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ABSTRACT
The National Register of Historic Places is an inventory established by the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 that identifies architectural and
archaeological sites significant to American history. The intention of the National
Register is to encourage the documentation, evaluation, and protection of
America’s historic and archaeological resources. Between its inception in 1966 to
2021, over 96,000 historic properties, sites, and structures were listed on the
National Register, over 17,000 of them historic districts. Despite the important role
the National Register has played in national historic preservation policy, its efficacy
has never been measured. This thesis assessed the integrity of National Register
Historic Districts nominated between 1966 and 1986 in South Carolina and the
role local interventions played in the retention of the qualities for which the
districts were nominated. A field assessment of seven of South Carolina’s National
Register districts closely modeled on the National Register criteria compared
current condition of the districts with their condition at the time of their nomination
to measure retention of integrity. These quantitative scores supported comparisons
between the seven historic districts and mapped the role local ordinances played
in retention of integrity. Application of local interventions, preservation ordinances,
design guidelines, financial incentives, and preservation goals outlined in
comprehensive or strategic plans proved beneficial to higher rates of retention of
architectural and historic integrity. Historic districts that did not adopt local historic
ii

preservation tools, or that did not actively utilize them, experienced higher rates of
loss of historic resources. Pairing preservation ordinances with National Register
nomination appears to have a substantial positive effect on the retention of
historical integrity in this South Carolina sample.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

“The National Register of Historic Places is the official list of the Nation's historic
places worthy of preservation. Authorized by the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966, the National Park Service's National Register of Historic Places is
part of a national program to coordinate and support public and private efforts
to identify, evaluate, and protect America's historic and archeological resources.”
National Park Service

1

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) created America’s
most significant historic preservation policies. Among other preservation tools, the
NHPA created the National Register for Historic Places, an inventory of historic
sites in America. This inventory currently includes over 96,000 historic properties
or districts that have been recognized for their association with historical people,
connection to significant events, distinctive examples of architectural style, and/or
their potential for information on American prehistory. 2 In evaluation for eligibility
for the National Register, a property or district must possess seven aspects of
integrity: location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and

“National Register of Historic Places (U.S. National Park Service),” accessed October 21, 2021,
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/index.htm.
2
“How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation” (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department
of the Interior, National Park Service, Cultural Resources, 1995), 2.,
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-15_web508.pdf.
1

1

association. 3 The description and application of these aspects will likely be
subjective but should be rooted in physical features that show its significance in
American history. As of August 2021, there are over 17,000 historic districts on the
National Register of Historic Places. In South Carolina, there are 268 districts listed
on the National Register of Historic Places, distributed throughout the state, that
focus on a variety of historical themes. These themes explore the areas of
significance of each district and look at the district’s connection to agriculture,
architecture, education, social history, transportation, and other pieces of history.
To best frame this study and establish a shared vocabulary for chapters that
follow, terms commonly used throughout this thesis are defined here. The concepts
of integrity, interventions, and significance play a large part in this assessment of
the efficacy of the National Register as a preservation tool. In Crafting Preservation
Criteria: The National Register of Historic Places and American Historic Preservation,
historian John H. Sprinkle defines integrity as “the ability of a property to convey
its historical significance.” 4 This, Sprinkle says, is whether a property still looks like
it did at its period of significance? The National Register outlines this as seven
physical aspects of integrity: location, setting, design, material, workmanship,
feeling, and association. 5 Intervention, a second term commonly used throughout
this thesis, refers to any action a town, city, or county takes to preserve its historic
“How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation,” 44.
John H. Sprinkle, Crafting Preservation Criteria: The National Register of Historic Places and
American Historic Preservation (New York: Routledge, 2014), 45.
5
“How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation.”
3
4

2

buildings. In this thesis, interventions include historic preservation ordinances,
design guidelines, references to historic or cultural resources in comprehensive and
strategic plans, local- or county-level tax incentives, a Main Street America
program, or the town or city being a Certified Local Government. These tools
indicate that a community has a vested interest in historic preservation at different
levels. A property’s significance is its place in American history on a local, state,
national, or international level. Within this thesis, significance is defined by four
criteria established in the National Register nomination form: (a) association with
events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our
history; (b) association with the lives of persons significant in our past; (c)
embodying the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master; or (d) the ability to yield or
potential to yield information important in history or prehistory. 6 This significance
is typically shown through a property’s integrity.
There is no measure of success to determine whether the National Register
is doing what it was designed to do – advocate for America’s historic resources
through identification and evaluation. This thesis assessed the integrity of National
Register Historic Districts, comparing districts with a range of levels of protection
provided to historical sites to those that have none. The purpose of this research
was to determine if the addition of local interventions aids local communities in

6

“How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation.”
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retaining National Register historical integrity. There is a common misconception
that the National Register process provides protection itself. Therefore, advocacy
can fall short if communities do not understand the purpose of the National
Register. This thesis measured if historic preservation interventions contribute to
preserving National Register nominated resources. This study applied the National
Register of Historic Places aspects of integrity to seven historic districts in South
Carolina listed on the National Register between 1966 and 1986. A survey then
compared the physical condition and visible integrity of the district’s contributing
resources to their current conditions, assessing change in the physical condition
and visible integrity. This survey identified a rate of change in National Register
Historic Districts.
Interventions for protecting historic sites can come in a range of methods.
Historic preservation ordinances, commonly considered standard for towns with
historic sites, create legislative means of protecting sites. These determine who has
authority to dictate preservation approaches and how property owners can ensure
they align with outlined policies. Comprehensive and strategic plans are seen in
various settings but in this sense refer to a city or county’s approach to its growth.
These tend to discuss historic preservation in a cultural or historic resource section.
Towns or cities can be a part of the Main Street America program, a
subsidiary of the National Trust for Historic Preservation. This program assists
communities committed to supporting their historic downtowns with financial and

4

technical support. Another program created to support historic resources is the
Certified Local Government system. This program is overseen by the National Park
Service and State Historic Preservation Offices. The aim is to support communities
with established and committed historic preservation ordinances and commissions.
These communities have displayed a vested interest in their historic resources and,
in return, become active partners of the Federal Historic Preservation Program.
In addition, communities can support their historic districts with local zoning
policies or economic incentives that pair with their local preservation ordinances.
Zoning efforts can restrict new development, establish local individual or district
designations, or create economic development incentive zones to encourage
business owners to return to their main streets. Economic incentives come in direct
opportunities, such as tax credits for appropriate rehabilitations, or indirect
opportunities, such as providing information regarding outside funding available for
historic rehabilitation. City- or county-level tax credit programs encourage property
owners to retain the historic character of their property by following standards set
by the Secretary of the Interior.
The National Register of Historic Places was never intended to apply a
complete umbrella of protections to a historic site. The Register was designed to
identify sites important to America’s heritage and, under amendments to the
NHPA, provide financial incentives such as tax credits. There are protections
available to a site through Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act,

5

Section 102 of the National Environmental Protection Act, and Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act. These protections vary depending on the Act
and the property but are generally in place to protect properties from actions
undertaken by the federal government. These provisions require that a federal
agency or federally funded project consider any adverse effects on historic
properties.
History of the National Register 7
The National Historic Preservation Act, the legislation that created a truly
national preservation system, was signed into law in 1966 by President Lyndon B.
Johnson. 8 This legislation built upon existing programs such as the Antiquities Act
of 1906, the National Park Services Act of 1916, and the Historic Sites Act of 1935.
Under the National Historic Preservation Act, the National Park Service remained
the administrator of the federal government’s interest in historic preservation. The
Act created federal and state partnerships through state historic preservation
offices and the Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation within the National

7
There is a wealth of literature from the National Park Service (NPS), overseen by the Secretary of
the Interior, that discusses the National Register. The NPS has published bulletins on
understanding, applying, and evaluating the National Register criterion to a variety of sites such as
individual properties, historic districts, battlefields, aviation properties, and properties that meet
one of the National Register’s considerations. These bulletins have been supplemented by the NPS
White Papers. The NPS has also issued policy clarifications for submitting photographs, GIS maps,
and a clarification on policy regarding cemeteries. Additionally, they provide a technical review
checklist and a substantive checklist of what is looked at when evaluating a submission.
Additionally, there are many special publications that have been made when the NPS felt they
were necessary.
8
John M. Fowler, “The Federal Government as a Standard Bearer,” ed. Robert E. Stipe and
Antoinette J. Lee, The American Mosaic: Preserving a Nation’s Heritage, 1987, 40-41.

6

Park Service. The Act additionally broadened the definition of significant sites and
accounted for cultural significance. The National Environmental Protection Act,
signed just three years later in 1969, mirrored this broad concern for historical and
natural resources.

9

The interpretation and public facing of the historic preservation movement
evolved through this time. In 1966, the establishment of the National Historic
Preservation Act did not necessitate the creation of the National Register of
Historic Places, solely the requirements for federal agencies to consider the effect
of their actions on historical sites and establish the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. Congress expanded the Historic Sites Act to allow the Secretary of
the Interior to “expand and maintain” a National Register of Historic Places,
including nationally, state-level, and locally significant sites. After twenty years, the
National Register collected 46,517 entries comprising over 593,000 properties.
However, for this program to work as an advocacy-focused program aimed at
preserving historical sites, the program would have to work with various functions
across the government and be more of a federal-state partnership. National
Register nominating was initially a very federally-faced program. Much of the
paperwork and review was done within the National Park Service with the Keeper
of the National Register. As the Register grew, the process shifted more to the
states. This shift eased the burden on the National Park Service and allowed for a

9

Fowler, “The Federal Government as a Standard Bearer”, 40-41.
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greater quality of nominations submitted. After the National Historic Preservation
Act Amendments of 1980, nominations are automatically accepted unless rejected
within forty-five days. This allows the National Park Service to spot-check
nominations without requiring the review of all nominations. 10
In South Carolina, the nomination process for the National Register lays
heavily on the State Historic Preservation Office. Nominators complete a
Preliminary Information Form to determine if the property is eligible for National
Register listing. So long as the property is eligible, the property owner or a
consultant completes and submits a nomination form. Nominations must meet
state submittal requirements and pass state review before submission to the State
Board of Review, assessing the property and its significance. Once the nomination
is approved, it is sent to the Keeper in Washington D.C., who can make an official
listing. If the property owner or majority of owners object, the Keeper can make a
determination of eligibility but not formally list the property on the National
Register. Sites and districts nominated to the National Register can be recognized
for local, state, national, or international significance. These levels of listing work
together to tell the story of the heritage of a locality.
This thesis assessed and evaluated National Register districts within South
Carolina nominated between 1966 and 1986 and the role local interventions

10
Jerry L. Rogers, “The National Register of Historic Places: A Personal Perspective on the First
Twenty Years,” The Public Historian 9, no. 2 (1987): 91–104, https://doi.org/10.2307/3377332.
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played in retaining the historic integrity of properties in the districts. While the
National Register has played a significant role in the realm of national historic
preservation policy, its efficacy has not been measured. Chapter Two places this
study in the context of the histories of the National Register, primarily placing this
thesis as a measure of success for the National Register. This measure of success
has not yet been established. Chapter Three will outline the methods for the field
assessments done in this thesis. Local interventions to be assessed will be defined,
as well as a survey sample. Chapter Four will present the data found using the
described methods. Each of the seven selected districts will be presented with their
respective histories, data points, and local interventions. These will place the
success of the district within the broader pattern of the South Carolina sample.
Chapter Five will pull trends and analyze the data found through these field
surveys. This chapter will also develop conclusions about successful interventions
and also explain the performance behind outlier districts. Through field
assessments, application of the National Register criteria for nomination, and
understanding the role local interventions play in retaining architectural integrity,
this thesis concluded that preservation planning tools have a substantial positive
effect on the retention of historical integrity in this South Carolina sample.

9

CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter discusses literature relevant to the National Register of Historic
Places. The scholarly literature on the National Register of Historic places is
relatively thin. Most scholarly sources generally fall into two time periods: the
1980s and the 2000s-2010s. The attention given by scholars tends to tell of the
overall history of the National Historic Preservation Act and how individual sites
show their integrity through the eyes of the National Register. The sections to
follow include histories and critiques of the National Register, including how
integrity has been measured in local communities historically.
Histories of the National Register
Most histories of the National Register were written through the 1980s or
between the 2000s and 2010s. This is likely due to early reviews and opinions of
the National Register in the 1980s and then a renewed appreciation and critical
look at the National Register in the early 21st century. The histories of the 1980s,
such as Keeping Time by William Murtagh and The American Mosaic, a collection of
essays edited by Robert E. Stipe and Antoinette J. Lee, review the national historic
preservation movement, particularly the Historic Sites Act, the chartering of the
National Trust for Historic Preservation, and the National Historic Preservation Act
through mostly facts and causal events. In contrast, scholars writing in the early

10

21st century, such as Crafting Preservation Criteria by John H. Sprinkle, Jr.,
and Historic Preservation by Norman Tyler, Ilene R. Tyler, and Ted Ligibel look back
on the historic preservation with a more critical eye.
Both Murtagh and Tyler et al. outline the history of preservation before the
National Trust for Historic Preservation created a national voice for preservation
advocacy. Murtagh approaches the histories from a comprehensive view, outlining
how events lead to shared feelings about history. In contrast, Tyler et al. approach
the histories as a timeline, pinpointing each moment through time and describing
what led to the creation of preservation legislation or the preservation-focused
purchase of properties.
These four histories can tell a reader the story of the American journey to
the National Historic Preservation Act, the National Register of Historic Places, and
the creation of local preservation ordinances. They tell solely the histories and
events of what led from movement to movement, creating causal relationships.
They do not emphasize measuring success within the National Register and utilizing
the National Historic Preservation Act. Sprinkle defines the success of the National
Register in the opportunities it opens up for properties, such as eligibility for federal
and state tax incentive programs and other governmental preservation programs.
Murtagh writes of the National Register as how the public and private sectors
identify cultural properties. Tyler et al., on the other hand, defines the National
Register in what it does and does not do. The authors outline the National Register’s

11

position as a tool for identifying historic sites and advocacy for their consideration
in federally funded or sponsored project planning. The authors also assure that the
National Register does not restrict property owner rights, ultimately limit federally
funded or sponsored project planning, or guarantee financial benefits. These
histories define the roles of the National Register and its goals but do not define
success for the National Register. They each identify one goal of the National
Register, not to save listed buildings but to encourage others to want to save these
buildings. This prompts the question; what is success within the National Register?
One history of the National Historic Preservation Act that looks with a
critical eye is “The National Register of Historic Places: A Personal Perspective on
the First Twenty Years” by Jerry L. Rogers, former historian for the National Park
Service, Keeper of the National Register, and associate director of the National Park
Service. Rogers lays out the events that led up to the state of the National Historic
Preservation Act as it was in 1966 and sets the stage for the current layout of the
American historic preservation system. He outlines the federal government’s
efforts to take charge of the preservation efforts and how it methodically fell back
to the public citizens and state governments. 11 Rogers writes that when the system
fell back to individuals and public citizens, pieces of the puzzle still needed to be
filled in, such as setting the standards for individuals. He writes that the tax
incentive programs and the structure of the American preservation movement

11

Rogers, "The National Register of Historic Places”, 96.
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came from the previous systems. Additionally, he notes that being a part of the
National Park Service is only beneficial to preserving American history. However,
Rogers still does not lay out a measure of success for the National Register.
In more recent writings, such as “Improving the Standards and Process of
Historic Designation” by James R. Brindell and “[Re]Evaluating Significance: The
Environmental and Cultural Value in Older and Historic Buildings” by Kathryn
Rogers Merlino, we see an increased volume of critical views of the National
Register. These analyze what it is doing, what it should do, and what it can do. 12
These authors critique the National Historic Preservation Act looking primarily at
the types of listings available to the National Register. They make the argument for
non-traditional designations such as cultural properties or considering energy
efficiency. They do not yet touch on the National Register as a measure of success
for preservation.
Brindell focuses on the standards for preservation, noting that
considerations for designation (or, as he uses interchangeably, “landmarking”) can
be inconsistent among jurisdictions but generally follow similar guidelines. He also
advocates for a more consistent definition of “exceptional importance” between
local designations and state or federal designations. Brindell’s commentary on
historic designation goes on to critique the language of the National Historic
12
James R Brindell, “Improving the Standards and Process of Historic Designation,” American Bar
Association 44, no. 1 (Winter 2012): 265–77., Kathryn Rogers Merlino, “[Re]Evaluating
Significance: The Environmental and Cultural Value in Order and Historic Buildings,” The Public
Historian 36, no. 3 (2014): 70–85, https://doi.org/10.1525/tph.2014.36.3.70.

13

Preservation Act that defines the four areas of significance: broad patterns
associated with American history, connections to historical persons or important
events, reflecting the work of a master or distinctive architectural style, or the
ability or potential to convey information about our prehistory. 13 While Brindell
certainly has a point that the language of the National Historic Preservation Act is
broad, is that not the purpose of the National Register? To apply to a broad range
of properties that signify American history, and let it be the job of the nominators
to make the case how their property falls under the pre-defined criteria?
On the other hand, Merlino makes the case that the National Register
categories are too specific and do not allow for nominators to consider additional
views of history, such as its sustainability value. She argues that buildings can have
historical, cultural, architectural, and environmental value and uses a case study of
a firehouse in Magnuson Park, Seattle, Washington. She establishes its significance
through the historic masonry used in the construction of the building and the
energy it embodies. 14 Although it was a close call, the building became listed as a
contributing part of the Sand Point Naval Air Station District. She discusses the
historiographic view of preservation, looking to Lowenthal, saying “heritage is a
living and flexible body that needs continuous revision and addition to remain

“How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation,” 2.
Kathryn Rogers Merlino, “[Re]Evaluating Significance: The Environmental and Cultural Value in
Order and Historic Buildings”
13
14

14

healthy and vibrant.” 15 Merlino makes the case to amend the definition of
significance to be more inclusive and give greater meaning to “exceptional
importance.” 16 Here, she goes a step further to explain the success of making
sustainability an aspect of significance and make the interdisciplinary case.
However, her conclusions are based on our knowledge of the waste, not necessarily
on what we know will happen when we preserve historical sites to prevent
unnecessary waste.
Challenges of the National Register: Social
The breadth of scholarly literature surrounding the National Register is thin
in quantity and spread of topics discussed. Much of the literature available focuses
on its perceived and actual shortcomings, seen through the social and financial
challenges seen within the realm of historic preservation advocacy. Social conflict
is commonly seen within the preservation movement resulting from the National
Historic Preservation Act. Randall Mason raises questions that he believes
preservationists should consider during their work: how do preservationists decide
which histories to preserve or not, whose stories are told, and how are they told?17

15
David Lowenthal, “Prizing the Past for the Present and the Future,” keynote speech, University
College of London Department of Geographers, June 2011. From Kathryn Rogers Merlino,
“[re]Evaluating Significance: The Environmental and Cultural Value in Older and Historic
Buildings,”
16
For further reading of the energy embodied in historic masonry and the intersection of
preservation and environmentalism, see “Re-evaluating Significance Through Embodied Energy:
Quantifying Significance in Load Bearing Brick Masonry Buildings” (2021) by Bernard J. O’Brien.
17
Randall Mason, “Historic Preservation, Public Memory, and the Making of Modern New York
City,” in Giving Preservation a History: Histories of Historic Preservation in the United States (New
York, NY: Routledge, 2004), 139-142.
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These journals are sorted chronologically, looking at social effects over time. There
is a great concentration of journals written post-2000. This newfound interest is
likely due to the gradual focus on American preservation with time. We see a slow
focus of history post-National Historic Preservation Act, while historians consider
the Act in its regulations and what potential effects it could cause. While more and
more recent history came into the 50-year age period that would make it eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places, historians started advocating for or
against specific topics.
Historic preservation is a field that the general public understands very
broadly. When asked about historic preservation, one likely thinks of battlefields or
the work of a significant architect. These are easy cases to make. Some, however,
can be more difficult. At its most basic level, historic preservation can be political
when stakeholders have different goals for historic designation. In 1880s Chicago,
for example, Maxwell Street sat in the heart of a historically immigrant
neighborhood. A market was established between the immigrants, prospering until
1994 when the University of Illinois-Chicago (UIC) campus began growing
eastward and purchased the nearby lots to expand the UIC campus. The market
moved eastwards. 18 Today, due to the relocation of the market and change in
neighborhoods caused by the UIC campus expansion, its lack of listing is contested

18
Mark D Brookstein, “When History Is History: Maxwell Street, ‘Integrity,’ and the Failure of
Historic Preservation Law” 76 (April 2001): 41.

16

amongst preservationists. While some believe that the neighborhood has seen too
much change since its period of significance, others argue this is due to a lack of
local interventions and advocacy by preservationists to keep its historic appeal.
An additional consideration that should come to preservationists is how we
frame the notions of integrity and significance to support a wide range of property
types. When the National Register of Historic Places was initially developed, the
first thoughts of sites significant to nominate likely included Mount Vernon,
Monticello, and Constitution Hall. In South Carolina, preservation advocates
nominated five districts on the first day of the National Register’s existence: three
in Charleston (William Aiken House and Associated Railroad Structures, the
Charleston Historic District, and Fort Sumter National Monument), as well as the
Cowpens National Battlefield and Kings Mountain National Military Park. Nine
individual properties were also listed on the National Register in South Carolina on
the first day of listing. These were likely relatively easy nominations to make a case
for. Not all historic sites will be this defendable.
While our understanding of significance and history evolves, our idea of
what we nominate to the National Register should follow. The Underground
Railroad, a hidden network of individuals that worked to aid escaped Africans who
were previously enslaved and get them to freedom, is a historical site that would
experience pushback from National Register listing. The nature of the Underground
Railroad was to be hidden away and undetectable. While this moment in our history
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is essential and highly regarded, Judith Wellman argues in The Underground Railroad
and the National Register of Historic Places: Historic Importance vs. Architectural
Integrity that the National Register appears to be designed against these sites. 19 It
is difficult, she writes, to find sites that retain physical remnants of being part of
the Underground Railroad sufficient to warrant a National Register listing.
In response, Carol D. Shull, then-Keeper of the National Register, reminds
readers that “the National Register was established as part of a program to preserve
historic places, not simply commemorate them.” 20 We see this commemoration
happen on local levels, such as the preservation of the John Rankin House in Ohio,
one of the state’s “best-documented and most active Underground Railroad
‘stations.’” 21 The National Underground Railroad Network to Freedom, containing
almost 700 sites verified connected to the Underground Railroad, is a federal tool
used to commemorate these sites. 22 Shull’s response agrees that it is difficult for
sites like these to retain the integrity and significance required for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places. However, there are other means of
remembering American history. The purpose of the National Register is to list sites
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Judith Wellman, “The Underground Railroad and the National Register of Historic Places:
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“Explore Network to Freedom Listings - Underground Railroad (U.S. National Park Service),”
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that have a defined significance to American history and still show that history
through its retained integrity.
Challenges of the National Register: Economic
With the passage of the National Historic Preservation Act in late 1966
came a surge of National Register of Historic Places Individual and district
nominations. As stated earlier, preservationists nominated five districts and nine
individual sites in South Carolina on the day President Lyndon B. Johnson signed
the Act. While the National Register aimed to encourage local communities to
preserve their tangible heritage and steward it, the Act also brought about positive
and negative economic, social, and environmental effects.
Ten years after the National Historic Preservation Act, Congress elected to
provide more relief for historic property owners. The Tax Reform Act of 1976
opened avenues of financial support for owners of historic properties. It
encouraged the rehabilitation of historic structures over the demolition and
reconstruction of these properties. 23 The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 took
this financial incentivization a step further by creating direct tax credits for owners
of historic properties. The Act provided a fifteen percent rehabilitation tax credit
for a property thirty years or older, a twenty percent tax credit for a property forty
years or older, and a twenty-five percent tax credit for a certified historic
23
Paul H. Gleye, “With Heritage So Fragile: A Critique Of Tax Credit Program,” American Planning
Association. Journal of the American Planning Association 54, no. 4 (Autumn 1988): 482., “Tax
Reform Act,” Pub. L. No. 94–455, § 191, 26 U.S.C. (1976).
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structure. 24 The goal of these credits was to make certified rehabilitations, those
that follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, more
attainable to a property owner. However, the Tax Reform Act of 1986 reduced
these to a ten percent tax credit for a qualified rehabilitation of a building other
than a certified historic structure and a twenty percent tax credit available to the
rehabilitation of a certified historic structure. 25,26 While the recognition of the
Historic Tax Credit System is beneficial to property owners, Paul H. Gleye writes
that more considerations should be made, such as rewarding rehabilitations that
retain more than the bare minimum of historic fabric (seventy-five percent of
exterior walls) 27 or the creation of additional tax credits that could support
reversible alterations. 28
When potential property owners are looking to buy a property, they want
to make sure it makes financial sense. There are opinions both ways on whether or
not a National Register listing - individually or as a district - affects the economic
value of a property. Proponents argue that recognizing historic significance adds
value to the property as these properties are disappearing. On the other hand, some
argue that having a historic listing often comes with a local or state designation that

“The Economic Recovery Act of 1981,” Pub. L. No. 97–34, § 212, 26 U.S.C. (1981).
Tax Reform Act.
26
In 2017, the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, 26 U.S.C. § 47 (2017) repealed the 10% rehabilitation credit
for non-certified historic structures. This amendment was made long after Gleye wrote his journal,
however this note adds to Gleye’s statements that policy revisions regarding historic tax credits
are needed to protect historic buildings.
27
“Tax Reform Act,” 26 U.S.C. § 48 (1986).
28
Paul H. Gleye, “With Heritage So Fragile: A Critique of Tax Credit Program", 482.
24
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can create roadblocks when property owners are looking to make alterations,
renovations, or potentially demolish their property. Preservationist Donovan D.
Rypkema looked at this in a report by Place Economics titled “The Economic Effect
of National Register Listing.” 29 He first defines the concept of value, specifying who
determines property value. He then looks at the actual market determiners of value,
which are not the real estate brokers, but the buyers and sellers of the marketplace.
The determination of historic value depends on the information provided to buyers
and sellers on whether or not their property is nationally or locally listed and
whether or not that has an effect on the buyer’s and seller’s perception of the
history tied to the property. 30
Rypkema’s research into the real estate market and historic properties in this
market finds that Canadian properties designated in the last twenty years have
experienced higher property values despite a slowing potential for development in
the area. Overall, though, he finds that the answer is that it depends. Some markets
see a higher property value when associated with well-informed buyers and sellers
and when the real estate agent fully understands what the NRHP listing means.
Others may see it as a hindrance that can come with local hurdles, particularly for
short-term oriented purchasers. 31 However, Rypkema notes that this area of study

Donovan D Rypkema, “The Economic Effect of National Register Listing,” 1994, 1.
Ibid.
31
Ibid.
29
30
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is still young, and there is much to explore about the financial incentives tied to
historic properties.
Much of the literature on the National Register has focused on its history or
its shortcomings as an inventory of buildings and places that reflect the broad
sweep of American history. Little scholarship has focused so far on its successes.
This thesis addresses this gap in scholarship about the National Register by
exploring its effectiveness as a preservation tool. What role do local interventions
play in the retention of historical integrity? Through field assessment and
comparison of local interventions with retention of integrity, this thesis will define
this relationship and develop a conclusion as to why this relationship exists.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
To assess the role National Register designation plays in protecting the
architectural integrity of historic districts, seven historic districts spread across
South Carolina and display a variety of characteristics were selected. The sample
for this research focused on National Register districts nominated in the first
twenty years of the Register's establishment. This span from 1966 to 1986 provides
time for buildings protected by preservation policies to remain historical and for
buildings that lack protection to experience change with time.
Sample Selection
To create a sample of the National Register of Historic Places districts that
represent the 269 listed districts in South Carolina, criteria of date, region, and size
were established. This survey of districts was limited to districts nominated and
listed before 1986. A map of the state of South Carolina was divided into three
sections based on the intersections of I-76, I-26, and I-20. The portion of the state
between I-20 and I-76 was labeled Region I, the portion of the state between I-76
and I-26 was labeled Region II, and the portion of the state between I-20 and I-26
was labeled Region III. Additionally, these districts should represent the populations
of each town listed on the NRHP. Each town's population as of 2019 was labeled
(allocating unincorporated areas to their nearest town) and then divided into three
groups. Population I has between one and 6,000 people, Population II has between
23

6,001 and 15,000 people, and Population III has more than 15,001 people. This
sorting produced nine categories.
Between the 134 National Register districts in South Carolina nominated and
listed between 1966 and 1986, additional filters were required. Districts with
restricted addresses were excluded from this study for the property's privacy.
Districts maintained by the National Park Service or privately maintained through
a university maintenance department, preservation- or museum-focused
organizations, or entire private ownerships were excluded due to the minimal effect
that preservation ordinances have on the retention of their historic integrity.
Additionally, rural districts were excluded due to the likelihood that local
preservation ordinances would have less impact on their maintenance and upkeep.
After filtering out these districts, ninety National Register districts nominated and
listed between 1966 and 1986 remained.
Background research included collecting comprehensive plans and strategic
plans and any county-level or city-level historic preservation policies that may play
a part in understanding local interventions in districts. Each district was researched
to understand the breadth of its town's comprehensive plans, strategic plans, and
historic preservation ordinances. County comprehensive plans and strategic plans
were also gathered, as well as any county-level historic preservation policies that
may play a part in understanding local interventions in districts. Each district was
compared with the Certified Local Government (CLG) list and the National Main
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Street Center program. These programs, sponsored by the National Park Service
and National Trust for Historic Preservation, respectively, aid communities
committed to preserving historic resources through funding opportunities and
technical assistance.
In the selection of districts, each region was analyzed individually. Districts
lacking historic preservation ordinances were selected first. From there, the map
was filled in with other districts that may have preservation ordinances to be
measured on their efficacy. Some districts were omitted from this study due to a
lack of resources representing the current locations or conditions of contributing
resources. Others were omitted due to a lack of accessibility or distance. As a result,
seven districts were selected, nominated between 1971 and 1984.
The selected districts from Region I were the Laurens Historic District and
Newberry's Main Street Historic District. The Laurens Historic District was selected
because while they have a local comprehensive plan and a Historic Preservation
Commission, their historic public square has begun to fill with empty storefronts,
and properties have disappeared in the district. 32 Newberry's Main Street Historic
District was selected because Newberry does not have a historic preservation
ordinance. Instead, they have a tax incentive program that may impact the district's

32
The Laurens Historic District was only assessed based on its initial nomination rather than the
expansion done in 1986 due to time constraints and to keep the consistency of only assessing
initial district nominations. Further research should be conducted on the expansion of the district
to assess the district’s evolution further.
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retention of integrity and a brief mention of historic resources in their
comprehensive plan.
In Region II, the districts selected were the Bishopville Commercial Historic
District, the Georgetown Historic District, and Columbia's West Gervais Street
Historic District. Bishopville's Commercial Historic District was selected because
between the city of Bishopville and Lee County, there are no local preservation
interventions. Georgetown's Historic District was selected because it also has a
high level of preservation ordinances, but there is evidence of change in the district.
The West Gervais Street Historic District was selected because Columbia has a
robust historic preservation intervention presence at the local and county level.
In Region III, the districts selected were the Bamberg Historic District and
the Aiken Winter Colony II. The Bamberg Historic District was selected because
outside of a county comprehensive plan, there are no local or county-level
documents outlining the retention of historic integrity in properties. The Aiken
Winter Colony II was selected because they have a design review ordinance for the
Old Aiken neighborhood. There is literature available that outlines alterations that
have already occurred.
Methods
The seven districts selected are a small sampling of the 145 National
Register districts nominated in the first twenty years of the National Register.
Contributing resources in each district were mapped and recorded in a spreadsheet
26

with the contributing resource's name (according to the National Register
nomination and the South Carolina Department of Archives and History [SCDAH]),
the year it was built, the physical description provided by the nomination, and any
modifications noted at the time of the nomination. Each property was initially
assessed from a historical perspective. This looked at the building's period of
significance and surveys done between the property's nomination and today in the
historic district. Nominations from this time typically list the properties in three
categories: Key resources contributing to the character of the historic district,
Other resources contributing to the character of the historic district, and Resources
that do not contribute to the historic district's character
Nominations studied for this thesis either used the three categories listed
above or combined the Key resources and the Other resources categories into one
Contributing resources category. Nominations from this period that have a Key
resources category tend to describe these resources in considerable detail, with
descriptions of the historical significance of the resource as well as its physical
appearance. In some nominations, little detail is used to describe Other contributing
resources. For properties in this study not described in considerable detail, the
SCDAH's Historic Properties Record was consulted to find images or descriptions
written as close to the nomination as possible.
Assessment of each district surveyed the existing condition of properties in
the historic district and each property's architectural integrity. This assessment
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began with a field survey of each contributing resource within each selected
National Register district. This data was compiled into a Google Form filled out after
fieldwork observations, comparing historic photos with recent photos. Each
property was assessed individually, and then the district as a whole was assessed
based on the retained integrity of its remaining contributing resources.
Existing conditions of a property were assessed on a four-level scale. An
Excellent property had little to no physical condition issues. A Fair property had
been to develop physical condition issues that could threaten the integrity of the
historical resource but were likely able to be mitigated with maintenance. A Poor
property had begun to develop major physical condition issues that were
threatening the integrity of the contributing resource and should be appropriately
mitigated. A Ruins property was one where evidence of the historic resource stood,
but little to no historic integrity remained of the contributing resource or had since
been demolished.
The study of the historical integrity of the contributing resources used
historical imagery, descriptions, and knowledge of architectural and material styles
at the time. Properties were compared to historical images taken when the
nomination was prepared. Alterations or loss of features were noted in the survey.
This survey assessed all seven contributing aspects of integrity as defined by the
Secretary of the Interior: location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling,
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and association. To understand how these seven aspects are represented, five
questions were asked:
• Is the building still standing in its original footprint?
• Is the building surrounded by the appropriate setting?
• Does the building retain period-appropriate design?
• Does the building retain appropriate materiality?
• Does the building convey an appropriate feeling and association with the period
of significance?
These questions were paired with a note if the building had periodappropriate modifications or those not period-appropriate. A period-appropriate
modification may include an addition not visible from the public right-of-way that
attempts to blend in with the original cladding but also distances itself from the
historic fabric or the enclosure of a porch with glass while retaining the columns
and balustrade initially installed. A period inappropriate modification looks like
replacing eight-over-eight window sashes with one-over-one windows or painting
the building a color inappropriate for the period. The weight of inappropriate
alterations was also considered. If a building experienced mild alteration, this was
rated differently than if a building experienced significant alteration. Replacing a
metal roof with a composite roof while keeping the historic wood siding was
assessed differently than replacing a metal roof with a composite roof and replacing
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the historic cladding, porch balustrade, and installing aluminum windows.
Additional space was provided for comments that relate to these existing
conditions or the integrity rating, as well as additional comments on the
contributing resource. 33
Each district was assessed for the overall number of Excellent, Fair, Poor,
and Ruins properties and the overall number of properties that display each of the
aspects of integrity defined by the Secretary of the Interior. These were analyzed
compared to the municipality's comprehensive plans, strategic plans, and/or
preservation planning ordinances to understand the impact these documents have
on a town's preservation efforts.
Of the seven National Register districts studies, six have comprehensive
plans (including one at a county level), two have a strategic plan that notes historic
resources, and four have some level of historic preservation ordinance determining
town planning or residential design. Three communities are part of the Main Street
America Program and four are Certified Local Governments (CLGs). These
documents were read over for the level of protection they offer historic properties,
particularly those considered Certified Historic. This is defined as "a building (and
its components) … (a) individually listed in the National Register; or (b) located in a
historic district and certified by the Secretary as being of historical significance to
It should be noted that due to the shed-roofed nature of the properties, roof alterations in
Bishopville, Columbia, and the commercial corridor of Laurens were noted. However, these
alterations were not considered in the property’s loss of integrity unless the roof was visible and
made a difference in the perception of the property.
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the district."34 This was to understand the level of protection offered and how this
relates to the retention of integrity and the efficacy of these policies.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS
This chapter presents the data collected using the methods described in
Chapter Three, Methodology. Seven National Register of Historic Places districts
were selected and assessed between December 10 and December 18, 2021, with
a second visit to Bamberg and Aiken on January 23, 2022. In each field visit,
photographic records of the existing conditions of each contributing resource were
captured. These photographs were used to assess existing conditions and make
comparisons between the condition of properties at the time of nomination and
the existing conditions. Visible alterations to each property were noted in the field
and described in a Google Form. The overall retention of integrity within each
property was noted in a spreadsheet. This spreadsheet reflected the district-wide
assessment of retention of integrity for each district. These values were compared
to the average of the surveyed districts by determining the integrity retained in all
properties surveyed.
The survey identified 416 contributing resources in the seven National
Register districts. These properties have physical and historical ties to the district’s
period of significance, the period it is nominated to the National Register for. Of
the contributing resources in these nominations, 393 remained. Based on all
contributing resources, this retention is a 91.51% survival rate for the seven
National Register districts.
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A three-point scoring system converted these percentages into defined
scores, which were then used in the assessment of each district. The retention of
each district is measured on a scale between zero and three, with zero being the
lowest level of retention and three being the highest. Scores are divided evenly
among percentages, with zero points being awarded to districts retaining between
0% and 30% of their integrity, one point to districts retaining between 30% and
63%, two points to districts retaining between 60% and 97%, and then three points
to districts retaining between 97% to 100% of their integrity. Every three to four
percentage points award a tenth of a point in score within these ranges. This system
puts the 91.51% average survival rate at 2.8 out of three. A comprehensive list of
the scores for each district and the point breakdown is available in Chapter Five,
table 5.1.
Each district is presented with its integrity scores and alteration trends
observed and will be assessed as-is compared to the baseline trend determined by
the average scores of the seven districts assessed in this research. This study used
the seven aspects of integrity defined by the National Register nomination forms
to measure integrity remaining in districts. The Secretary of the interior defines
these aspects of integrity as a property’s ability to “convey its significance.” 35 Each
property’s current conditions were assessed, and five questions were posed to
determine its current integrity, each associated with one or more aspects of
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integrity. Some of the survey questions emphasized the distinction between
appropriate and inappropriate alterations to account for the change that may occur
over time, while others noted the severity of alterations. Each district entry will also
examine its historic preservation interventions – what they utilize and how these
support the district.
A sample survey form and one filled out for a contributing resource in
Laurens, South Carolina, is included in Appendix A, Sample Survey. Images of all
surveyed historic resources are included in Appendix B, Images of Surveyed
Resources.
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The Aiken Winter Colony Historic District II – Region III, Population III

Figure 4.1: A map of South Carolina indicating the location of Aiken. Map by author.
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Figure 4.2: A map of the contributing and non-contributing resources in the Aiken Winter Colony
II. Map by author using imagery from Regrid.

History
The Aiken Winter Colony Historic District II, located in Aiken County, South
Carolina, was nominated to the National Register of Historic Places in 1984. The
district contains 123 historic properties, with 105 properties contributing to the
neighborhood’s historic character, including twenty-two that are not physically
related to the Winter Colony but are similar in scale and style and complement the
visual qualities of the district. The district’s nomination emphasizes its notable
landscape architecture, entertainment, recreation, and architecture, which is
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Figure 4.3: A typical property in the Aiken Winter Colony II.

significant at a local level. The period of significance associated with the district
was between 1880 and 1930, when most of these properties were constructed. 36
An excellent water supply provided by Coker Springs and a dry, malaria-free
climate drew settlement to the area. The town experienced a little damage during
the Civil War. Almost immediately after, it was advertised as a place to rest and
recuperate from disease and frail health. In the 1870s, the town began to develop
as a winter vacation site for wealthy Northeasterners. They began building hotels
and homes varying from small cottages to large estates with stables, squash courts,

36
Suzanne Pickens Wylie, Margaret Marion, and Jane Davis, “Aiken Winter Colony Historic
District II,” National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 1984).
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or tennis courts. 37 Outdoor sports, primarily equestrian sports, were the primary
source of entertainment for residents and are heavily reflected in the architecture.
There is a variety of architecture in the district, from one-story cottages to
two-story residents and three-story mansions with outdoor sporting courts,
stables, and dependencies. The district includes an inn that has been expanded
twice since its initial construction. Many streets are two one-way boulevards on
either side of a grassy and tree-lined median.

Figure 4.4: A typical property in the Aiken Winter Colony II.
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Resource,” National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of the Interior, national Park Service, 1984).
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Figure 4.5: Comparative data showing the retention of integrity in Aiken and in all districts
surveyed.

All 105 contributing resources
in the historic district are still standing.
The survival rate for properties in this
district scored at a 3.0, higher than the
2.8

average.

Of

the

properties

nominated, 104 were in excellent

Contributing Resources

3.0

Physical Condition

3.0

Location

2.7

Setting

3.0

Design & Workmanship

2.2

Materials & Workmanship

0.6

Feeling & Association

2.9

Table 4.1: Scores for the Aiken Winter
Colony II. Bolded entries are National
Register aspects of integrity. Red cells
performed lower than the average of
surveyed resources, blue cells performed
equal to the average, and green cells
performed higher than the average.

condition and one was in good
condition. The good and excellent
properties scored 3.0 for physical

conditions against the 2.8 average of the seven districts surveyed.
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Of the contributing resources, ninety-two properties retained their original
footprint or had period-appropriate alterations or additions. This gave Aiken a 2.7
Rating for the district’s retention of location, just above the 2.6 average of the
districts surveyed. 103 properties retained their original setting; the only properties
to lose that integrity were the Rosebank Guest House, now surrounded by
condominiums, and the Pittfield Cottage, with a very tall fence that obstructs the
view and alters the streetscape. This level of retention of setting puts Aiken at a
3.0 on the scale, higher than the 2.7 average of the surveyed districts. Seventyseven properties retained their original design or had period-appropriate design
alterations, adding shutters or installing an appropriate fence. These values put
Aiken at a 2.2 on the retention scale of the integrity of design and workmanship,
equal to the 2.2 average of the seven districts surveyed for retention of integrity.
In Aiken, twenty-one properties retained all of their original materials.
Eighty-four properties had some material alterations, sixty-two had minor
alterations, whereas twenty-two had major material alterations. This level of
retention of material scored Aiken at a 0.6 in the retention of integrity of original
material, lower than the 1.1 average of the surveyed districts. However, one
hundred of the contributing properties still show a connection to their period of
significance, the 1890s through the 1930s, through appropriate feeling and
association. These scored Aiken a 2.9 on the retention scale of feeling and
association, higher than the 2.7 average of the surveyed districts for this thesis.
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Aiken City and County Interventions
The city and county of Aiken, South Carolina, have many layers of protection
and advocacy for historic preservation. The county promotes preservation through
their comprehensive plan and a historic tax credit special assessment. The city of
Aiken also provides protection and advocacy for historic properties through their
comprehensive plan strategic plan, and a local ordinance that provides design
review. Aiken is a part of the Main Street America program and has a Certified Local
Government.
On the County level, a Historic Preservation Tax Assessment is available
“For owner-occupied rehabilitated historic propert[ies], an assessment of two (2)
years equal to four percent (4%) of the appraised value, prior to rehabilitation… and
an assessment for the following eight (8) years equal to the greater of forty (40)
percent of four (4) percent of the appraised value after the rehabilitation or the
original assessment before rehabilitation.” 38 The goals of this tax credit are to
“Encourage

the

restoration

of

historic

properties;

Promote

community

development and redevelopment; Encourage sound community planning; and
Promote the general health, safety, and welfare of the community.” 39 All
rehabilitations must follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation, and properties must meet requirements outlined in the County Code
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“Aiken County, S.C., Code of Ordinances,” Ch. 22, Article VIII § 22-89--22-99 (2021).
Ibid.
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of Ordinances to receive this tax credit. This tax credit is applicable on top of the
South Carolina and federal tax credit programs.
Aiken County’s Comprehensive Plan focuses on horses, history, and the arts
in Section 6, Cultural Resources Element. This section identifies significant
properties through Aiken County and their construction dates. This chapter is much
broader than the city chapter, described below, in the depth they go into historical
sites as well as the goals they outline. Here, the county aims to “Promote and
encourage interest in all aspects of the history of Aiken County.” 40 Goals are
presented, but the overarching actions are left up to the community.
The city of Aiken also recognizes history in their Comprehensive Plan,
adopted in 2017. Element Five, Cultural Resources, discusses the historic assets
available to Aiken, including Winter Colony associated sites and the Savannah River
Site. Each is identified in the Comprehensive Plan in a National Register category
or an additional historic places category. In Element Seven, Land Use, the
Comprehensive Plan lays out the main developmental districts of Aiken. It outlines
how the layout and experiences of the town should be retained with Aiken’s future
development. From there, Appendix A, Guiding Principles and Strategies, discusses
Aiken’s goals of growth, connectivity, transformation, consistency, balance, and
investment. 41 Each of these goals includes historic preservation in some aspect.
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“Aiken County, S.C., Comprehensive Plan,” 2017, 113.
City of Aiken, S.C., “Comprehensive Plan,” 2017, 123-124.
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The city of Aiken’s Strategic Plan, adopted in 2016, highlights the
importance of the city’s historic resources. The plan does not make any specific
recommendations regarding preserving historical sites. However, it recognizes that
Aiken’s historic but forward-thinking tendency contributes to its overall
character. 42 The plan identifies that historic towns and neighborhoods thrive due
to residential and commercial spaces intermingling. The historic downtown and
neighborhood characteristics are identified as integral parts of Aiken’s identity.
Within the city of Aiken, the City Council has appointed seven members to
sit on a Design Review Board, which reviews applications for Certificates of
Appropriateness within the Historic Overlay District and Old Aiken Overlay District
(figure A.03). These applications are to be prepared based on design guidelines
found in the Historic District Review Manual for properties within the Historic
Overlay District and the Old Aiken Design Guidelines for properties within the Old
Aiken overlay District. These documents lay out form-based codes that guide
alterations and new development in the city.
Some conditions seen in this historic district are likely due to the city’s
ordinances and design guidelines. For example, the Historical Design Review
Manual has a directive against Demolition by Neglect. The Old Aiken Design
Guidelines give the Design Review Board the authority to “delay demolition of
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City of Aiken, S.C., “City of Aiken Strategic Plan,” 2016, 13.
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historic structures whenever possible to investigate means to save the building.” 43
As seen in the data presentation, only one building was considered in good
condition, with the rest receiving an excellent condition rating.
The retention seen in Aiken may also stem from economic and residential
trends. More than two-thirds of Aiken’s residents permanently live in their
properties, versus less than one-third of residents renting in 2014. Over seventyfive percent of property owners reside full-time in the Winter Colony District II.44
Properties are also more often occupied than vacant. The city of Aiken reported
that in 2014, eighty-six percent of properties were occupied, and fourteen percent
were vacant. This high rate of property residency has likely led homeowners to
maintain their properties. The median income in Aiken is higher than most other
districts, at $56,202, while the median value of owner-occupied housing units is
$199,100, according to U.S. Census Data. 45 These higher-income properties with
higher-income residents residing may lead to an increased ability to appropriately
restore historic properties. With the guidelines of the historic districts outlined
above, rehabilitation of historic integrity would likely be prioritized over
replacement with modern materials.

City of Aiken, S.C., “Old Aiken Design Review Guidelines,” amended 2018 2005.
City of Aiken, S.C., “Comprehensive Plan.”
45
U.S. Census Bureau (2022), Aiken city, South Carolina (2016-2020). Retrieved from
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/aikencitysouthcarolina,SC/INC110220 on 05
April, 2022.
43
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Bamberg Historic District – Region III, Population I

Figure 4.6: A map of South Carolina indicating the location of Bamberg. Map by author.
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Figure 4.7: A map of the contributing, non-contributing, and lost resources in the Bamberg
Historic District. Map by author using imagery from Regrid.

History
The Bamberg Historic District, located in Bamberg County, South Carolina,
was nominated to the National Register of Historic Places in 1983 for its
architectural significance at a state level. The period of significance associated with
the district was 1890 to 1930. This period is when most development in this town
was completed. 46 The town was settled between 1832 and 1855; however, much
currently seen development came around the 1870s, after the Civil War.

46
Suzanne Pickens Wylie et al., “Bamberg Historic District,” National Register of Historic Places
Nomination Form (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
1983).
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Figure 4.8: A typical property in the Bamberg Historic District.

Two pieces of Bamberg that were heavily influential to its development
were the Bamberg Cotton Mill and the rail system. The Bamberg Cotton Mill was
incorporated around 1892, and the railway was introduced to Bamberg in 1906 as
a South Carolina legislative charter. Originally, goods moved along the railway
between Bamberg, South Carolina, and Erhardt, South Carolina, both in Bamberg
County. The line was completed in 1914 and operated independently until 1916
when it was leased to the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad as part of their Green Pond
to Ehrhardt route. Trains along the route moved cotton and goods until operations
ceased. 47 Today, the rail line is visible as the median between Heritage Highway

47
Sources are unclear on when operations for this railway were discontinued, partially due to the
obscuring of records between mergers of transportation companies. South Carolina -

47

Figure 4.9: Heritage Highway, where railroad tracks used to run through Bamberg.

and Railroad Avenue. However, between 1989 and 2003, the tracks were
removed. 48
Much of the district consists of vernacular residences that are one- to twoand-a-half stories in height. Most are frame construction. Most houses include large
porches that face the street, spanning most to all of the facade, mildly-to-steeply
pitched gable roofs, and dormer windows. According to the National Register
nomination, most buildings were then well-maintained and retained most of the
historic integrity from the period of significance, between 1890 to around 1930.

Transportation and Travel, an individually run website often cited, lists an “obscure source” saying
the line was abandoned in 1938.
48
“Historic Aerials Viewer,” Historic Aerials, February 18, 2022, https://www.historicaerials.com/.
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The nomination lists fifty-six contributing resources and nineteen non-contributing
resources in the thirteen-block historic district.
Current District
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Figure 4.10: Comparative data showing the retention of integrity in Bamberg and in all districts
surveyed.

Of the fifty-six contributing resources nominated to the district, fifty
remain. Most loss has been seen along Railroad Avenue and Presbyterian Street
near Elm Street. The “survival” rate for properties in this district scored 2.7 in the
retention of properties, which is just below the 2.6 average of the districts surveyed
for this thesis. Each contributing resource was assessed for its current physical
condition. Of the fifty existing contributing resources, forty-two were in excellent
condition, six in good condition, and two in fair condition. For comparisons of
49

physical condition, Bamberg had

Contributing Resources

2.7

forty-eight of fifty-six nominated

Physical Condition

2.6

properties in excellent or good

Location

2.7

Setting

2.6

Design & Workmanship

1.7

Materials & Workmanship

0.8

Feeling & Association

2.7

condition,

which

scored

the

district at a 2.6 rating for retention
of physical conditions, again just
below the 2.8 average of the
seven districts surveyed for this
thesis.
In Bamberg, fifty of the

Table 4.2: Scores for the Bamberg Historic
District. Bolded entries are National
Register aspects of integrity. Red cells
performed at a lower level than the
average of surveyed resources, blue cells
performed equal to the average, and green
cells performed higher than the average.

contributing resources retained their original footprint or had additions appropriate
to the period of significance. This retention placed Bamberg at a 2.7 score for
retention of location, above the 2.6 average of the seven districts surveyed for this
thesis. Within the contributing resources, forty-eight retained their original setting.
This scored Bamberg at a 2.6 in retention of integrity of setting, below the 2.7
average of all districts surveyed for this thesis. Thirty remaining contributing
resources retained their original design or had design alterations appropriate to the
period of significance. Here, Bamberg performed lower than the average of the
districts surveyed for this thesis. Bamberg scored a 1.7 in retention of design and
workmanship, and the average of all districts scored a 2.2 in retention of integrity.
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Fourteen contributing resources retained all original material, compared to
forty-two, which had some material alterations. Bamberg scored 0.8 in retaining
original material and workmanship, compared to a 1.1 average of the seven districts
surveyed for this thesis. As stated earlier, Bamberg’s period of significance is a
middle-class housing community built on the cusp of the late-19th and early-20th
centuries in a town influenced by railways. Bamberg’s fifty remaining contributing
resources each show this connection to the period of significance, rating it at a 2.7
in the retention of feeling and association, which is in line with the 2.7 average of
the surveyed districts in retention of feeling and association with the period of
significance.
In a review of the data, Bamberg tended to underperform against the
average retention of integrity in the seven districts surveyed. Bamberg matched
the average retention of properties that show feeling and association with the
period and scored above the average line in retaining the integrity of location;
however, Bamberg performed below the average in retention of setting, design,
materiality, and workmanship. Additionally, Bamberg had lower overall retention of
properties linked to the historic district than the average of all surveyed districts.
Bamberg had fewer properties fall into the excellent or good categories of physical
condition than the average of all districts. This level of retention was expected
going into the district due to the low level of interventions provided by the city and
county.
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Bamberg County Interventions
Bamberg County discusses historic preservation in Chapter Four of its 2020
Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan outlines an inventory of the
historical, archeological, and cultural resources, selects three goals for preserving
historic and cultural resources, and describes actions and time frames for taking
action within the county to preserve these historic resources. The County Zoning
Ordinances layout a Historic Preservation Commission; however, there is nothing
regarding that commission on the county website. There is no information on the
city level regarding any comprehensive plans, strategic plans, or ordinances aimed
at historic preservation.
The County Comprehensive Plan aims to preserve and protect cultural,
historical, and archeological resources from any potential negative impacts of new
and current uses. 49 The goals of historic and cultural preservation, outlined in the
document, include “Preserving the County’s significant historic and archeological
resources and cultural heritage; Increasing public awareness of the historic
character of the County; and Promoting public and private partnerships to preserve
and protect cultural resources.” 50 These goals are to be met through many
strategies and means outlined in the County Comprehensive Plan. In Bamberg
County, this means actively promoting historic preservation, continuously

49
50

“Bamberg County, SC, Comprehensive Plan,” 2020.
Ibid.
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cataloging the county’s historic resources, protecting resources from development
that would damage historical character, maintaining historic roadways and vistas,
consideration of tax relief initiatives for property owners, among other strategies.51
There currently are no financial incentives applied by Bamberg County to
encourage the preservation of historic resources and sensitive restoration.
However, residents can partake in the South Carolina State Historic Tax Credit
Program for Homeowners, enabling them to subtract up to 25% of costs from their
state income tax upon meeting a defined set of criteria. 52 Bamberg County had its
first application(s) to the State Historic Tax Credit Program in FY 2020-2021. 53 The
median household income in Bamberg County is $42,830, just lower than the South
Carolina median household income. The median value of owner-occupied houses
is $78,900. 54 While the median income is lower in Bamberg than in the state, this,
paired with lower-cost housing, will likely lead to continued maintenance with less
focus on preserving historically accurate materials or details.
Bamberg is not isolated to the residential properties on each side of Heritage
Highway and East Railroad Avenue. Main Street Bamberg is considered a part of
U.S. Highway 301, running parallel to U.S. Highway 1 from Delaware to Florida. It
Ibid.
“South Carolina Historic Rehabilitation Incentives Act,” South Carolina, Code of Ordinances §
12-6-3535 (2002).
53
S.C. Department of Archives & History, “South Carolina Historic Tax Credit Programs Annual
Report Fiscal Year 2019-2020,” 2020; S.C. Department of Archives & History, “South Carolina
Historic Tax Credit Programs Annual Report Fiscal Year 2020-2021,” 2021.
54
U.S. Census Bureau (2022), Bamberg County, South Carolina (2016-2020). Retrieved from
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/bambergcountysouthcarolina,SC/INC110220 on
05 April, 2022.
51
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is also part of the commercial district that, years ago, was likely booming and full of
life. However, today, with its iron rails separating the sidewalks from the three lanes
of traffic, it is an easy miss. This commercial district is geographically outside of the
historic district and was never nominated to the National Register; however, it
reflects many of the same conditions seen in Bamberg. Many storefronts appear
empty, and the ones that are open look closed off due to the iron railing separating
the sidewalk from the road. This sidewalk was likely once bustling with customers
walking through town to get lunch or shop, but today it is empty. This is discussed
in a blog post on Strong Towns titled “Here’s What *Not* to Do to Your SmallTown Main Street,” written by Daniel Herriges, senior editor and content
contributor for Strong Towns. 55 The commercial district is in fantastic condition
between the patina of age and the life present in some storefronts. Yet, many
storefronts appear to be empty or boarded up, which is likely a symptom of a more
significant issue than iron railings protecting a sidewalk from a three-lane highway
that runs through the middle of downtown. It is unclear why this area of Bamberg
was never nominated to the National Register of Historic Places

55
Daniel Herriges, “Here’s What *Not* to Do to Your Small-Town Main Street,” Strong Towns,
December 3, 2020, https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2020/12/2/heres-what-not-to-do-toyour-small-town-main-street.
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Bishopville Commercial Historic District – Region II, Population I

Figure 4.11: A Map of South Carolina indicating the location of Bishopville. Map by author.
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Figure 4.12: A map identifying the contributing, non-contributing, and lost resources of the
Bishopville Commercial Historic District. Map by author using imagery from Regrid.

History
The Bishopville Commercial Historic District is in Lee County, South
Carolina. The district was nominated in 1986, recognizing the commercial
thoroughfares of U.S. Highway 15, one of the north-south routes connecting New
York State and Florida. The nomination also notes the Bishopville Railroad
Company, chartered in 1882, 56 sold to the Manchester and Augusta Railroad
Company in 1896, then merged with the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad in 1898. 57

“An Act to Charter the Bishopville Railroad Company” (1882).
“Atlantic Coast Line Railroad,” March 2, 2011,
https://web.archive.org/web/20110302085443/http://railga.com/acl.html.
56
57
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Figure 4.13: A typical streetscape in the Bishopville Commercial Historic District.

The district comprises the town’s commercial corridor along Main Street,
where most buildings sit one to two stories in height and are mixed-use with
commercial storefronts. Contributing resources tend to have large plate glass
windows at the storefront level with either a central door or a side door and smallscale metal, wood, or canvas awnings along the facade. The upper levels are
typically of brick painted or covered in stucco and feature two or three mediumsized windows per floor. The district also includes two industrial properties, the
Seaboard Coast Line Depot and the Palmetto Oil Mill. Boundaries for the district
follow North Main Street between West Church and Cedar Lane and along West
Council Street.

57

Figure 4.14: Detail of 119 North Main Street showing typical conditions along North Main Street
in the Bishopville Commercial Historic District.
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Figure 4.15: Comparative data showing the retention of integrity in Bishopville and in all districts
surveyed.

Of the forty-eight contributing
resources listed in the nomination,
forty properties are still standing. This
retention of historic properties gave
Bishopville’s

Commercial

Historic

District a 2.5 rating on the scale of
retention of properties versus a 2.8

Contributing Resources

2.5

Physical Condition

2.5

Location
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Setting
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Design & Workmanship
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Material & Workmanship
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Table 4.3: Scores for the Bishopville
Commercial Historic District. Bolded entries
are National Register aspects of integrity.
Red cells performed lower than the average
of the surveyed resources and green cells
performed higher than the average.

rating on the scale of properties across
the surveyed districts. All forty of
these properties appeared to be in
59

excellent or good physical conditions, again placing Bishopville at a 2.5 on the scale
of retention of physical condition, lower than the 2.8 average of all properties
surveyed.
Thirty-eight properties in Bishopville retained their original footprint of the
forty-eight nominated to the district. This placed Bishopville at a 2.4 on the scale
of retention of location against the 2.6 average of the surveyed districts. The forty
remaining contributing resources in Bishopville all retained their integrity of setting,
scoring Bishopville at a 2.5 on the retention of this integrity, compared to the
average of all districts surveyed, scoring 2.7 in retention of integrity. Thirty of these
forty-eight nominated resources retained their original design or had periodappropriate design alterations. This rate of retention of design scored Bishopville
1.9 in retention of design and workmanship, below the 2.2 average of all properties
surveyed that retained integrity.
Properties in Bishopville retained original material at a much higher rate than
the average of all districts surveyed, scoring 1.9 out of three points in retaining
material integrity. This is higher than the 1.1 average of all districts surveyed for
this thesis. Regarding retention of integrity of feeling and association with the
indicated period of significance, thirty-seven properties of the forty-eight
nominated properties retained integrity with the period of significance Bishopville
displays, turn-of-the-century transportation, innovation, and commercialization.
This scored Bishopville at a 2.4 in retention of feeling and association, lower than

60

the 2.7 average of all surveyed districts retaining feeling and association with their
period of significance.
Of these categories, Bishopville performed lower than the average of all
districts nominated except for material retention, where it greatly exceeded the
average of all surveyed districts. This is likely due to the lack of interventions the
City of Bishopville and Lee County applied in preserving historic resources.
Bishopville and Lee County Interventions
The City of Bishopville and Lee County do not currently have any historic
preservation interventions aimed at their historic resources. On the Lee County
visitor’s website, there is a page about the history of Lee County and a page that
highlights points of interest in the county. However, neither of these mentions the
National Register district in Bishopville or other National Register sites in Lee
County. A search of the Lee County Council minutes shows that in December of
2021, the City of Bishopville and Lee County initiated a project for the Seaboard
Coastline Rail Depot on Cotton Street. The city plans to rehabilitate the property
and develop a venue out of the space, including parking and sidewalks. 58
The lack of legislative interventions, including any mention of historic
preservation in a comprehensive plan or strategic plan, has likely led to the gradual
decline in historic resources in Bishopville. The city is seeing a trend similar to

58
“Lee County Council Public Hearing Minutes,” December 14, 2021,
https://cms9files.revize.com/leecountysc//cc%20min%20and%20ph121421.pdf.
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conditions in Bamberg’s commercial corridor, where street fronts are empty, and
sidewalks are vacant. However, this is not due to the physical barriers such as the
iron rails in Bamberg. The sidewalks are open to the streets and have multiple
marked pedestrian crossings with paved medians in the middle and parallel parking
along the streets. While traffic steadily flows through Main Street as vehicles
depart U.S. I-20 heading towards Lydia or Bennettsville, cars stop at the marked
crosswalks to let pedestrians cross. The street has not become a ‘stroad’. 59
Nonetheless, the same conditions exist in Bishopville on the other side of the state
from Bamberg. It is likely that these conditions also exist in small towns that have
similar commercial and industrial histories.
Property owners in Lee County have not applied for a State or Federal
Historic Tax Credit project since before 2016, the earliest year this data is available.
Bishopville has a low number of active storefronts and less pedestrian traffic. One
storefront in Bishopville had signs listing the property for sale. The median income
in Lee County is $32,851, lower than the median income in South Carolina. 60 This
is likely reflected in the ability to re-invest in the community.
Bishopville has seen positive changes to the district since its nomination as
well. Properties along North Main Street, such as 215 North Main Street and 200
North Main Street, were listed as non-contributing resources to the district due to
Herriges, “Here’s What *Not* to Do to Your Small-Town Main Street.”
U.S. Census Bureau, Lee County, South Carolina (2016 – 2020). Retrieved from
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/leecountysouthcarolina,SC/INC110220 on 05
April, 2022.
59
60
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the installation of large awnings. Images taken during the district’s nomination show
these awnings almost wholly obscuring the turn-of-the-century historical integrity
of the properties. However, upon visiting these properties in December 2021, both
had lost their large metal awnings, and the facades were proudly on display again.
These properties were excluded from the calculation of retention of integrity within
contributing resources, as they were listed in the nomination as non-contributing
resources. Bishopville was the first district where this positive alteration was truly
noticeable, primarily because of the rest of the properties’ conditions and the
proximity to contributing resources. While Bishopville is slowly losing its integrity

Figure 4.16: North side of North Main Street between West Council Street and West Cedar Lane.
215 North Main Street, the sixth property from the right with the large black awning, is listed as
non-contributing resources due to its large and obstructive awning. Image from S.C. Department
of Archives and History, taken by Thomason and Assoc. April 1985.
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compared to the average surveyed district, obtrusive and inconsistent alterations
are being removed, restoring some visual aspects of the historic district.

Figure 4.17: North side of North Main Street in 2021. The large awning in front of 215 North
Main Street, the red building on the left, has since been removed and the property is more
comparable to the period of significance in the Bishopville Commercial Historic District.
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West Gervais Street Historic District [Columbia] – Region II, Population III

Figure 4.18: A map of South Carolina indicating the location of Columbia. Map by author.
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Figure 4.19: A map showing the contributing and non-contributing resources in the Gervais Street
Historic District. Map by author using imagery from Regrid.

History
The West Gervais Street Historic District is in downtown Columbia, Richland
County, South Carolina. The district consists of forty contributing resources dating
from 1846 through the 1930s. 61 The nomination for this district identifies its
significance in architecture, commerce, education, industry, politics, government,
and transportation. This part of Columbia has physical remnants of its industrial and
commercial history. The South Carolina Railroad Depot was constructed on Lincoln
Street in 1846 and established Gervais Street and Columbia as a center for
61
Charles E. Lee, “West Gervais Street Historic District,” National Register of Historic Places
Nomination Form (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
1983).
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Figure 4.20: A typical property in the West Gervais Street Historic District.

transporting wholesale goods through the state. Columbia's central transportation
hub paired well with establishing the industry giant Allen Brothers Milling
Company, manufacturing and selling wheat-corn flour. 62
The district encompasses eight blocks of downtown Columbia, primarily
located along West Gervais Street between Gadsden Street and Park Street,
including Lady Street and Lincoln Street properties. The properties in the district
are all commercial or mixed-use. Some, such as the Seaboard Air Line Railroad
Depot, focused primarily on transportation. Others were industrial properties.
Most properties, especially those facing Gervais Street, are commercial mixed-use

62

Ibid.
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today. Storefronts below feature large pane-glass windows and mostly off-center
single-door entrances. Some properties also have a side door for access to upper
residential portions, and most are of brick with stone or iron details.

Figure 4.21: A typical streetscape in the West Gervais Street Historic District.
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Figure 4.22: Comparative data showing the retention of integrity in the West Gervais Street
Historic District and in all districts surveyed.
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Table 4.4: Scores for the West Gervais
Street Historic District. Bolded entries are
National Register aspects of integrity.
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forty properties appeared to be in excellent or good condition. This again scored
69

Columbia 3.0 on the scale of retention of structural integrity, compared to the 2.8
average of all districts surveyed.
In Columbia, thirty-nine of the forty nominated properties retained their
original footprint or had period-appropriate alterations. This translated to a score
of 3.0 on a scale of retention of location, scoring higher than the 2.6 average of all
districts surveyed in retention of integrity of the location. Columbia's forty
nominated contributing properties all retained their original setting. This again
scored Columbia 3.0 points in retention of setting, higher than the average of all
districts surveyed, which scored a 2.7 in retention of integrity.
Next, Columbia was assessed for its retention of design and workmanship.
Workmanship falls under the following two questions, pairing with design and
materials. Columbia scored a 2.4 in its level of retention of the original design or
having period-appropriate design alterations. Again, this was higher than the 2.2
average of all districts surveyed. Additionally, Columbia scored 2.5 in retaining
original materials, with only seven properties having material alterations. This level
of retention is much higher than the 1.1 average of all districts surveyed. It likely
has to do with the fact that most of these buildings are brick masonry, and much of
the material replaced in other districts tended to be wood siding replaced with vinyl
or shingle roofs replaced with modern composite. In the retention of feeling and
association with the period of significance, all forty of Columbia's nominated
resources showed association with Gervais Street's industrial, transportation, and
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commercial significance. This translated to a 3.0 rating on a scale of retention of
feeling and association, higher than the average 2.7 rating of districts surveyed for
this thesis.
Gervais Street overall performed at a higher level of retention of historical
integrity and properties than the average of all districts surveyed. The district also
retained its integrity at the highest rate of any district surveyed for this thesis. Many
factors potentially play into this success of historic integrity. The City of Columbia
and Richland County have strong interventions in protecting their historic
resources. Additionally, these properties are heavily commercial, typically owned
by the same person or company for years and rented to different tenants. This area
of Columbia is densely built up; there is not much room to build out and expand the
footprint. The nature of the brick frequently used is also meant to be durable, and
as long as the property owners keep up with the basic maintenance of repointing
and keeping the brick dry, it lasts for a long time. Combining all these factors would
likely lead to the solid retention of integrity in the commercial Gervais Street.
The City of Columbia and Richland County Interventions
There are multiple layers of interventions between the city of Columbia and
surrounding Richland County. Columbia's Comprehensive Plan - the Columbia
Compass - devotes Chapter Eight to Cultural Resources. It recognizes that the
culture of Columbia is essential to its social and economic development.
Additionally, the city of Columbia Planning Division oversees historic preservation
71

activities. The historic preservation ordinance and local landmarking done by the
City Council aid in managing preservation in Columbia. The county of Richland also
recognizes the importance of historic preservation, incorporating these needs in its
land-use and cultural resource goals. The city of Columbia is a part of the Main
Street America program and has a Certified Local Government.
The city of Columbia's Comprehensive Plan breaks each chapter into three
sections - Guiding Principles, Existing Conditions, and Recommendations. Chapter
Eight discusses historic preservation through the Cultural Resources in Columbia.
The guiding principles discuss Columbia's identity through its built environment and
the identity that Columbia's historical resources provide to the city. The
Comprehensive Plan identifies overlay districts that are an integral part of
Columbia's zoning ordinance in the Existing Conditions. The Comprehensive Plan
identifies the city's fifteen historic districts and individual landmarks noted in the
zoning ordinance. The comprehensive plan describes the benefits of being
historically protected, such as the state and federal tax benefits and the Certified
Local Government program. 63 Through this program, Columbia has committed to
overseeing historic preservation studies and surveys and is committed to
identifying and protecting historic resources.
Recommendations on improving the management and availability of cultural
resources in Columbia follow this. Each of these recommendations identifies a
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“City of Columbia Comprehensive Plan: Envision 2036,” August 4, 2020.
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responsible party, provides an expected duration and cost, labels a priority,
identifies themes and connections to other chapters, identifies the data to be
collected, defines success, and connects the recommendation back to Columbia's
mission. 64 Of the twenty recommendations made in the Comprehensive Plan
relating to Cultural Resources, eight recommendations touch on improving the
awareness, management, or maintenance of historic properties in Columbia. These
include administering city-wide surveys to oversee the cultural resources in
Columbia every two to three years, studying the economic benefits of design
districts and preservation districts, and developing a program to provide gap
financing to lower-income historic property owners. Most recommendations
regarding historic preservation would be short projects (defined as between one to
three years) and would be ongoing programs for the community. All
recommendations but one was considered high priority. Moreover, programs
anticipate costs of less than $500,000 to implement, the majority anticipating up
to $25,000 for execution. 65 These recommendations would be invaluable to the
city of Columbia in managing its historic resources.
In addition to written ideas and recommendations, the City of Columbia
utilizes preservation planning codes to preserve its historic resources. The Design
and Development Review Commission has oversight in the fifteen historic districts
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“City of Columbia Comprehensive Plan: Envision 2036,” 604.
“City of Columbia Comprehensive Plan: Envision 2036,” 606-608.
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of Columbia, working alongside the preservation and urban design staff. 66 The
historic district is in the West Gervais Street Historic Commercial District. The city
of Columbia employs defined design guidelines for the West Gervais Historic
Commercial District & Protection Area. 67 This document outlines what actions do
and do not trigger a review, how the review process goes, guidelines for
construction, site design, and maintenance and rehabilitation. The Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and the history of Gervais Street form the
basis for these design guidelines and recommendations. These documents prevent
majorly incompatible alterations from going up in the district.
Applications for alterations go through Columbia's Design and Development
Review Commission, members selected by the City Council interested in
Columbia's historic preservation and urban development. Columbia's Unified
Development Ordinance outlines the guidelines for applying for a Certificate of
Design Approval. 68 This commission offers two certificates: minor certificates
cover small additions, alterations, or reconstruction of historically contributing
attributes,

whereas

major

certificates

cover

extensive

alterations,

new

construction, or site improvements. Both have outlined standards and guidelines
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“Historic Preservation,” Planning & Development - City of Columbia (blog), accessed March 8,
2022, https://planninganddevelopment.columbiasc.gov/historic-preservation/.
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The West Gervais Protection Area is just west of the Commercial District, on the opposite side
of Gadsden Street. This buffer zone was established at the same time as the West Gervais Street
historic district and features many similar character-defining features as the Commercial District.
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“The Unified Development Ordinance of the City of Columbia, South Carolina,” August 20,
2019, https://planninganddevelopment.columbiasc.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/COCUnified-Development-Ordinance-as-of-12-7-2021.pdf.
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for application and approval for these certificates. 69 Standards for signage, new
construction, relocation, demolition, and vehicular parking are also outlined. This
code of ordinances pairs with the historic preservationists in the Columbia Planning
Division and the alignment of historic preservation and Columbia's mission and
comprehensive planning. These tools make Columbia a strong proponent of historic
preservation and give substantial resources to advocate for their resources.
Richland County provides another layer to the protection of Columbia's
historic resources. The Comprehensive Plan for Richland County, adopted in 2015,
recognizes the historical contributions in Richland County in Chapter Ten, the
Cultural Resources Element. 70 The chapter opens up with goals for Richland
County's cultural assets and historic places and identifies strategies the county can
implement to reach these goals. 71 Goals covering preservation include aiming to
"Encourage the preservation of historic structures and sites," "Continue the process
of nominating historic properties for listing on the National Registry," and "Support
policies and incentives that encourage preservation of cultural resource
opportunities." 72 The strategies for these goals include performing historic
resource surveys, becoming a Certified Local Government, educating citizens on
the National Register process, and using conservation easements and other

“The Unified Development Ordinance of the City of Columbia, South Carolina,” 2-52.
“Comprehensive Plan Richland County: Putting the Pieces in Place,” March 17, 2015,
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preservation programs to make preservation and conservation a community
effort. 73 While this document does not heavily dive into direct actions that
communities can take, it provides suggestions to the communities, allowing towns
to define what success looks like for them.
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Georgetown Historic District – Region II, Population II

Figure 4.23: A map of South Carolina indicating the location of Georgetown. Map by author.
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Figure 4.24: A map showing the contributing resources within the Georgetown Historic District.
Map by author using imagery from Regrid.

History
The Georgetown Historic District, located in Georgetown County, South
Carolina, is a twenty-one-block area between the Sampit River and U.S. Highway
17. The district was nominated in 1971 for its significance in commerce, military,
education, and architecture and listed forty-eight properties in its nomination, all
contributing. The Georgetown Historic District’s period of significance is from the
1720s through 1860. Being the third oldest city in South Carolina, Georgetown was
influential in the American Revolution, the production of indigo and rice, and the
Civil War. The British captured the town in 1780. The town was re-captured by
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General Francis Marion in 1781. From there, Georgetown was essential for getting
supplies into Philadelphia. 74
Georgetown quickly became a community able to take care of itself based
on the growing of rice and indigo. Georgetown was an extremely prosperous place
in its growing and selling of rice. It is estimated that in the 1850s, the peak of
Georgetown’s rice-growing culture, it was the largest exporter of rice in the
world. 75 This agricultural feat meant that many rice planter families could keep their
children at home with private tutors and take vacations up north in the summer
months, compared to others who went to the area’s public schools. The Union

Figure 4.25: A typical property in the Georgetown Historic District.
74
Nancy R. Ruhf, “Georgetown Historic District,” National Register of Historic Places Nomination
Form (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 1971).
75
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blocked and occupied Georgetown in the Civil War, using the Winyah Indigo
Society Building as a hospital.
Today, the district comprises many large, classic South Carolinian homes,
many reminiscent of the Charleston Single style but with less of an urban feel.
Properties are spread further apart and sit back from the sidewalks more
frequently.
Current District
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Figure 4.26: Comparative data showing the retention of integrity in Georgetown and in all districts
surveyed.

Georgetown performed higher than most of the seven districts studied for
this thesis, scoring almost equally to Columbia in the areas of integrity. The district
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had retained forty-seven of its forty-eight
nominated resources, losing the Gladstone
Hotel on Front Street, where a parking lot
now

sits.

This

gave

Georgetown

a

retention score of 3.0 for retaining
contributing resources, higher than the 2.8
average

of

all

districts

surveyed.
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properties
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Table 4.5: Scores of the Georgetown
Historic District. Bolded entries are the
National Register aspects of integrity.
Green cells performed higher than the
average of the surveyed resources.

appeared to be in excellent or good condition. Again, Georgetown scored 3.0 in
retention of the condition of properties, above the 2.8 average of all districts
surveyed.
In looking at the properties that retained their original setting, forty-two of
the forty-eight nominated resources retained their original footprint or had periodappropriate additions. Five properties in Georgetown had additions or alterations
inappropriate to the period of significance. This rated Georgetown at a 2.7 in
retention of integrity of location, higher than the 2.6 average of all districts
surveyed. All forty-seven of the districts surveyed in Georgetown retained their
original integrity of setting, rating Georgetown at 3.0 on that scale of retention.
Again, this was higher than the 2.7 average of the seven districts surveyed for this
thesis.
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Thirty-nine properties in the district retained their original design or feature
period-appropriate design alterations. Georgetown, therefore, rated at a 2.5 in
retention of integrity of original design and workmanship, higher than the average
of all districts surveyed, which scored a 2.2 for retention of design and
workmanship. Twenty properties in Georgetown retained all of their original
material, while twenty-seven had some material alterations. This level of retention
scored Georgetown a 1.3 on the scale of retention of material and workmanship,
higher than the 1.1 average of all districts surveyed for this piece of integrity.
However, all forty-seven properties in Georgetown exhibited a sense of feeling and
association with their period of significance. This period of significance, mid-18thand 19th-century architecture, would typically feature long porches with windows
and doors for breezes, gabled roofs, and higher-style architectural details. This
rated Georgetown at a 3.0 on the scale of retention of feeling and association,
higher than the average 2.7 for all districts surveyed in retention of this integrity.
Overall, as previously stated, Georgetown performed higher than the
average of all surveyed districts in all aspects of significance. Many factors could
contribute to this. One could be that Georgetown is the third oldest city in South
Carolina, and residents in this area take pride in their history. This could also be due
to local interventions within the City of Georgetown and Georgetown County.
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City of Georgetown and Georgetown County Interventions
Multiple layers of interventions on the city and county levels protect the
Georgetown Historic District. Within the city of Georgetown, their Comprehensive
Plan adopted in 2011 addresses the city’s needs in the Cultural Resources Element.
The city’s Code of Ordinances touches on preserving historic structures in Chapter
Five, Buildings and Building Regulations, Article VII, Preservation of Historic
Structures. These goals and objectives are implemented by the Architectural
Review Board, which reviews exterior renovations, new construction, signage, and
demolition, and issues Certificates of Appropriateness if acceptable. Georgetown
County has also displayed a vested interest in the county’s historic properties. The
county compiled a Comprehensive Plan in 2010 that addresses historic
preservation needs through the Cultural Resources Element. In addition to this
Comprehensive Plan, Georgetown County has a codified Historical Commission in
Chapter 12 of their Code of Ordinances. The city of Georgetown is a Certified Local
Government.
The Georgetown Comprehensive Plan is a governing document adopted in
2011 to manage the resources and development of Georgetown. 76 The
Comprehensive Plan’s Cultural Resources Element begins by introducing
Georgetown’s rich history in the development of America as a free country, the
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agricultural success of rice and indigo, and the excellent architectural elements
around Georgetown. Part One of this element is an inventory of Georgetown’s
cultural resources, including museums, landmarks, cultural heritage activities,
programs, and events. 77 This inventory breaks down the resources by facilities and
museums, the National Register of Historic Places, annual festivals and events, and
ongoing activities and programs. Tables identify sites and areas on the National
Register of Historic Places and sites or events corresponding to a South Carolina
Historical Marker. 78 The next portion of the document discusses the needs and
opportunities of cultural resources in Georgetown. Grant providers, such as the
National Park Service, National Endowment for the Arts, and the South Carolina
Arts Commission, are identified with their respective grant program(s) available.
Additionally, the Comprehensive Plan identifies the State and Federal Historic
Preservation Tax Credit programs.
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The third part of this element outlines the goals and objectives for
Georgetown’s cultural resources. These goals include developing cultural heritage
and historic preservation programs, funding historic preservation projects, raising
public awareness for historic preservation, establishing a central history of
Georgetown archive, actively marketing Georgetown’s cultural resources, and
actively using Georgetown’s historical sites and facilities. 80 The City Council
Ibid.
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79
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website says that they are currently working on updating this Comprehensive Plan.
This update would likely show the success of these goals and that the City Council
is further developing these goals to protect Georgetown’s historic resources.
Chapter Five of Georgetown’s Code of Ordinances lays out the city’s
building regulations. Article VIII lays out the preservation of Georgetown’s historic
resources. 81 The terms Demolition by Neglect, Significant Structure, Board,
Emergency Measures, and Stabilization Repairs are defined in the first section of
this Article. The definition of Significant Structure takes the four criteria of
significance laid out by the National Park Service for consideration for the National
Register of Historic Places and breaks them into smaller, more manageable pieces.
It also notes that the city keeps a current cultural resource survey that lists
structures as contributing or non-contributing. 82 The document then outlines the
procedure for identifying and saving a historic structure from demolition and
penalties and remedies for violations of this Article. This type of historic advocacy
seen in a Code of Ordinances is beneficial to preserving historic resources, as these
regulations are enforceable and are amendable at a city level if conditions warrant.
The Georgetown Architectural Design Review Board follows the
Comprehensive Plan and Code of Ordinances and applies the goals described in
both. The city Architectural Review Board oversees the historic district, bound by
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Church Street, the Sampit River, Wood Street, and Meeting Street. 83 The Design
Guidelines for the Georgetown Historic District, last updated in October of 2017,
presents design standards for residential, commercial, institutional, and waterfront.
The benefits of historic preservation, particularly in Georgetown, are described to
make preservation appealing to a property owner in the sense of numbers and
reasoning rather than because a historian thinks it is a good idea. These Design
Guidelines then name the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
and identify how a property owner can develop projects that meet these
standards. 84 This document is enforceable by the Board of Architectural Review,
who, as described earlier, has the authority to issue Certificates of Appropriateness
or ask a property owner to redesign their project before a Certificate is issued.
There are multiple layers of additional protection for historic properties on
the county level. The Georgetown County Comprehensive Plan’s Cultural
Resources Elements outlines the history of Georgetown County and identifies the
sites and ruins that represent the county’s history. 85 The document primarily
identifies the cultural and historical resources available to residents and visitors of
Georgetown County, such as their National Register sites, beaches, plantations,
83
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rice-associated sites, open museums, and events. 86 The next portion of the
document identifies resources available for preserving and identifying historic sites
on federal, state, and local levels. The end of the document describes the needs,
goals, and strategies for the county’s historic and cultural resources. These goals
include identifying resources, developing policies to encourage the preservation of
these resources, advocating for the preservation of these sites, and promoting the
arts as a tool for economic development. 87 These timelines describe objectives that
come together to make each goal, strategies to be used, parties responsible, and
when these goals plan to be completed. This document, similar to Richland County’s
Comprehensive Plan, broadly defines goals and objectives. This will likely allow
communities to develop definitions of each strategy and make the goals more
attainable and applicable to their resources.
Georgetown County also has a Code of Ordinances that establishes the
county’s Historical Commission. This Code creates limited powers, but in the same
way that the Comprehensive Plan is broad and overarching, so is this document.
The commission consists of seven county residents with an interest in historic
preservation. However, as of January 14, 2022, the historical commission has four
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vacancies, and the three members currently sitting on the board have served their
terms and are continuing to serve until a successor is appointed and confirmed. 88
Much more is being done on the city level than the county level in terms of
direct approaches to historic preservation, which is just as it should be. Allowing
communities to define their historical sites while integrating sites the county
identifies as significant and then defining what success looks like for preserving
their resources is essential to active community preservation. The tools
implemented by the city are guided by federal interventions, such as the National
Register criteria for significance or the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation. These policies appear to be very effective, as most of the properties
listed in this district are still standing and have retained a high level of historic
integrity.
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Laurens Historic District – Region I, Population II

Figure 4.28: A map of South Carolina identifying the location of Laurens. Map by author.

89

Figure 4.29: A map identifying the contributing, non-contributing, and lost resources of the
Laurens Historic District. Map by author using imagery from Regrid.

History
The Laurens Historic District, located in Laurens County, South Carolina,
was nominated to the National Register in 1980 for its significance to agriculture,
architecture, economy, and transportation at a local level. The district lists 113,
ninety of which contribute to the period of significance associated with the district,
spanning from the late-nineteenth century to the early twentieth century.
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The county was originally a division of the Ninety-Six District, and the town,
called Laurensville at the time, was the county seat by 1792. 89 The town remained
a small village through the early half of the nineteenth century. The town slowly
grew over time, spurred by the development of a railroad connecting Laurens to
Newberry in the 1850s. Laurens was chartered as the county capital in 1873. The
area was heavily agricultural, known for growing cotton and exporting it through
the area. The town hit its growth peak around the turn of the twentieth century
when the population peaked at around 4,800 people. 90 Most buildings in the town

Figure 4.30: The commercial public square of the Laurens Historic District.
89
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Form (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 1980).
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were built between 1880 and 1925 and represent the booming economic growth
Laurens experienced at the end of the nineteenth century.

Figure 4.31: A residential property in the Laurens Historic District.
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Figure 4.32: Comparative data showing the retention of integrity in properties in Laurens and in all
surveyed resources.
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Table 4.6: Scores of the Laurens Historic
District. Bolded entries are the National
Register aspects of integrity. Red cells
performed lower than the average of the
surveyed resources, blue cells performed
equal to the average, and green cells
performed higher than the average.

surveyed for this thesis. Of the ninety nominated contributing resources, sixty-nine
were in excellent condition, and one was in good condition. This level of excellent
and good conditions put Laurens at a 2.4 physical condition retention score, again
lower than the 2.8 average of all districts surveyed.
In Laurens, sixty-six of the ninety contributing resources retained their
original footprint or had alterations appropriate to the period of significance. This
rate of retention scored Laurens at 2.2 in retention of location, lower than the 2.6
average of all surveyed districts. In retention of setting, sixty-five properties in
Laurens retained their original setting. Most loss of setting was along West Main
Street, where larger, out-of-scale buildings now sit. Laurens experienced a level of
loss represented at 2.2 on a scale of retention of setting, compared to the average
of all districts surveyed, scoring a 2.7 in retention of integrity.
In the Laurens Historic District, sixty-six properties retained their original
design or had period-appropriate design alterations, which placed Laurens at a 2.2
on the scale of retention of design and workmanship integrity. This was equal to
the 2.2 average of the surveyed districts in retention of integrity of design and
workmanship. Of the contributing properties nominated, thirty-five properties
retained all original materials, while fifty-five properties had some level of material
alterations. Laurens, therefore, scored 1.2 in retention of all original materials on
properties, higher than the 1.1 average of all surveyed districts. Sixty-six of the
properties in Laurens also retained their sense of feeling and association with the
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period of significance. This period of significance is the turn of the century from the
1880s to around 1925, when commerce, industry, and transportation were
booming in Laurens. This level of retention scored Laurens at a 2.2 on the scale of
feeling and association, below the 2.7 average of all districts surveyed.
Overall, Laurens scored lower than the average of the surveyed districts in
almost all categories, meeting the average in retention of design and workmanship.
The district performed stronger than Bishopville, which was below the average in
all but one surveyed aspect, but lower than Bamberg, which met the average level
of retention of feeling and association and scored higher than average in retention
of location. This was not entirely expected, considering the number of resources in
place in Laurens County to protect historic properties.
City of Laurens and Laurens County Interventions
Laurens utilizes protections on the city and county levels to preserve their
historic resources. The city of Laurens Comprehensive Plan focuses on historic
preservation in discussing their housing stock and cultural resources. The city also
utilizes a historic preservation ordinance that protects the downtown courthouse
square. A historic tax credit is offered locally for the City of Laurens. Laurens
County also utilizes a comprehensive strategic planning document that focuses on
economic development. Laurens is part of the Main Street America program and
the Certified Local Government Program.

95

The City of Laurens recognizes historic preservation in their Comprehensive
Plan, adopted in 2015. Chapter Two, Housing, discusses the housing stock available
in Laurens, noting that six point eight percent of occupied housing units were built
before 1939, and sixteen point five percent were built between 1940 and 1959.
The document notes below that the rehabilitation of existing structures “increases
property values, and therefore rents and taxes.” 91 Chapter Three, Natural and
Cultural Resources, identifies significant historic resources. Main Street Laurens, an
accredited Main Street Program with the National Marin Street Center, describes
their vision to bring Laurens back to its heyday while still retaining its history and
character of Downtown Laurens. The document identifies the natural and cultural
resources Laurens has to offer. The Comprehensive Plan also describes the mission
of Main Street Laurens, an accredited Main Street Program with the National Main
Street Center. Main Street Laurens aims to bring downtown Laurens back to its
heyday while still retaining its history and character. 92 This document also identifies
actions that can lead towards this, such as improving the streetscape and visual
aspects of downtown, promoting tourism events, and supporting local businesses.
The City of Laurens also utilizes a Historic Preservation Commission, defined
in the city’s Code of Ordinances, Chapter 46, Zoning. 93 This committee has the
authority to review and recommend historic designation or properties, maintain an
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inventory of properties more than fifty years old, issue certificates of
appropriateness for alterations within the commission’s jurisdiction, and review and
evaluate all National Register nominations. 94 To make an alteration within the
courthouse square district or within a designated historic Preservation Overlay
District, Laurens requires that this application and the required material be
submitted to the Historic Preservation Commission or Historic Preservation
Overlay Commission, who has the authority to approve, approve with
modifications, or deny an application based on the prescribed guidelines. 95 This
overlay district only covers a portion of the National Register district, leaving the
residential portion susceptible to major alterations.
In addition to written ordinances, Laurens utilizes a special property tax
assessment to rehabilitate historic structures. The city’s code of ordinances defines
properties eligible for rehabilitation credits. 96 The district also protects buildings
threatened with demolition. The commission is tasked with making the community
aware of the potential for demolition and aiding the owner find a buyer for the
property. This tax credit is likely helping the district, as the buildings downtown
tended to retain their integrity at a high level. The median household income in
Laurens, South Carolina, is $41,486, just below the median household income in
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South Carolina. 97 Additionally, the median value of owner-occupied housing is
$95,200 in Laurens. Higher value properties in a median-income neighborhood will
likely lead to the strong retention of setting and location but encourage new
materiality and incompatible additions. Most of the loss of integrity comes from the
heavy loss of buildings along College Street and Caroline Street, which are now
parking lots or vacant lots.
Laurens County is also invested in protecting the historic resources. They
adopted a comprehensive strategic planning process in March 2021. This strategic
plan emphasizes economic development, of which heritage tourism appears to play
a large part. Historic preservation is noted throughout the document to boost the
economies of downtown Laurens and Clinton, 98 which ideally would then expand
to the rest of the county. This is noted explicitly in the Invested in Growth section
of the strategic plan, where the Laurens County Development Commission
prioritizes “boost quality of life and tourism through strategic placemaking
investments.” 99 It is also noted in the Strengthen all Business section, where it is
also made a goal to “improve resources for growing local businesses and ideas.”100
More references to historic preservation in this document outline that the
commission sees heritage tourism, along with manufacturing and encouraging
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residential development, as a feasible means to spur the economy of Laurens
County.
These documents come together to aid Laurens in managing and preserving
their historic resources through county and city prescriptions. Much of the change
seen in the Laurens Historic District was centered around the courthouse square,
with several buildings demolished or heavily altered. At the same time, residential
properties tended to have material alterations or inappropriate additions. The only
documents in this study that mention the residential portion of downtown are the
city and county Comprehensive Plans, which mention what a beneficial resource
the historic houses of Laurens are to the community. However, outside of
recognizing the inventory of properties that the city has, there is little to no
enforceable mention of preserving these resources. Much of the promotion
regarding Laurens’ Main Street USA program focuses on the downtown region or
natural resources such as the state parks. There seems to be no advocacy for the
historic homes downtown, which is essential in a community embracing its deep
roots and historic downtown. There are strong advocates for their historic
downtown, which is likely the area that the town emphasizes in their heritage
tourism. Putting this much importance on the historic residential areas and
downtown would likely improve Laurens' retention of historic integrity.
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Main Street Historic District [Newberry] – Region I, Population II

Figure 4.33: A map of South Carolina identifying the location of Newberry. Map by author.
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Figure 4.34: A map showing the contributing, non-contributing, and lost resources of the Main
Street Historic District. Map by author using imagery from Regrid.

History
The Main Street Historic District is in Newberry, Newberry County, South
Carolina. The district was nominated to the National Register in 1980 for its
architectural significance. The area is primarily residential, encompassing thirteen
blocks east of the main downtown strip of Newberry. Buildings were constructed
between 1840 and 1950 and have remained relatively unchanged since their initial
construction. 101 Similar to Laurens County, Newberry County was once a part of
the Ninety-Six District and became a County in 1789. The region quickly became

Nancy Fox and National Register Staff, “Newberry Multiple Resource Area” (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, November 1980).
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inundated with cotton planters capitalizing on the fertile land. With the
development of the railroad system connecting Newberry to Greenville, Columbia,
and Laurens, this small village became a thriving market for cotton planters. The
culture relied heavily on the work of enslaved individuals, and as a result, the
economy suffered greatly after the Civil War. The Newberry Cotton Mills, built in
1884, brought this economic success back to Newberry. Rapidly processed cotton
bales were manufactured into cloth which would then be shipped up and down the
east coast. 102 This economic success spurred much of the residential construction
along Main Street and throughout the city.

Figure 4.35: A typical property in the Main Street Historic District.
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Fox and National Register Staff.
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Architectural styles seen throughout the Main Street district include
monumental neoclassical churches sitting alongside Greek Revival, Italianate,
Queen Anne, Eastlake, and neoclassical residences. Properties in this district
represent a middle- to upper-class way of living in a town prosperous by agriculture
and manufacturing. Residences are similarly scaled in proportion and size, sitting
back on their lots from the streets with well-maintained yards.

Figure 4.36: Details of a typical property in the Main Street Historic District.
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Figure 4.37: Comparative data showing the retention of integrity in Newberry and in all surveyed
resources.
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2.8 average of all surveyed districts.
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Additionally, all forty-eight properties retained are in excellent or good condition,
rating Newberry at a 3.0 in retaining an excellent or good condition of properties.
This was again above the 2.8 average of all surveyed districts for this thesis.
Of the forty-nine properties associated with the Main Street Historic District
in Newberry, forty-six of these properties retained their original footprint or had
additions appropriate to their period of significance. This scored Newberry at a 2.7
on retention of integrity of location, just higher than the 2.6 average of surveyed
districts for this thesis. Newberry had forty-eight nominated properties retain their
original setting. This was because little to no change had happened along Main
Street east of the downtown strip, and any alterations have stayed similar in scale
and massing to the surrounding setting. This scored Newberry at a 3.0 on the scale
of retention of setting, compared to the 2.7 average of surveyed resources for this
thesis.
In retaining the integrity of design and workmanship, Newberry had fortytwo properties retain their original design or utilize period-appropriate design
alterations. This resulted in Newberry scoring 2.6 in retention of design and
workmanship, higher than the 2.2 average of the surveyed resources for this thesis.
However, Newberry retained material at a lower rate than other districts in this
thesis. Only nine properties retained original material. Forty properties had some
material alterations, thirty-two with minor alterations, and eight with significant
material alterations. This scored Newberry at a 0.6 in retaining original material,
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much lower than the 1.1 average of surveyed resources for this thesis. Forty-six of
the forty-nine nominated properties in this historic district had retained their sense
of feeling and association with the period of significance. This means that these
properties still appear to be middle- to upper-class properties in a neighborhood of
families descending from incredibly successful planters in the nineteenth century.
This gave Newberry a retention of feeling and association score of 2.8, above the
2.2 average of all surveyed resources.
Newberry scored higher than the average of surveyed resources in all
aspects of integrity except for material and workmanship. Most material alterations
in Newberry centered around replacing roofs, particularly a shift from metal or
shingle roofs to composition roofs. Properties tended to retain their location and
setting at a higher rate than other districts and much higher than the average of the
surveyed districts. The district generally performed slightly better than Aiken in that
it only fell below the average of surveyed districts in one area. In contrast, Aiken
fell below the average once and hit the average of all surveyed districts once.
However, Columbia and Georgetown still performed better than Newberry in
scoring higher than the average of all surveyed districts in all aspects of integrity.
City of Newberry Interventions
The City of Newberry and Newberry County generally do not have robust
interventions protecting their historic resources. The city of Newberry offers a
historic tax credit on the local level to eligible properties. Historic preservation is
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also mentioned in the city and county Comprehensive Plans. However, Newberry
has no historic preservation ordinances in place. The city does have an Architectural
Review Board for the commercial corridor; however, this does not cover any
residential properties in this historic district. This is consistent with the 1980
National Register nomination of the Newberry Multiple Resource Area that says,
“no legal mechanism for architectural conservation now exists in the city... it is
expected that this nomination will serve as a catalyst in the development of a
preservation ordinance in providing a basis for evaluative criteria and survey
identification for documenting local landmarks.” 103 However, this has not yet
happened.
The city of Newberry has codified a special tax assessment for historic
properties “in the best interest of this community and its citizens.” 104 The goal of
this tax assessment is to “Encourage the restoration of historic properties; Promote
economic

development

and

community

revitalization;

Encourage

sound

community planning; and Promote the general health, safety, and welfare of the
community.” 105 This tax credit, available to owner-occupied and income-producing
properties, utilizes similar criteria to the state and federal programs for eligibility of
properties and rehabilitation. However, in speaking with the City Clerk and Auditor,
there is no record of anyone taking advantage of this special tax assessment. The

Nancy Fox and National Register Staff, “Newberry Multiple Resource Area.”
“Special Tax Assessment for Historic Properties,” Chapter 15 Article II § 15-51--15-55 (2003).
105
Ibid.
103
104
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City Auditor said this is likely due to the TIF (Tax Investment Financing) that was in
place until 2015. A TIF allows municipalities to take future property tax revenue
and divert those increases towards an economic development project. These
projects can increase surrounding property values, increasing the following tax
revenue. This would likely be very useful in Newberry, a town where the median
household income is $38,613, and the median value of owner-occupied housing
units is $100,700. 106 Increased property values would provide property owners
with additional equity they can put back into their property.
Additionally, the Newberry Comprehensive Plan 2030 addresses historic
properties in chapter five. After discussing the history and development of
Newberry, the Comprehensive Plan identifies historic and cultural resources in the
city. A table identifies individually listed properties and the nine districts in
Newberry. The document then describes the advocates for historic preservation at
the state and local levels, including the South Carolina Department of Archives and
History, the South Carolina Institute for Archeology and Anthropology, the city’s
Architectural Review Board, the city’s Historic Preservation Ordinance, and the
Newberry County Historical and Museum Society. 107 The document includes
funding opportunities for historic property owners, including the tax credit
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U.S. Census Bureau (2022), Newberry city, South Carolina (2016-2020). Retrieved from
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/newberrycitysouthcarolina,SC/INC110220 on 05
April, 2022.
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City of Newberry Planning and Development Services Department, “Comprehensive Plan
2030,” 2020, 5–5--5–10.
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opportunities at the federal, state, and local levels. It does not lay out the city’s
goals for retaining and protecting their historical sites but instead goes into the
heritage tourism opportunities and support available to the community.
The city of Newberry has a relatively strong hold on their historic sites. Only
one property has been lost, and few have lost significant aspects of historical
integrity. This level of retention is much higher than was expected, however the
economics of the town likely play a large part in this retention. The median
household income in Newberry County is $39,600, 108 however, within the U.S.
Census block that this historic district is in, this rises to between $49,001 to
$58,857. 109 This could signify that residents living in this district are more likely to
be able to keep up with the maintenance of their properties, which would explain
how all forty-eight properties in the historic district have retained good or excellent
physical conditions.
This also likely pairs with a general sense of pride in the neighborhood. A
gentleman who spoke with me in Newberry told me that he was planning on
bringing some details of his house, such as the porch balustrade and the
landscaping, back to a more historically appropriate look. He also told me that he
tends to see people grow up here and stay here for the small-town feel and the
city’s history in Newberry. Suppose residents feel a certain level of pride in their
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City of Newberry Planning and Development Services Department, 2–16.
Ibid.
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properties, even if there is no national designation. In that case, they are more likely
to retain their property’s historic appeal. While no official policies keep residents
from demolishing their properties or doing heavy rehabilitations that would take
away the historic appeal, residents have tended to avoid that practice in Newberry.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSION
This chapter interprets the data collected between the seven districts
surveyed, compiles a conclusion to the survey, and poses questions for future
research opportunities. This research aimed to determine if a National Register
listing by itself was sufficient to protect a historic district or if additional local
interventions made a difference in protecting the historical integrity of the district.

National Register District Comparative Data All Surveyed Districts
Aiken Winter Colony II

Bamberg Historic District

Bishopville Commercial Historic District

West Gervais Street Historic District

Georgetown Historic District

Laurens Historic District

Main Street Historic District

Average of Surveyed Resources

3.5
3

Score

2.5
2

1.5
1
0.5

0
Contributing
Resources

Physical
Condition

Location

Setting

Design &
Materials &
Workmanship Workmanship

Feeling &
Association

Aspects of Integrity
Figure 5.1: Comparative data showing the retention of integrity in each surveyed district.
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The interventions assessed were historic preservation ordinances, comprehensive
plans, strategic plans, tax credit incentives, being designation as a certified local
government, or having participation in the Main Street America program. Briefly
summarized, this assessment found that retention of historic integrity in National
Register districts was improved in communities that have and utilize historic
preservation ordinances and/or other historic preservation interventions.
As seen in Table 5.1, each district was scored on its retention of each aspect
of integrity based on the performance of its contributing resources. These scores
were then compared to the average of the surveyed resources in each district, as
the selected districts were representative of a large number of districts throughout
the state. Different population sizes, regions of the state, areas of significance,
levels of significance (local, state, national), and levels of interventions were
represented in this survey. The scores seen in Table 5.1 represent the performance
of each district based on its contributing resources. Cells highlighted in red
performed at a lower level than the average of the surveyed resources, cells
highlighted in blue performed at an equal level to the average of the surveyed
resources, and cells highlighted in green performed at a higher level than the
average of the surveyed resources. The top cells in the chart are the raw numbers
of contributing resources that answered yes to the question asking about the
aspect(s) of integrity, the middle portion is the percentages of properties that
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Table 5.1: Comparative data showing the retention of integrity in each surveyed district.
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105
56
48
40
48
90
49
436
105
56
48
40
48
90
49
436

123
75
57
57
48
113
66
539
123
75
57
57
48
113
66
539

Contributing
Resources

Performs at a higher level than
the average of surveyed districts
Performs equal to the average of
surveyed districts
Performs at a lower level than the
average of surveyed districts

Raw Numbers
Aiken
Bamberg
Bishopville
Columbia
Georgetown
Laurens
Newberry
Total
Percentages
Aiken
Bamberg
Bishopville
Columbia
Georgetown
Laurens
Newberry
Average
Scores
Aiken
Bamberg
Bishopville
Columbia
Georgetown
Laurens
Newberry
Average

Total
Resources

100.00%
85.71%
83.33%
100.00%
97.92%
77.78%
97.96%
91.28%
3
2.6
2.5
3
3
2.4
3
2.8

3
2.7
2.5
3
3
2.4
3
2.8

105
48
40
40
47
70
48
398

Physical
Condition

100.00%
89.29%
83.33%
100.00%
97.92%
77.78%
97.96%
91.74%

105
50
40
40
47
70
48
400

Existing
Contributing
Resources

2.7
2.7
2.4
3
2.7
2.2
2.8
2.6

87.62%
89.29%
79.17%
97.50%
85.55%
73.33%
93.88%
85.55%

92
50
38
39
42
66
46
373

Location

3
2.6
2.5
3
3
2.2
3
2.7

98.10%
85.71%
83.33%
100.00%
97.92%
72.22%
97.96%
89.68%

103
48
40
40
47
65
48
397

Setting

2.2
1.7
1.9
2.4
2.5
2.2
2.6
2.2

73.33%
53.57%
62.50%
77.50%
81.25%
73.33%
85.71%
72.25%

77
30
30
31
39
66
42
315

Design &
Workmanship

0.6
0.8
1.9
2.5
1.3
1.2
0.6
1.1

20.00%
25.00%
60.42%
82.50%
41.67%
38.89%
18.37%
36.93%

21
14
29
33
20
35
9
161

Material &
Workmanship

2.9
2.7
2.4
3
3
2.2
2.8
2.7

95.24%
89.29%
77.08%
100.00%
97.92%
73.33%
93.88%
88.53%

100
50
37
40
47
66
46
386

Feeling &
Association

answered yes, and the lower part is those percentages turned into scores with the
three-point scale.
Every district surveyed in this study performed better than the average of
all surveyed districts in one area or another. Among all districts surveyed, Aiken,
Newberry, Columbia, and Georgetown performed consistently at or better than the
average of the surveyed resources. Bamberg, Laurens, and Bishopville performed
consistently lower than the average of the surveyed resources. Bamberg and
Laurens had the most scores in-line with the average, with two categories each

National Register District Comparative Data Each District Surveyed
Contributing Resources

Physical Condition

Location

Setting

Design & Workmanship

Materials & Workmanship

Feeling & Association
3.5
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Score
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2
1.5
1
0.5
0
Aiken

Bamberg

Bishopville

Columbia

Georgetown

Laurens

Newberry

NR District Studied
Figure 5.2: Comparative data showing the retention of integrity in each surveyed district.
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performing at the average. Figure 5.2 shows the scores for each district side-byside. This graph shows that there is a large span of scores in Aiken, Bamberg, and
Newberry, where the scores of Bishopville, Laurens, and Newberry more compact
in the middle of the range, and the scores of Columbia and Georgetown more
compact towards the upper limit of the range.
These general relationships correlate with the levels of local interventions
adopted by these communities. Aiken, Columbia, Georgetown, and Laurens have
multiple layers of historic preservation ordinances or interventions. Aiken has a city
comprehensive plan and a city historic preservation ordinance with design review,
as well as mentions of historic resources in their city comprehensive plan. These
local interventions are bolstered by a county tax credit. Columbia has a city
comprehensive plan, a city historic preservation ordinance with design review, local
designation, and a county comprehensive plan. Georgetown, with the most
encompassing ordinances, has a city comprehensive plan, city historic preservation
ordinance with design review, county planning ordinance, county historic
preservation commission, and a county comprehensive plan. In contrast, Bamberg
has a county comprehensive plan with a section that refers to historic preservation,
but Bishopville has not adopted ordinances that provide additional protections.
Newberry has a seldom-used tax credit program and a comprehensive plan that
refers to historic preservation. Comparison of historic districts with and without
these protections indicates that local historic resource protections lead to stronger
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retention of historic integrity. In contrast, loose or no historic preservation policies
leads to a loss of integrity of historic resources in a district.
In assessing the data, it is clear that not all districts closely adhere to this
trend. The Main Street District in Newberry, for example, has only a comprehensive
plan that discusses the preservation of historic resources in the city. This document
reflects the history and development of Newberry and identifies historic sites
including National Register districts, historic cemeteries, organizations involved in
Newberry with a historic preservation focus, and financial incentives. The city of

Retention of Integrity Compared to Local Interventions
Overall Retention
100.00%

City / County Ordinances
93.96%

7

91.49%

89.97%

84.92%

6
76.39%

73.15%

Overall Integrity Retained

75.00%

5
4

50.00%
3
2

25.00%

Number of Interventions

77.53%

1
0

0.00%

NR District Studied
Figure 5.3: Chart showing the overall retention of integrity in the surveyed districts compared to
their levels of local interventions

116

Newberry also offers a local tax incentive, but there is no record that this
opportunity has ever been applied. Newberry, however, still had high overall
retention of historic integrity, scoring higher than the average of the surveyed
districts in four of the five integrity questions. This could be due to property owners
keeping up with regular maintenance on historic properties without needing to do
large rehabilitation projects. Regardless, Newberry remains an outlier whose
success falls for deeper investigation
In assessing the interventions provided by some local governments it was
necessary to understand also the influence these regulations can have on the
overall districts. In Table 5.2, each type of intervention seen at the local or county
level is identified, as well as the number of communities that use this type of
intervention, and what these interventions entail as far as their enforceability,
involved parties, and opportunities they bring to communities. County documents
tend to lead towards broader and overarching language, while city documents
tended towards more precise language with defined actions. This can be seen in
Aiken’s

comprehensive

plan,

through

defining

growth,

connectivity,

transformation, consistency, balance, and investment. The comprehensive plan lays
out a goal to “Continue to support the local equestrian culture and associated
economic activity through the unique services, regulatory environment and
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Intervention
City Comprehensive or
Strategic Plan

County Comprehensive
or Strategic Plan

City HP Ordinance

Main Street Association

Certified Local
Government

Tax Credit

County HP Ordinance

Frequency Common Aspects
• Sets goals for historic preservation
within the city
• Rely on city council, preservation
5
organizations, private citizens
• Tend to be developed through
private firms with residential input
• Sets goals for historic preservation
within the county
• Rely on city council, preservation
organizations, private citizens
5
• Tend to be developed through
private firms with some residential
input
• Tends to fall under zoning
jurisdiction
5
• More “actionable”, tangible
• More input from community
members on what resources need
• Subsidiary of the National Trust for
Historic Preservation
4
• Financial, technical opportunities
and support
• Federal program providing financial
and technical support
3
• Requires communities to commit to
historic preservation standards
• Financial incentive to maintain and
restore historic properties
• Tends to follow Sec. of the Int.
3
Standards for Rehabilitation
• When utilized and paired with state
and federal HTC, can be significant
• Tends to fall under zoning
jurisdiction
• Broader than city ordinances,
1
identifies themes across the county
• More input from community
members on what resources need

Table 5.2: City or county level interventions studied in this thesis.
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infrastructure investments that are necessary,” 110 This is more indicative of the city
of Aiken’s view of their resources and specific to the city than a county level goal,
which could be to “Ensure a secure financial base for Aiken County’s cultural
resources.” 111 Financial security could look different for Aiken than it would for the
towns of Windsor or New Ellenton, also in Aiken County. These comprehensive
and strategic plans are more goal-setting reports that identify weaknesses in a town
and aim to repair them, such as in the city of Laurens’ comprehensive plan, where
recommendations indicate that further utilization of historic sites and additional
support to Main Street and additional festival events are needed. 112
At the same time, historic preservation ordinances are enforceable
regulations that define what is and is not permitted in the jurisdiction. For example,
properties within the Georgetown Historic District require residents to secure a
certificate of approval for construction, demolition, or maintenance using new
materials. The design guidelines for residential properties outlines that porches
should not be removed if they are original, front and side façade porches must be
maintained in their original configuration, repairs should be done with like materials,
and balusters should meet appropriate size requirements for their porch type
(round balusters three feet high and two inches in diameter for Georgian, Federal,

City of Aiken, S.C., “Comprehensive Plan,” 124.
“Aiken County, S.C., Comprehensive Plan,” 113.
112
City of Laurens Planning Commission, “Comprehensive Plan 2015, City of Laurens, South
Carolina,” 2015, 13., http://laurenssc.govoffice3.com/vertical/Sites/%7B919E6E65-454B-4FB79376-0C4D38CC1C17%7D/uploads/City_of_Laurens_Plan_Final__2_.pdf.
110
111
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Queen Anne, and Folk Victorian; square balusters three feet high and two to three
inches in width and depth for Craftsman and Bungalow dwellings). 113 The design
guidelines for the West Gervais Street in Columbia outline massing and material
usage to be appropriate to the area, encouraging the use of original materials and
proportions if possible, but allowing for modern alternatives so long as they are
removeable.
Communities cannot solely rely on having preservation ordinances to assist
in the preservation of historic resources. While Laurens has layers upon layers of
interventions, between a city comprehensive plan, a city historic preservation
ordinance, a local tax credit, and a county strategic plan, its historic resources
experienced a loss of integrity at a higher rate than communities that had little to
no preservation interventions, such as Bamberg and Bishopville. Laurens is yet
another outlier in this sample. Of the interventions the town utilizes, only the
Historic Preservation Ordinance is truly enforceable. The city’s other zoning
ordinances are guiding documents or components of an optional tax credit.
Laurens’ Historic Preservation Overlay commission oversees the retention of
historic integrity in the historic downtown square, the Historic Preservation
Overlay District. This is the only part of the town this commission has jurisdiction
in, they cannot approve or deny alterations based on appropriateness in the
properties within the historic district outside of this courthouse square. This has

113

City of Georgetown, “Georgetown Historic District Design Review Standards,” n.d., 57-58.
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likely led to the accelerated loss of integrity. The National Register of Historic
places includes both areas in the Laurens Historic District, however the protection
of one area and not another means that the pace of loss is higher and will create a
stark contrast between the downtown square and residential district.
A formula for success can be drawn from the development and adoption of
planning documents directly related to preserving historic properties. Many of the
interventions applied to historic preservation goals in the sample. For example,
comprehensive plans, strategic plans, and preservation ordinances define eligible
rehabilitation projects using the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation and define buildings eligible for historic designation using the
National Historic Preservation Act. At a local level, these documents are highly
flexible and can fit the needs of almost any town or city.
Aiken, Georgetown, Laurens, and Newberry are affiliated with the Main
Street America program at some level. This program was established by the
National Trust for Historic Preservation to help historic downtowns struggling to
stay lively. 114 The approach puts main streets and downtowns at the center of a
community and envisions a community built around Main Street. Becoming a part
of the Main Street America can put more money in the pockets of communities
through grants and reinvestment in communities. 115
“About Us - Main Street America,” accessed February 13, 2022,
https://www.mainstreet.org/about-us.
115
“Main Street Impact - Main Street America,” accessed February 13, 2022,
https://www.mainstreet.org/mainstreetimpact.
114

121

Local historic preservation efforts also benefit from resources made
available to Certified Local Governments (CLGs). Becoming a Certified Local
Government opens the doors for communities to benefit from the Federal Historic
Preservation Program. 116 These communities gain access to technical assistance
through the State Historic Preservation Office. Currently, Aiken, Columbia,
Georgetown, and Laurens are Certified Local Governments. This stems from
communities being proactive in seeing the value behind their historic resources and
taking steps to keep properties standing. Communities who are part of the Certified
Local government program are required to have a qualified historic preservation
commission and enforce state or local legislation for the protection of historic
properties. The National Park Service offers financial assistance to CLGs through
the Historic Preservation Fund Grant Program, a program show goal it to make
historic preservation goals more achievable. Through this fund, the Historic
Preservation

Planning

Program

helps

communities

develop

preservation

interventions.
Communities also benefit from their historical properties when they know
what is historic. When residents live in historic districts and do not know their
neighborhood is designated, or do not know there are resources available to
designated properties, this designation serves little purpose. Making people more
aware of the historic resources in their neighborhood leads to a stronger sense of
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“Certified Local Governments,” n.d., 2.
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community, a more substantial presence of history, and creates better advocates
for their history. As seen in Aiken, Columbia, and Georgetown, the creation of
historic preservation commissions supports advocacy for historic resources.
This is not a comprehensive list of all factors that support local historic
preservation efforts. The economic benefits of historic preservation were broadly
assessed in this thesis. While the economic aspects of historic preservation were
not a focus of this policy-based thesis, it acknowledges that economic
consideration may have a much greater impact. Additionally, how communities
view their historic sites and what residents advocate for or against can change how
residents perceive historic preservation. Historic preservation ordinances, strategic
and comprehensive planning, design review authority, tax incentives, certified local
governments, and Main Street participation are a small portion of the full picture
of preservation within a community.
The results of this study lead to more questions. The interventions assessed
in this thesis enacted their policies and codes long after the nomination of the
historic district. How have communities performed since the protections were
enacted? There is not a straight line of loss of historic integrity with time. Significant
events can cause severe damage, and recession can lead people to avoid major
spending events. A measure of how these communities have operated and viewed
their historic resources since their adoption of planning policies rooted in
preservation could tell more about if these policies are effective.
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Additionally, one could look at the overall adoption of local planning policies
to identify patterns or timelines for adopting preservation ordinances through the
state. This pattern would clarify how communities view their historic resources and
their importance. Expanding this data set to include more districts could help
reinforce or re-define data trends. Correlation of districts with similar
characteristics, such as looking at county seats with similar populations or assessing
inland versus coastal regions could identify more trends in the efficacy of
preservation planning policies.
While there is much more work to be done in this field, understanding how
preservation planning policies effect the preservation of historic sites within
communities is the first step to developing better, stronger preservation
interventions that tackle what needs to be addressed. It is easy to say that historic
preservation policies are important because the history of a community is so grand,
and even when it is, the more we can put numbers behind preservation and dictate
the quantitative effects they can have on communities, the more we will be able to
get folks to understand why preservation is as important as it is. This thesis presents
clear evidence that preservation interventions, when used properly, can do good
things for communities who are trying to just get by and for communities who
strongly identify with their history. When a town leans into their history and uses
it to improve their community, the effects are almost instantly visible.
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Aiken Winter Colony District II

Figure B.001: Contributing Resource No. 01
Sunwisck Outbuildings (215 Hoods Lane)

Figure B.002: Contributing Resource No. 02
239 Newberry St.
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Figure B.003: Contributing Resource No. 04
Clowe House (240 Newberry St.)

Figure B.004: Contributing Resource No. 05
Willcox’s (Colleton Ave., SW)
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Figure B.005: Contributing Resource No. 06
Evergreen (248 Chesterfield St.)
Image by Aiken County Tax Assessor’s Office

Figure B.006: Contributing Resource No. 07
Norwood (114 Colleton Ave.)
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Figure B.007: Contributing Resource No. 08
Periwinkle Cottage (120 Colleton Ave.)

Figure B.008: Contributing Resource No. 09
York House (York St.)
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Figure B.009: Contributing Resource No. 10
Tea Tray (York St.)

Figure B.010: Contributing Resource No. 11
The Windows (244 York St.)
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Figure B.011: Contributing Resource No. 12
250 York St.

Figure B.012: Contributing Resource No. 13
256 York St.
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Figure B.013: Contributing Resource No. 14
219 Colleton Ave.

Figure B.014: Contributing Resource No. 15
Oakley Cottage (207 Colleton Ave.)
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Figure B.015: Contributing Resource No. 16
Bonnie Brae (321 Newberry St.)

Figure B.016: Contributing Resource No. 17
Rosebank Guest Cottage (Laurens St.)
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Figure B.017: Contributing Resource No. 18
The Nook (337 Newberry St.)

Figure B.018: Contributing Resource No. 19
Gaston Cottage (212 South Boundary)
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Figure B.019: Contributing Resource No. 20
Jasmine Cottage (corner of Colleton Ave. and Newberry St.)

Figure B.020: Contributing Resource No. 21
Whiel Cottage (Colleton Ave.)
141

Figure B.021: Contributing Resource No. 23
320 Newberry St.

Figure B.022: Contributing Resource No. 24
321 Chesterfield St.
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Figure B.023: Contributing Resource No. 25
Horsehaven (324 Newberry St.)

Figure B.024: Contributing Resource No. 27
332 Newberry St.
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Figure B.025: Contributing Resource No. 28
Twin Cedars (Davis Cottage) (335 Chesterfield St.)

Figure B.026: Contributing Resource No. 29
344 Newberry St.
Image by Aiken County Tax Assessor’s Office
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Figure B.027: Contributing Resource No. 30
343 Chesterfield St.

Figure B.028: Contributing Resource No. 31
348 Newberry St.
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Figure B.029: Contributing Resource No. 34
Swallow Dip (357 Chesterfield Ave.)

Figure B.030: Contributing Resource No. 35
Aiken Institute (Chesterfield St.)
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Figure B.031: Contributing Resource No. 36
319 York St.

Figure B.032: Contributing Resource No. 37
327 York St.
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Figure B.033: Contributing Resource No. 038
Whitney Park (Chesterfield St., Whiskey Road and South Boundary)

Figure B.034: Contributing Resource No. 40
Rose Roof (310 York St.)
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Figure B.035: Contributing Resource No. 41
J.C. Thomas Cottage (217 Colleton Ave.)

Figure B.036: Contributing Resource No. 42
Cocktail Cottage (Corner of Colleton Ave. and Fairfield St.)
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Figure B.037: Contributing Resource No. 043
The Poppies (331 Fairfield St.)

Figure B.038: Contributing Resource No. 43a
316 York St.
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Figure B.039: Contributing Resource No. 44
Archer Cottage (336 York St.)

Figure B.040: Contributing Resource No. 45
Sunny Corner (208 South Boundary)
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Figure B.041: Contributing Resource No. 47
Easy Days (305 Colleton Ave.)

Figure B.042: Contributing Resource No. 48
P.F. Henderson House (325 Colleton Ave.)
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Figure B.043: Contributing Resource No. 49
Fell Cottage (320 Fairfield St.)

Figure B.044: Contributing Resource No. 51
330 Fairfield St.
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Figure B.045: Contributing Resource No. 52
Bishop-Walker Cottage (335 Union St.)

Figure B.046: Contributing Resource No. 53
338 Fairfield St.
154

Figure B.047: Contributing Resource No. 54
North Side of South Boundary
Image by Aiken County Tax Assessor’s Office

Figure B.048: Contributing Resource No. 55
Pittfield Cottage (347 Union St.)
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Figure B.049: Contributing Resource No. 56
312 South Boundary

Figure B.050: Contributing Resource No. 57
One Acre Farm (405 Colleton Ave.)
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Figure B.051: Contributing Resource No. 58
Coach House (427 Colleton Ave.)

Figure B.052: Contributing Resource No. 59
Payne Cottage (331 Kershaw St.)
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Figure B.053: Contributing Resource No. 60
Rest Period (505 Colleton Ave.)

Figure B.054: Contributing Resource No. 61
Point to Point (330 Kershaw St.)
Image by Aiken County Tax Assessor’s Office
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Figure B.055: Contributing Resource No. 62
Sumter Cottage (523 Colleton Ave.)

Figure B.056: Contributing Resource No. 63
Seven Gables (335 Sumter St.)
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Figure B.057: Contributing Resource No. 64
Scanty Shanty (607 Colleton Ave.)

Figure B.058: Contributing Resource No. 65
McCarty COttage (334 Sumter St.)
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Figure B.059: Contributing Resource No. 66
Walnutcroft (606 South Boundary)

Figure B.060: Contributing Resource No.67
Box Stall (621 Colleton Ave.)
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Figure B.061: Contributing Resource No.68
Oree (339 Horry St.)

Figure B.062: Contributing Resource No. 69
Let’s Pretend (312 Horry St.)
162

Figure B.063: Contributing Resource No. 70
338 Horry St.

Figure B.064: Contributing Resource No. 71
704 South Boundary
163

Figure B.065: Contributing Resource No. 72
435 Newberry St.

Figure B.066: Contributing Resource No. 73
Joye Cottage (Whiskey Road and Easy St.)
Image by Aiken County Tax Assessor’s Office
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Figure B.067: Contributing Resource No. 73a
Joye Cottage Squash Court (463 Whiskey Road)
Image by Aiken County Tax Assessor’s Office

Figure B.068: Contributing Resource No. 73b
Joye Cottage Stable (100 First Ave.)
165

Figure B.069: Contributing Resource No. 74
Holiday House (Chesterfield St.)

Figure B.070: Contributing Resource No. 76
Aldrich House, Whiskey Road
Image by Aiken County Tax Assessor’s Office
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Figure B.071: Contributing Resource No. 78
133 South Boundary

Figure B.072: Contributing Resource No. 79
Busbee Cottage (141 South Boundary)
167

Figure B.073: Contributing Resource No. 80
The Den (153 South Boundary)

Figure B.074: Contributing Resource No. 84
Holley Bungalow (421 York St.)
168

Figure B.075: Contributing Resource No. 86
Chinaberry (441 York St.)

Figure B.076: Contributing Resource No. 87
Oak Knoll (447 York St.)
Image by Aiken County Tax Assessor’s Office
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Figure B.077: Contributing Resource No. 89
Ray Cottage (468 Whiskey Road)

Figure B.078: Contributing Resource No. 90
Half Moon Cottage (473 York St.)
170

Figure B.079: Contributing Resource No. 91
Sunglow (205 South Boundary)

Figure B.080: Contributing Resource No. 92
Pardue Cottage (422 York St.)
171

Figure B.081: Contributing Resource No. 93
Tuck-a-way (215 South Boundary)

Figure B.082: Contributing Resource No. 94
Southlea (225 South Boundary)
172

Figure B.083: Contributing Resource No. 95
Nawanda (319 South Boundary)

Figure B.084: Contributing Resource No. 96
The Oaks (South Boundary)
173

Figure B.085: Contributing Resource No. 97
Rice Cottage (411 South Boundary)

Figure B.086: Contributing Resource No. 99
Uncle John’s Cabin (467 Newberry St.)
174

Figure B.087: Contributing Resource No. 101
Mons Repos Squash Court (Laurens St.)

Figure B.088: Contributing Resource No. 102
The Black Stables (217 Easy Street)
175

Figure B.089: Contributing Resource No. 102
The Black Stables (217 Easy Street)

Figure B.090: Contributing Resource No. 102
The Black Stables (217 Easy Street)
176

Figure B.091: Contributing Resource No. 103
Live Oak (155 Easy Street)

Figure B.092: Contributing Resource No. 104
Open Terrace (129 Easy Street
177

Figure B.093: Contributing Resource No. 106
523 Coker Springs Road

Figure B.094: Contributing Resource No. 107
104 Third Ave.
178

Figure B.095: Contributing Resource No. 108
Cane Break (Coker Springs Road)

Figure B.096: Contributing Resource No. 109
251 Third Ave.
179

Figure B.097: Contributing Resource No. 110
247 Third Ave.

Figure B.098: Contributing Resource No. 111
233 Third Ave.
180

Figure B.099: Contributing Resource No. 112
229 Third Ave.

Figure B.100: Contributing Resource No. 113
220 Third Ave.
181

Figure B.101: Contributing Resource No. 114
Twin Myrtle (211 Third Ave.)

Figure B.102: Contributing Resource No. 115
Woolworth House (203 Third Ave.)
182

Figure B.103: Contributing Resource No. 116
Mead Indoor Tennis Court (Third Ave.)

Figure B.104: Contributing Resource No. 117
Rond Point (Whiskey Road and Coker Springs Road)
183

Figure B.105: Contributing Resource No. 118
Marsden (212 Colleton Ave.)
Image by Aiken County Tax Assessor’s Office
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Bamberg Historic District

Figure B.106: Contributing Resource No. 01
109 Second Street

Figure B.107: Contributing Resource No. 02
201 Second Street
185

Figure B.108: Contributing Resource No. 03
203 Second Street

Figure B.109: Contributing Resource No. 04
205 Second Street
186

Figure B.110: Contributing Resource No. 05
207 Second Street

Figure B.111: Contributing Resource No. 06
209 Second Street
187

Figure B.112: Contributing Resource No. 07
303 Second Street

Figure B.113: Contributing Resource No. 08
401 Second Street
188

Figure B.114: Contributing Resource No. 12
304 Second Street

Figure B.115: Contributing Resource No. 13
306 Second Street
189

Figure B.116: Contributing Resource No. 14
308 Second Street

Figure B.117: Contributing Resource No. 15
122 Cannon Street
190

Figure B.118: Contributing Resource No. 16
120 Cannon Street

Figure B.119: Contributing Resource No. 17
E. Railroad Avenue at North Street
191

Figure B.120: Contributing Resource No. 19
207 E. Railroad Avenue

Figure B.121: Contributing Resource No. 20
213 E. Railroad Avenue
192

Figure B.122: Contributing Resource No. 21
General Francis Marion Bamberg House, Railroad Avenue at
Carlisle Street

Figure B.123: Contributing Resource No. 23
305 E. Railroad Avenue
193

Figure B.124: Contributing Resource No. 24
309 E. Railroad Avenue

Figure B.125: Contributing Resource No. 25
313 E. Railroad Avenue
194

Figure B.126: Contributing Resource No. 26
Counts-Lane House, 403 E. Railroad Avenue

Figure B.127: Contributing Resource No. 27
405 E. Railroad Avenue
195

Figure B.128: Contributing Resource No. 29
501 E. Railroad Avenue

Figure B.129: Contributing Resource No. 30
505 E. Railroad Avenue
196

Figure B.130: Contributing Resource No. 31
307 E. Railroad Avenue

Figure B.131: Contributing Resource No. 33
603 R. Railroad Avenue
197

Figure B.132: Contributing Resource No. 34
607 E. Railroad Avenue

Figure B.133: Contributing Resource No. 35
611 E. Railroad Avenue
198

Figure B.134: Contributing Resource No. 36
613 E. Railroad Avenue

Figure B.151: Contributing Resource No. 37
Southern Railroad Right-of-Way, East-West Through District
199

Figure B.152: Contributing Resource No. 38
J.D. Copeland House, 310 E. Railroad Avenue

Figure B.153: Contributing Resource No. 40
First Baptist Church, E. Railroad Avenue at Carlisle Street
200

Figure B.154: Contributing Resource No. 43
Trinity United Methodist Church, Railroad Avenue at Carlisle Street

Figure B.155: Contributing Resource No. 44
Folk-Ziegler House, 502 E. Railroad Avenue
201

Figure B.156: Contributing Resource No. 45
Lewis-Hooten House, 508 E. Railroad Avenue

Figure B.157: Contributing Resource No. 46
Simmons Cemetery, E. Railroad Avenue
202

Figure B.158: Contributing Resource No. 47
604 E. Railroad Avenue

Figure B.159: Contributing Resource No. 48
608 E. Railroad Avenue
203

Figure B.160: Contributing Resource No. 58
108 Cannon Street

Figure B.161: Contributing Resource No. 60
219 Midway Street
204

Figure B.162: Contributing Resource No. 61
311 Midway Street

Figure B.163: Contributing Resource No. 66
135 Church Street
205

Figure B.164: Contributing Resource No. 67
Bamberg Presbyterian Church, Church Street at Elm Street

Figure B.165: Contributing Resource No. 68
301 Elm Street
206

Figure B.166: Contributing Resource No. 69
212 Midway Street

Figure B.167: Contributing Resource No. 70
218 Midway Street
207

Figure B.168: Contributing Resource No. 71
222 Midway Street

Figure B.169: Contributing Resource No. 72
Byrd House, 224 Midway Street
208

Figure B.170: Contributing Resource No. 73
228 Midway Street

Figure B.171: Contributing Resource No. 75
232 Midway Street
209

Bishopville Commercial Historic District

Figure B.172: Contributing Resource No. 01
109 N. Main St.

Figure B.173: Contributing Resource No. 02
115 N. Main St.
210

Figure B.174: Contributing Resource No. 03
117 N. Main St.

Figure B.175: Contributing Resource No. 04
119 N. Main St.
211

Figure B.176: Contributing Resource No. 05
121 N. Main St.

Figure B.177: Contributing Resource No. 06
123 N. Main St.
212

Figure B.178: Contributing Resource Nos. 07, 08
127, 131 N. Main St.

Figure B.179: Contributing Resource No. 09
135 N. Main St.
213

Figure B.180: Contributing Resource No. 18
207 N. Main St.

Figure B.181: Contributing Resource No. 19
201-205 N. Main St.
214

Figure B.182: Contributing Resource No. 22
219 N. Main St.

Figure B.183: Contributing Resource No. 25
229 N. Main St.
215

Figure B.184: Contributing Resource No. 26
231 N. Main St.

Figure B.185: Contributing Resource No. 27
233 N. Main St.
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Figure B.186: Contributing Resource No. 28
235 N. Main St.

Figure B.187: Contributing Resource Nos. 29, 30
237, 239 N. Main St.
217

Figure B.188: Contributing Resource No. 31
241 N. Main St.

Figure B.189: Contributing Resource No. 33
Seaboard Coastline Rail Depot (N. Main St. and Cedar Lane)
218

Figure B.190: Contributing Resource No. 34
102 Cedar Lane

Figure B.191: Contributing Resource No. 36
244 N. Main St.
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Figure B.192: Contributing Resource No. 37
238 N. Main St.

Figure B.193: Contributing Resource No. 38
228, 230 N. Main St.
220

Figure B.194: Contributing Resource Nos. 39, 40, 41
218, 220, 224 N. Main St.

Figure B.195: Contributing Resource No. 43
210 N. Main St.
221

Figure B.196: Contributing Resource No. 44
208 N. Main St.

Figure B.197: Contributing Resource No. 46
204 N. Main St.
222

Figure B.198: Contributing Resource No. 48
140 N. Main St.

Figure B.199: Contributing Resource No. 49
136 N. Main St.
223

Figure B.200: Contributing Resource No. 50
132 N. Main St.

Figure B.201: Contributing Resource No. 51
128 N. Main St.
224

Figure B.202: Contributing Resource No. 52
122 N. Main St.

Figure B.203: Contributing Resource No. 53
116 N. Main St.
225

Figure B.204: Contributing Resource No. 54
112 N. Main St.

Figure B.205: Contributing Resource No. 55
108 N. Main St.
226

West Gervias Street Historic District

Figure B.206: Contributing Resource No. 01
912 Lady Street

Figure B.207: Contributing Resource No. 02
800 Gervais Street
227

Figure B.208: Contributing Resource No. 03
1211-1219 Gadsden Stret

Figure B.209: Contributing Resource No. 04
1237 Gadsden Street
228

Figure B.210: Contributing Resource No. 05
1310 Gadsden Street

Figure B.211: Contributing Resource No. 08
801 Gervais Street
229

Figure B.212: Contributing Resource No. 09
804 Gervais Street

Figure B.213: Contributing Resource No. 9a
804 1/2 Gervais Street
230

Figure B.214: Contributing Resource No. 9b
804 1/2 Gervais Street

Figure B.215: Contributing Resource No. 10
803 Gervais Street
231

Figure B.216: Contributing Resource No. 11
807 Gervais Street

Figure B.217: Contributing Resource No. 14
827-831 Gervais Street
232

Figure B.218: Contributing Resource No. 15
828 Gervais Street

Figure B.219: Contributing Resource No. 16
902 Gervais Street
233

Figure B.220: Contributing Resource No. 17
916 Gervais Street

Figure B.221: Contributing Resource No. 19
922-924 Gervais Street
234

Figure B.222: Contributing Resource No. 21
928-930 Gervais Street

Figure B.223: Contributing Resource No. 22
936 Gervais Street
235

Figure B.224: Contributing Resource No. 24
1002 Gervais Street

Figure B.225: Contributing Resource No. 25
1004-1006 Gervais Street
236

Figure B.226: Contributing Resource No. 26
1008-1010 Gervais Street
237

Figure B.227: Contributing Resource No. 27
1012 Gervais Street

Figure B.228: Contributing Resource No. 28
1007-1009 Gervais Street
238

Figure B.229: Contributing Resource No. 29
1001(A) Gervais Street

239

Figure B.230: Contributing Resource No. 30
1001 Gervais Street
240

Figure B.231: Contributing Resource No. 34
920-924 Lady Street

Figure B.232: Contributing Resource No. 35
918 Lady Street
241

Figure B.233: Contributing Resource No. 37
914 Lady Street

Figure B.234: Contributing Resource No. 39
915 Lady Street
242

Figure B.235: Contributing Resource No. 40
911 Lady Street

##

Figure B.236: Contributing Resource No. 42
1314 Lincoln Street
243

Figure B.237: Contributing Resource No. 43
903 Linoln Street

Figure B.238: Contributing Resource No. 43a
903 Lincoln Street
244

Figure B.239: Contributing Resource No. 45
1225-1229 Lincoln Street

##

Figure B.240: Contributing Resource No. 47
1220-1224 Lincoln Street
245

Figure B.241: Contributing Resource No. 51
911 Gervais Street

Figure B.242: Contributing Resource No. 52
919-921 Gervais Street
246

Figure B.243: Contributing Resource No. 53
925 Gervais Street

Figure B.244: Contributing Resource No. 54
927 Gervais Street
247

Georgetown Historic District

Figure B.245: Contributing Resource No. 01
331 Screven Street

Figure B.246: Contributing Resource No. 02
315 Screven Street
248

Figure B.247: Contributing Resource No. 03
316 Screven Street

Figure B.248: Contributing Resource No. 04
630 Highmarket Street
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Figure B.249: Contributing Resource No. 05
622 Highmarket Street

Figure B.250: Contributing Resource No. 05a
315 Queen Street
250

Figure B.251: Contributing Resource No. 05b
601 Highmarket Street

Figure B.252: Contributing Resource No. 06
301 Screven Street
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Figure B.253: Contributing Resource No. 07
300 Broad Street

Figure B.254: Contributing Resource No. 07a
Broad Street and Duke Street
252

Figure B.255: Contributing Resource No. 08
234 Broad Street

Figure B.256: Contributing Resource No. 08a
222 Broad Street
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Figure B.257: Contributing Resource No. 09
834 Highmarket Street

Figure B.258: Contributing Resource No. 10
914 Highmarket STreet
254

Figure B.259: Contributing Resource No. 11
232 King Street

Figure B.260: Contributing Resource No. 12
921 Prince Street
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Figure B.261: Contributing Resource No. 13
909 Prince Street

Figure B.262: Contributing Resource No. 14a
212 Orange Street
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Figure B.263: Contributing Resource No. 15
719 Prince Street

Figure B.264: Contributing Resource No. 16
716 Prince Street
257

Figure B.265: Contributing Resource No. 17
Georgetown County Courthouse

Figure B.266: Contributing Resource No. 17a
Screven Street
258

Figure B.267: Contributing Resource No. 18
632 Prince Street

Figure B.268: Contributing Resource No. 19
614 Prince Street
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Figure B.269: Contributing Resource No. 19a
223 Queen Street

Figure B.270: Contributing Resource No. 20
220 Queen Street
260

Figure B.271: Contributing Resource No. 21
513 Prince Street

Figure B.272: Contributing Resource No. 22
509 Prince Street
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Figure B.273: Contributing Resource No. 23
502 Prince Street

Figure B.274: Contributing Resource No. 24
202 Cannon Street
262

Figure B.275: Contributing Resource No. 25
421 Prince Street

Figure B.276: Contributing Resource No. 26
417 Prince Street
263

Figure B.277: Contributing Resource No. 27
422 Prince Street

Figure B.278: Contributing Resource No. 28
212 St. James Street
264

Figure B.279: Contributing Resource No. 29
320 St. James Street

Figure B.280: Contributing Resource No. 30
132 St. James Street
265

Figure B.281: Contributing Resource No. 31
405 Front Street

Figure B.282: Contributing Resource No. 32
15 Cannon Street
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Figure B.283: Contributing Resource No. 32a
107 Cannon Street

Figure B.284: Contributing Resource No. 33
528 Front Street
267

Figure B.285: Contributing Resource No. 34
Front Street
268

Figure B.286: Contributing Resource No. 36
1003 Front Street

Figure B.287: Contributing Resource No. 36
1003 Front Street
269

Figure B.288: Contributing Resource No. 37
1019 Front Street
Image from Georgetown County Tax Assessor’s Office

Figure B.289: Contributing Resource No. 38
1012 Front Street
270

Figure B.290: Contributing Resource No. 39
1024 Front Street

Figure B.291: Contributing Resource No. 40
1028 Front Street
271

Figure B.292: Contributing Resource No. 41
1032 Front Street

272

Laurens Historic District

Figure B.293: Contributing Resource No. 01
738 W. Main Street

Figure B.294: Contributing Resource No. 02
726 W. Main Street
273

Figure B.295: Contributing Resource No. 03
727 W. Main Street

Figure B.296: Contributing Resource No. 04
720 W. Main Street
274

Figure B.297: Contributing Resource No. 06
714 W. Main Street

Figure B.298: Contributing Resource No. 07
706 W. Main Street
275

Figure B.299: Contributing Resource No. 08
701 W. Main Street

Figure B.300: Contributing Resource No. 09
614 W. Main Street
276

Figure B.301: Contributing Resource No. 12
560 W. Main Street

Figure B.302: Contributing Resource No. 13
557 W. Main Street
277

Figure B.303: Contributing Resource No. 14
550 W. Main Street

Figure B.304: Contributing Resource No. 16
544 W. Main Street
278

Figure B.305: Contributing Resource No. 17
541 W. Main Street

Figure B.306: Contributing Resource No. 19
530 W. Main Street
279

Figure B.307: Contributing Resource No. 20
529 W. Main Street

Figure B.308: Contributing Resource No. 21
520 W. Main Street
280

Figure B.309: Contributing Resource No. 22
517 W. Main Street

Figure B.310: Contributing Resource No. 24
505 W. Main Street
281

Figure B.311: Contributing Resource No. 25
427 W. Main Street

Figure B.312: Contributing Resource No. 27
419 W. Main Street
282

Figure B.313: Contributing Resource No. 29
Main Street over the Charleston and Western Carolina
Railroad Tracks
283

Figure B.314: Contributing Resource 30
No. 409 W. Main Street

Figure B.315: Contributing Resource No. 34
W. Main Street
284

Figure B.316: Contributing Resource No. 42
263 W. Main Street
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Figure B.317: Contributing Resource No. 43
W. Main Street

Figure B.318: Contributing Resource No. 45
W. Main Street
286

Figure B.319: Contributing Resource No. 47
225 W. Main Street
287

Figure B.320: Contributing Resource No. 49
W. Main Street
288

Figure B.321: Contributing Resource No. 53
116 W. Main Street
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Figure B.322: Contributing Resource No. 54
116-118 W. Main Street
290

Figure B.323: Contributing Resource No. 54
116-118 W. Main Street
291

Figure B.324: Contributing Resource No. 55
Caroline Street

Figure B.325: Contributing Resource No. 56
114 Court Street
292

Figure B.326: Contributing Resource No. 59
111 W. Laurens Street
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Figure B.327: Contributing Resource No. 62
117 W. Public Square
294

Figure B.328: Contributing Resource No. 63
111 W. Public Square

Figure B.329: Contributing Resource No. 64
107-109 W. Public Square
295

Figure B.330: Contributing Resource No. 65
101 W. Public Square

296

Figure B.331: Contributing Resource No. 66
101 W. Public Square
297

Figure B.332: Contributing Resource No. 67
102 S. Public Square

Figure B.333: Contributing Resource No. 68
104-106 W. Public Square
298

Figure B.334: Contributing Resource No. 69
106-110 W. Public Square
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Figure B.335: Contributing Resource No. 71
S. Public Square
300

Figure B.336: Contributing Resource No. 73
South Side of Public Square

Figure B.337: Contributing Resource No. 74
102, 104, 106 E. Public Square
301

Figure B.338: Contributing Resource No. 75
108 E. Public Square
302

Figure B.339: Contributing Resource No. 76
110 E. Public Square
303

Figure B.340: Contributing Resource No. 77
112 E. Public Square
304

Figure B.341: Contributing Resource No. 78
125 Franklin Street
305

Figure B.342: Contributing Resource No. 79
E. Public Square

306

Figure B.343: Contributing Resource No. 81
E. Public Square
307

Figure B.344: Contributing Resource No. 82
E. Public Square
308

Figure B.345: Contributing Resource No. 84
111-113 N. Public Square

Figure B.346: Contributing Resource No. 85
111-113 N. Public Square
309

Figure B.347: Contributing Resource No. 86
Public Square

Figure B.348: Contributing Resource No. 87
107 N. Public Square
310

Figure B.349: Contributing Resource No. 88
103-105 N. Public Square
311

Figure B.350: Contributing Resource No. 88
103-105 N. Public Square

312

Figure B.351: Contributing Resource No. 89
101 E. Laurens Street
313

Figure B.352: Contributing Resource No. 90
W. Laurens Street
314

Figure B.353: Contributing Resource No. 91
W. Laurens Street

315

Figure B.354: Contributing Resource No. 92
110 W. Laurens Street
316

Figure B.355: Contributing Resource No. 109
Caroline Street

Figure B.356: Contributing Resource No. 112
Corner of Caroline and Hampton Streets
317

Figure B.357: Contributing Resource No. 113
212 E. Hampton Street

318

Main Street Historic District

Figure B.358: Contributing Resource No. 01
1600 Main Street

Figure B.359: Contributing Resource No. 02
1604 Main Street
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Figure B.360: Contributing Resource No. 03
1608 Main Street

Figure B.361: Contributing Resource No. 04
1103 Calhoun Street
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Figure B.362: Contributing Resource No. 05
1100 Calhoun Street

Figure B.363: Contributing Resource No. 06
1737 Johnstone Street
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Figure B.364: Contributing Resource No. 07
1804 Main Street

Figure B.365: Contributing Resource No. 08
1822 Main Street
322

Figure B.366: Contributing Resource No. 09
1908 Main Street

Figure B.367: Contributing Resource No. 10
2016 Main Street
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Figure B.368: Contributing Resource No. 11
2026 Main Street

Figure B.369: Contributing Resource No. 12
2112 Main Street
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Figure B.370: Contributing Resource No. 13
1921 Main Street

Figure B.371: Contributing Resource No. 14
1905 Main Street
325

Figure B.372: Contributing Resource No. 15
1213 Crenshaw Street

Figure B.373: Contributing Resource No. 16
1217 Walnut Street
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Figure B.374: Contributing Resource No. 17
1206 Calhoun Street

Figure B.375: Contributing Resource No. 18
1212 Calhoun Street
327

Figure B.376: Contributing Resource No. 19
1220 Calhoun Street

Figure B.377: Contributing Resource No. 20
1226 Calhoun Street
328

Figure B.378: Contributing Resource No. 21
1234 Calhoun Street

Figure B.379: Contributing Resource No. 22
1240 Calhoun Street
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Figure B.380: Contributing Resource No. 23
1233 Calhoun Street

Figure B.381: Contributing Resource No. 24
1229 Calhoun Street
330

Figure B.382: Contributing Resource No. 25
1225 Calhoun Street

Figure B.383: Contributing Resource No. 26
1605 Main Street
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Figure B.384: Contributing Resource No. 27
1605 Main Street

Figure B.28: Contributing Resource No. 28
1531 Main Street
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Figure B.386: Contributing Resource No. 30
1724 Main Street

Figure B.387: Contributing Resource No. 31
1818 Main Street
333

Figure B.388: Contributing Resource No. 32
1912 Main Street

Figure B.389: Contributing Resource No. 33
2000 Main Street
334

Figure B.390: Contributing Resource No. 34
2004 Main Street

Figure B.391: Contributing Resource No. 35
2102 Main Street
335

Figure B.392: Contributing Resource No. 36
1231 Summer Street

Figure B.393: Contributing Resource No. 37
1225 Summer Street
336

Figure B.394: Contributing Resource No. 38
1223 Summer Street

Figure B.395: Contributing Resource No. 39
2029 Main Street
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Figure B.396: Contributing Resource No. 40
2023 Main Street

Figure B.397: Contributing Resource No. 41
2015 Main Street
338

Figure B.398: Contributing Resource No. 42
2003 Main Street

Figure B.399: Contributing Resource No. 43
1933 Main Street
339

Figure B.400: Contributing Resource No. 44
1927 Main Street

Figure B.401: Contributing Resource No. 45
1903 Main Street
340

Figure B.402: Contributing Resource No. 46
1817 Main Street

Figure B.403: Contributing Resource No. 47
1805 Main Street
341

Figure B.404: Contributing Resource No. 48
1206 Calhoun Street

Figure B.405: Contributing Resource No. 49
1208 Calhoun Street
342
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