City of McMinnville
cit Community Development

M Mlnn‘/ille 231 NE Fifth Street

McMinnville, OR 97128

PLANNING
(503) 434-731
www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov

Historic Landmarks Committee
Hybrid In-Person & ZOOM Online Meeting
Thursday, August 27 - 3:00 PM
Kent Taylor Civic Hall, 200 NE 2nd Street

Please note that this meeting will take place in person and simultaneously be conducted via
ZOOM meeting software if you are unable or choose not to attend in person

Join Zoom Meeting
Meeting ID: 889 8405 5366
Passcode: 456456

https://mcminnvilleoregon.zoom.us/j/889840553667?pwd=DeBOtC2vndeSkD9cACRjrFVeHApOai.1

Or join ZOOM Meeting by phone via the following number: 1-253-215-8782

Committee Members ‘ Agenda Items ‘

Mary Beth Branch, 1) Call to Order
Chair .
2) Citizen Comments
, ) 3) Approval of Minutes
Katherine Huit,
Vice Chair e HLC 12-11-2025 Minutes (Exhibit 1)
e HLC 5-28-2026 Minutes (Exhibit 2)
Christoper Knapp 4) Work Session
e Star Mill Way Restoration (Exhibit 3)
Lisa Allen i) Secretary of Interior Standards excerpts
(1) Rehabilitating, Preserving, Masonry
Graham Mandell
5) Old/New Business
City Counc[l Liaison: 6) Committee Member Comments
Scott Cunningham
7) Staff Comments
8) Adjournment

The meeting site is accessible to handicapped individuals.
24 hours in advance by contacting the City Manager (503) 434-7405 — 1-800-735-1232 for voice, or TDY 1-800-735-2900.

*Please note that these documents are also on the City’s website, www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov. You may also request a copy from the

Planning Department.

Assistance with communications (visual, hearing) must be requested
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EXHIBIT 1

City of McMinnville
CIt Community Development

Mc¢ Mmm/ille e o o
McMinnville, OR 97128

(503) 434-7311

www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov

MINUTES

December 11, 2025 3:00 pm
Historic Landmarks Committee Hybrid Meeting

McMinnville, Oregon

Members Present:  Mary Beth Branch, Mark Cooley, and Katherine Huit
Members Absent: Christopher Knapp, Lisa Allen, and Scott Cunningham

Staff Present: Matthew Deppe — Associate Planner and David Berniker — Planning
Manager

Guests: None

1. Call to Order

Chair Branch called the meeting to order at 3:07 p.m.
Citizen Comments

None

Discussion Items

e Work Session — continued
o Demolition Code Discussion

Associate Planner Deppe said the next step after the work session would be an amended copy
of the changes that would come back for approval. Once approved, it would go to the Planning
Commission and City Council.

The Committee discussed the Demolition by Neglect section.

Committee Member Cooley proposed language changes. He suggested the Committee not take
into consideration loss of integrity that had come about while the preservation ordinance had
been in place, especially for windows, siding, trim, and doors. He asked if the City had the
authority to order compliance and restore the loss.

There was discussion regarding what factors to consider for demolition by neglect, and how the
proposal was relevant to “value to the community” and “condition of historic resource.”
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There was concern about prior ownership removing the historic features and a new owner being
responsible for restoring them. Committee Member Cooley noted with his suggestion they would
not take the loss into consideration for approval of the demolition.

There was discussion regarding the documentation required and when an application was
deemed complete. It was noted categories C and D resources did not require review of exterior
alterations. The language proposed by Committee Member Cooley would only apply to
categories A and B.

There was consensus to add the proposed language as its own letter in the code, noting it was
current ownership and not applicable to C and D resources. They hoped it would catch
intentional damage or replacement of historic features on purpose. If the current owner who
presented the demolition application was also the one who removed the historic features, they
should not be allowed to use that removal as a reason to support any of the arguments for
demolition.

Planning Manager Berniker said since this was a scenario that would rarely come up, they
needed to consider what the larger goal they were trying to achieve. He suggested checking
with the attorney regarding rights.

There was discussion regarding the wording and how the Committee thought it was not extreme.
It was trying to summarize the way the Committee had to look at applications. They needed to
make it clear that it was relevant to current ownership. There was discussion regarding changing
the language from shall to should. The purpose was to provide guidance for future committees
rather than a requirement for applicants.

Associate Planner Deppe would get legal input on the suggested language.

Chair Branch discussed Section | and J and some copy edits and grammatical errors that
needed to be fixed.

Committee Member Huit asked about Section K, demolished resources would be automatically
removed from the local resource inventory, would it be retroactive? There were some resources
still listed that had been demolished and she thought the records should be updated.

Associate Planner Deppe said when they recognized or knew a resource was demolished, it
was removed from the inventory. There was no other system in place and no additional research
was done to find out when or how it was demolished.

Planning Manager Berniker thought this was a procedure and did not need to be in the code.
Associate Planner Deppe thought it would make it clear that when a resource did not exist
anymore, the HLC did not need to consider review or approval of a removal application.

The Committee reviewed the next section, 060. Accessory structures would be defined the same
as the Secretary of the Interior defined it. It was suggested to change the rehabilitation criteria
to include “differentiated from old, but compatible” and “new additions or construction would be
undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future the essential form and integrity of the
historic property would be unimpaired.” For restoration criteria, they wanted to add “designs that
were never executed historically would not be constructed.” They would still include the bullet
point that referenced the guidelines of historic preservation as published. The documentation
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required should be consistent with what was in the demolition code. The “downtown core” should
be defined by what was in the downtown design standards’ language.

The Committee then discussed the next section, 065. They agreed with the language proposed
for archeological discoveries and public notice. They wanted it clarified that the HLC was a
commission, not a committee. Under appeals, timelines could be changed to make it less difficult
to achieve. They also thought appeals should go to straight to City Council, not to the Planning
Commission first. This would also help meet the 120-day deadline for applications.

4. Committee Member Comments
None

5. Staff Comments

Associate Planner Deppe gave an update on a property that was getting building permits to
return the exterior to the way the HLC had approved.

6. Adjournment

Chair Branch adjourned the meeting at 4:47 p.m.
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CIt Community Development
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MINUTES

May 28, 2026 3:00 pm
Historic Landmarks Committee Hybrid Meeting
McMinnville, Oregon

Members Present: Mary Beth Branch, Graham Mandell, Christopher Knapp, and Katherine
Huit

Members Absent: Scott Cunningham and Lisa Allen

Staff Present: Matthew Deppe — Associate Planner and Evan Hietpas — Planning
Manager

Legal Counsel: Carrie Richter — Bateman Seidel Law

Guests: None

1. Call to Order
Chair Branch called the meeting to order at 3:01 p.m.
2. Citizen Comments

Phyllice Bradner, McMinnville resident, said a few years ago the HLC saved three historic
buildings that a developer wanted to demolish to build a hotel. She thanked them for that
decision as a downtown resident and business owner. The buildings had been refurbished and
now housed fully functional retail businesses.

3. Approval of Minutes
e HLC 3-12-2026
e HLC 4-23-2026

Committee Member Huit moved to approve the March 12 and April 23, 2026, meeting minutes.
The motion was seconded by Committee Member Mandell and passed unanimously 4-0.

4. Action Iltems
e HL 1-26 and DDR 1-26
o Demolition and Downtown Design Review for proposed development at 544 NE 2"
Street

Chair Branch said the Committee had closed the public hearing for these applications and would
move into deliberations.

5 of 59


http://www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov/

6 of 59
Historic Landmarks Committee Minutes 2 May 28, 2026

Chair Branch asked if any Committee Member needed to declare any contact prior to the hearing
with the applicant or any party involved in the hearing or any other source of information outside
of staff regarding the subject of this hearing. There was none.

Planning Manager Hietpas presented the staff report. He summarized the applications, which
requested demolition of a historic resource known as the United Methodist Church and
construction of a new four-story apartment building on a mixed-use site with a continued church
use. He discussed the existing development, proposed development, proposed demolition,
proposed building, related records, decision criteria, and review process. He noted the 120-day
review timeline expired on August 27, 2026. For the demolition, the proposal did not need to
meet all the criteria. The decision document supported findings to approve the certificate for
demolition and downtown design review with the SB 1537 mandatory adjustments and local
waiver for the glazing requirement. He then explained the criteria that would be guidance for the
Committee’s deliberation, local requirements and what the mandatory adjustments allowed,
local waiver requested to provide an alternative design, waiver request process, glazing waiver
proposal, and conditions of approval. He then reviewed the key points for deliberation.

The Committee deliberated on the demolition application first.

Committee Member Huit explained how she did not think the application met the criteria. Her
main concerns were due diligence on alternatives, adaptability of reusing the church, retaining
the original sanctuary with compatible additions, exploring incentives, and marketing the
property for preservation. She was leaning towards denial.

Committee Member Mandell thought the application met the criteria. The church had not used
the building for several years and the cost of restoration was substantial. There were ADA,
fireproof, and asbestos concerns and there were no historical tax credits or grants for financial
assistance. The architectural integrity had already been compromised. The affordable housing
was a substantial public benefit. It was important for people to live and work in the City. He was
in support of approval.

Committee Member Knapp also was in support of approval. They needed housing in town,
especially downtown. This proposal would help the area, and the City as a whole. The church
could not afford to renovate the building, and it would eventually become a demolition by neglect.
The church was doing things for the community and could not spend money on rehabilitating a
building.

Chair Branch was conflicted about the decision. She noted not all the criteria could ever be met
for a demolition application and reviewed the criteria that she thought were met and what was
not met. She thought the strongest arguments were 2, 6, and 7 that the findings could be
justifiably met as presented. She thought providing affordable housing, especially with the
number of units proposed and the location for housing in downtown, outweighed the
preservation of the historic building. She suggested updating the language in Condition #3 to
include high resolution, all color digital photography as well as black and white.

Committee Member Huit thought they should have looked into demolishing part of the church
and incorporating the shell of the original structure into something or they should have looked
into the use of the other five-acre property the church owned.
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Committee Member Mandell said the church had discussed financial strains for their existing
programs and the decision between stopping those programs or moving forward with this
project. He thought this space deserved their respect, but the other option would provide housing
for the community and for the church programs to prosper.

Chair Branch moved to approve HL 1-26 subject to the conditions specified in the decision
document and an amendment to Condition #3 to state prior to the issuance of the certificate of
approval for demolition for the existing structure, the applicant shall provide a comprehensive,
Oregon state level, documentation of the historic building in line with the applicant’s example in
the application. In addition, the applicant would allow the Yamhill County Historical Society to
photo document the building and scavenge any historical artifact associated with the building
for preservation as a part of their collection. The motion was seconded by Committee Member
Mandell and passed 3-1 with Committee Member Huit opposed.

The Committee deliberated on the downtown design review application and the waiver request
for the glazing.

Committee Member Knapp thought the applicant had done what they asked regarding the
glazing.

Committee Member Mandell said there was a shortfall in the glazing requirement, but the
purpose of the glazing was for pedestrians and creating life on the street level. He thought the
revised design achieved the same purpose through a different means. It created a visual interest
that was engaging to the pedestrians. Since these were residences and there were restraints
with the tuck under parking, he was in favor of the waiver.

Committee Member Huit agreed the glazing had been addressed and was attractive. She was
concerned about the height of the four-story building as there were no other four-story structures
in the immediate block.

Chair Branch noted because of the senate bill, they were not allowed to weigh in on the massing.

Planning Manager Hietpas said the applicant had responded to this question by stating the
massing and configuration was similar to nearby buildings and reflected the urban site
positioning of the church ministry building that would remain. The finding stated the massing
and configuration of the proposed building generally reflected adjacent and nearby buildings.
However, the only other building on this block to compare it to was the church ministry building
in the southeast corner. For this reason, the applicant was proposing to reflect the site position
of that building.

Committee Member Huit did not think there were other buildings of the same height in the
neighborhood. The highest was two stories.

Planning Manager Hietpas noted it was a guideline that the buildings should have massing and
configuration similar to adjacent or nearby buildings on the same block, not a requirement.

Committee Member Huit thought the glazing was better with the revised design. She thought
they should incorporate more of the historic structure on the site for the public. She suggested
a condition that the bricks be used for a specific project like a memorial.
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It was noted there was a condition in the demolition application approval for the Historic Society
to salvage the materials.

Chair Branch discussed her frustrations with the senate bill and how it hindered their weighing
in on almost all the downtown design standard criteria. She was disappointed in the design and
how there was not effort to considerately design the project that they would be excited and proud
of. She thought there were a lot of missed opportunities. She was in support of the changes that
had been made for the glazing. She thought the project would provide a positive net gain to the
community. She was also concerned about the massing, but it was not a requirement.

Committee Member Huit strongly recommended that the bricks be preserved to make a
courtyard or to be donated to the City for use in the 150" celebration. The Committee concurred.

Committee Member Knapp moved to approve DDR 1-26 subject to the conditions specified in
Elh-?) decision document. The motion was seconded by Committee Member Mandell and passed
5. Old/New Business
None
6. Committee Member Comments
None.
7. Staff Comments
Associate Planner Deppe discussed upcoming meetings.

8. Adjournment

Chair Branch adjourned the meeting at 5:05 p.m.
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EXHIBIT 3 - STAFF REPORT

DATE: August 27, 2026
TO: Historic Landmark Committee Members
FROM: Heather Richards, Community Development Director

SUBJECT: Work Session: Star Mill Way Restoration

Report in Brief:

This is a work session to develop a scope of work for the restoration and reconstruction of the
brick wall/flume at Star Mill Way, which was damaged in two separate vehicular incidents over the
past year. This scope of work will be used to procure a vendor to do the work.

Since this is a historic resource, the scope of work should focus on appropriate techniques for
restoring historic masonry (using salvaged bricks) and on reconstruction using new bricks.

The scope of work will then be reviewed by our Public Works and issued to a list of qualified
vendors.

To aid the HLC in developing the scope of work you will find attached to this staff report the
following items:

1) The historic resource survey sheet describing the construction of the flume.

2) Pictures of the site and the salvaged bricks.

3) Alist of the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation

4) Some articles and documents on restoring and reconstructing history masonry

Attachments:
Attachment 1: DRAFT Decision Document HL 7-26
Attachment 2: DRAFT Decision Document DDR 1-26
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Foundation ruins from Newby's mill

v | Statement of historical significance and description of property:

Across from 345 Star Mill Way at the western edge of McMinnville City Park, a
brick wall 24 feet long can be seen. It is the thickness of two bricks laid
across the wall in common bond. For most of its length, the wall is about four
feet high, measured from the valley side of the wall. In the middle it is
about six feet high. Here a semi-elliptical arch consisting of two courses of
brick has been bricked up in common bond. This arched opened into what
remains of the flume. At the wall the flume is about a yard wide and two feet
deep. It is lined with large blackish-grey stones mortared together. The
flume runs downhill about 150 feet. It is overgrown with blackberry bushes
and other vegetation. It ends at the bottom of the hill in a drop over a
four-foot wall of the same kind of stone. The area over which it drops might
be covered with stone also, but this is not evident now. However, the sides
of the area are lined with the stone, and V out to a distance of about twelve
feet--that is, the ends of the V are this distance apart.

This flume carried water around the end of the mill pond to an over-shot
water wheel that helped run the Star Mill after it was moved in 1882 from the
east to the west side of the present city park. The original mill built by
William T. Newby was located near the end of Third Street. The later mill
pond and the original mill received their water supply from a ditch dug in
1853 at the instigation of Mr. Newby. Water was brought from Baker Creek.
The original ditch can still be seen west of town, cutting across the fields
in a straight line toward the city park.

P



Condition of structure:

Holes, open cracks, missing material over large areas.

A Excellent
B Good
1. Slight damage to p
2. Small cracks in wag
3. Broken gutters or |
4. In need of paint.
C Fair
1. Holes in walls.
2. Open cracks.
3. Missing material ir
4. Rotten sills or frames.
5. Deep wear on stairs.
6. Poor or no foundation.
< D Poor
1. Sagging walls or roof.
%
3. Unrepaired storm or fire damage.
Recorded by Vince Lowe,

Ruth Stoller Date  1983-84

Sources consulted:
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The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation

The Standards for Rehabilitation provide direction in making appropriate cheoices in planning the repairs, alterations, and
additions that may be part of a rehabilitation project. The accompanying Guidelines apply the Standards and describe specific
treatments that do and do not meet the Standards. The Standards for Rehabilitation are codified in 36 CER Part 67, are regulatory

for the Historic Preservation Tax Incentives program, and are the Standards most often used by local historic district commissions
nationwide. Guidelines—Flood Adaptation >

MORE INFORMATION

—— o . o . e e T Planning Successful Rehabil
The Standards for Rehabilitation are the criteria used to determine if a rehabilitation project qualifies as a certified rehabilitation. Projects >

The intent of the Standards is to assist the long-term preservation of a property’s significance through the preservation of historic
materials and features. The Standards pertain to historic buildings of all materials, construction types, sizes, and occupancy and e LA e ST S

encompass the exterior and the interior of historic buildings. The Standards also encompass related landscape features and the

building's site and environment, as well as attached, adjacent, or related new construction. To be certified, a rehabilitation project
must be determined by the Secretary to be consistent with the historic character of the structure(s) and, where applicable, the
district in which it is located. The following Standards are to be applied to specific rehabilitation projects in a reasonable

manner, taking_into consideration economic and technical feasibility.

1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and
environment.

2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property
shall be avoided.

3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding
conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved.

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a historic property shall be preserved.

6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature
shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by
documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.

7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall
be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.

8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be
undertaken.

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated

from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic
property and its environment would be unimpaired.

From NPS.GOV Secretarys Standards - Rehabilitation
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REHABILITATION

GUIDELINES FOR REHABILITATING HISTORIC BUILDINGS

INTRODUCTION

In Rehabilitation, historic building materials and character-defining
features are protected and maintained as they are in the treatment
Preservation. However, greater latitude is given in the Standards
for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings to replace extensively deteriorated, damaged, or miss-

ing features using either the same material or compatible substi-
tute materials. Of the four treatments, only Rehabilitation allows
alterations and the construction of a new addition, if necessary for a
continuing or new use for the historic building.

Identify, Retain, and Preserve Historic
Materials and Features

The guidance for the treatment Rehabilitation begins with recom-
mendations to identify the form and detailing of those architectural
materials and features that are important in defining the building’s
historic character and which must be retained to preserve that char-
acter. Therefore, guidance on identifying, retaining, and preserving
character-defining features is always given first.

Protect and Maintain Historic Materials and
Features

After identifying those materials and features that are important

and must be retained in the process of Rehabilitation work, then
protecting and maintaining them are addressed. Protection generally
involves the least degree of intervention and is preparatory to other
work. Protection includes the maintenance of historic materials and
features as well as ensuring that the property is protected before and

during rehabilitation work. A historic building undergoing rehabilita-
tion will often require more extensive work. Thus, an overall evalua-
tion of its physical condition should always begin at this level.

Repair Historic Materials and Features

Next, when the physical condition of character-defining materials
and features warrants additional work, repairing is recommended.
Rehabilitation guidance for the repair of historic materials, such as
masonry, again begins with the least degree of intervention possible.
In rehabilitation, repairing also includes the limited replacement in
kind or with a compatible substitute material of extensively dete-
riorated or missing components of features when there are surviv-
ing prototypes features that can be substantiated by documentary
and physical evidence. Although using the same kind of material is
always the preferred option, a substitute material may be an accept-
able alternative if the form, design, and scale, as well as the substi-
tute material itself, can effectively replicate the appearance of the
remaining features.

Replace Deteriorated Historic Materials and
Features

Following repair in the hierarchy, Rehabilitation guidance is pro-
vided for replacing an entire character-defining feature with new
material because the level of deterioration or damage of materials
precludes repair. If the missing feature is character defining or if it
is critical to the survival of the building (e.g., a roof), it should be
replaced to match the historic feature based on physical or his-

INTRODUCTION
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INTRODUCTION

toric documentation of its form and detailing. As with repair, the
preferred option is always replacement of the entire feature in kind
(i.e., with the same material, such as wood for wood). However,
when this is not feasible, a compatible substitute material that can
reproduce the overall appearance of the historic material may be
considered.

It should be noted that, while the National Park Service guidelines
recommend the replacement of an entire character-defining feature
that is extensively deteriorated, the guidelines never recommend
removal and replacement with new material of a feature that could
reasonably be repaired and, thus, preserved.

Design for the Replacement of Missing
Historic Features

When an entire interior or exterior feature is missing, such as a
porch, it no longer plays a role in physically defining the historic
character of the building unless it can be accurately recovered in
form and detailing through the process of carefully documenting
the historic appearance. If the feature is not critical to the survival
of the building, allowing the building to remain without the feature
is one option. But if the missing feature is important to the historic
character of the building, its replacement is always recommended
in the Rehabilitation guidelines as the first, or preferred, course

of action. If adequate documentary and physical evidence exists,
the feature may be accurately reproduced. A second option in a
rehabilitation treatment for replacing a missing feature, particularly
when the available information about the feature is inadequate to
permit an accurate reconstruction, is to design a new feature that
is compatible with the overall historic character of the building.
The new design should always take into account the size, scale, and
material of the building itself and should be clearly differentiated
from the authentic historic features. For properties that have
changed over time, and where those changes have acquired

significance, reestablishing missing historic features generally
should not be undertaken if the missing features did not coexist
with the features currently on the building. Juxtaposing historic
features that did not exist concurrently will result in a false sense of
the building’s history.

Alterations

Some exterior and interior alterations to a historic building are
generally needed as part of a Rehabilitation project to ensure its
continued use, but it is most important that such alterations do
not radically change, obscure, or destroy character-defining spaces,
materials, features, or finishes. Alterations may include changes

to the site or setting, such as the selective removal of buildings or
other features of the building site or setting that are intrusive, not
character defining, or outside the building’s period of significance.

Code-Required Work:

Accessibility and Life Safety

Sensitive solutions to meeting code requirements in a
Rehabilitation project are an important part of protecting the
historic character of the building. Work that must be done to meet
accessibility and life-safety requirements must also be assessed for
its potential impact on the historic building, its site, and setting.

Resilience to Natural Hazards

Resilience to natural hazards should be addressed as part of a
Rehabilitation project. A historic building may have existing
characteristics or features that help to address or minimize the
impacts of natural hazards. These should always be used to best
advantage when considering new adaptive treatments so as to have
the least impact on the historic character of the building, its site,
and setting.

18 of 59



REHABILITATION

Sustainability

Sustainability should be addressed as part of a Rehabilitation proj-
ect. Good preservation practice is often synonymous with sustain-
ability. Existing energy-efficient features should be retained and
repaired. Only sustainability treatments should be considered that
will have the least impact on the historic character of the building.

The topic of sustainability is addressed in detail in The Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation & Illustrated Guidelines
on Sustainability for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.

New Exterior Additions and Related New
Construction

Rehabilitation is the only treatment that allows expanding a historic
building by enlarging it with an addition. However, the Rehabilita-
tion guidelines emphasize that new additions should be considered
only after it is determined that meeting specific new needs cannot
be achieved by altering non-character-defining interior spaces. If the
use cannot be accommodated in this way, then an attached exterior
addition may be considered. New additions should be designed and
constructed so that the character-defining features of the historic
building, its site, and setting are not negatively impacted. Generally,
a new addition should be subordinate to the historic building. A new
addition should be compatible, but differentiated enough so that

it is not confused as historic or original to the building. The same
guidance applies to new construction so that it does not negatively
impact the historic character of the building or its site.

Rehabilitation as a Treatment. When vepair and replacement of
deteriorated features are necessary; when alterations or additions to the
property arve planned for a new or continued use; and when its depiction
at a particular time is not appropriate, Rehabilitation may be considered
as a treatment. Prior to undertaking work, a documentation plan for
Rehabilitation should be developed.

INTRODUCTION
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[11 An alkaline-based
product is appropriate
to use to clean historic
marble because it will

not damage the marble,

which is acid sensitive.

MASONRY

MASONRY: STONE, BRICK, TERRA COTTA, CONCRETE, ADOBE, STUCCO, AND MORTAR

RECOMMENDED

NOT RECOMMENDED

Identifying, retaining and preserving masonry features that are
important in defining the overall historic character of the build-
ing (such as walls, brackets, railings, cornices, window and door
surrounds, steps, and columns) and decorative ornament and
other details, such as tooling and bonding patterns, coatings, and
color.

Removing or substantially changing masonry features which are
important in defining the overall historic character of the building
so that, as a result, the character is diminished.

Replacing or rebuilding a major portion of exterior masonry walls
that could be repaired, thereby destroying the historic integrity of
the building.

Applying paint or other coatings (such as stucco) to masonry that
has been historically unpainted or uncoated to create a new appear-

ance.

Removing paint from historically-painted masonry.

Protecting and maintaining masonry by ensuring that historic
drainage features and systems that divert rainwater from masonry
surfaces (such as roof overhangs, gutters, and downspouts) are
intact and functioning properly.

Failing to identify and treat the causes of masonry deterioration,
such as leaking roofs and gutters or rising damp.

Cleaning masonry only when necessary to halt deterioration or
remove heavy soiling.

Cleaning masonry surfaces when they are not heavily soiled to
create a “like-new” appearance, thereby needlessly introducing
chemicals or moisture into historic materials.

Carrying out masonry cleaning tests when it has been determined
that cleaning is appropriate. Test areas should be examined

to ensure that no damage has resulted and, ideally, monitored
over a sufficient period of time to allow long-range effects to be
predicted.

Cleaning masonry surfaces without testing or without sufficient time
for the testing results to be evaluated.
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[2] Mid-century modern
building technology
made possible the

form of this parabola-
shaped structure and
its thin concrete shell
construction. Built in
1961 as the lobby of

the La Concha Motel

in Las Vegas, it was
designed by Paul
Revere Williams, one

of the first prominent
African-American
architects. It was moved
to a new location and
rehabilitated to serve
as the Neon Museum,
and is often cited as

an example of Googie
architecture. Credit:
Photographed with
permission at The Neon
Museum, Las Vegas,
Nevada.
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MASONRY: STONE, BRICK, TERRA COTTA, CONCRETE, ADOBE, STUCCO, AND MORTAR

RECOMMENDED

NOT RECOMMENDED

bristle or other soft-bristle brushes.

Cleaning soiled masonry surfaces with the gentlest method pos-
sible, such as using low-pressure water and detergent and natural

Cleaning or removing paint from masonry surfaces using most
abrasive methods (including sandblasting, other media blasting, or
high-pressure water) which can damage the surface of the masonry
and mortar joints.

Using a cleaning or paint-removal method that involves water or
liquid chemical solutions when there is any possibility of freezing
temperatures.

Cleaning with chemical products that will damage some types of
masonry (such as using acid on limestone or marble), or failing to
neutralize or rinse off chemical cleaners from masonry surfaces.

[3] Not Recommended:

The white film on the upper corner
of this historic brick row house is
the result of using a scrub or slurry
coating, rather than traditional
repointing by hand, which is the
recommended method.

[4] Not Recommended:

The quoins on the left side of the
photo show that high-pressure
abrasive blasting used to remove
paint can damage even early 20th-
century, hard-baked, textured brick
and erode the mortar, whereas

the same brick on the right, which
was not abrasively cleaned, is
undamaged.
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MASONRY: STONE, BRICK, TERRA COTTA, CONCRETE, ADOBE, STUCCO, AND MORTAR

RECOMMENDED

NOT RECOMMENDED

Using biodegradable or environmentally-safe cleaning or paint-
removal products.

Using paint-removal methods that employ a poultice to which
paint adheres, when possible, to neatly and safely remove old
lead paint.

Using coatings that encapsulate lead paint, when possible, where
the paint is not required to be removed to meet environmental
regulations.

Allowing only trained conservators to use abrasive or laser-clean-
ing methods, when necessary, to clean hard-to-reach, highly-
carved, or detailed decorative stone features.

Removing damaged or deteriorated paint only to the next sound
layer using the gentlest method possible (e.g., hand scraping)
prior to repainting.

Removing paint that is firmly adhered to masonry surfaces, unless
the building was unpainted historically and the paint can be
removed without damaging the surface.

Applying compatible paint coating systems to historically-painted
masonry following proper surface preparation.

Failing to follow manufacturers’ product and application instruc-
tions when repainting masonry features.

Repainting historically-painted masonry features with colors
that are appropriate to the historic character of the building and
district.

Using paint colors on historically-painted masonry features that are

not appropriate to the historic character of the building and district.

Protecting adjacent materials when cleaning or removing paint
from masonry features.

Failing to protect adjacent materials when cleaning or removing
paint from masonry features.

Evaluating the overall condition of the masonry to determine
whether more than protection and maintenance, such as repairs
to masonry features, will be necessary.

Failing to undertake adequate measures to ensure the protection of
masonry features.

Repairing masonry by patching, splicing, consolidating, or other-
wise reinforcing the masonry using recognized preservation meth-
ods. Repair may include the limited replacement in kind or with
a compatible substitute material of those extensively deteriorated
or missing parts of masonry features when there are surviving
prototypes, such as terra-cotta brackets or stone balusters.

Removing masonry that could be stabilized, repaired, and con-
served, or using untested consolidants and unskilled personnel,
potentially causing further damage to historic materials.

Replacing an entire masonry feature, such as a cornice or bal-
ustrade, when repair of the masonry and limited replacement of
deteriorated or missing components are feasible.

MASONRY
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MASONRY

MASONRY: STONE, BRICK, TERRA COTTA,

RECOMMENDED

CONCRETE, ADOBE, STUCCO, AND MORTAR

NOT RECOMMENDED

Repairing masonry walls and other masonry features by repoint-
ing the mortar joints where there is evidence of deterioration,
such as disintegrating mortar, cracks in mortar joints, loose
bricks, or damaged plaster on the interior.

Removing non-deteriorated mortar from sound joints and then
repointing the entire building to achieve a more uniform appear-
ance.

Removing deteriorated lime mortar carefully by hand raking the
joints to avoid damaging the masonry.

Using power tools only on horizontal joints on brick masonry in
conjunction with hand chiseling to remove hard mortar that is
deteriorated or that is a non-historic material which is causing
damage to the masonry units. Mechanical tools should be used
only by skilled masons in limited circumstances and generally not
on short, vertical joints in brick masonry.

Allowing unskilled workers to use masonry saws or mechanical tools
to remove deteriorated mortar from joints prior to repointing.

Duplicating historic mortar joints in strength, composition, color,
and texture when repointing is necessary. In some cases, a lime-
based mortar may also be considered when repointing Portland
cement mortar because it is more flexible.

Repointing masonry units with mortar of high Portland cement
content (unless it is the content of the historic mortar).

Using “surface grouting” or a “scrub” coating technique, such as
a “sack rub” or “mortar washing,” to repoint exterior masonry units
instead of traditional repointing methods.

Repointing masonry units (other than concrete) with a synthetic
caulking compound instead of mortar.

Duplicating historic mortar joints in width and joint profile when
repointing is necessary.

Changing the width or joint profile when repointing.

Repairing stucco by removing the damaged material and patching
with new stucco that duplicates the old in strength, composition,
color, and texture.

Removing sound stucco or repairing with new stucco that is differ-
ent in composition from the historic stucco.

Patching stucco or concrete without removing the source of deterio-
ration.

Replacing deteriorated stucco with synthetic stucco, an exterior
finish and insulation system (EFIS), or other non-traditional materi-

als.
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MASONRY: STONE, BRICK, TERRA COTTA, CONCRETE, ADOBE, STUCCO, AND MORTAR

RECOMMENDED

NOT RECOMMENDED

Using mud plaster or a compatible lime-plaster adobe render,
when appropriate, to repair adobe.

Applying cement stucco, unless it already exists, to adobe.

Sealing joints in concrete with appropriate flexible sealants and
backer rods, when necessary.

Cutting damaged concrete back to remove the source of deterio-
ration, such as corrosion on metal reinforcement bars. The new
patch must be applied carefully so that it will bond satisfactorily
with and match the historic concrete.

Patching damaged concrete without removing the source of deterio-
ration.

[51 Rebars in the reinforced concrete ceiling have rusted, causing the concrete
to spall. The rebars must be cleaned of rust before the concrete can be patched.

[6] Some areas of the concrete brise soleil screen on this building constructed in
1967 are badly deteriorated. If the screen cannot be repaired, it may be replaced
in kind or with a composite substitute material with the same appearance as the
concrete.
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[7] (@) JW. Knapp's Department Store, built 1937-38, in Lansing, MI, was
constructed with a proprietary material named “Maul Macotta” made of
enameled steel and cast-in-place concrete panels. Prior to its rehabilitation,

a building inspection revealed that, due to a flaw in the original design and
construction, the material was deteriorated beyond repair. The architects for the
rehabilitation project devised a replacement system (b) consisting of enameled
aluminum panels that matched the original colors (c). Photos and drawing (a-b):
Quinn Evans Architects; Photo (c): James Haefner Photography.
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MASONRY: STONE, BRICK, TERRA COTTA,

RECOMMENDED

CONCRETE, ADOBE, STUCCO, AND MORTAR

NOT RECOMMENDED

Using a non-corrosive, stainless-steel anchoring system when
replacing damaged stone, concrete, or terra-cotta units that have
failed.

Applying non-historic surface treatments, such as water-repellent
coatings, to masonry only after repointing and only if masonry
repairs have failed to arrest water penetration problems.

Applying waterproof, water-repellent, or non-original historic coat-
ings (such as stucco) to masonry as a substitute for repointing and
masonry repairs.

Applying permeable, anti-graffiti coatings to masonry when
appropriate.

Applying water-repellent or anti-graffiti coatings that change the
historic appearance of the masonry or that may trap moisture if the
coating is not sufficiently permeable.

Replacing in kind an entire masonry feature that is too deterio-
rated to repair (if the overall form and detailing are still evident)
using the physical evidence as a model to reproduce the feature
or when the replacement can be based on historic documenta-
tion. Examples can include large sections of a wall, a cornice,
pier, or parapet. If using the same kind of material is not feasible,
then a compatible substitute material may be considered.

Removing a masonry feature that is unrepairable and not replacing
it, or replacing it with a new feature that does not match.

Using substitute material for the replacement that does not convey
the same appearance of the surviving components of the masonry
feature.

been addressed.

Designing and installing a replacement masonry feature, such as
a step or door pediment, when the historic feature is completely
missing. It may be an accurate restoration based on documentary
and physical evidence, but only when the historic feature to be
replaced coexisted with the features currently on the building. Or,
it may be a new design that is compatible with the size, scale,
material, and color of the historic building.

The following work is highlighted to indicate that it is specific to Rehabilitation projects and should only be considered after the preservation concerns have

Designing the Replacement for Missing Historic Features

Creating an inaccurate appearance because the replacement for
the missing masonry feature is based upon insufficient physical or
historic documentation, is not a compatible design, or because the
feature to be replaced did not coexist with the features currently on
the building.

Introducing a new masonry feature that is incompatible in size,
scale, material, or color.

MASONRY
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GUIDELINES FOR PRESERVING HISTORIC BUILDINGS

INTRODUCTION

Preservation is the appropriate treatment when the objective of the
project is to retain the building as it currently exists. This means
that not only the original historic materials and features will be pre-
served, but also later changes and additions to the original building.
The expressed goal of the Standards for Preservation and Guide-
lines for Preserving Historic Buildings is retention of the build-
ing’s existing form, features, and materials. This may be as simple
as maintaining existing materials and features or may involve more
extensive repair. Protection, maintenance, and repair are empha-
sized while replacement is minimized.

Identify, Retain, and Preserve Historic

Materials and Features

The guidance for the treatment Preservation begins with recom-
mendations to identify the form and detailing of those architectural
materials and features that are important in defining the building’s
historic character and which must be retained to preserve that char-
acter. Therefore, guidance on identifying, retaining, and preserving
character-defining features is always given first.

Stabilize Deteriorated Historic Materials and
Features as a Preliminary Measure

Deteriorated portions of a historic building may need to be pro-
tected through preliminary stabilization measures until additional
work can be undertaken. Stabilizing may begin with temporary
structural reinforcement and progress to weatherization or correct-
ing unsafe conditions. Although it may not be necessary in every

preservation project, stabilization is nonetheless an integral part
of the treatment Preservation; it is equally applicable to the other
treatments if circumstances warrant.

Protect and Maintain Historic Materials and
Features

After identifying those materials and features that are important

and must be retained in the process of Preservation work, then
protecting and maintaining them are addressed. Protection generally
involves the least degree of intervention and is preparatory to other
work. Protection includes the maintenance of historic materials and
features as well as ensuring that the property is protected before and
during preservation work.

Repair (Stabilize, Consolidate, and Conserve)
Historic Materials and Features

Next, when the physical condition of character-defining materials and
features warrants additional work, repairing by stabilizing, consolidat-
ing, and conserving is recommended. The intent of Preservation is to
retain existing materials and features while introducing as little new
material as possible. Consequently, guidance for repairing a historic
material, such as masonry, begins with the least degree of interven-
tion possible, such as strengthening materials through consolidation,
when necessary, or repointing with mortar of an appropriate strength.
Repairing masonry, as well as wood and metal features, may include
patching, splicing, or other treatments using recognized preservation
methods. All work should be physically and visually compatible.

INTRODUCTION
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INTRODUCTION

Limited Replacement in Kind of Extensively
Deteriorated Portions of Historic Features

The greatest level of intervention in this treatment is the limited
replacement in kind of extensively deteriorated or missing compo-
nents of features when there are surviving prototypes or when the
original features can be substantiated by documentary and physical
evidence. The replacement material must match the old, both physi-
cally and visually (e.g., wood with wood). Thus, with the exception
of hidden structural reinforcement, such as steel rods, substitute
materials are not appropriate in the treatment Preservation. If
prominent features are missing, such as an interior staircase or an
exterior cornice, then a Rehabilitation or Restoration treatment may
be more appropriate.

Code-Required Work:

Accessibility and Life Safety

These sections of the Preservation guidance address work that must
be done to meet accessibility and life-safety requirements. This work
may be an important aspect of preservation projects, and it, too,
must be assessed for its potential negative impact on the build-

ing’s character. For this reason, particular care must be taken not to
obscure, damage, or destroy character-defining materials or features
in the process of undertaking work to meet code requirements.

Resilience to Natural Hazards

Resilience to natural hazards should be addressed as part of a Preser-
vation project. A historic building may have existing characteristics
or features that help to address or minimize the impacts of natural
hazards. These should always be used to best advantage when plan-
ning new adaptive treatments so as to have the least impact on the
historic character of the building, its site, and setting.

Sustainability

Sustainability should be addressed as part of a Preservation project.
Good preservation practice is often synonymous with sustainability.
Existing energy-efficient features should be retained and repaired.
New sustainability treatments should generally be limited to updat-
ing existing features and systems so as to have the least impact on
the historic character of the building.

The topic of sustainability is addressed in detail in The Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation & Illustrated Guidelines on
Sustainability for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Although specifi-
cally developed for the treatment Rehabilitation, the Sustainability
Guidelines can be used to help guide the other treatments.

Preservation as a Treatment. When the property’s distinctive materi-
als, features, and spaces are essentially intact and thus convey the historic
significance without extensive repair or veplacement; when depiction at

a particular period of time is not appropriate; and when a continuing or
new use does not require additions or extensive alterations, Preservation
may be considered as a treatment. Prior to undertaking work, a documen-
tation plan for Preservation should be developed.
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MASONRY: STONE, BRICK, TERRA COTTA, CONCRETE, ADOBE, STUCCO, AND MORTAR

RECOMMENDED

NOT RECOMMENDED

Identifying, retaining, and preserving masonry features that are
important in defining the overall historic character of the build-
ing (such as walls, brackets, railings, cornices, window and door
surrounds, steps, and columns) and decorative ornament and
other details, such as tooling and bonding patterns, coatings, and
color.

Altering masonry features which are important in defining the
overall historic character of the building so that, as a result, the
character is diminished.

Replacing historic masonry features instead of repairing or replacing
only the deteriorated masonry.

Applying paint or other coatings (such as stucco) to masonry that
has been historically unpainted or uncoated.

Removing paint from historically-painted masonry.

Stabilizing deteriorated or damaged masonry as a preliminary
measure, when necessary, prior to undertaking preservation work.

Failing to stabilize deteriorated or damaged masonry until additional
work is undertaken, thereby allowing further damage to occur to the
historic building

Protecting and maintaining masonry by ensuring that historic
drainage features and systems that divert rainwater from masonry
surfaces (such as roof overhangs, gutters, and downspouts) are
intact and functioning properly.

Failing to identify and treat the causes of masonry deterioration,
such as leaking roofs and gutters or rising damp.

Cleaning masonry only when necessary to halt deterioration or
remove heavy soiling.

Cleaning masonry surfaces when they are not heavily soiled to
create a “like-new” appearance, thereby needlessly introducing
chemicals or moisture into historic materials.

Carrying out masonry cleaning tests when it has been determined
that cleaning is appropriate. Test areas should be examined

to ensure that no damage has resulted and, ideally, monitored
over a sufficient period of time to allow long-range effects to be
predicted.

Cleaning masonry surfaces without testing or without sufficient time
for the testing results to be evaluated.

[1] A test patch should
always be done before
using a chemical cleaner
to ensure that it will

not damage historic
masonry, as in this
instance, terra cotta.
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MASONRY: STONE, BRICK, TERRA COTTA, CONCRETE, ADOBE, STUCCO, AND MORTAR

RECOMMENDED

NOT RECOMMENDED

Cleaning soiled masonry surfaces with the gentlest method pos-
sible, such as using low-pressure water and detergent and natural
bristle or other soft-bristle brushes.

Cleaning or removing paint from masonry surfaces using most
abrasive methods (including sandblasting, other media blasting, or
high-pressure water) which can damage the surface of the masonry
and mortar joints.

Using a cleaning or paint-removal method that involves water or
liguid chemical solutions when there is any possibility of freezing
temperatures.

Cleaning with chemical products that will damage some types of
masonry (such as using acid on limestone or marble), or failing to
neutralize or rinse off chemical cleaners from masonry surfaces.

Using biodegradable or environmentally-safe cleaning or paint-
removal products.

Using paint-removal methods that employ a poultice to which
paint adheres, when possible, to neatly and safely remove old
lead paint.

Using coatings that encapsulate lead paint, when possible, where
the paint is not required to be removed to meet environmental
regulations.

Allowing only trained conservators to use abrasive or laser-clean-
ing methods, when necessary, to clean hard-to-reach, highly-
carved, or detailed decorative stone features.
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MASONRY: STONE, BRICK, TERRA COTTA, CONCRETE, ADOBE, STUCCO, AND MORTAR

RECOMMENDED

NOT RECOMMENDED

Removing damaged or deteriorated paint only to the next sound
layer using the gentlest method possible (e.g., hand scraping)
prior to repainting.

Removing paint that is firmly adhered to masonry surfaces.

Applying compatible paint coating systems to historically-painted
masonry following proper surface preparation.

Failing to follow manufacturers’ product and application instruc-
tions when repainting masonry features.

Repainting historically-painted masonry features with colors that
are appropriate to the building and district.

Using paint colors on historically-painted masonry features that are
not appropriate to the building or district.

Protecting adjacent materials when working on masonry features.

Failing to protect adjacent materials when working on masonry
features.

Evaluating the overall condition of the masonry to determine
whether more than protection and maintenance, such as repairs
to masonry features, will be necessary.

Failing to undertake adequate measures to ensure the protection of
masonry features.

Repairing masonry by patching, splicing, consolidating, or
otherwise reinforcing the masonry using recognized preservation
methods.

Removing masonry that could be stabilized, repaired, and con-
served, or using untested consolidants, improper repair techniques,
or unskilled personnel, potentially causing further damage to
historic materials.

Repairing masonry walls and other masonry features by repoint-
ing the mortar joints where there is evidence of deterioration,
such as disintegrating mortar, cracks in mortar joints, loose
bricks, or damaged plaster on the interior.

Removing non-deteriorated mortar from sound joints and then
repointing the entire building to achieve a more uniform appear-
ance.

Removing deteriorated lime mortar carefully by hand raking the
joints to avoid damaging the masonry.

[2] Not Recommended:
The use of inappropriate
Portland cement mortar
to repoint these soft
19th-century bricks has
caused some of them to
spall. Photo: Courtesy
Nebraska State Historic
Preservation Office.
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MASONRY: STONE, BRICK, TERRA COTTA, CONCRETE, ADOBE, STUCCO, AND MORTAR

RECOMMENDED

NOT RECOMMENDED

Using power tools only on horizontal joints on brick masonry in
conjunction with hand chiseling to remove hard mortar that is

deteriorated or that is a non-historic material which is causing

damage to the masonry units. Mechanical tools should be used
only by skilled masons in limited circumstances and generally

not on short, vertical joints in brick masonry.

Allowing unskilled workers to use masonry saws or mechanical tools
to remove deteriorated mortar from joints prior to repointing.

Duplicating historic mortar joints in strength, composition, color,
and texture when repointing is necessary. In some cases, a lime-
based mortar may also be considered when repointing Portland
cement mortar because it is more flexible.

Repointing masonry units with mortar of high Portland cement con-
tent (unless it is the content of the historic mortar).

Duplicating historic mortar joints in width and joint profile when
repointing is necessary.

Using “surface grouting” or a “scrub” coating technique, such as
a “sack rub” or “mortar washing,” to repoint exterior masonry units
instead of traditional repointing methods.

Changing the width or joint profile when repointing.

Repairing stucco by removing the damaged material and patch-
ing with new stucco that duplicates the old in strength, composi-
tion, color, and texture.

Removing sound stucco or repairing with new stucco that is differ-
ent in composition from the historic stucco.

Patching stucco or concrete without removing the source of deterio-
ration.

Replacing deteriorated stucco with synthetic stucco, an exterior
insulation and finish system (EIFS), or other non-traditional
materials.

Using mud plaster or a compatible lime-plaster adobe render,
when appropriate, to repair adobe.

Applying cement stucco, unless it already exists, to adobe.

Sealing joints in concrete with appropriate flexible sealants and
backer rods, when necessary.

Repointing masonry units (other than concrete) with a synthetic
caulking compound instead of mortar.
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[3]1 Not Recommended:
Cracks in the stucco
have not been repaired,
thereby allowing ferns
to grow in the moist
substrate which will
cause further damage to
the masonry.

MASONRY: STONE, BRICK, TERRA COTTA, CONCRETE, ADOBE, STUCCO, AND MORTAR

RECOMMENDED NOT RECOMMENDED

Cutting damaged concrete back to remove the source of deterio- | Patching damaged concrete without first removing the source of
ration, such as corrosion on metal reinforcement bars. The new deterioration.

patch must be applied carefully so that it will bond satisfactorily
with, and match, the historic concrete.

Using a non-corrosive, stainless-steel anchoring system when
replacing damaged stone, concrete, or terra-cotta units that have
failed.
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MASONRY: STONE, BRICK, TERRA COTTA, CONCRETE, ADOBE, STUCCO, AND MORTAR

RECOMMENDED

NOT RECOMMENDED

Applying non-historic surface treatments, such as water-repellent
coatings, to masonry only after repointing and only if masonry
repairs have failed to arrest water penetration problems.

Applying waterproof, water-repellent, or non-original historical coat-
ings (such as stucco) to masonry as a substitute for repointing and
masonry repairs.

Applying permeable, anti-graffiti coatings to masonry when
appropriate.

Applying water-repellent or anti-graffiti coatings that change the
appearance of the masonry or that may trap moisture if the coating
is not sufficiently permeable.

Replacing in kind extensively deteriorated or missing components
of masonry features when there are surviving prototypes, such as
terra-cotta brackets or stone balusters, or when the replacement
can be based on documentary or physical evidence. The new
work should match the old in material, design, scale, color, and
finish.

The following work is highlighted to indicate that it vepresents the greatest degree of intervention generally recommended within the treatment
Preservation, and should only be considered after protection, stabilization, and repair concerns have been addressed.

Limited Replacement in Kind

Replacing an entire masonry feature, such as a column or stairway,
when limited replacement of deteriorated and missing components
is appropriate.

Using replacement material that does not match the historic
masonry feature.
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2 Building Exterior Masonry

The longevity and appearance of a ma-
sonry wall is dependent upon the size of the
individual units and the mortar.

Stone is one of the more lasting of masonry
building materials and has been used
throughout the history of American build-
ing construction. The kinds of stone most
commonly encountered on historic build-
ings in the U.S. include various types of
sandstone, limestone, marble, granite, slate
and fieldstone. Brick varied considerably in
size and quality. Before 1870, brick clays
were pressed into molds and were often
unevenly fired. The quality of brick de-
pended on the type of clay available and
the brick-making techniques; by the
1870s—with the perfection of an extrusion
process—bricks became more uniform and
durable. Terra cotta is also a kiln-dried clay
product popular from the late 19th century
until the 1930s. The development of the
steel-frame office buildings in the early 20th
century contributed to the widespread use
of architectural terra cotta. Adobe, which
consists of sun-dried earthen bricks, was
one of the earliest permanent building
materials used in the U.S., primarily in the
Southwest where it is still popular.
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Mortar is used to bond together masonry
units. Historic mortar was generally quite
soft, consisting primarily of lime and sand
with other additives. After 1880, portland
cement was usually added resulting in a
more rigid and non-absorbing mortar. Like
historic mortar, early stucco coatings were
also heavily lime-based, increasing in
hardness with the addition of portland
cement in the late 19th century. Concrete
has a long history, being variously made of
tabby, volcanic ash and, later, of natural
hydraulic cements, before the introduction
of portland cement in the 1870s. Since
then, concrete has also been used in its
precast form.

While masonry is among the most durable
of historic building materials, it is also very
susceptible to damage by improper mainte-
nance or repair techniques and harsh or
abrasive cleaning methods.
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Recommended Not Recommended

Identify, retain, and preserve

Identifying, retaining, and preserving masonry Removing or radically changing masonry features which are
features that are important in defining the overall  important in defining the overall historic character of the building
historic character of the building such as walls, so that, as a result, the character is diminished.

brackerts, railings, cornices, window architraves . O : . :
: &5 ) ’ Replacing or rebuilding a major portion of exterior masonry walls

that could be repaired so that, as a result, the building is no longer
historic and is essentially new construction.

door pediments, steps, and columns and details
such as tooling and bonding patterns, coatings,

and color.
Applying paint or other coatings such as stucco to masonry

that has been historically unpainted or uncoated to create a
new appearance.

Removing paint from historically painted masonry.

Radically changing the type of paint or coating or its color.

Protect and maintain

Protecting and maintaining masonry by provid-  Failing to evaluate and treat the various causes of mortar joint
ing proper drainage so that water does not stand  deterioration such as leaking roofs or gutters, differential settlement
on flat, horizontal surfaces or accumulate in of the building, capillary action, or extreme weather exposure.

curved decorative features.

Cleaning masonry only when necessary to halt Cleaning masonry surfaces when they are not heavily soiled to
deterioration or remove heavy soiling. create a new appearance, thus needlessly introducing chemicals or
moisture into historic materials.

Graffiti applied with a felt-

tipped marker to polished Carrying out masonry surface cleaning tests after ~ Cleaning masonry surfaces without testing or without sufficient
granite is being removed with it has b d ined th hcl ) . . f h . [ be of val

& misthren solveits. The it has been determined that such cleaning is time for the testing results to be of value.

slight ghost outline was appropriate. Tests should be observed over a

successfully eliminated using .. . . . .

the sod e hianl ity sufficient period of time so that both the immedi-

a clay poultice, followed by ate and the long range effects are known to

a thorough detergent and . .

water rinse. enable selection of the gentlest method possible.

Building Exterior Masonry 3
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Too hard and
inflexible a mortar
has caused this soft,
18th century brick
to spall.

4 Building Exterior Masonry

Recommended

Cleaning masonry surfaces with the gentlest
method possible, such as low pressure water and
detergents, using natural bristle brushes.

Inspecting painted masonry surfaces to deter-
mine whether repainting is necessary.

Removing damaged or deteriorated paint only
to the next sound layer using the gentlest
method possible (e.g., handscraping)

prior to repainting.

Applying compatible paint coating systems
following proper surface preparation.

Repainting with colors that are historically
appropriate to the building and district.

When this birick
wall was sand-
blasted, a down-
spout (since
removed) protected
the original smooth
surface of the
center sirip from
damage.

Not Recommended

Sandblasting brick or stone surfaces using dry or wet grit or other
abrasives. These methods of cleaning permanently erode the
surface of the material and accelerate deterioration.

Using a cleaning method that involves water or liquid chemical
solutions when there is any possibility of freezing temperatures.

Cleaning with chemical products that will damage masonry, such
as using acid on limestone or marble, or leaving chemicals on
masonry surfaces.

Applying high pressure water cleaning methods that will damage
historic masonry and the mortar joints.

Removing paint that is firmly adhering to, and thus protecting,
masonry surfaces.

Using methods of removing paint which are destructive to ma-
sonry, such as sandblasting, application of caustic solutions, or
high pressure waterblasting.

Failing to follow manufacturers’ product and application instruc-
tions when repainting masonry.

Using new paint colors that are inappropriate to the historic
building and district.
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Recommended

Evaluating the overall condition of the masonry
to determine whether more than protection and
maintenance are required, that is, if repairs to
the masonry features will be necessary.

Repair

Repairing masonry walls and other masonry
features by repointing the mortar joints where
there is evidence of deterioration such as disinte-

grating mortar, cracks in mortar joints, loose
bricks, damp walls, or damaged plasterwork.
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Not Recommended

Failing to undertake adequate measures to assure the protection
of masonry features.

Removing nondeteriorated mortar from sound joints, then
repointing the entire building to achieve a uniform appearance.

Composite patching
with a cementitious
mixture Is being
used to repair
eroded areas of this
sandstone facade.
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Excessive moisture
has damaged

not only the stuc-
coed wall surface,
hut also the brick
substrate.

6 Building Exterior Masonry

Moisture from a
faulty roof and
drainage system kbus
been trapped inside
this limestone
cornice by a
waterproof coating,
causing severe
damage to the
stone.

Recommended

Removing deteriorated mortar by carefully
hand-raking the joints to avoid damaging
the masonry.

Duplicating old mortar in strength, composition,
color, and texture,

Duplicating old mortar joints in width and in
joint profile.

Repairing stucco by removing the damaged
material and patching with new stucco that
duplicates the old in strength, composition,
color, and texture.

Using mud plaster as a surface coating over
untired, unstabilized adobe because the mud
plaster will bond to the adobe.

Not Recommended

Using electric saws and hammers rather than hand tools to
remove deteriorated mortar from joints prior to repointing.

Repointing with mortar of high portland cement content (unless
it is the content of the historic mortar). This can often create a
bond that is stronger than the historic material and can cause
damage as a result of the differing coefficient of expansion and
the differing porosity of the material and the mortar.

Repointing with a synthetic caulking compound.

Using a “scrub” coating technique to repoint instead of tradi-
tional repointing methods.

Changing the width or joint profile when repointing.

Removing sound stucco; or repairing with new stucco that is
stronger than the historic material or does not convey the same
visual appearance.

Applying cement stucco to unfired, unstabilized adobe. Because
the cement stucco will not bond properly, moisture can become
entrapped between materials, resulting in accelerated deteriora-
tion of the adobe.

Mhoto: Jack E. Boucher, HABS



Recommended

Cutting damaged concrete back to remove the
source of deterioration (often corrosion on
metal reinforcement bars). The new patch must
be applied carefully so it will bond satisfactorily
with, and match, the historic concrete.

Repairing masonry features by patching, piec-
ing-in, or consolidating the masonry using
recognized preservation methods. Repair may
also include the limited replacement in kind—or
with compatible substitute material—of those
extensively deteriorated or missing parts of
masonry features when there are surviving
prototypes such as terra-cotta brackets or stone
balusters.

Applying new or non-historic surface treatments
such as water-repellent coatings to masonry only
after repointing and only if masonry repairs

have failed to arrest water penetration problems.

A, Flexible Mortar
{Lime)

8. Inflexible Mortar
(Cement}

Hat Cold
(Bricks sxpand) cka cantrsct)
s

N \

- ‘\ “:11

Martar flexes

£

=

Cracks apen up

Spalling
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Not Recommended

Patching concrete without removing the source of deterioration.

Replacing an entire masonry feature such as a cornice or balus-
trade when repair of the masonry and limited replacement of
deteriorated or missing parts are appropriate.

Using a substitute material for the replacement part that does not
convey the visual appearance of the surviving parts of the ma-
sonry feature or that is physically or chemically incompatible.

Applying waterproof, water repellent, or non-historic coating
such as stucco to masonry as a substitute for repointing and
masonry repairs. Coatings are frequently unnecessary, expensive,
and may change the appearance of historic masonry as well as
accelerate its deterioration.

Flexible mortar expands and contracts with
temperature changes. Bricks bonded by
inflexible mortar tend to spall at the edges
in hot weather and separate from the
mortar when it is cold. Temperature
fluctuations result in cracks which permit
water to enter, causing additional
deterioration.

Building Exterior Masonry 7
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Recommended Not Recommended

Replace

Replacing in kind an entire masonry feature that Removing a masonry feature that is unrepairable and not replac-
is too deteriorated to repair—if the overall form  ing it; or replacing it with a new feature that does not convey the

and detailing are still evident—using the physi-  same visual appearance.
cal evidence as a model to reproduce the feature.
Examples can include large sections of a wall, a Design for Missing Historic Features

cornice, balustrade, column, or stairway. If
using the same kind of material is not techni-
cally or economically feasible, then a compatible
substitute material may be considered.

The following work is highlighted to indicate that it repre-
sents the particularly complex technical or design aspects of
rehabilitation projects and should only be considered after
the preservation concerns listed above have been addressed.

Recommended

Designing and installing a new masonry feature such as steps
or a door pediment when the historic feature is completely
missing. It may be an accurate restoration using historical,
pictorial, and physical documentation; or be a new design
that is compatible with the size, scale, material, and color of
the historic building.

Not Recommended

Creating a false historical appearance because the replaced
masonry feature is based on insufficient historical, pictorial,
and physical documentation.

Introducing a new masonry feature that is incompatible in
size, scale, material and color.

Coving—the hollowing out of an adobe
wall just above grade—inay be caused by
standing rainwater, raimwater splash-up
from the ground, or by salts deposited in
the adobe by moisture evaporation. This
adobe wall 1s being patched in the
traditional manner with adobe mud.
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Conclusion

A good repointing job is meant to last, at least 30 years,
and preferably 50-100 years. Shortcuts and poor
craftsmanship result not only in diminishing the historic
character of a building, but also in a job that looks bad,
and will require future repointing sooner than if the
work had been done correctly (Fig. 17). The mortar
joint in a historic masonry building has often been
called a wall’s “first line of defense.” Good repointing
practices guarantee the long life of the mortar joint, the
wall, and the historic structure. Although careful
maintenance will help preserve the freshly repointed
mortar joints, it is important to remember that mortar joints
are intended to be sacrificial and will probably require
repointing some time in the future. Nevertheless, if the
historic mortar joints proved durable for many years, then
careful repointing should have an equally long life, ultimately
contributing to the preservation of the entire building,.
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