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Changing the Paradigm from Demolitior,
to Reuse—Building Reuse Ordinances

-----------------------
ooooooooooooooo
oooooooooooo

Many cities and communities compete to be green, encouraging
LEED-certified buildings, bike-friendly transportation policies, walk-
able streets, and energy-efficient public and private buildings. Yet few
cities actively promote the reuse of existing buildings as a green strar-
€gy- The result is that manvwoldcr imildings are discarded, with the
materials ending up in landfills and the new buildings constructed
from materials that have been obtained through the environmen-
tally damaging extraction and transportation of new materials.' It’s a
double whammy—throwing materials away and destroying the earth
to extract more. The result is a wasteful and unsustainable cycle of
construction, demolition, and reconstruction.

At the same time, people crave continuity as their communities
change, and they lament the loss of the stories, memories, and iden-
tities embodied in the existing buildings. These stories, memories,
and identities surface even in places that are only a generation old,
such as the 1970s Eastland Mall (Charlotte, North Carolina) of my
childhood.

In °'d¢" 10 promote greener and more sustainable communities,
and“’3""‘l""‘l"e3‘$lmtcrt'zlpacit)'toensum continuity and to man-
a;Sf‘ﬂioaﬂgt.lt-'lwisionCommunities implementing a new tool tent#
""’”""“““‘@lnsrm ordinance.” As I conceive it, a building
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cess would vary from community to com- e
nunity, but could include: (1) the envi-  Building v ..
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construction; (2) the potential energy effi- represent a funds.
cency of the existing building compared mental paradigm shift.
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Building reuse ordinances

e, . m»; gt L, .905‘ of lhe
demolition and new construction; (3) the histori = S

: . ; ric significance of the .
puilding; (4) the architectural significance of the buildingh;h(r,) th: % T %5

C}"lm significance of the building to the community, including / B <
the collective memory and community identities associated with the oW
building; (6) consistency of the old and the proposed new building
with the zoning ordinance and comprehensive plan of the commu-
nity; and (7) the character and quality of the proposed replacement
building. -
From a preservauon perspective, the implementation of a build-
ing reuse ordinance would fundamentally change the default in most
communities from a presumption that demolition ai_ijcccgtaﬁfént_o
a presumption of reuse. If implemented, building reuse ordinances
would represent a fundamental paradigm shift in preservation prac-
tice, and this paradigm shift would pose both opportunities and
challenges.

First, the opportunities. Currently, even though preservation is
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widely accepted as a value in the United Statgs,? rotection is the

SXception rather than the norm. Historic landmarks an historic dis-
tricts must be specifically designated, often an expensive, cumber-
some, and controversial process. In many communities that hfve.pul
historic preservation ordinances in place, few districts or buildings
are designated. In addition, in many states, the enabling [aws ggg%
Permit the community to prohibit demolidqn,‘bw.qeb}qudﬂ?;
0n by 2 year or two. The result is that we have istoric Preseriso”
M;évicwing specific changes toa building, such aswin

ilding from
feplacement, when they cannot ultimately protect the building
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owners can simply wait the commissiop
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out and th basis_of envimnmggtal sustainability
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that is enacted. Q;T“‘““““'Mfmag! more buildings than 'could be cur.
encourage mgﬂ-’w_" . istoric prescrvation ordinances,

e building reuse ordinance would
pfom; to the building other than thoge
N e 4 r ordinances. There would
ﬁfu’ir"ed' by the building cot.ie O:;(:::iﬁcate of appropriateness, ::
no historic area work permit, 1l :ew board or historic i
val from the architectural review boar preservation
approva! n.} People could change the siding, change the windows,
Comﬂ::oad.diﬁons' or make other alterations so long as they were
Ezzistent with the community’s other ordinances. Yet the bmld.mg
would itself would likely survive. L
A building reuse ordinance also would not distinguish_between
«contributing” and “noncontributing” buildings. and there would be ,
no need for a “period of significance.” All buildings of all eras would ¥
becove;ed by the ordinance. From a community continuity point of |
view, the ordinance would therefore “protect” buildings that the com-
munity may have become attached to that are not yet officially “old,”
such as, for example, New York City’s American Folk Art Museum
building, which was only twelve years old when it was demolished, or
Eastland Mall or other buildings of the recent past that may be signif- |
icant for their architecture or their cultural meaning. b
Many may find the idea of not regulating changes to buildings w‘q "
to be troubling if the buildings are historically or architecturally ?m
significant (although I want 1o be clear that I view a building reuse "
ordinance as an additional tool that could be used in gm!'uncﬁon
W&?Mﬁon ordinances, and not only as a substitute).
Certainly owners could make what trained preservation professionals
would consider to be inappropriate changes 1o buildings—changes N,
;::l;:t;o‘ Cm‘i‘;?;;l:z “:I'he Secre.tary of the Interior’s Standards i
dards. But the trade-off i 11 Frapertics” o GHhet comparabie SNE
even if they surviveq 1s that more buildings would likely survive,
50 tegula ofmmca greatly altered state. And there would be
ﬁdmgchmmmlznges to older buildings (window replace-
material changes, solar panels) that many
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NOTES

1. “The Greenest Building: Quantifving the Environmental Value of Building
Reuse,” National Trust for Historic Preservation, www.preservationnation.org.

2. Sandra Shannon, “Why Old Places Matter: A Survey of the Public,” Preservation
Leadership Forum Blog, May 7, 2015, blog.preservationleadershipforum.org.

$- The building reuse ordinance would not replace a historic preservation ordi-

nance. Communities could have a building reuse ordinance as well as a historic

preservation ordinance, so that specific historic districts and historic landmarks

could still be designated and subject to review where appropriate.
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