designation of sites with local,

state, or national import.

The National Register of Historic Placesin Preservation Practice

The Criteria
It has been established that the fifty-year rulginated with the Historic Sites Act and

the administration of the ensuing Historic Sitesv8y. The fifty-year rule followed in the same
vein as the twenty-five year rule for honoring sigant people in American history. In effect,
the holding period served two purposes, to cupilitical pressures, and in doing so, gain the
proper historic perspective on the significanca person or building.

The fifty-year rule was further engrained in Angan historic preservation policy with

the establishment of the National Register of HistBlaces. This list set out standards and
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guidelines for the nomination of properties. Thecgssful nomination of a property hinges on a
well-documented account of the significance ofgih@perty pertaining to at least one of four
criteria. Eligible properties are those:

A. That are associated with events that have maamidicant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history; or

B. That are associated with the lives of signifigaetsons in our past; or
C. That embody the distinctive characteristics offget period, or method of construction, or
that represent the work of a master, or that pedsgé artistic values, or that represent a

significant and distinguishable entity whose conguia may lack individual distinction; or

D. That have yielded or may be likely to yield, infation important in history or prehisto}.

There are exceptions to the eligibility of propesti “Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces,
graves of historical figures, properties owned ddigrous institutions or used for religious
purposes, structures that have been moved fromdhginal locations, reconstructed historic
buildings, properties primarily commemorative inura, and properties that have achieved
significance within the past 50 years shall notbesidered eligible for the National Regist&t.”
However, a consideration for the fifty-year eligityirule states that “A property achieving

significance within the past 50 years [may be bligjiif it is of exceptional importancé®

Functions of the National Register
In a broad sense, the National Register serveslistimct functions. It is an honorary list

of historic buildings, sites, structures, and prtips that represent the architectural historywf o
built environment and it also acts as a standaréefteral programs. The National Register of

Historic Places provides the United States witlnaentory of well-documented and researched

31 ShrimptonNational Register Bulletin #15.
32 Ibid.
33 Ibid.
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historic properties, districts, sites, structuga®] objects. The honor of being listed on the
register can be used to bolster local tourism aathtain steady property values.

While the honorary nature of the register doescaaty the weight of federal regulation,
eligibility for the register does trigger a fedeeavironmental review process and eligibility for

federal tax credits.

Section 106
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservatiar feads:

The head of any Federal agency having direct araodjurisdiction over a proposed
Federal or federally assisted undertaking in aiayesand the head of any Federal
department or independent agency having authariigénse any undertaking shall,
prior to the approval of the expenditure of anydtatifunds on the undertaking or prior
to the issuance of any license, as the case maghk®einto account the effect of the
undertaking on any district, site, building, sturet, or object that is included in or
eligible for inclusion in the National Registerh& head of any such Federal agency
shall afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preggion established under Title 11 of
this Act a reasonable opportunity to comment wéthard to such undertakiig.
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservatiarn puts into affect a federal review process
whereby historic resources are taken into accolmetnvwplanning and executing a federal project.
The term federal ‘undertaking’ is a broad term, andertakings can include a wide range of
federal activities such as: construction, rehatititn, permits, loans, grants, and land transters t
name a few® If any undertaking affects an historic propethg sponsoring agency is required
to seek Council comments.

In terms of Section 106, the designation ‘histon@ans on the National Register or

eligible for the National Register. The review ggses begins by identifying and evaluating any

3 National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106, S.C 470f

% United States Department of Veterans Affairs, @fof Construction and Facilities Management: Hiisto
Preservation, available from http://www.va.gov/fatrhistoric/Sec_106_process.asp, Internet; accessed
November 3, 2008.
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historic properties that may be affected by theeutaking. Therefore properties are evaluated
against the National Register criteria. If a higt@roperty is present, the effect on that propert
is assessed. The Advisory Council delineates ttheéerminations for effects; no effect, no
adverse effect, and adverse effect. An adversetaffiggers consultation to mitigate any harm
to historic properties or sites. This consultai®nsually with the appropriate State Historic
Preservation Office, but can also include locaborgations and property owners.

Section 106 review encompasses a wide range wfteest and is a major component of
the preservation profession. Infrastructure aklettanmunication projects are the most common
causes for the environmental review process. Tpegects involve large amounts of land and
historic preservation professionals are callesdbiavaluate whether properties are historic. The
National Register, and its criterion, is a majotedminate of the fate of many historic buildings

and archaeological sites.

Federal Tax Incentives
Eligibility for the National Register plays a majmle in another important historic

preservation program. The Federal Historic Pregern Tax Incentives program is one of the
most powerful and effective tools for rehabilitgtihistoric structures. The twenty percent
federal tax credit is offered to those who rehtdidi a historic structure for income-producing
purposes. The success of this incentive; frontjelation, to downtown revitalization, to
providing low-income housing, has been widely dgthl

There are two major guidelines for qualifying tbis substantial tax credit. The first is
that the property must be a certified historic ¢uid), meaning either individually listed on the
National Register or part of a designated Natidtedister district. The second is that the

rehabilitation must meet all ten of tBecretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitatio
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Again it is demonstrated that the National Registeriteria and attitudes toward
significance extend beyond being honorary. ThedXat Register plays a major role in one of
the major catalysts of historic preservation, teddfal Historic Preservation tax credit, and in a

major environmental review process.

The Trickle-Down Effect: Preservation Planning &ukrvey and Documentation

The National Register affects preservation pradtideoth intentional and unintentional
ways. The fifty-year rule can and has, in somesgasansitioned from being part of an honorary
system with no regulatory power to a hard andlgéagt The National Register pre-dates many
local preservation efforts, therefore has greatilpenced the designation process for many local
commissions. There are two aspects of plannimggiticular in which the fifty-year rule may
move from conventional wisdom to policy: local pregtion ordinances and surveying

techniques.

Local preservation ordinances are the legal fraomkvior any preservation work in a
municipality. The ordinance defines, among otheérgs, what is considered historic, how it is
evaluated and designated, and the extent to whicih groperties can be regulated by the city
government. Typically, the power to adopt an hiistpreservation ordinance is granted through
state enabling legislation. In many cases, ejphet of the legislation or a byproduct of the
legislation is a model historic preservation ordices.  Municipalities looking for guidance on
their preservation ordinance can use this tempéatashion their own law. It is often the case
that municipalities simply adopt the model ordiraas their own in a ‘fill-in-the-blank’ fashion.

Therefore, the model ordinance can heavily infl@éepieservation at the local level.
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Model ordinances by definition must be fairly gealeand many adopt the National
Register of Historic Places criteria for designatidnstead of creating an evaluation and
designation process that is unique to the spdoifiality, many local preservation ordinances
borrow heavily from the model ordinance and/orNaional Register of Historic Places.
Utah’s model ordinance states plainly that buildamgl sites under fifty years of age cannot be
designated historic. The Oregon model ordinantests explicit and adopts wording from the
National Register. In Section VII, when stating thiteria for the Designated Landmarks
Register, the model ordinance states; “the Comamssiust find that the historic resource is
over fifty years of age or of extraordinary histoimportance, and possesses sufficient historic

integrity.”®

As seen, some local ordinances adopt the exacbMdtRegister criteria and exceptions
for their preservation planning programs. Lookioghe national standard for the evaluation of
historic properties is not a particularly bad ideat the difference between the National Register
and a local ordinance is that the former is an henydist of historic places, and the latter is a
legal document. Adoption of the fifty-year ruléariaw basically ensures that no properties
under the age of fifty will be locally designatetlaenjoy the protection an historic ordinance

may offer.

The National Alliance for Preservation Commissi@d&PC), a non-profit organization
committed to strengthening local preservation cossmns through education, advocacy, and

training addressed this issue at a 2006 confer€néeroundtable discussion titled Reconciling

% «“Oregon Model Historic Preservation Ordinance, \isimber 2, 1999.

37 Forum, NAPCs annual conference was held in Bafémblaryland in 2007. The conference drew over 400
participants from all over the United States. NaicAlliance for Preservation Commissions, avagabbm
http://www.uga.edu/napc/programs/napc/pdfs/foruné2Bidial%e20Roundtable%20Reports%202006. pdf;
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with the Recent Past identified a current challeflageng preservation commissions is a ‘lack of
understanding of the fifty-year rule’ and that ‘smosommissions impose inflexible age limits

which prevent listing of resources younger thaty-ifears old.*®

A second planning tool affected by the fifty-yealeris architectural surveying. Once a
preservation ordinance is enacted and a presemvadimmission is in place, architectural survey
is the next step in preservation planning. A symbat inventories historic resources is a
building block for individual and district desigmats. Surveying can be a long and arduous
process. It requires surveyors in the field, eatahg each individual building for historic
significance and National Register and/or locaibllity. The fifty-year rule allows surveyors
to work within a particular timeframe, and ignoyeung’ resources. In doing so, the surveyor
can save time by minimally documenting large amagpes of buildings. “...Many
government agencies, with downsized staff and dghed budgets, are struggling to protect
earlier heritage and have been unable to develograms focusing on more recent resourc&s.”
Preservation programs with foresight often haveeyors identify resources that are forty years
or older, but once completed, surveys are oftaruledttended, quickly becoming out of date.
Technically, new resources should be added evaryéars as buildings or neighborhoods
‘ripen’ into historicity. This is one reason mamynicipalities are always playing ‘catch-up,’
only preserving places once they are threatendds i3 particularly detrimental to resources on
the cusp of being fifty years old and can creatgrgaholes in a communities’ architectural

history. Preservationists Deborah Abele and Gadmnmage claim, “the signature architecture

Internet; accessed November 6, 2008.
% |bid.
39 Susan D. Bronson and Thomas C. Jester, “ConsettivinBuilt Heritage of the Modern Era: Recent
Developments and Ongoing ChallengesP,T Bulletin28, No. 4, (1997): 4.
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of the sixties has been almost erased from mostreomties. A number of specific building
types have all but disappeared: early gas stattng-in movies, space-age style coffee shops

and the first generation of Las Vegas casirtds.”

The Fifty-Year Rule and the National Register
The influence of the National Register on broadamds in historic preservation has been

discussed. To fully evaluate the effects of tfig-fyear rule, we must look to the rationale of the
rule, as stated in the National Register of Hist®lace’s guidelines. The original intent of the
rule has already been explored, but the curreaniraf the rule as practiced by the National
Register as well as the interpretation of the balgond the National Register is the next piece in
the puzzle of this evaluation.

National Register Bulletin 22, “Guidelines for Ewating and Nominating Properties that
Have Achieved Significance Within the Past FiftyaY® states the reason for an explicit
guantitative standard:

As a general rule, properties that have achievgaifgiance within the past 50
years are not eligible for National Register ligtlmecause the National Register is
intrinsically a compilation of the Nationfsstoric resources that are worthy of
preservation. The National Register does not ireloiperties important solely
for their contemporary impact and visibility, andarely is possible to evaluate
historical impact, role, or relative value immedigtafter an event occurs or a
building is constructed. The passage of time iessary in order to apply the
adjective "historic" and to ensure adequate petsmedo be a useful tool for
public administration, the National Register caninotude properties of only
transient value or interest. The passage of titogvalour perceptions to be
influenced by education, the judgment of previoesatdies, and the dispassion of
distance. In nominating properties to the NatidRegjister, we should be settled
in our belief that they will possess enduring vdluetheir historical associations,
appearance, or information potenfial.

0 National Park Service, “The Shifting Signposts wmjrfficance”, available from

www.nps.gov/history/hps/tps/recentpast/prparti¢ta.hinternet; accessed June 8, 2008.

41 Sherfy, Marcella and Ray Ludéational Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines for Evaling and Nominating
Properties that Have Achieved Significance withia Past Fifty YeatWashington DC: National Park Service,
i..
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The idea of historical perspective has been a ffactthe implementation of the fifty-year
rule since its inception in the 1930s. While, frarteral standpoint, anything from the past is
part of history, the Register defines 'historichasg tempered by perspective gained from the
passage of time. The amount of time necessanydmpective is arbitrary and the authors of the
Guidelines admit that, “Fifty years is obviouslyttibe only length of time that defines "historic"
or makes an informed, dispassionate judgment pessilwas chosen as a reasonable, perhaps
popularly understood span that makes professiomliation of historical value feasiblé®”

So, how accepting are the National Registerisfdtic Places historians to the inclusion
of 'young' resources? “Statistically, since thd-1®970s, sites with historical associations within
the last two generations (fifty years) have repnesg about three percent of the listing in the
National Register®® With three percent of the listed properties anNational Register bucking
the fifty-year rule, it may seem the fifty-yeareus not that much of a hurdle. It is impossible
though, to know how many potential nominations hasreer been attempted due to the
formidable task of proving 'exceptional importandeformal conversations with over twenty
National Register coordinators from state histprieservation offices have shown that those
working within the system are highly supportivettod fifty-year rule. Most State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) employees who initiadlyiew nominations agree with the doctrine
of the Register; that the fifty-year rule enablaswggh passage of time to make an unbiased
decision. The fact that the number is arbitraryfibttle concern, considering all cut-offs are
inherently arbitrary. Of those who engaged in aveosation about the fifty-year rule, hardly any
received nominations for 'young' properties inphst year. Only one SHPO officer expressed a

belief that the fifty-year rule deters people fraominating properties that they might believe to

42 ShrimptonNational Register Bulletin #15.
43 Sprinkle, “Of Exception Importance,”102.
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be significant. The general consensus was thasi@eration G is utilized enough to ensure truly

significant young resources are placed on the NatiRegister.

Initially, the fifty-year rule looks unassuming asangential exception to an honorary
process. When taking a closer look at the infleemicthe National Register of Historic Places
on preservation policy and planning, however, d¢drees apparent that the fifty-year rule has
become a guiding principal for both laymen and @ssionals working in historic preservation.
“Administratively, the fifty-year rule has functied as an initial sieve through which potential
historic properties must pass as part of the hisfmeservation compliance proce&s.This
chapter has revealed that the fifty-year rule sente functional within the auspices of the
National Register of Historic Places and its idea tan age rule is the best approach to achieving
historical perspective. This chapter has alsoakexethough, that the fifty-year rule has strayed
from its current intent as interpreted by the NaioRegister. The fifty-year rule has become an
age cut-off in preservation ordinances and in soiskances has shifted age from being a guide

for historical perspective to being an evaluativegess.

*4 Sprinkle, “Of Exceptional Importance,” 87
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CHAPTERIII

ISAGE AN ISSUE?

The origin of the fifty-year rule and its reach it preservation practice was explored in
Chapter I. The next question to explore is whethisrage rule is an issue for preservation
practice. Does the fifty-year rule limit histopceservation? Has there been opposition to the
fifty year rule? No organized movement to derad fifty-year rule was found, but there have
been some pointed responses to the fifty-yearfraia architecture and preservation

organizations indicating a trend toward other id#lasut age and significance.

Responsesto the Fifty-year Rule

AlIA and DOCOMOMO

Organizations, professionals, and concerned ciibawe attempted to call attention to
significant resources that do not yet meet thedstahage requirement. Those not working
directly within the confines of the National Regisare not as convinced of the efficacy of the
rule. Documentation and Conservation of BuildinteSand Neighborhoods of the Modern
Movement (DOCOMOMO) and the American Institute gtitects (AIA) are two well-known
organizations bucking the fifty-year tradition. &lar planning offices and non-profits have also
taken it upon themselves to actively seek out Bt younger buildings and sites. Believing
fifty years to be too old of an age requiremengjamizations and states have compiled Twenty-

Five-Year old lists of resources considered sigaift. Recognizing architecture that is at least
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twenty-five years old shifts the emphasis from W\fithitecture to architecture of the Modern
Movement. DOCOMOMO has been a major force in etinggeople about the significance of
the architecture of the Modern Movement. This nmest often falls within the realm of a
‘young’ resource, or at the cusp of the age rule.

DOCOMOMO is an international organization with eostg American presence. There
is a national chapter in the United States andotead chapters spanning most regions of the
country. DOCOMOMO describes itself as, “Committedhe principle that modern design
merits the attention and preservation receivedabnlfe periods, we maintain a continuous and
constructive dialogue with national, state, analgereservation authorities and organizations as
well as with building owners, developers, and desig in many disciplines® DOCOMOMO
has been at the fore font of documenting signiticandern buildings and local chapters are very
active in advocacy. Through book and journal pations, DOCOMOMO has been a guiding

force in awareness and documentation of Modern kh®reé resources.

The American Institute of Architecture (AlA) haglleéhe effort to celebrate younger and
more modern architecture. On a national level, @frtbe prestigious awards this organization
bestows is its Twenty-five Year Award. “This awarecognizing architectural design of
enduring significance, is conferred on a projeat tias stood the test of time for 25 to 35 years.
The project must have been designed by an architeased in the United States at the time of
the project's completiorf®® Each year one architect’s design is awarded therfoom his or her
own peers within the AIA. The awards have onlyrbeeexistence thirty-seven years and
consist of a small subset of more recent architecté look at awardees in past years and their

status on the National Register of Historic Plaad&svs a small amount of insight into whether

5 DOCOMOMO; available from http://www.docomomo-usgyabout; Internet; accessed June 9, 2008.
6 American Institute of Architects; available froriig//www.aia.org/awp_25year; Internet; accessatR) 2008.
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the fifty- year rule is effective in terms of allowg young resources of ‘exceptional importance’

on the Register. Once again, the list containg oné building of significance per year,

therefore represents a miniscule portion of thaigecture that may be significant, but does not

meet the National Register age requirement. Furtbee, it cannot be determined whether all

buildings on the list have attempted nomination.

Table2: AIA Twenty-five Year Awardeesand Status on National Register*’

Resource Name Architect Year Built Year National Register
Awarded Status

Crow Island School Winnetka, IL | Eliel Saarinen 1939to 1940 | 1971 Listed 1989, at 50
year old

Baldwin Hills Village, Los Reginald D. Johnson 1932 1972 Listed 1993, at 61

Angeles, CA years old

Taliesin West, Paradise Valley, Frank Lloyd Wright 1937 1973 Listed 1974 at 37

AZ years old

Johnson Wax Building, Racine, Frank Lloyd Wright 1936-39 1974 Listed in 1974 at 35

Wi

Johnson House, "The Glass Philip Johnson 1949 1975 Listed in 1997 at 48

House" New Caanan, CT

860-880 North Lake Shore Mies Van der Rohe 1949 1976 Listed in 1980 at 31

Apartments, Chicago, IL years old

Christ Lutheran Church, Eliel Saarinen 1949 1977 Listed in 2001 at 52

Minneapolis, MN years old

Eames House Pacific Palisades, Charles Eames 1945-1949 1978 Listed 2006, at 57

CA

Yale University Art Gallery, New Skidmore, Owings & 1973-77 1979 Not listed

Haven, CT Merrill

Lever House, New York, NY Gordon Bunshaft/ SOM | 1950-52 1980 Listed 1983 at 31

Farnsworth House Plano, IL Ludwig Mies van der 1946-50 1981 Listed 2004, at 54

Rohe

Equitable Building Portland, OR Pietro Belluschi 1944-48 1982 Listed in 1976 at 28

The Price Tower, Bartlesville, OK | Frank Lloyd Wright 1952-1956 1983 Listed 1974 at 18
years old

Seagram Building, New York, NY | Mies Van der Rohe 1954-1958 1984 Listed 2007 at 49
years old

General Motors Technical Eero Saarinen 1949 1985 Listed 2000 at 51

Center, Warren, Ml

Guggenheim Museum New York, | Frank Lloyd Wright 1956-59 1986 Listed 2005 at 46

NY

47 |bid.
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Bavinger House, Norman, OK Bruce Goff 1950 to 1955 | 1987 Listed 2001 at 46

Dulles Airport Chantilly, VA Eero Sarrinen 1958 to 1962. | 1988 Not listed

Vanna Venturi House, Chestnut Robert Venturi 1964 1989 Not listed

Hill, PA

Gateway Arch St Louis, MA Eero Saarinen 1961-66 1990 Listed 1987 at 21

Sea Ranch Condominium I, The Moore Lyndon Turnbull 1964-1965 1991 Listed 1987 at 22

Sea Ranch, CA Whitaker years old

The Salk Institute, La Jolla, CA Louis I. Kahn 1959-66 1992 Not listed

John Deere and Company, Eero Sarrinen 1963 1993 Not listed

Moline, IL

The Haystack Mountain School Edward Larrabee 1969 1994 Listed 2005 at 36

of Crafts, Deer Isle, ME Barnes years old

Ford Foundation Building, New Roche-Dinkeloo 1963-68 1995 Not listed

York, NY

Air Force Academy Chapel, Walter Netsch/SOM 1956 to 1962 | 1996 Not listed

Colorado Springs, CO

Exeter Library, Exeter, NH Louis I. Kahn 1967-72 1997 Not listed,

Kimbell Museum, Fort Worth, TX | Louis |. Khan 1967-72 1998 Not listed

John Hancock Center Chicago, Bruce 1970 1999 Not listed

IL Graham/Skidmore,

Owens & Merrill
The Smith House, Darien, CT Richard Meier & 1965-1967 2000 Not listed
Partners

Weyerhaeuser Headquarters, Skidmore, Owings & 1971 2001 Not listed

Federal Way, WA Merrill

Fundacio Joan Miro, Barcelona, Sert Jackson and 1975 2002 Not Applicable

Spain Associates

Design Research Headquarters BTA Architects 1969 2003 Not listed

Building, Cambridge, MA

East Wing, National Gallery, .M. Pei 1974-78 2004 Not listed

Washington, DC

Yale Center for British Art, New Louis I. Kahn 1973-77 2005 Not listed

Haven, CT

Thorncrown Chapel, Eureka E. Fay Jones 1980 2006 Not listed

Springs, AK

Vietnam Veterans Memorial, Maya Lin 1982 2007 Administratively

Washington, DC listed in 1982 as
part of the
National Park
Service

The Atheneum, New Harmony, Richard Meier & 1979 2008 Not listed

IN

Partners
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Of these buildings, considered outstanding reptasens of architecture by the
country’s leading architects, twenty are currentiythe National Register. Thirteen of the
twenty listed buildings were listed on the NatioRalgister before the age of fifty. Of these
thirteen, four buildings are by Frank Lloyd Wrightguably the country’s most famous architect
and the man credited with the birth of uniquely Aicen architecture. It is unknown whether
the properties not on the Register have been ddisted), or whether a nomination has been
attempted. The fact that none of these buildiry&been demolished and a majority of them
are listed on the National Register illustrates tha fifty-year rule is fulfilling its purpose:
buildings of exceptional importance (this list is @ample of architectural importance) are listed

before they turn fifty years old if nominated ataung age.

Works by noted architects Frank Lloyd Wright, E&aarinen, or Ludwig Mies van der

Rohe, as well as buildings that are critically goted typically remain standing long enough to
be listed under the regular guidelines of the tegisYet, this list also illustrates how poteriial
daunting the task is of proving ‘exceptional impmoite’ for Consideration G of the National
Register. Most of the buildings on the AIA Twerllye Year Awards list (buildings that are
nationally recognized as being integral parts ofefican architectural history by both architects
and architectural historians) do not attempt Igtiefore they ‘come of age’ despite accolades
and recognition. If there is a perception thathdogildings are the standard for ‘exceptional
importance’ it is possible that ‘young’ resourcleattare significant on the local level are being

overlooked due to the formidable task of bucking fifty-year rule.

Similar to DOCOMOMO in organizational structuregté are local chapters of the

American Institute of Architects. Some of thesaptlrs are particularly active in preserving
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significant, but more recent, architecture. Faregle, the Philadelphia chapter of AIA
published a list of significant buildings built the last twenty-five to thirty-five years in the

journal Philadelphia Architect?®

Endangered Properties Lists
Another indicator of dissatisfaction with the figyear rule is the number of ‘young’

resources on state’s Most Endangered Propertiés Aidlost Endangered Properties List has
become a popular way for preservation organizatiwrdanning departments to raise awareness
about properties particularly susceptible to denasiior extensive change. With age often being
the justification for the demolition of sites justder the fifty-year rule, many significant young
sites are finding their way to these highly pulaled lists. The Minnesota Preservation
Alliance’s 2008 Most Endangered Properties Listuded Peavey Plaza in Minneapolis, a 1975
landscape design that is considered a landmarkoafevh desigit? The Washington Trust for
Historic Preservation has included an importamt fs¢m the nuclear age on their Endangered
Properties List. The Nuclear Reactor Building,lthmi 1961 on the University of Washington
campus, is significant in both design and its as$ion with major scientific breakthrough.
Another state that struggles with the restrictiohthe fifty-year rule is Nevada. Mid-Century
motor courts hold a place on the state’s 2008 Maostangered Places Ligt.Nevada cities such
as Las Vegas and Reno derive strong local idefntiy the flash and exuberance of mid-century

vernacular commercial architecture. This era ofigecture is a significant part of those cities

“8 Philadelphia Chapter of the American Institutéothitects, “25 Year List”; available from
http://www.brynmawr.edu/iconog/modern.html; Interreccessed June 9, 2008.

9 Minnesota Preservation; “Minnesota’s Most Endaadd®roperties List” available from
http://www.mnpreservation.org/programs/ten-mostagrggered/; Internet; accessed June 9, 2008.

*0 The Washington Trust, “Most Endangered Propetiiss; available from http://www.wa-
trust.org/mostendangered/current_list.nhtm; Interaetessed June 9, 2008.

*L Classic Las Vegas, “11 Most Endangered HistoriesSh Nevada”; athttp:/classiclasvegas.squarespace.com/
classic-las-vegas-blog/2008/5/22/11-most-egdeed-historic-sites-in-nevada.htritternet; accessed June 9,
2008.
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history and the state has had to be diligent apmserving these vestiges of its past despite

much of its significant architecture not being agfe.’

Limitationsto Age as an Evaluator

The fact that local and national organizationsmaa&ing efforts to raise awareness for
‘young’ resources benefits the quest to preserdg significant resources. It also suggests that
there are those who do not follow the axiom offtfhg-year rule. If, in fact, fifty years triggers
‘historic’ status, there are resources and trehdsdre problematic for that length of time and for
the confines of age in general.

Age and the Modern Movement

One issue surrounding age is the assumption gsagers and architects always build
things to last. If a building has been built wikle intention of remaining for the next one
hundred years, by means of quality materials aaftstnanship, then (barring any outright
demolition or natural disaster) there is a fairbppd change that the building will remain. The
hardy nature of building prior to the 1940s ensuhed many buildings remained in the
landscape through sheer persistence. Many o thetdings were then recognized as
important parts of our architectural and culturalitage and were preserved. Design philosophy
took a dramatic turn in the $@entury with the advent of the Modernism. The keod
Movement began in the early'2@entury, but the time period most often associatiell
Modern architecture is 1938-1975 making about dfdhe resources from this architectural time
period are over fifty years of age. Function beedhe driving force behind design as new
technology and materials led to sleek, stark bugdidesigned to streamline architecture into

pure form. Wessel DeJonge explains:
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The pioneers of the Modern Movement consideredildibg’s right to exist not to be
determined by its history, but by its usefulnedsa building would lose its function
some day, in their view it should either be fultlapted to a new use or be demolished.

To them, the idea of preservation was totally @vaht or even contrary to the

conceptions of the Modern Movement as regards$betime and form of its products.

By deciding in favor of conservation of their build, we act against their principles at

the same timé?

A conundrum is presented as the preservationist &dw do | preserve that which was built to
decay? Furthermore, if a building’s life cyclehgty to forty years, can preservationists afford
to wait the allotted fifty years and chance losamgimportant chapter in our architectural
history? Should age evaluations take into accdasign philosophy instead of using a blanket
time frame?

Various professionals in the field express thds®gophical and technical concerns.
When discussing preservation of the recent pastrtBsonston and Thomas Juster make the
comment that, “...Many of the resources of the Mod®a were designed for a shorter lifespan
than their earlier counterparts, and their consemaaises complex philosophical and technical
questions of authenticity and sustainabilit§.”

The transitory link between use and design isesg®d in the building materials of the
Modern Movement. While framing techniques usirggsaind concrete are sound, exterior
materials such as plate glass, aluminum, syntpétgtics, and concrete stucco, are not as long
lasting or easily maintained as older finishes. tfgytime a Modern Movement building comes
of age, it is often in dire need of repair, or hasady undergone transformations that call its

integrity into doubt. This then raises the quasiooncerning authenticity and conservation

practice currently being discussed in the presematorld.

2 DeJong, WesselPreserving the Recent Pabt-7.
>3 Bronston and Juster, 4.
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Charles Knack, who has studied the case of thee gtk Kenwood housing project in
Chicago (a mid-century housing development setémidst of late 1®and early 28 century
buildings) says it well when stating: “...while thie-cycle of buildings seems to be getting
shorter, our historic preservation laws have nainged to reflect that fact. With few exceptions,
the National Register of Historic Places imposé&8-gear cut-off, yet many endangered modern
landmarks — including some that are in renewalgutsjlike Hyde Park Kenwood are less than

that, and they're not getting much respeét.”

The Modern Movement presents, arguably, onedfi@cture’s most substantial
ideological shifts. For the first time, historicegervationist must consider the paradox in
preserving buildings that are not meant to be pvese As one aim of historic preservation is to
save buildings in order to maintain an historiesdard of our nation’s architectural history, it is
doubtful that preservationists would accept letBignificant buildings decay or be demolished.
The age rule ignores these significant changesaeimature of historic resources. In keeping the
fifty-year rule as a tool for the administrationpeservation policy, the field risks losing an
entire generation of architectural history.

A more problematic consideration of preserving mastresources deals with the issue of
age. Historically, the antiquity of a resource haen a rally cry for its preservation. But

if we wait for many post war resources to becomitaes”, they likely will not still be
around...Even though the fifty-year rule is profesally accepted, it is not what is
commonly thought of as historic by the larger comityu Many people are unwilling to
acknowledge that anything that happened in thieitiihe could be historic. Efforts to
preserve something that community leaders “can m&wee being built” are easily
dismissed as frivolous or misdirected. Given th@smimstances, it is critically important
to develop more sophisticated ways to communidaenportance of these resources, as
many p%é)ple will not equate them with the histoeisources with which they are

familiar.

‘14 Knack, Preserving the Recent Pa#t162.
I .
Ibid.



36

The fact that a building is fragile or impermandages not make it any more significant
than a more robust building. If anything, a lotokhe challenges of preserving Modern
Movement resources reveals a need for flexibilihewusing age as an evaluative tool. A
blanket rule that covers all historic resourcegardless of design intent or building

construction, has the potential to hinder the pxed®n of this era.

The Cultural Landscape
Naturally, those devising the framework for thddief historic preservation could not

predict how the field would evolve. The originAnerican historic preservation is rooted
firmly in buildings. From the quest to save MoMarnon to the Historic Architectural

Buildings Survey, preservation is founded in bunlgh as objects. However, since the 1980s, a
new type of cultural resource has emerged as laingportant and integral part of our
understanding of the built environment. Landscaped human involvement in forming and
changing landscapes, are a study that seeks textoalize human history within its environs.
This study is referred to as the study of cultlaatscapes.

As the study of cultural landscapes emerged thaures had to carve out a niche in a
framework geared toward only one type of resoufé@echitectural preservation has often
limited itself by a focus on buildings as architeel objects. Neither the city, as a human
creation, nor the natural landscape has easily feesmmodated within itt® Landscapes are
fundamentally dynamic biotic systems subject totiomous change; they are processes as
opposed to products (unlike buildings). Terminglaged in the National Register of Historic
places, such dategrity andperiod of significancgs a fundamental aspect of determining the

significance of a building. These concepts magifecult to translate to landscapes. The

% Arnold Alanen and Robert Melnick, e@reserving the Cultural LandscagBaltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 2000), viii.
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National Park Service has made a concerted effdrytand marry the evaluation of cultural
landscapes with the National Register criteria.obulletins #18: Guidelines for Evaluating
and Documenting Rural Historic Landscasesl #80: How to Evaluate and Nominate Designed
Historic Landscapego to great length to explain how a landscapebea@valuated for proper
integrity and historic significance.

The first landscapes to be placed on the Natioegidter of Historic Places were formal
landscapes designed by famous landscape archit€etstral Park is an example of an historic
landscape that was easily eligible for the Natid®dedister. “The vast majority of cultural
landscapes, however, have developed without tleetdmvolvement of a professional designer,
planner, or engineer. These vernacular landscagesh generally evolve unintentionally and
represent multiple layers of time and culturaltgj are fundamental to our very existencé.”

Recognizing vernacular cultural landscapes tonbenportant historic resource, and
realizing that a concept like a period of significa is not completely applicable to a resource
that relies on an evolutionary process to explaisignificance, the National Register tried to
broaden some of its definitions in order to accomate cultural landscapes. The ‘period of
significance’ definition changed in National RegisBulletin 30 (1990). The concept was
expanded to allow for more ‘layers’ of history. sl ‘historic integrity’ was broadened to “a
measure of a property’s evolution and current deodi’ However, Arnold Alanen and Robert
Melnick note that:

Although emphasis was now on continuity over tiare awkward accommodation had to

be made to the requirement of a distinct break éetwpast and present time; if the

continuity in land use and in the character oflédmelscape extends even to the present

day, it is recommended that “50 years ago may bd e the period of significance if a

more specific date cannot be identified.” Sucleaiglon would, in effect, freeze time
arbitrarily at a point fifty years before the séeiomination to the National Registér.

5" Ibid, 5.
%8 |bid, 191.
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Landscapes have elements that are unquantifiddleen assessing the process of human and
natural interaction, it is counter-intuitive toeghte fifty years as the time that the processlgimp
stops and is actually contrary to the very natdird@ resource.

Cultural Landscapes are a relatively new type stidnic resource, one that was not
within the realm of cultural resource managemenh@1930s, when the fifty-year rule
originated, or in 1966, when the National Histd®ieservation Act laid the legal framework for
the National Register of Historic Places. Thethatson of landscape scholars is palpable when
writing of the difficulties of nominating culturédndscapes (in particular vernacular landscapes)
to the National Register. The cultural landscaparahistoric resource is currently the square
peg trying to fit into the round hole of Nationa¢dgister criteria and its concepts of significance.
As the practice of historic preservation has evib)\as people have come to a bigger, more
holistic understanding of culture, the built envineent, and nature; the practice of historic
preservation in regards to the National Registerdtayed exactly the same. This is not to say
that landscapes are not devoid of history. Thhescontext of these landscapes is imperative
to understanding the rich interplay between hunsemuisthe natural environment. Landscapes
should not be looked at in a vacuum, rather, aisdardiscussion of Modern Movement
architecture, age need not be a rule, rather aetyued
Teardowns and Increased Development

A third aspect affecting historic preservationusrent housing trends. Two aspects in
particular, the rising average size of a singletfiahuse and the increase in the construction of
new housing are of particular concern. Both o$éheends have resulted in ‘teardowns’ a
national epidemic that razes smaller and oftenrdidenes to make way for large ‘McMansions’

or ‘GarageMahals.”
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The National Trust for Historic Preservation hasrbkeenly aware of this trend. In 2002
the Trust put ‘Teardowns in Historic Neighborhoods'’its 11 Most Endangered Places List.
Teardowns are concentrated in high-income subub&nfrom major metropolitan areas. The
desire for ‘bigger and better’ drives the marketldaying a home only to tear it down and build
anew. The average American single-family housenmar® than doubled in size since the 1950s.
Figure 2 illustrates the dramatic change in corgepspace and size.

From Modest to McMansion

The average square footage of 8
new single-family homs

g (@ o9s3satt
- @ 1,500 sq. ft.
=
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il

2,349 sq. fit.
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Figure 2: National Association of Home Builders (Housing Bact
Figures and Trends for March 2006)
The desire for more space partnered with the lsingtieount of raw land means more
pressure on structures that are already builtabeihot meeting modern housing demands. A
look at issued housing permits from the U.S. CeBaugsau shows that new residential

construction has been steadily increasing sinc&96€s, and has increased significantly since
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2000°° Figure 3 is a graph charting the average numbgemnits of each decade. 2000-2007

is not a full decade, but it is apparent that hogisievelopment has been high in recent years.

In 2002, the National Trust for Historic Presergatidentified 100 communities in 20
states that were experiencing teardowns in hist@ighborhoods. In May 2006 the
National Trust then identified 300 communities 1s®ates. By March, 2008, that
number is climbing fast with the National Trust féistoric Preservation now
documenting over 500 communities in 40 stafés.”

Average Housing Permits Issued,
1960-2007
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Figure 3: Data from the U.S. Census Bureau
Figure 4 is a map of the states experiencing thet teardowns. While not all teardowns take
place in historic neighborhoods, the attitude titahes are expendable is disconcerting. Despite
a teardown often compromising the aesthetic intggffia neighborhood, neighbors allow the

practice to happen knowing the option increaseis kdned value.

%9 United States Census Bureau, “New Privately Owreasing Unites Authorized by Building Permits.” Aledle
at http://www.census.gov/const/bpann.pdf; Interaetessed June 12, 2008.

¢ The National Trust for Historic Preservation, Htigww.preservationnation.org/issues/teardownstiaitil-
resources/teardowns_states_and_communities.pdfnitt accessed June 12, 2008.
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Figure 4: Teardowns by State
With new housing being built more rapidly and mbognes being demolished to accommodate

new concepts of livable space, the question begtheh historic preservation can afford to wait
fifty years for designation?

If any city can understand the pressures of devedmt, it is New York City. With the
highest land values in the country, there is exér@onomic pressure for all land to be built to
its highest and best use. Lawyer Tom Loflin,a@ference to New York’s preservation policy

states:

The pressures for destruction of historic buildiags most pronounced in urban areas.
Such structures typically do not exhaust the bagdotential of their location and often
are designed for uses different from those of reoging buildings. As urban
concentration increases, the demands for new hgpasid commercial space become
more incessant. These demands are not likely tgriseed by a city government,
which has needs that could be satisfied by theeasad tax revenue that would be
generated by new private development. These desrfandlevelopment sharpen the
debate over whether the value of historic presematutweighs the limitations that it
places on urban growtf:

61 John J. Loflin, J. Lee Rankin, Norman Marcus, Hamrhl. Goldstone, “Historic Preservation in the Aioan
City: A New York Case Studylaw and Contemporary Probler8§, No. 3 (Summer, 1971), 362.
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Fortunately, New York has made accommodationst$gparticular real estate market. In the
New York Landmarks Law states that a property Heastthirty years old in order to be
considered for landmark designation. A shorteetlimit helps ensure significant buildings last
long enough to gain historic perspective.
Preservation advocate and former Phoenix Histraservation Officer Deborah Abele
makes a poignant statement when she writes:
Fifty years of age has been a very useful filtethi past. If a resource did not make it
to that threshold, it probably had genuine phydicaitations to its preservation, was
not threatened, or was something not enough peapésl about to save. Today,
however, change occurs at an ever-increasing\Weecycle through building types,
urban form, architectural styles and trends atcaelarating speed. With the
technological capacity to build quickly and at geeacale, the process of demolition
and rebuilding threatens larger groups of resoyeemn before the fifty-year age is
approached. This has been notably demonstrateatigfte
Today's preservationist is not working in the sacoatext as the preservationist of the
1960s. New issues and challenges exist that gueste concept of age in our evaluation of
significance. The fifty-year rule enters a grageaas preservationists must deal with materials
and architectural philosophies contrary to tradaibideas of age and conservation and

development pressures never before experiencedseTlibsues demonstrate the need to truly

guestion whether fifty years, or any age limitapgpropriate for evaluating historic resources.

62 Abele and Gammage.
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CHAPTER I11
EVALUATING THE AGE RULE AND FINDING ALTERNATIVES

Benefits and Liabilities of Age
Thus far, an exploration of the fifty-year rule hasseiled both benefits and liabilities to

Consideration G and its role in historic presensati These are summarized in figure 5:

Table 3: Weighing the Age Rule

Benefits of Age Rule Liabilitiesof Age Rule

Provides Historical Perspective Potentially linfiistoric designation and
deters the nomination of properties younger
than fifty years old barring exceptional
importance

Aids with the understanding and Inappropriate evaluative tool for some types
legitimacy of historic preservation of historic resources

Assists in administration of historic | Adds to the risk of losing potentially
resource nomination and designation significant buildings to teardowns and rapic

S

process. development where local controls are not
adequate
Helps define identification and Creates a cut-off between present and past.

documentation parameters for survey
and environmental review.

Benefits of the Fifty-Year Rule

The fifty-year rule continues, with little critiois, because it has been an asset to historic
preservation practice. The National RegisteriRegister ohistoric places and such an honor
should not be bestowed on a fad or a passing faHestorical perspective is necessary therefore

time must pass in order to truly decide whetheuifling or site will ‘stand the test of time.’
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Some passage of time is necessary to give thgbgutinge clear focus so that, among
other things, the salient factors contributinghte subject under examination can be
identified and the subject itself can be considevit a sense of detachméfit.

Fifty years delineates the present from the pashfan historic resources standpoint.
Such delineation has helped preservation become padatable to the public and to state and
local governments. While preservation has shome &nd time again that people will rally
around individual buildings they find significatie fifty-year rule has helped the public
understand preservation in a broader context: #isdoideology and a city planning tool.

Along these lines, the fifty-year rule has helpleel administration of historic
preservation. State and local offices are oftaeustaffed and under-funded, and non-profit
organizations rely on donations and grants. Fosehnvolved in historic preservation an age
filter (which limits the number of eligible prop&s) is easier to regulate and govern.
Furthermore, federal compliance laws such as Sedl® of the National Historic Preservation
Act must take into account effects on historic @rbies before a federal undertaking is
underway. Once again, the fifty-year rule, by ting eligible properties, makes a bureaucratic
process easier, faster, and more accepted.

The fifty-year rule has a long tradition in pression practice and has done its duty in
many ways. It cannot be argued that the fifty-yede completely excludes young resources.
The AIA Twenty-five year awards illustrate that ldings deemed ‘exceptional’ by the country’'s
architectural community are, in fact, on the NatibRegister. With three percent of nominated
properties being ‘young,’ there is certainly a prese of such resources on the Register. For all
intents and purposes, Consideration G is a sieataltesallow truly significant buildings to be
listed on the National Register. Are the liak#l#iof the rule great enough to warrant serious

changes in preservation practice?

83 Sherfy and Luce, 13.
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Liabilities of the Fifty-Year Rule

The fifty-year rule reflects preservation philoeggrom the 1930s, a time when antiquity
and artifact was the basis for evaluation of sigaiice. Earliest preservation efforts were
focused on the associative value of the buildingawnoted historical figure was associated with
the site), but in the early years of théhZIaentury, buildings were being recognized for their
physical qualities as well. One of the forefatharhistoric preservation, William Sumner
Appleton, and his organization the Society to Rresdlew England Antiquities (SPNEA)
greatly advanced the idea that a building can lpeontant for its architecture alone:

Advanced by noted antiquarian, William Sumner Apgie as well as other collectors

and related professionals, this work [of SPNEAEesslly sought to preserve buildings

as artifacts, important because they represenstiaictive building periods, stylistic
treatments or the work of masters. Given the dffifar antiques by this group of

preservationists, it is not surprising that a hyghized quality was the age of a

structure®®
Preservation philosophy has changed dramaticaily,n@w new resources, both tangible and
intangible are being recognized as significantm&aof these resources, such as cultural
landscapes, are not static resources and thustdahere well to age restrictions. Resources
that derive their significance through an evolusipnprocess should not be yanked from their
context and pigeonholed into preconceived notidresye and significance.

Due to the nature of modern building materials, @gee no longer differentiates in
meaningful ways a building built in the presentnfrone before the fifty-year threshold.
Furthermore, some buildings of the"™@ntury have not been designed or built to lagobe a
relatively short amount of time. Some of thes®ueses were not intended to last long enough

to gain the historical perspective needed foraaitanalysis. Fixating on an arbitrary age may

mean that entire pieces of our architectural hystwe at risk. Richard Longstreth writes:

94 Abele and Gammage.
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The imperative to shed the age bias is the gréatsause so much of our heritage, which
is not very old, is fast disappearing. Entire ¢bepthat are of great importance to
understanding the past are threatened, especiblyenthe pressure for more intense
development exists. The process of lateral expansihich was a major thrust in urban
development for much of the ®@entury, continues, but it is now often matched by
much denser growth, forming multi-nodal networkattlncompass both new and long-
established areas. Thus for large cities, at,lgasttendency for old quarters to be
bypassed by contemporary building, and therefomane long enough to become
appreciated anew, is being usurped... As a resudtcan no longer assume that the
places created by our parents’ or grandparent£rgd¢ion are going to stand relatively
undisturbed for a considerable length of titne.

Longstreth touches on another issue with the algerdevelopment. Chapter 2
discussed how increased demand for more housindpatagger houses has led to teardowns,
especially in older neighborhoods. Places accusticim huge development pressures, such as
New York City, have dealt with the issue with ahboage rule. Technology has made it much
easier to tear down and built fast, and these awslgould be reflected in preservation policy.

One of the more theoretical and honestly, unareswey questions about the fifty-year
rule is how many buildings have been overlookedbse of being dismissed as ‘too young.’
Even though such data cannot be collected, havingd-aff date for being ‘historic’ inevitably
leads to buildings being lost because of their aga@s is not to say that all these buildings
would have been considered significant or of exoept importance, but there is an inherent

risk that the National Register has assumed bingt#tis cut-off.

Obtaining Historical Perspective
The primary rationale behind the fifty-year rulee heed for historical perspective,

deserves to be discussed. Historic preservatiofies posited as preserving a ‘sense of place.’
It stands to reason that preservationists seedénse as being derived from a visual link between

past and present, from continuity in our built @aiment that allows communities to see what

95Longstreth, Richard, “The Significance of the Readeast,”APT Bulletin23, No. 2, (1991): 17.
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has been accomplished, and what is still beingraptished. If this continuity is a vital part of
our field, the question one must ask is: Where a@mesdraw the line between past and present?
If such a line must be drawn, any such distinct®arbitrary considering history is a continuum.

While it has been noted that the need for histbperspective is a vital part of the
National Register process, the question remainsfiftigyyears, or any designated time period
stands to delineate current trend from history2 dal difference, in terms of the analysis of
architecture between the present and the past ditfierence between critique and historic
analysis. The former is an assessment of a waidems of its present context, the latter draws
from previous study to gauge significance.

Historians do not rely on a set age limit to begundying events of the past. Imagine if
historians were just now beginning to write abowr\ War Il, or the assassination of John F.
Kennedy, or the Civil Rights Movement. It is napected that fifty-years lapse before scholarly
research and analysis is undertaken on these egentdy is that the current standard for
architectural history?

Architectural history, as a field of study, hasked greatly since the inception of the
National Historic Preservation Act. Scholars cobtimeir careers to studying Route 66 motels,
the advent of the office park, or the role of tla@age in urban development. The scholarly
research is available to gain historic perspedtivm a much earlier age than ever before.

Despite a persistent prejudice in some realms ademe against all but the exceptional

monument, the concern for broadening the natunequiiry has gained a solid footing.

During the 1960s, few people made a serious stiidynerican architecture; today

hundreds are so engaged. Many have academiatdiilj many more are tied to the

field of preservation. Irrespective of employmehese individuals now hail from a

variety of disciplines, including urban and culiunstory, folk life, and geography as

well as architectural and art history. New ardeaspecialization such as landscape

design and the decorative arts also have beconestablished. Commonplace patterns

in the environment are given as serious and sopdlistl scrutiny as artistic masterworks.
Twentieth-century topics are at least as numereubase focusing on the eighteenth or
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nineteenth century. Furthermore, work of the mie+itieth century — the 1940s, 1950s,

and even the 1960s — is coming under ever mordéut@emination, not for critique, but

for historical analysis. Fifty years no longermedike such a short tinf&.

The time it takes to gain historic perspective ¢nasvn shorter as more scholars have
taken up the study of architectural history. Idiéidn to this, a National Register nomination’s
success depends on three major components, theeatahal description (which established the
integrity of the building), an historic context,cha statement of significance. If the historic
context of a nomination is lacking, in most instasthe statement of significance cannot
resonate enough for nomination. Without a schplactount ofvhya building or site is
important, there cannot be an attempt at an obgeissessment of the property. In this sense,
the National Register process is self-regulatingegards to its emphasis on historical
perspective. It stands to reason that, if theeerttdt been enough research and study to paint a
clear and compelling historic context, the nomimatwill not be successful, regardless of the age

of the property.

Alternatives: An International Outlook on Age

The United States is not the only country dealinitp vgésues of cultural significance from
within their preservation framework. An internat& comparison of other heritage lists which
contextualize America’s preservation practice framinternational standpoint will show how
other countries and organizations are dealing siithlar dilemmas. This chapter will examine
national lists or register criteria from Englandn@ada, and Australia as well as the UNESCO
World Heritage Program. These three countries welected because they have a similar

historic preservation framework as the United Statderms of having a national list or register,

% Ibid.
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have similar historic preservation governing bodieagencies, and because there are broad
architectural history and cultural parallels. Ae tinly international historic register, the World

Heritage List represents the register with the téesa scope and some of the most rigid criteria.

England
England’s primary national body engaging in theservation of England’s resources is

called English Heritage. English Heritage stabes it is the Government’s “statutory adviser on
the historic environment...[and is] an Executive Nbmpartmental Public Body sponsored by
the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMB3] powers and responsibilities are set
out in the National Heritage Act (1983) and todigyrgports to Parliament through the Secretary
of State for Culture, Media and Spuwit

English Heritage administers a national list ofgedies it deems of ‘special architectural
or historic interest.” English Heritage recommehdgdings to be listed to the Secretary of State
for Culture, Media and Sport. Once a buildingnstlee register, legal consideration is given
before any alterations are undertaken.

There are four major criteria for listing:

1) architectural interestall buildings which are nationally important fibre interest of their
architectural design, decoration and craftsmanstge, important examples of particular

building types and techniques, and significant ftams

2) historic interest:this includes buildings which illustrate importaspects of the nation's
social, economic, cultural or military history

3) close historical associatiowith nationally important buildings or events

4) group value especially where buildings comprise an importachitectural or historic
unity or are a fine example of planning (such asases, terraces and model villages)

67 English Heritage, “What does Listing Mean¥aigable at http://www.english-
heritage.org.uk/server/show/nav.1374, Internetes®ed April 26, 2008.

68 Ibid.

69 Ibid.
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With a longer national history than the United 8satage plays a factor in listing. English
Heritage states that the older and rarer a buildinthe more likely it will be listed. The age
framework given is that (given adequate integrtlpouildings pre-1700 are listed, most built
between 1700 and 1840 are listed, and beyondhbatriteria become tighter with time. English
Heritage states; “post-1945 buildings have to lmeptionally important to be listed. Buildings
less than thirty years old are only rarely listéthey are of outstanding quality and under
threat.’70

A building is listed under one of there gradesadear | buildings are of exceptional
interest, Grade II* are particularly important loliigs of more than special interest, Grade Il are
of special interest, warranting every effort togenere them. Grade Il is by far the most common
listing grade, with 92% of the 370,000 listed reses falling under this category.

England takes a more top down approach to listiag the United States. Whereas a
majority of National Register nominations come fromners of the sites, English Heritage
decides which buildings go through the processasea survey of historic resources and sites
brought to their attention by local authoritiesstbrical societies, and property owners. Those
owning historic properties do not prepare a nonmmaiand the onus is not on the property
owner to make a case for significance. Englishtege also lists buildings based on larger
historic themes. A stated goal of the list isitolude “particular building types which are under-
represented in the lists, through our ThematicimgsProgrammeZ?1 Current themes are:
Industrial Heritage, Pubs, Industrial Cities, ahd Defense of Britain. By striving for balance

within the list, English Heritage is able to trgaist-war buildings as part of a theme, needing

70 Ibid.
71 lIbid.
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only representation on the list as opposed toihga&tvery post-war resource as historically
eligible.

English Heritage broaches the subject of postbuddings:

Recommending modern buildings for listing causesenaontroversy than any other

English Heritage activity. In 1987 the principlesv@stablished that post-war buildings

could be listed, and by the end of 1995 the impmezof the period had been recognized

by the listing of 189 separate buildings. In theegyear the listing of post-war buildings
was opened up to public debate and consultatiorgcmgnition of the strong views many
people hold on the subject in general and indiMitduéidings in particular.

We decided to look at the whole field of buildindgting from the period 1945-1965 by

building type and held a series of consultationsibour proposals for listing in 1995

and 1996, backed up by photographic exhibitionsmications explaining the basis

on which post-war listing recommendations are matiese have attracted much press

coverage and enormous public interest.
It is implied that any debate about the preserumatiod significance of the ‘recent past’ is over
and done with. While this is an extension of tiog ‘down’ approach to designation, the process
was very public and English Heritage attemptedhtduide the public in the evaluation of the
recent past.

Unlike the National Register of Historic placaswhich designation is honorary, listing
by English Heritage requires property owners toengd review when altering a building. Also,
whereas owner consent is necessary for NationabRedisting, it is not required in England.
Owners can contest a listing, but are not entiidelde de-listed. In general, English listing
carries more weight for the property owner than Aoan listing. For this reason, criteria need
to be legally sound and the process transparent.

The English Heritage list seemingly has a youraggr rule than the National Register.
However, while thirty is the stated age for researcarely listed’ the list uses the similar

language of ‘exceptional importance’ when refertimgpost 1945 buildings. Furthermore,

English Heritage’s literature leads one to belithat they have already surveyed and decided
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upon the important resources of the 1945-1965 aradfect discouraging the public from
raising awareness for buildings that may be locsithpificant. However, the English
conservation field has been very pro-active inaes@ing and evaluating resources that are still a

bit of an enigma in the United States.

Canada
Canada’s national preservation policy is adminelehrough the Historic Sites and

Monuments Board of Canada (HSMBC). This Board eraated in 1919 in order to expand
Canada’s national park system. The idea to demgrerks around historic sites and buildings
led to a government program to identify and presaignificant aspects of Canada's history.
The mission and powers of the HSMBC changed midecgn “In 1953, theHistoric Sites and
Monuments Actstablished the HSMBC by statute, enlarged it,gawe it increased resources.
An amendment in 1955 specified the power to reconthmational designation for buildings by
reason of their age or architectural design. ThHezeat studied more Canadian built heritage,
expanding the concept to include streetscapesicthstgardens, and urban and rural
landscapes72

HSMBC recommends designation of nationally sigaffichistoric buildings and sites to
the Minister of Environment. The public nomina884 of the properties considered by the
Board. The general criterion for designation ivesl sites associated with significant people,

places, and events.

A place may be designated of national historic signifieabg virtue of a direct association
with a nationally significant aspect of Canadiastdiy. An archaeological site, structure,
building, group of buildings, district, or cultur@indscape of potential national historic
significance will:

72 Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canadaijable at http://www.pc.gc.ca/clmhc-
hsmbc/crit/index_E.asp; Internet; accessed April20D8.
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a) illustrate an exceptional creative achievememincept and design,
technology and/or planning, or a significant stagene development of Canada;
or

b) illustrate or symbolize in whole or in part dtawal tradition, a way of life, or
ideas important in the development of Canada; or

c) be most explicitly and meaningfully associateaentified with persons who
are deemed of national historic importance; or

d) be most explicitly and meaningfully associateddentified with events that
are deemed of national historic importance.

A person (or persons) may be designated of national hisggnificance if that person
individually or as the representative of a grouglenan outstanding and lasting
contribution to Canadian history.

An event may be designated of national historic signifieaiidt represents a defining
action, episode, movement, or experience in Canddsioryz3

Under the guidelines for the Place criteria itteted that “buildings, ensembles of buildings, and
sitescompleted by 1975 may be considered for designation of nationabhistsignificance,
provided five years have passed since the dedtiosé responsible for their desigri”As of
writing, the age rule for the Canadian registehigy-three years of age. Under the guidelines
for commemorating sites under the Event criteria gtated: “Events thaiccurred at least 40

years ago may be considered for designation of nationabhistsignificance. Historic events

that continue into the more recent past will bel@atd on the basis of what occurred at least 40

years ago.”?

Still, the HSMBC, with a relatively young cut-ofeems more prepared for nominations
for the recent past than the National Registere T9/5 date may be the result of the list
delineating guidelines for resources from the Maddovement. Technically, 1975 would be

around the end of the Modern Movement and therefdogjical cut-off for nominations.

73 Ibid.
74 lbid.
> Ibid.
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HSMBC states that:

A building, ensemble or site that was created duttremodern era may be
considered of national significance if it is in@ndition that respects the integrity of
its original design, materials, workmanship, fuanotand/or setting, insofar as each of
these was an important part of its overall intamtiand its present character; and

1) it is an outstanding illustration of at leaseaf the three following cultural
phenomena and at least a representative if leasatihautstanding illustration of the
other two cultural phenomena of its time:

a) changing social, political and/or economic ctiods;
b) rapid technological advances;
c) new expressions of form and/or responses taiturad demands; or

2) it represents a precedent that had a significapéct on subsequent buildings,
ensembles, or sites.

Under normal circumstances, the Board will not ab#rsa building, ensemble, or site
that meets the above [guidelines] unless five ykave passed since the death of those
responsible for its desigra

The Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canade paovided a framework for certain
aspects of the recent past. A younger age r@engwhat saddled by the inclusion that the
architect must be dead for at least five yearspirte recent resources, particularly those of the

Modern Movement, have been addressed in the ligtiagess.

The Venice Charter and the UNESCO World Heritage Li
The Venice Charter was a response to the destruatid subsequent restoration of

historic resources after World War Il. Preservagilosophy had shifted from an acceptance
of historic reconstruction to the belief that bunlgis should be approached as historic documents,
and not unnecessarily ‘'interpreted' through restar& Post war reconstructions in cities such

as Warsaw, Blois and Vicenza spurred an internatidiscussion about standards for the

76 Ibid.
77 1ICOMOS, “An Introduction to the Venice CharteaVailable at http://www.intbau.org/venicechattam;
Internet; accessed April 12, 2008.



55

preservation and restoration of historic resouféeBhe purpose of the charter was to define
responsibilities concerning the preservation amseovation of historic sites and monuments.
“It became the founding document of ICOMOS (thestnational Council on Monuments and
Sites), and was later adopted by UNESCO, (the Omlations Educational Scientific and
Cultural Organization). Today it provides the faniental reference for conservation policy for
the 191 UNESCO member statés.”

The Venice Charter is not a list of internatiohatitage sites, nor does it seek to
establish an international mode of resource evalnatThe identification of a monument is
touched on briefly and vaguely in the charter'srigdns:

The concept of a historic monument embraces nottbiel single architectural work
but also the urban or rural setting in which isrfduhe evidence of a particular
civilization, a significant development or a histoevent. This applies not only to
great works of art but also to more modest workghefpast, which have acquired
cultural significance with the passing of tifife.
The charter does not provide much guidance foetfauation of historic resources, but it does
state in its introduction that,
It is essential that the principles guiding thesem@ation and restoration of ancient
buildings should be agreed and be laid down onngernational basis, with each
country being responsible for applying the planhwitthe framework of its own
culture and traditions.
This gives individual countries the task of moldihg concepts contained in the Venice Charter
to their own cultural heritage. As the focus of ttharter is not on the evaluation of resources

(the charter assumes significant monuments ansl sdee already been identified and deemed

worthy of preservation) it does not set an agetlion any real criteria, for sites and monuments.

78 Ibid.
79 Ibid.
80 Ibid., The Venice Charter, Article 1.
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The Venice Charter set the stage for other intemal historic preservation efforts.

One of the most successful of these is the Worldt&tge List, administered by UNESCO. The

World Heritage List seeks to designate historic aatliral sites of outstanding universal value.

The list currently includes 851 properties from Iifferent countries. The criteria for this list

are strict, considering the high level of significa. That being said, UNESCO also tries to

have a balanced list, fully representing geograghiegions, different types of resources, and

all important international trends. The seleciooiteria are

Vi.

Vil.

viii.

to represent a masterpiece of human creatineige
to exhibit an important interchange of hurwatues, over a span of time or within a
cultural area of the world, on developisen architecture or technology,
monumental arts, town-planning or largecdesign;
to bear a unique or at least exceptionainbesy to a cultural tradition or to a
civilization which is living or which lsadisappeared,;
to be an outstanding example of a type déilmg, architectural or technological
ensemble or landscape which illustréa@significant stage(s) in human history;
to be an outstanding example of a tradifibmanan settlement, land-use, or sea-use
which is representative of a culturedoltures), or human interaction with the
environment especially when it has lbeewulnerable under the impact of
irreversible change;
to be directly or tangibly associated with egeor living traditions, with ideas, or
with beliefs, with artistic and liteyaworks of outstanding universal significance.
(The Committee considers that thitecion should preferably be used in
conjunction with other criteria);
to contain superlative natural phenomenareas of exceptional natural beauty and
aesthetic importance;
to be outstanding examples representirggor stages of earth's history, including the
record of life, significant on-goingaegical processes in the development of
landforms, or significant geomorphicpbrysiographic features;
to be outstanding examples representing signifioargoing ecological and
biological processes in the evolution and develagroéterrestrial, fresh water,
coastal and marine ecosystems and communitiegofgpand animals; to contain the
most important and significant natural habitatsifesitu conservation of biological
diversity, including those containing threatenedcsps of outstanding universal
value from the point of view of science or conséipra®*

Some of these criteria pertain to the built envinent, others to natural sites. The process of

8 |pid.
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designation begins with a country presenting dater' list of sites to the World Heritage
Centre. This list should include all possible noated properties, but should not be considered
exhaustive. Nominations are then submitted an@rgadscrutiny by a succession of
committees. According to the most rec@®pterational Guidelines for the Implementation & th
World Heritage Conventiothe World Heritage Committee will designate fofitye properties

to the World Heritage List.

The World Heritage List does not include an agetlin its criteria. But, even in the
absence of an age limit, there are very few si@® the last seventy-five years on the register.
Recognizing that the Modern Movement was an impbitaernational architectural movement,
ICOMOS asked DOCOMOMO to produce a report on thiédge of the Modern Movement as
it pertains to the World Heritage Li. Included in the report was a tentative list oéity
structures DOCOMOMO felt represented the univeralle of architecture of the Modern
Movement.

Considering that nominations come from countr@ssppposed to individuals, properties
are already filtered through their home countppesservation policies. Inevitably, many
younger properties are weeded out before reaclingideration for the World Heritage Site.
UNESCO and ICOMOS, recognizing the need to reptaberentirety of human history within
the list, actively sought experts on a major agattiiral movement in order to consider these
resources for the World Heritage List. Tel-Avivite City, an impressive ensemble of

Modern Movement architecture, was designated adawetitage site in 2003.

Australia
Australia’s conservation policy takes a slightiffetent approach to the concept of

82 Hubert-Jan Henket, “The Modern Movement and/Muoeld Heritage List,” DOCOMOMO via the World
Heritage Council, http://mww.whc.org.
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significance. A unique methodology grew out of Biera Charter, a document formulated as a
response to perceived shortcomings of the Veniat€hof 1964. In the late 1970s, at the Fifth
General Assembly of ICOMOS in Moscow, Australia dnahisia attempted revisions of the
Venice Charter based on the different characténeif countries' resourc&%.None of the

requested revisions passed, and Australia set alafing a document more suited to its needs.

The major concern regarding the Venice Charteritgasemantic inability to address
historic resources not classified as monument#a&s.sThe preservation of vernacular
architecture, archaeological sites, rock art, rlaadiscapes, gardens, and Modern architecture
could not be adequately addressed within the laygoéthe Venice Charter. The Burra Charter
was an attempt to rectify the omission by changimegconcept of historic significance to cultural

significance, and looking at sites in the moredtaiconcept of “place.”

The Burra Charter does not deal with monumentsséed but with places; a place
may include structures, the ground upon which gtapd, material below the
ground surface, and relevant contents, such as ¢@durniture. The term “place”
has been chosen deliberately to avoid the impticatiat the charter is concerned
principally with grand architecture or necessawith any architecture at all.
When buildings are involved, it is meant to stribsd they must be related to their
contents, to any archaeological deposits, andgedlevant functional and visual
environment*

In changing Australia's conservation methodologyrrhistoric' resources to ‘cultural' resources,
evaluation of places shift significance from andig emphasis (such as age) to the significance

a site has on those who interact with that place.

The other critical concept is that of cultural sigrance. This is the term for the
reasons why the place seems worth preserving.at hls approach is very
different from that of the Venice Charter, whickea for granted that we know
what our historic monuments are, what it is thak@sathem historic, and how we
want to preserve them. And yet there have beeariyptd controversies in Europe

83 Miles Lewis, “The Conservation Analysis: An Anasian Perspective APT Bulletin28, No. 1 (1997): 48.
84 Ibid, 49.
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to demonstrate there is, in fact, no agreement tipese points. Under the Burra
Charter, cultural significance is defined as “aesth historic, scientific or social
value for past, present or future generations,”thnde adjectives are then
themselves separately defin&d.

The Burra Charter is not a piece of legislatiaiteda for specific designation of sites, or
a standard for restoration or rehabilitation, raiket planning tool that guides Australian
conservation practitioners. Still, the Burra Chattas impacted conservation practice in

Australia as Graham Brooks writes:

...the Burra Charter has had a remarkable influendesffect on conservation
practice. Many government conservation bodiesdieservation funding to the
application of its methodologies. Most state awhl governments now require
consideration of potential impacts on a place’sual significance before
development can proce&d.

The Burra Charter methodologies have also influeétbhe Australian Heritage System.
This relatively new system of conservation is ekpd by the non-profit organization the

National Trust of Australia as:

[A system that] operates under a piece of AustmaBavernment legislation
called theEnvironment Protection and Biodiversity Conservatfct1999,
commonly known as the EPBC Act. This legislatiooyides for the
establishment of a new National Heritage list, amew Commonwealth Heritage
list. The national heritage system operates inlighraith local and State /
Territory heritage systems. In other words, a@leculd be on a National Trust
list, be protected under a local government plagnscheme and listed on a State
or Territory heritage register, and still also is¢eld on the National or
Commonwealth Heritage list. Each system actsdikadditional layer of
potential protection for the pla&é.

The Australian system is slightly more decentraigean the American system in that there are
separate lists for national heritage, state/tewrib@ritage, and local heritage. The National

Heritage List is the register of nationally impart@laces of cultural interest. Both

85 Ibid, 50.

8 Brooks, Graham, “The Burra Charter: Australisfsthodology for Conserving Cultural Heritag®Jaces8, No.
1, (1992): 85.

87 National Trust of Australia, “The National Hege System,” available at
http://www.nationaltrust.org.au/NationalHeritageteys.htm; accessed November 3, 2008.
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governmental entities and the public nominate gdaodhe National Heritage List.

The spirit of the Burra Charter is present in theeda for the National Heritage List. It
is a list that bases significance on a conceptawfgothat either does, or does not, pohsesage
values In fact, The Australian Heritage Council statésis these heritage values and not

necessarily the place itself that will be protedtedugh this listing.88

The idea of ‘heritage values’ is not wholly sulbpee. The Heritage List has particular

criteria for designation. The criteria for desigoa are any or all of the following:

(a) the place has outstanding heritage value todhien because of the place's importance in the
course, or pattern, of Australia's natural or galthistory;

(b) the place has outstanding heritage value tméhien because of the place's possession of
uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of Austraifisal or cultural history;

(c) the place has outstanding heritage value todhien because of the place's potential to yield
information that will contribute to an understargliof Australia's natural or cultural history;

(d) the place has outstanding heritage value tméhien because of the place's importance in
demonstrating the principal characteristics of:

(i) a class of Australia's natural or cultural gacor
(i) a class of Australia's natural or cultural @onments;

(e) the place has outstanding heritage value todhien because of the place's importance in
exhibiting particular aesthetic characteristicsreal by a community or cultural group;

(P the place has outstanding heritage value ton#t®n because of the place's importance in
demonstrating a high degree of creative or teclhaidaievement at a particular period;

(9) the place has outstanding heritage value todhien because of the place's strong or special
association with a particular community or cultugedup for social, cultural or spiritual reasons;

(h) the place has outstanding heritage value todhien because of the place's special
association with the life or works of a persongmyup of persons, of importance in Australia's
natural or cultural history;

(i) the place has outstanding heritage value to#ti®mn because of the place's importance as
part of Indigenous traditiofr.

88 Australian Government, Department of the EnvirentnWater, Heritage and the Arts, “National Hey@d.ist
Criteria” available at http://www.environment.gow/haeritage/about/national/criteria.html; accessedI|AO,
2008.

% Ibid.
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Some of the language is similar to the criterid tdmmpose the American, Canadian, and
English lists. Criterion (h) corresponds to sigrafit persons criteria. Criterion (a) can be
interpreted as the 'event’ criterion seen in olibex. Likewise, a criterion (c) contains similar
language to Criterion D of the National Registettsireference to archaeological sites and their
potential to yield information about the past. Hoesm the constant reference to places in terms
of cultural, community, and heritage value is ueidqa these criteria. There are no exceptions to

the criteria, in particular no age limit for desagion is established.

At first glance, this list of criteria seems toelusive. An argument for community
value can be made for the most mundane of strigcture inclusiveness of the criteria is
tempered by an evolution test that looks not atthdrethe place adheres to the criteria, but at its
level of significance within the terms of the criteri@io gauge this, the Heritage List judges a
place's heritage value against a 'significancesttoiel.’ This test asks the question, “How

important are these value§%”

To be designated on the National Heritage Liglaae must have 'outstanding' heritage
value. Whether a place has outstanding heritagevaldetermined by comparing the nominated
place to similar types of places. “This allows @®uncil to determine if one place is 'more’ or
'less’ significant compared to other similar placedf it is unique. The degree of significance
can also relate to the geographic area, for instahe extent of a place's significance locally,

regionally, nationally or internationally™

The Australian National Heritage List has manaigelde more inclusive and sensitive to

indigenous concepts of significance by recognizivad cultural significance can be explored

90 Ibid.
91 Ibid.
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through shared values as opposed to a more ‘baiettsnortar’ concept favored by other
preservation systems. Age is not explicitly staiedbeing a factor in the evaluation and

designation of resources.

In looking at England, Canada, Australia, andWhNESCO World Heritage Lists it is
apparent that each register of historic placesstakgightly different view of age and
significance. ‘Age-rules’ are by no means an Agemiinvention, but the fifty-year rule is
currently the longest age rule of those discusBeglife 5). It also seems that the American
National Register is lagging behind other registerggards to addressing resources from the

past fifty years.

Age Comparisons
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This comparative analysis reveals both commonallietween age rules well as some
alternatives to that could be incorporated into Ap@n preservation practice. The idea that
younger resources must display a very high amoisigaificance is present in all the listing

agents. However, the threshold between young lEhdanies, and in some cases is not
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explicitly stated. Based on this comparison twerahtives to the fifty-year rule were identified:
base age restrictions on researched periods atectiral history and have no age rule, and

eliminate an age rule with and emphasis of culower history.

Recognizing variety in historic resources has plagenajor role in lowering the age rule
in both England and Canada. England’s thirty wege rule was instituted only after English
Heritage saw that post-WWII resources needed tddeessed as part of a unique development
phase. English Heritage made a concerted effdddkle a whole era of architecture head-on
through research, documentation, and categorizafibnildings from 1945 to 1965. This time
was for both gathering research and sharing infaomavith the public about this chapter of
architectural history. This process enabled Ehdlisritage to manage the designation process
with a shorter age limit. Similarly, HSMBC recoged that resources from the modern era
would need to be evaluated differently than sorderalesources. HSMBC published
significance criteria that were specific to younggsgources, such as the illustration of rapid
technological advances or new expressions of fardicx responses to functional demands.

In both cases, the English and Canadian modelseshavilexibility in their designation
criteria that is not present in the National RegyistRealizing that a blanket approach to new
types of historic resources may not befit the eatadun and designation process, both systems
allowed for subtle changes. The National Registétistoric Places does have a certain level of
flexibility, especially considering that there daa exceptions to the age rule, but the actual
verbiage of the criteria and the considerationhat changed since 1966.

The Australian model is a comparative analysis tohald probably constitute a thesis in
itself. The practiced methodology for the evaloatdf cultural resources is, in some ways, very

unique to Australia and its ties to both coloniad andigenous culture. For Australia, an
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emphasis on place and heritage values addresseduh&ries’ conservation needs. To adopt
Australian methodologies to the National Regisfdtigtoric Places would, in effect, change the
register from arnistoric register to aultural register. Given the history of indigenous people i
the United States and the diversity of culturaditians, such a change may not be
inconceivable. However, such a change would bstidrand certainly not be precipitated by an

age rule alone.

Shortening the Fifty-Year Rule: New York City

Another alternative to the fifty-year rule is to imtain an age guideline, but make it
shorter. New York has already been briefly disedsa terms of the development pressures
facing many cities and towns. Exceptionally highd values, zoning ordinances, and the
pressure to demolish properties not meeting thgh#ést and best use’ standard culminated in
extreme development pressures and the loss of matoyic properties. These pressures
galvanized the New York preservation movement lgzto the city’s Landmarks Law. In this
law was a stipulation that buildings be at leastytlyears old to be considered for landmark
designation. A shorter timeframe from the ‘naticangerage’ compensated for the unique real
estate market in New York.

The 1950s saw an influx in development and therdesdn of many of New York’s
architectural gems. This led up to the high-peofiemolition of Pennsylvania Station in 1961.
The loss galvanized a preservation effort thatuidet grass-roots advocacy and intense media
coverage. This resulted in the appointment of edb@arks Preservation Commission that same
year. The Commission was tasked with identifyirggNYork Landmarks, but was not given

any legal authority to designate landmarks. lityawith some of the world’s highest land
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values, any regulation of private property was higiontroversial. Real Estate interests were
highly opposed to any preservation laws. But, AnghWood, author adPreserving New York
states; “Ironically, the real estate industry inlN¥éork deserves the lion’s share of credit for the
existence of the city’'s Landmarks Law. Real esti@eelopers, as well as institutions cashing in
their real estate holdings, provided the necessapgtus to move the Landmarks Law forward.
Almost on cue, time and again, real estate intenastvided landmark crisis after landmark
crisis. Providently timed and accelerating in freqcy, they vividly advanced the case for
landmarks protection’™

In 1964 the Landmarks Preservation Commission ptedea draft of the Landmarks
Law to the mayor. The bill languished on the mé&ydesk for nearly six months, until intense
media scrutiny pushed the bill to the city coumarlreview. Review of the law commanded
media attention and while there was overwhelmingpsut for the bill, those who opposed it
(primarily real estate special interests) wereuiffitial. Wood states that the city council
hearings centered on the Landmarks Law were a@atafion between civic leaders and real
estate interestS. “It would have been a huge mistake to underesérttae strength of their [the
real estate special interests] opposition or thleility to effectively advance their desired
changes behind closed doors. Those aligned agha#tgislation tended to do their best work
behind the scenes, away from the glare of the priBili
It took months for the city council to review arelise the bill. Advocates of the bill feared that
real estate special interests would be successtither changing or amending the bill to the

point of rendering it useless. When the bill wasged in 1965 it was recognizable as the bill

92 \Wood, AnthonyPreserving New York: Winning the Right to Preser@ity’s LandmarksNew York: Rutledge,
331.

% |bid, 353.

* Ibid, 342.
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that had gone to the mayor a year ago, but thetdéan revisions, amendments, and additions.
One of the additions was the inclusion that bugdimeeded to be “30 years or older” for
designation as a landmark. The thirty-year stipatewas a direct response to objections by real
estate interests that the definition of a landnveas too vague. In this case, the thirty-year rule
was the result of compromise between preservativnaates, who wanted as broad a definition

of a landmark as possible and real estate intendgisvanted landmarks narrowly defined.
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CHAPTER IV
RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION

Conclusion
When the age requirement evolved, those craftisggdation criteria were contending
with political pressure and creating a framewonkdaompletely new endeavor by the National
Park Service. For the burgeoning field of histgreservation, the age rule assisted in
legitimizing a process that could be seen as highubjective. In fact, former Chief Historian of
the National Park Service, Robert Utley noted:
Unfortunately, what was considered as a kind okgalrguideline has been translated by
ignorant and well-meaning, or maybe evil peoplénveidd designs in mind, into a
criterion. It's become almost a cliché. The thigkwas that in general you need a 50
year perspective to have a good professional judgyofevhether a property qualifies or
not. But it was never intended to be rigidly apdlas when the National Register criteria

were written, the wording in the original Landmarkeria was retained in which, upon
showing ‘transcendent’ value, the general guidedihB0 years was to be ignor&d.

The fifty-year rule has served the practice ofdristpreservation well. It has added
accessibility to those who were unfamiliar or unéantable with the idea of regulating historic
properties. It has helped make a vague concegdtpthistoric significance, more accessible to
preservation advocates, the general public, argkepration professionals. It has served as a
measuring stick by which an historical perspeciwes gained before the study of architectural
history could shed more light on our built envireemh However, changes in preservation such

as rapid rates of development, the expansion oflsaand subsequent teardowns, new types of

% Sprinkle, 101.
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historic resources like cultural landscapes, aedlogical shifts in design and building have
outpaced the fifty-year rule. Historical perspeetis important and age is a factor when
considering whether something is historic, howearearbitrary cut-off of fifty years may no
longer be necessary in today's preservation waklghroaches in other countries have shown

that national preservation efforts can exist withage limits or with shorter age limits.

One of the difficulties of this discussion is itebretical nature and the fact that the fifty-
year rule is just one small part of a larger wholée preservation or loss of a building is rarely
contingent on age alone. However, the fifty-yede rexisting in the National Register of
Historic Places has set the tone for the fielcemards to expectations of age and historicity.
Given the new considerations in historic preseovatit is questionable whether a specific age
limit should even be present in the considerationshe National Register as opposed to a
general statement about age and its relevancatiricisignificance. Instead of the current
consideration stating "properties that have achiesmgnificance within the past 50 years shall
not be considered eligible for the National Regisfe a statement such as "properties that are
not old enough to be evaluated within a propeohisal context shall not be considered eligible
for the National Register” would suffice to enshigtorical perspective was taken into account
when evaluating properties.

The work done in this thesis is the proverbial dighe iceberg' on the topic of the fifty-
year rule. Delving into the history of the rulepking broadly at its influence and impact on
perceptions of historicity, comparing America's agles to those around the world; these
guestions have unearthed areas of research angsisie regarding the fifty-year rule. Issues

raised in this work substantiate the case thatififyeyear rule is not a tenant of historic

% National Park Servicghe National Register of Historic Places Brochure
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preservation to be taken for granted. Howevergtlhaee specific avenues of research that need
to be undertaken before one could definitely makeatement about how to move forward in
regards to age rules.

Figure 4:

Recommendations:
. Undertake a comprehensive study of the impactkeofitty-year rule

. Initiate a large-scale educational campaign fooueses spanning 1945-1975.

Opportunitiesfor Further Study

The scope of this thesis sought to study the-fiftgr rule, determine whether this tenant
of preservation practice warrants re-evaluationd, eéxplore alternatives to the age rule. While
there are some models for shortening the age Nde (York City), or doing away with an age
rule entirely (Australia), more research is neetbechake a determination as to whether to
change the rule, and if so, to what.

Research in this thesis uncovers areas to expiargler to continue the re-evaluation of
the fifty-year rule. Firstly, there needs to beare definitive idea of how many buildings are
being affected by the age rule. Teardowns weegl@s a national epidemic affecting older
homes. Do teardowns inordinately affect neighbodsoof houses forty to fifty year old? Are
buildings on the cusp of being fifty year old mesg@endable than houses well over fifty year of
age? The argument has been made that there haaméerease in building development over
the past decade. What exactly is this new devedopmeplacing? A closer look at what is being
demolished through a study of demolition permits@spared to building permits may reveal a

pattern in what is being lost.
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Another way to research how buildings are affettgthe age rule is to interview or
survey government agency officials, local histgmeservation commissions (HPCs), and
preservation advocacy organizations. Informal epsations with National Register
coordinators were telling as to what sort of supgwe fifty-year rule has within SHPOSs,
however a more systematic survey of how Nationglifer coordinators deal with the fifty-year
rule would help in evaluating the rule. How maygung' resources have been denied listing?
How often have nominees been advised to wait ariililding 'comes of age?' The idea of
‘exceptional importance' can be further studieddoyparing those properties that were listed
before the age of fifty and seeing if any trendeega.

Perhaps more telling would be discussions at tbal level. A thorough survey of local
Historic Preservation Commissions' understandinthefifty-year rule and how it affects local
listing or survey practices would allow for insighto whether the fifty year rule affects the
actual regulation of properties. An extensive cargon of local historic preservation
ordinances would unveil how many communities arerajing under an age rule. Further
research questions may include:

Are HPCs concerned about losing buildings of tloene past?

What types of buildings do local preservation af& and commissioners consider
‘historic?'

Are resources from a certain age group particularkysk?

Research at the local level could also addres$ fweaervation advocacy groups and
whether any urgency is felt for 'young' resourc®sice again, the research in this thesis touched
upon agents such as Endangered Property Lists wadty-Five Year lists that advocate for
some young resources, but an extensive look alesmiaical organizations may reveal whether

the public would be accepting of embracing youngsources as historic.
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One guandary that was touched upon in this theasstiat of the ideology behind, and
the materials used, for some buildings of the Moddovement. The question of 'How do you
preserve buildings that were not meant to be pved@ opens a philosophical discussion about
the nature of historic preservation and its ultenatent. From a more practical standpoint there
is the question, 'How can yaiford to preserve buildings that were not meant to esgwed?'
There is a question of economics in this discusthahcannot be ignored if it is to have any
basis in the actual practice of historic preseoratiAt some point, age rule or not, this question
will need to be addressed. In terms of this discus research into whether a change in the age
rule may result in an undue economic burden o statl local agencies (due to an increase in

historic designation) may help weigh the futurehe fifty-year rule.

Educational Efforts

In order to even consider moving beyond the fitttan age rule, a massive educational
effort needs to be undertaken. On the nation&ll|elie National Park Service needs to take the
lead on identifying themes from the recent pastatdgorizing building types. The National
Park Service has not been completely remiss inrélsisarch. Its most recent bulletin is entitled
‘Historic Residential Suburbs: Guidelines for Exatlan and Documentation for the National
Register of Historic Places.” This is certainlgtap in the right direction, but not nearly enough.
Guides for the evaluation of ranch houses, madls,gjations, or the conservation of curtain
walls would continue to answer questions and gpeteple about mid-century resources.
Research and subsequent publications and guiddiindsese resources would need to be made
available to surveyors and planning departmenssipplant the notion of “it is not old enough,

so | do not have to deal with it yet.” Insteadasiting Bulletins trying to fit new and different
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resources into an old system, the National Parki@eshould be at the forefront of creating and
identifying larger themes under which practitioneas evaluate resources.

If planning offices and architectural surveyors fammfortable with these types of
resources as opposed to intimidated by them, thiéhevmore successful in deciding what is
truly valuable to a community and what can be &t §ollowing the English example, the
National Register should delineate time periodshfstoric themes. Instead of stopping time at
fifty years, age becomes more malleable, and mopeoariate for a field that is trying to
preserve the continuum of history as opposed fatso pockets of the past.

“The demand for knowledge of our environment, nst fhe relics of a distant past, but
the things we experience routinely, has grownrapa pace over the past few decades, and
stands as an underlying cause of preservation grecess™ While formal buildings of
history are important and enjoyable, it is the idépreserving culture, community, and heritage
that has grabbed the interest of the public antledgreservation to become a part of a larger
planning process.

State Historic Preservation Offices can be involvedriting historic contexts for
building types unique to their state. Accessiliétdric contexts for roadside motor courts, mid-
century commercial buildings, or the developmenfti€e parks, will foment discussion about
younger resources. SHPOs can also utilize localaie chapters of organizations like
DOCOMOMO and AlA to help with the disseminationioformation.

Local Planning

It is at the local level that historic propertem actually be regulated. As discussed, the

National Register has no real regulatory power itledjs influence on preservation practice.

Therefore, were Consideration G to be changed,stipmuld need to be given to Certified

% Ibid, 13-14.
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Local Governments with historic preservation consmiss so that the standards of the National
Register would align with local preservation preeti Both local historic preservation
commissions and the general public would need ta jpart of a large educational effort in order
to function with a shorter age rule.

Questioning the fifty-year rule has the potentiaévoke strong opinions from many
different sectors within the practice of historregervation. The fifty-year rule is part of
conventional wisdom in the field; a somewhat laidag that, while not directly affecting all
preservation decisions, has been a guiding prihcipdesignation since the 1930s. While this
thesis cannot substantiate a move to shorten dishlibe fifty-year rule, its research does
support that the benefits of the fifty-year ruleynmat entirely outweigh the risks to certain
building types. It also supports the notion tiet tule many not be as relevant today as it was at
its inception. A common misperception about histpreservation is that the field is out to halt
change - to freeze things in the past. This ismEs by those working in preservation, but let it
not be true concerning the evolution and growtthefprofessional field. The questions have
been asked, doors have been opened to new resepics] let those intent on preserving our
built heritage tackle the challenges of this delaa continue to better the practice of historic

preservation.
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