than twenty properties. No explanation for why these three properties, Saint Mark’s
Church, 20 Burns Lane, and 158 Church Street, are honored with photographs is offered.

The next newsletter, in May, 1977, bears the President’s Report, by William
Mclintosh, 111. While proudly claiming the honor of several awards given to the Society
over the past year, the President fails to mention the award given by the Society: the
Carolopolis Award does not appear in his report. Though he does speak of several local
preservation campaigns, such as restoring 252 Meeting Street and saving 11 Magazine
Street from the wrecking ball - these projects would go on to earn the award.

Almost a year later, the next round of Carolopolis winners were honored, in
January, 1978. The March publication of that year describes the award at the top of the
page as, “a cast aluminum plaque bearing the seal of the City of Charleston, the name of
the Preservation Society, and the year of the award.”*® The award bulletin’s format
resembles the years of the immediate past, with no categories, a list of properties in no
particular order with their associated owners, and four photographs (for more than twenty
awards).

A history of the Markers and Awards programs, by the then Chairman, Wilson F.
Fullbright, at the Society appears in the next issue, May, 1978. Fullbright acknowledges
that the first awards were paper certificates of commendation that would later be replaced
by the Carolopolis plague sometimes called “polka-dots” for how they dot so many of the

city’s built environment. 1!

110 preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, March, 1978, 7.
111 preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, May, 1978, 11.
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were nearly always mentioned in past award bulletins but do not make the cut for this
issue, lest the preservation treatment discussion warranted mention of their involvement.
The following year, another batch of Carolopolis Award winners was announced
in the Summer 2011 issue of Preservation Progress. This issue, while bearing a dearth of
property text, exhibits the first color before and after photographs of award-winning
properties. The colorized before and after photographs better demonstrate the
deterioration and poor conditions of the restored structures compared to grayscale
photographs where the change in condition is lost in the lack of color.
Another
lacking attribute
in this format is
the sum of the
awards presented
to date, which
appeared
frequently since
the mid-1990s. Figure 49. VOLUME 55, NUMBER 1 (SUMMER 2011), PAGE 11.
This portrays the Society’s interest in the individual feats of the preservation campaigns
bearing more weight than the quantity of the preservation campaigns. The text itself
minimal and only providing details of the address, owners, contractors, designers, and
historic names of the structures appears to also be weighted in less importance to the

quality of the color photographs of the preservation campaigns. With all of the almost
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half a dozen Carolopolis Award winners exhibited on a single page, the colored
photographs grab the reader’s attention more than the text.

Later that year, Society Executive Director Evan Thompson published a report in
the November issue of the organization’s newsletter. While he does not specifically note
the award program, Thompson asserts the Society’s focus towards, “areas further north
on the peninsula.”*® He adds that these, “neighborhoods which were brand new when the
Society was founded in 1920 are becoming eligible for National Register designation -
meanings focusing on where a new generation of grassroots preservation action is
emerging.”®* These statements together prove that the Society was then moving
northward, moving towards a younger era of structures, with a younger form of
architecture that is in itself worthy of National Register listing. Thompson here is

professionally steering the Society in respect to a national preservation ethic.

193 preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, November, 2011, 3.
194 preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, November, 2011, 3.

135



Winter ended and Preservation PRESERVATION

Progress’ Spring 2012 brought new P ROG RE SS

PRESERVATION SOCIETY OF CHARLESTON « SPRING 2012

Carolopolis awards and a new award
bulletin format. Two pages detailing the
Society’s annual award ceremony precedes
the award bulletin. The first page describes . I'Et
the Society’s continued focus on expanding i} “
the award program’s geography, stating

awards were, “presented for outstanding bEST N SI‘I oW

restoration and rehabilitation projects for Vol56 No.l DI R SRS

properties from south of Broad to north of _
Figure 50. VOLUME 56, NUMBER 1 (SPRING 2012),

COVER.
the Crosstown, including both the City

Market and Dock Street Theatre.”*®® In terms of professionalizing the award ceremony,
the editor notes that, “For the first time, videos were prepared about each award-winning
property which will be made available online.”1%

The award listing page itself is replete with color, even the text is set on a
background of gradient scaled blue and green. Each award-winning property displays two
color photographs before and after the preservation treatment. Beside the photographs is

a ribbon of text listing the owners, contractors, and architects. Below the photographs is

195 preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2012, 20-21.
19 preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2012, 20-21.
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the property’s text, starting with a bolded, capitalized address and then three columns of
construction history, historic use, and preservation efforts.

For example, 20 Elizabeth Street 2011 CAROLOPOLIS AWARDS
provides a wealth of data, revealing it, . | |

“was constructed in 1914 as a meeting

hall... the early 1950s, served as a 74 576 QUEEN STREFT oenema o 6 k. by 274 o 2 i

= local pairmzr Both siructures wers buit  new uss She mdsting structure was presemed.
locat=d o land e of Schencke B e f

_ = arigraly part “ on the site of earfier houses desFoved 1 oy dooe T2 Gueen 5 %
nghls Square, = thresgore trac pmied M gn Fr oF |36 fhematoizieiy Sl a3
the 16305 10 Bamard Schenciongh, a Bar Gipetiaic s ot s

Christian Science Reading Room, and
from 1955 until the 1980s the building
housed a musician’s hall...” information
on the property’s historic use of the

property continues to the preservation 20 ELIZABETH STREET Z20= o Sienn o

20 Egsoath Stest o constructed i cgan hall with 3 lrgs span raaf 2nd v

1314 a5 2 mesting hall for St Lute's Eo-  =d ceifing had fallen into dsrepar The  buiding The stoop and steps were ako
copal Church - Shorth therezfter nd until  buldinge siructral ssues had to be 20 replced and custom hndraik and newel
197 ‘the earfy 13505, it served 25 2 Christian Sci- - grecsed bafors any rencvations began. Bx-  posts added. All orignal windoes and sid-
H nce Raading Room; and from 1955 urtl poniue siructural upgrades mads possiis retained and repairsd. This adap-
efforts.*” Before the preservation T ory 1720 e I e - rera oF o1 el dro S S Lo e et ey = 3
siciarfs hall Spoiesn USA bought the grop-  and the restarstion of the open hal form  Sizabeth Strest The vison and cretvigy of
=ty n 1990 and used it as their costume.  and the \auled celing And then the fun s project revedl the revards of nverive.

shop uil 2010 when the buiding was  began Transforming the space Wit the reise ofhmoricspaces

campaign is described, the editor details _
Figure 51. VOLUME 56, NUMBER 1 (SPRING 2012),

_ PAGE 22.
the structural problems affecting the

building, followed by an explanation of the restoration which consisted of the front
entry’s restoration, new doors and rebuilt columns matching the originals, replaced stoop
and steps, window retention and repair, and custom handrail and newel installation.

The Spring 2013 issue of Preservation Progress scales back significantly its
presentation of the Carolopolis Award Program. The award bulletin follows a simple

introduction to the award program which explains the merit honors a range of

197 preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2012, 22.
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preservation from exemplary renovation or rehabilitation work to admirable continued
preservation.

The award bulletin presents the winners underneath before and after photographs.
All but one photographs are in color; one photograph, for 39 Church Street, displays a
close-up of masonry deterioration. Underneath the photographs, the property’s
information is provided, without any details of its history, use, or preservation. The few
lines of text present specify the property’s type of award, address, historic name, owner,
architect, and contractor.

The next year’s Carolopolis Award bulletin resembles that found in the
newsletter’s 2013 Spring issue. It incorporates the same minimal introduction statement
to the award program with a subsequent page listing the award winners, with before and
after photographs in color above details of the property’s owner, contractor, architect,
address, and historic name. Whereas the previous year’s award bulletin offered at most
the aforesaid particulars of each winner, this year included approximately two to three
additional sentences describing the award-winning properties’ history, neighborhood,
use, and architecture. It is impressive the amount of detail these blurbs provide in such a

concise manner.
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METHODOLOGY

Dissecting The Carolopolis Award Program

Before the methods of analyzing the physical characteristics of Carolopolis Award-
winning structures can be explained, an explanation of the studied sixty-five-years (1953-
2017) of the Carolopolis Award Program is imperative. With close to 1,400 awards from
1953 to 2017, sorting the awards into thirteen five-year intervals can render the analysis of
the award program over time more intelligible. Every type of award that the Preservation
Society of Charleston has awarded as a part of its Carolopolis Award Program are included
in this data set. These various honors of the award program include the Carolopolis Award,
the Pro Merito Award, and the awards for Interior and New Construction preservation
merits.

The studied sixty-five-year span of (1953-2017) can be separated into thirteen equal
duration intervals. As the concept of thirteen five-year intervals is used extensively
throughout this thesis, familiarity with the concept is required. These thirteen intervals of

five-years each are displayed in the table below.
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Interval # Years Interval # Years Interval # Years

Interval 1  1953-1957 Interval 5 1973-1977 Interval 10 1998-2002

Interval 2 1958-1962 Interval 6 1978-1982 Interval 11 2003-2007

Interval 3 1963-1967 Interval 7 1983-1987 Interval 12 2008-2012

Interval 4 1968-1972 Interval 8 1988-1992 Interval 13 2013-2017

Interval 9 1993-1997

Figure 52 The table explains each intervals duration with the sixty-five-year studied period of the Carolopolis Award
Program from 1953 to 2017. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny).

Managing the Data

Through digital cloud software, the Preservation Society of Charleston updates a
spreadsheet of the Carolopolis Award Program’s winners every year. The Preservation
Society of Charleston has supplied this thesis with the Excel spreadsheet containing the list
of winners and their respective years of awarding. This thesis examines those 1,385 award
winners from 1953 to 2017. This thesis copied the data from the Preservation Society of
Charleston’s Excel spreadsheet of the Carolopolis Award Program and pasted it into a
separate Excel workbook so that any edits and updates to the data are only reflected on this
thesis. The Excel spreadsheet for this thesis is found in the appendix, at Table A.

To properly conduct analytical research on each structure’s history, architecture,
and geography, the provided Excel spreadsheet had to be first screened for erroneous
addresses and place name identifiers. This would preclude inappropriately researching the

wrong site. For instance, some award winners’ addresses were either incorrect (e.g. the
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Society recorded 9 St. Philip Street in its spreadsheet as being a winner but Preservation
Progress identifies 25 St. Philip Street as being the correct winner) or insufficient (the
Society identified some winners merely as real estate names, like “Market Square” or
“Cannon Street at Rutledge Avenue”).

Taking the corrected provided Excel spreadsheet, this thesis added several columns
to it for each method of analysis. Beside the corrected addresses, two columns were added
for the winner’s city and state, a column for architectural category, a column for year of
construction, and a column for bibliographic references.

Save for the first row which contains the column titles, each subsequent row (2
through 1386) within the Excel spreadsheet holds the data for every Carolopolis Award of
a structure. There are eleven columns in the Excel spreadsheet. Column A contains the
“Year of Award.” Column B contains the “Age at Awarding.” Column C contains the
“Street Address.” Column D contains the “Other Address.” Column E contains the “Degree
of Style.” Column F contains the “Absolute Construction Date.” Column G contains the
“Reference Construction Date” gleaned from the research, which may be a relative date
that required conversion to an absolute year.

With the inclusion of each awarded structure’s year of awarding in a separate
column, the data for each property was sorted into one of the respective five-year periods
described previously. This sorting of the properties by their associated five-year period
within the Carolopolis Award Program timeline permitted the thesis to determine, by
comparing intervals, trends, and patterns, whether the physical characteristics of the

awarded structures have broadened or expanded from 1953 to 2017.
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