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Summary of Conclusions

The findings which follow are the principal conclusions among many in
this study. It will be seen that, while most of these relate strictly to
historic preservation, a number of conclusions touch on broader planning
considerations. To the extent that this is justified by the desire to
assist downtown prosperity - which in turn assists preservation - it is
felt that such conclusions are appropriate.

1. A JUNEAU LANDMARKS PROGRAM IS JUSTIFIED. The remaining evidence of
Juneau's history is sufficiently striking that a systematic search and
documentation of historic sites is timely and appropriate. What is known
already of Juneau historic resources indicates that valuable history can
be preserved in the context of growth and new construction, with incalcul-
able benefit to owners and to the larger Juneau community. To be success-
ful, such a program must include formal recognition of significant sites
by the Juneau government and a vigorous program to encourage preservation.
of these sites, which the Juneau government and public support together
can effectively do.

2. A DOWNTOWN HISTORIC DISTRICT.SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED. The present
concentration of significant historic buildings indowntown Juneau more
than justifies the establishment of an historic district there as a first
priority of Juneau's landmarks program. In its current state of use and
preservation, the downtown qualifies for protection under State and federal
guidelines and can receive the kind of attention it must have to presenve
the fabric of the many buildings which are significant to Juneau's past.
In the consultants' opinion, this includes eligibility to become certified
as a National Historic Site, and eligibility for tax and grant benefits,
present and future, which are made available by State and federal govern-
ments.

3. INITIAL BOUNDARIES OF THE DOWNTOWN DISTRICT SHOULD BE MODEST. A
beginning Tandmarks program should restrict itself to what it can accomplish
practically. The district proposed in this study includes over thirty
properties and directly affects perhaps a dozen more abutting properties.
This is thought to be a practical number for which to provide administration
and incentives in a beginning program. Once procedures and supportive
programs are in place for these properties, it is possible - and is
recommended - that Juneau review its landmarks program with an eye to
possible extension of the district boundaries, the addition of other Tand-
mark districts and the designation of further individual sites as part of
its program.




4. PROMOTING THE ECONOMIC HEALTH OF DOWNTOWN IS OF PARAMOUNT IMPORTANCE
T0 HISTORIC PRESERVATION. [t is hoped and expected that an historic
district will significantly boost dcwntown business. Conversely, good
business downtown is critical to the success of preservation, since the
wherewithal to preserve buildings lies overwhelming in the ability of
private owners to reinvest in their properties. Juneau should therefore
focus attention on the need to preserve the local orientation of downtown
services by encouraging:a diversity of goods and services, prometing
residential density in the vicinity, improving vehicular access to the
district and controlling sprawl into outlying areas of the region. It is
felt that sound historic preservation should not result in removing a
district from the mainstream of day to day competition for a local market,
and any tendency of historic preservation to do so must be resisted.

5. DOWNTOWN JUNEAU SHQULD CONSCIQUSLY PRESERVE ITS TOWNSCAPE. The height
of buildings, their historic scale and architectural details are only a
portion of the effect a district has on visitors. Visible commercial
activity is another essential portion, as is also the less tangible effect
of its open spaces, streets and signs. The configuration of these open
spaces is as historic as Juneau's buildings and needs to be viewed as part
of Juneau's special character; as important to be preserved as downtown's
buildings are.

6. JUNEAU SHOULD SURVEY, DOCUMENT AND CERTIFY ITS LANDMARK PROPERTIES AS
SOON AS PRACTICAL. Important benefits to Juneau and to Tandmark owners
begin to flow once landmark sites are registered with State and national
authorities. Therefore, it is important to the success of Juneau's program
that its landmarks legislation be certified by the State of Alaska and
federal Department of Interior as a recognized preservation program. Like-
wise, and concurrently, individual sites in the historic district must be
documented and their significance classified for inclusion in the State

and National Register, in order that these property owners become eligible
as soon as possible for State and federal benefits.

7. JUNEAU SHOULD ADOPT LEGISLATION TO ENCOURAGE BROAD LANDMARKS PRESERVATION,

In particular, Juneau should adopt a Juneau Landmarks Ordinance, designed to
establish a clear and responsible procedure for identifying, controlling and
awarding incentives to landmarks. Such legislation will make clear the
rules and process by which landmarks are created and govern the administra-
tion of Juneau's program, whether it be the downtown district or future
isolated landmark sites. It will mandate construction guidelines to be
drawn, which in turn will assist in permitting Juneau's preservation program
to be certified at the State and federal levels.

8. ADDITIONAL SUPPORTING LEGISLATION IS NECESSARY AND APPROPRIATE. Changes
in present Juneau zoning and construction ordinances will permit special
zoning incentives to be provided to landmark owners and prevent possible

jv

discrimination against landmark properties because of their inability to
meet later standards of zoning and construction requirements. Moreover,
zoning changes which influence development in the area surrounding a down-
town historic district will guarantee that this area will be developed
compatibly with the district itself and with consideration for Juneau's
special townscape qualities.

9. CONSTRUCTION GUIDELINES FOR LANDMARK PROPERTIES SHQULD BE DEVELOPED,

AND BE CLEAR AND SIMPLE. Guidelines for owners proposing to alter their .
historic properties should be as clear a predictable as possible, in the
interest of reducing administrative confusion and delays. These guidelines
can be adopted by administrative rule, subject to Juneau Assembly review '
and approval. Once adopted, such guidelines should encourage simple,
vernacular treatment of historic properties, in keeping with the styles

. traditional to Juneau, and not encourage inappropriate alterations that

result in clutter or quasi-historical 'cuteness’'. This is said not only

on behalf of historical veracity, but also in the interest of economy. Fair

but demanding procedures must be included for dealing with proposed demolitions
of landmark properties.

10. NEW BUILDINGS SHOULD CONFORM TO THE EXISTING CHARACTER QF HISTORIC

DISTRICTS. The guidelines, when adopted, shouTd anticipate eventual replace-

ment of some buildings within the district as well as construction on currently
vacant sites. New buildings must be expected to conform to what is defined

as the essential character of the district, including both existing building
styles and the special character of the townscape. With this purpose,

heights along streets, building setbacks, materials, facade openings and
signing are appropriate elements to be controlled.

11. PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS IN LANDMARK DISTRICTS ARE APPROPRIATE AND WILL

GENERATE USEFUL RETURNS. The consultants have listed and described a number
of improvements to open spaces and to street rights of way that will notice-
ably enhance the appearance of the district or will contribute to extended
economic life for structures in the downtown district. Included in the

list are soil stabilization, sidewalk replacement, parks and plazas, utility
undergrounding and pedestrian improvements., In the consultants' experience,
such improvements have the immediate effect of heightening a district's
visibility as well as representing an earnest of the public's support for
the district's success, the reward for which has been that private invest-
ment in the district is markedly encouraged. Most of these improvements

are therefore recommended.

12. INCENTIVES FOR PRIVATE PARTICIPATION ARE NECESSARY AND ARE TO BE
ENCOURAGED.  The consultants have described a number of possible incentives
to Tandmark owners, with the conviction that these would encourage private
participation in preservation. It is recommended that a great variety of
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Introduction

The very essence of Juneau is its history. The combination of modern
buildings with buildings dating back to the first settlement impresses
every new arrival to Juneau with the physical evidence of that history.
The succession of boom and bust, the evolution from prospector shacks

to mining town, to State Capital -- all these can be read on the face of
the City and all of these together form the lasting urban character of
‘Juneau. Add to these the historical accident that downtown Juneau has
never had a devastating fire as other major cities have, and it is clear
that the 1980s pose exceptional problems for Juneau, together with
exceptional opportunities to those who are charged with planning Juneau's
future. :

Today's generation inhabits the homes and businesses of its parents and
grandparents. This generation must now decide what is valuable and must

be kept, what must be repaired, what must be replaced. Whichever the
choice, it would make a sad future for Juneau to discard the unigue city
that years of growth have made comfortable and familiar.

With this conviction, the City and Borough Government of Juneau has under-
taken to explore the possibilities of historic conservation for downtown
Juneau. The report which follows will discuss. those possibilities. It
will attempt a definition of what Juneau's urban design character is;
Juneau clearly has a very special urban design character, and a lot of that
character is very good indeed. Once Juneau's historic merits are estab-
lished, however, the question becomes: how to preserve the best of Juneau.
How does one provide for growth and change in Juneau without destroying
Juneau's personality? What can Juneau do to emphasize its heritage with-
out becoming ponderously cute? And inevitably these questions: who writes
the rules for preservation and who pays the costs? It is the purpose of
this study to expand on and to answer those questions.



Analysis of the Study Area

The subject of this study, as its title suggests, is the downtown area of
greater Juneau and its prospects for historic preservation. The study
area established for this analysis extends from Mill Way northward to
Sixth Avenue, roughly between Willoughby and Gastineau or Gold Street.
Properties farther out toward Nelson Street and the Evergreen Bowl were
also studied in the field for their significance.

The study area arguably composes less than all the historic resources of
Juneau. It was clear from only a cursory viewing that Juneau has many
historic development opportunities outside the study area, some as close
to downtown as Star Hill, others as far away as Douglas. Within the study
area alone, there exists a wide variety of historic sites, some of them
houses, some religious institutions and yet other commercial and fraternal
buildings. In itself, the wide dispersal of tempting landmarks and the
variety among their uses, forces a decision on how much to attempt at
once in preserving history.

Upon completion of the field study, and with an eye to, achieving the most
effective preservation, the consultants were persuaded -that the downtown
district should for now be confined to the area which is recommended later
in this study. Yet, both to be effective and to provide for the future
protection of other very deserving properties, it is recommended that alil
preservation legislation anticipate future additions to Juneau's land-
mark list. For example, the area of Star Hill between Fourth and Seventh
Strpets displays exceptional justifications for a future residential
landmark district. Although less homogeneous and more humble -in scale,
the residential district to the north and east of downtown contains
individual buildings and groupings of buildings that have great merit and
are equally historic. Several of these are already listed on the Alaska
Heritage Resource Survey and a few are on the National Register of
Historic Places. Because of their disparities in age, placement, size
and architectural scale, however, these buildings are more appropriately
protected individually than by a district.

Because these areas mentioned have important buildings, they require
continued attention fromdJuneau's historic preservation program. Moreover,
these residential neighborhoods contain a number of urban design elements
that are important resources for the City of Juneau. Among these urban
design resources one must mention their panoramic views and vistas down

streets or stairways; groups of trees such as Mountain Ash street plantings;

and small, harmonious groups of buildings, especially houses. It is
beyond the scope of this project to analyze or inventory these resources
as other cities have done, however their importance must not be forgotten
in considering future development in Juneau.

In the final analysis, however, it seems more important that Juneau under-
take a manageable program of historic preservation and do it well. The
rationale for setting the district boundaries will appear below, although
it is useful to anticipate some of those reasons here. The downtown area
includes a high proportion of buildings dating back to the early days of
the Juneau settlement. Because these buildings are compact and their
effect is homogeneous, they are already considered to be an historic
district. Because of their considerable age and structural deterioration,
these buildings can also be said to be the most deserving in the study
area of preservation investment. And because they are both concentrated
in land area in need of rehabilitation, their rehabilitation will have a
concentrated visual impact which can only help historic preservation

and building together. By not taking on more area than it can administer
or financially assist, Juneau is in a position to accomplish a striking
success in historic preservation, whose skills, once learned and tested,
can be extended to other landmark properties throughout the City and
Borough.
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The Approach

In planning, as in any kind of problem solving, the plan relies on a
series of assumptions. In the case of historic preservation, the
assumptions are if anything more complete, since the evidence, after
all, is before our eyes. .
The Juneau Historic Development Plan attempts to balance a number of
assumptions which are often diverse. Al of them, however, show concern
for the future well-being of Juneau's downtown. Since they are the
foundation for the recommendations which follow, the assumptions which
are discussed here both define the problem and foretell the solutions
the Plan proposes.

Successful preservation relies on economic confidence. Unless there is

a great deal of money at large - on the scale of the Rockefeller's at
Williamsburg one might say - the success of an historic district relies
on the investment of local governments and smail property owners. And
this investment is required not only in the early years but over the
entire 1ife of the district. Reasonably enough, the same can be said of
any other area in a city, except that in historic districts investment is
more heavily weighted toward structural maintenance and stylistic treat-
ment. Return on investment is therefore more difficult to calculate than
it might be in new construction. For this reason, governments have made
a special effort to provide measurable inducements to historic district
property owners, both to preserve the buildings themselves and to
financially support the willingness of owners to participate in preser-
vation. Owners in historicdistricts inevitably accept some degree of
control over their property in the form of restrictions on demolition,

on the kind of new construction they are allowed, on their freedom to
allow their properties to deteriorate, and on their choice of what is
appropriate renovation. In exchange, a government is obligated to
provide some incentives to comply with these restrictions and the most
successful governments do, by providing tax relief, low cost loans, public
works and a variety of similar programs that indirectly support continued
investment in historic buildings. In Seattle's Pioneer Square, for
example, private investment outspent city government ten to one in
Pioneer Square's early years, largely as a reflection of confidence in
“government support. Federal matching grants for rehabilitation, tax
deferrals for building improvements, and in recent years the benefits

from the 1976 Federal Tax Act, each created further inducements to invest

in the District. The added inducement of establishing commercial prosperity
where none had existed for years has never been measured, but the increase
in property values for rehabilitated properties indicates that the city's
incentive program has been rewarded many times over. A climate of
confidence is therefore vital to the success of an historic district,

which preservation ordinances and public programs must recognize by
balancing, so far as is possible, the district's regulatory controls and

its financial incentives to owners.

Downtown Juneau should continue to be the Borough's urban center. To most
Juneau inhabitants, this assumption goes without saying, and yet there is

no reason to assume that Juneau is invulnerable to the tendency to urban
sprawl that started other American cities into decline. All the ingredients
for sprawl exist in Juneau just as they do elsewhere: Tlower land costs,
larger parcels, new roads outside the urban center; higher land costs,

fewer and smaller lots, scattered ownerships and more crowding in the center
itself. So there is an intentional assertiveness to this assumption,
anticipating that there are two possible ways to preserve downtown Juneau

as the Borough's urban center. The first of course is to create the kind
of zoning throughout the Borough that denies developers the chance to

build commercial space anywhere but in downtown Juneau. The second is
far more practical, however, which is to make downtown Juneau more
competitive than rival centers. The latter course becomes the essential
premise in this Historic Development Plan. In the end, each element of

the Plan must be judged on whether it Teaves downtown Juneau more
economically competitive within the Borough, and within Southeast Alaska,
than it was before.

Downtown Juneau is the critical center of Juneau's historic identity. A
case certainly can and should be made for an historic district considerably
larger than what is proposed in this Plan. Beyond the downtown business
district itself, large areas of residential Juneau are undoubtedly eligible
to be classed historic. Other portions of this study will refer to the
advisability of surveying areas outside the downtown for historic sites,
possibly establishing a residential historic district and carefully
documenting individual sites, both commercial and residential. But this
Juneau Historic Development Plan proceeds from a different assumption,
which is that a downtown program to promote preservation makes a signifi-
cant beginning in encouraging preservation throughout Juneau. What the
downtown achieves in preservation will certainly serve-as an example of

. what promise preservation holds for greater Juneau, but that example

must be a good one. Downtown has these great advantages; that it is
densely composed of original buildings, which greatly assists its inclusion
in the National Register of Historic Places as an historic district; that
downtown is compact and intensively used, so that the visual impact of
preservation will be immediately perceived and widely shared; and that



downtown is a commercial district, which makes it possible for public
and private reinvestment to pass its benefits back into Juneau's
economy much more quickly than a residential district can.

Each of these advantages improves preservation's chances for success, but
it remains to point out that choosing a small district to begin with has
some further advantages for the government of Juneau. For one thing, the
complexities of administering an historic district are something each
government must get used to. Once the first flush of enthusiasm is past,
an historic district is largely a matter of reviewing building permits,
designing public works and allocating funding. Who, for example, may
demolish an historic building - for what reasons - with what possible
penalites? Who decides that one building rehabilitation is good and
another bad? What standards apply, who applies them, who suggests alter-
natives and where does an aggrieved party appeal his or her case? Who
pays for public improvements, the City and Borough, or adjacent property
owners? Where does a property owner go for financial assistance when he
or she can't afford to replace foundation pilings under an historic
property? These and countless other questions have been gotten used to
in every successful historic district in the country, but for a while they
are new questions to a government, and constitute a sound argument not to
go too far too fast in creating administrative districts.

Yet another advantage to Juneau of the smaller district is the ability to
spend limited resources so as to have the greatest combined effect. The
resources are public in the case of National Register grants in aid and
in any present or future programs that the City and State might create.
Like so many other programs, funding for preservation (even with tax-
shelter syndicates) is beginning to view its limits. What would be
adequate for downtown Juneau will be far from adequate for Juneau as a
whole, so this Plan foresees that preservation programs will progress in
stages from downtown outward as need and capability determine each stage.

Private enthusiasm and initiative are essential ingredients of the district's

success. Historic preservation and historic districts are known to spur
the resurgence of commercial districts, and there is every prospect that
they will do the same for downtown Juneau. But the act of placing plaques
on buildings and imposing rigorous controls on buildings from the top

down, is not good preservation by itself. If preserving a district's
buildings - not to mention the businesses in those buildings - is exclusively
an enthusiasm of government, preservation will not succeed. For one thing,
government alone will not be able to pay for preservation. For another,

no government should have to; a successful preservation program is a good
climate for business, and past a certain point that business should be
capable of supporting preservation on its own. The recommendations which
follow are calculated to enable business to reach that point as soon as

" possible. For that reason, the recommendations for incentives have expanded

into areas that lie beyond preservation: parking development, for example,
and housing programs. And yet, despite this principle, preservation will
expose some occasional hardships and some need to give an early boost to
buildings and business. The incentives to be discussed include some

which promise this kind of early assistance along with others whose effects
will become noticeable over a longer time. A1l of these will work
effectively only if the private sector clearly conceives that preservation
poses exceptional opportunities to create an image and a common purpose.
By 'private sector', the consultants intend not only the businesses and
owners who might directly profit from a downtown renaissance, but the

wider public in Juneau that will find new reason to shop downtown and the
investors who will find that preservation is a sound investment. This
state of mind will take some cultivating, and it will be seen that the
consultants are relying heavily on a concerted effort by downtown interests
to project an image of confident enthusiasm together with a determination
to see that public incentive programs do in fact get implemented. This
requires some sophisticated goal-setting and an effective organization

to reach those goals, all of which is recommended here.

Downtown Juneau has a unique character over and above its historic
associations. The briefest acquaintance with Juneau is enough to confirm
that Juneau's streets and buildings - and their relationship to Juneau's
natural setting - have a special quality that has little to do with
whether the buildings are historic or not. In planning parlance this
guality is referred to as 'townscape', and in Juneau's case the townscape
itself may have historic reasons for being what it is, even when the
buildings aremodern. But the important perception here is that the
visual and psychological effect of downtown Juneau is greater than the
sum of its individual buildings. As this study progresses, the subject
of townscape will be seen to be almost equally as important to preserve
as individual buildings are, and the study has not hesitated to discuss
the present zoning provisions for downtown Juneau, suggesting any modifi-
cations that would preserve the best in Juneau's townscape today. There
are some sound reasons for taking this approach. For one thing, a review
of present zoning follows very naturally on the kind of evaluation that
was first made indetermining historic Juneau's character and boundaries.
In that evaluation it is important to define not just the historic merit
of individual buildings but what kinds of urban space the buildings
enclose, how their height relates to street width, what kinds of views
are important looking out from these spaces, how existing street walls
contribute in drawing pedestrians from one part of downtown to another,
and what practical value these spaces have, such as protection from wind
and rain. Zoning can protect - or can often destroy - the historical
townscape of a place. To the extent that zoning conflicts, zoning can

be modified to preserve that townscape.




In the event that buildings are replaced in the historic district, it is
important to anticipate the need for zoning that both honors the character
of the district and guarantees the property owner a fair return. In
practice, conventional modern zoning encourages tall buildings and street
setbacks while historic district zoning often imposes rigid height limits
and stylistic imitations. Neither approach has permitted historic
districts to grow without bitter disputes. In Juneau's case it will be
important to find a compromise that avoids disputes and gquiets the tempta-
tion to believe that historic preservation is the enemy of growth and
reinvestment in the urban core. This is not only possible, it has worked
well in various historic areas throughout the world, and these provide

. good examples for constructive modifications to Juneau's zoning controls.

Lastly, there is the planning consideration that many historic districts
have abrupt boundaries, setting the district exclusively apart from its
neighbors. This abruptness occasionally threatens to become a psychological
barrier that discourages the location of some businesses and the passage
of people from the old town to the new town and back again. It was
stated earlier that economic life is important to an historic district.

In Juneau's case, neither of these devices seems either wise or necessary.
The integrity of Juneau's townscape is already shared between the downtown
as a whole and the proposed district. It includes a relatively small
number of characteristics, for example the use of sidewalk canopies, the
widespread use of stock window openings, the prevalence of two and three
story structures and the location of those structures almost without
exception on the sidewalk building line. These characteristics can be
reflected in new construction - can even be recalled in multi-story
buildings - without imperilling new investment. Appropriate zoning is a
legitimate way to guarantee this.

Preserving downtown Juneau depends on preserving the existing mixture of
uses. Quite obviously, downtown Juneau is destined to grow and change,
so that this ideal is going to have its exceptions. All the same, the

- strength of downtown Juneau lies in the diversity of its businesses and

residences. Not only are they mutually supportive; the variety of goods *
and services here are evidence of Juneau's personality and population.

It would therefore be unnatural - and probably unwise - to expect to
alter this diversity very much, since by thinning its mixture of uses the
downtown will cease to be the popularly recognized center of Juneau's
activities. What's more, it will cease to be the one place in the region
where ‘one can find anything’ within a few blocks. Thus, competitive
advantage and concern for the essential Juneau are sound reasons to
treasure the downtown's present diversity. Preserving that diversity can
become a tall order, however, and later sections of this study will
return to the problem of protecting the rent structure of downtown and
providing rehabilitation assistance to owners whose buildings might
otherwise be replaced by more expensive buildings and therefore more
exclusive uses. Protecting diversity bears yet another implication,
having to do with the growing importance of tourism to Juneau's economy.
Clearly, Juneau is not Colonial Williamsburg. Equally clearly, too
abrupt a conversion to tourist orientation is going to displace some
Tocally oriented services in downtown. Carried to extremes, downtown
Juneau would then lose much of its attraction to residents and to outsiders
as well. Its greatest appeal to visitors and tourists i5 that it
represents, within the space of a few blocks, a cross-section of life in
Juneau and a chance to rub shoulders with Alaskans going about their
daily business. The challenge of historic development, in Juneau as in
other cities, will be to rehabilitate -- and occasionally to replace --
its historic buildings without destroying the life that is the reason

for those buildings.
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History of Juneau

Beginning long before the white man's appearance, the Juneau country was
settled by the Auke and Taku tribes of the Tlingit-Haida natives. The
Spanish explorer Don Juan Francisco de la Bodega y Quadra explored the
nearby waterways in 1779 and gave the name of San Carlos to what is today
Douglas Island. In 1794, Captain George Vancouver, the English navigator,
charted the northern portion of Southeast Alaska, giving Douglas Island
the name by which it is now known.

Until its purchase by the United States in 1867, Alaska was an outpost

of the Russian Empire, and its principal activity was the fur trade.
Juneau and Douglas Island remained little changed until the discovery of
gold-bearing quartz and gravels in the Gold Creek basin during the summer
of 1880. As a result of this discovery, Juneau became the first Alaskan
town to be founded in Alaska after the American purchase. The town itself
bears the name of one of its earliest prospectors and most determined
entrepreneurs, Joe Juneau. An English surveyor, John Gastineau, lent his
name to the town's sole access in the early years, the Gastineau Channel.






powntown Economy

Available data on the economy of downtown Juneau is too incomplete at this
time to attempt any positive analysis or recommendations. Nevertheless,
there are significant inferences to be drawn from what data is available,
and some of these inferences will be discussed here. It should become
obvious as this discussion proceeds that one of the most useful efforts
Juneau can make will be to undertake a detailed economic and marketing
study of the present downtown. From the evidence at hand, such a study
will disclose reasons for concern and for hope - in equal portions - that
downtown will improve itself in the total Juneau economy.

During the last ten years, Juneau has grown from a city of 13,500 to
20,000 people. In the same period, employment grew from 6,500 to 10,500,
which is to say, by a greater percentage than the population as a whole.
As this might indicate, family size has decreased markedly over the
decade.

A review of sales tax receipts since 1971 indicates that sales in the
Juneau Borough have grown from $461 million to $1,700 million in 1980 -
nearly four times. Downtown Juneau, although it doubled its dollar sales
over the period, declined in relation to Juneau as a whole from 78% of

the sales in 1971 to 44% of the sales in 1980. This demonstrates that,
despite a 62% increase in wage earners, downtown Juneau received virtually
no benefit from growth during the '70s. What is more, this demonstrates
that downtown Juneau's sales failed to keep up with inflation over the
same period.

6
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Projections for future growth are usually carefully hedged to account for
future relocation of the Alaska capital. Making the assumption that the
capital will remain in Juneau, the Alaska Electric Light and Power Company
has projected a growth rate in the '80s about equal to that in the '70s,
which means that current population will.again increase 50% by 1990.
However, the utility expects its downtown customers to increase by onty

% per year, while outlying areas will increase by 6 to 10%. The
utility's projections are therefore ‘straight-line' projections of current
trends, which lead to very conservative conclusions that are appropriate
for estimating power demands but are not necessarily reliable for compre-
hensive planning purposes. Obviously, it is in Juneau's power to control
where growth occurs, which may considerably modify these findings between
now and 1990.

It is relatively simple to discern trends during the 1970s. Juneau grew
explosively; most of the dollar growth occurred outside Juneau's historical
center; and downtown Juneau failed to capture most of that growth. So
far as trends through the 1980s are concerned, an informed economic
analysis will require additional information. For example, has commercial
construction in suburban Juneau outrun the growth in Juneau's population
and housing pattern and will it tend to level off? Will housing types
change from single family to multi-family because of housing costs, and
if so will this construction occur only outside the downtown area? If
the capital remains in Juneau, will government population really rise
50% or will much of this government growth occur elsewhere? At what
level of growth will major department and grocery store chains expand
into Juneau, and when they do, where will they prefer to locate? Is
downtown Juneau capable of attracting regional shoppers because of its
diversity of services; is this diversity changing; and if so, when will
it reach a point of no return? Is tourism a significant element in the
downtown economy; is it a growing proportion of that economy; and if so,
is it growing faster than the rest of the downtown economy? Answers to
these and other questions will make it easier to assess what special
efforts need to be made for downtown, and how soon, such as parking
improvements and a housing program.

The effect of downtown preservation and rehabilitation will certainly

have the same beneficial effect on the immediate economy that preservation
has afforded elsewhere. So will the incentives for structural and business
preservation that are suggested later. For long range and long lasting
economic health, however, it is the consultants' view that downtown must
continue to make itself indispensibie to Juneau. It will do that if it
continues to offer essential goods and services, and provides them in
sufficient diversity and number to. successfully compete with suburban
centers. The recommendations here are a conscious attempt to guarantee
just that.
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Topography

Downtown Juneau is enclosed bydramatic land forms. To the north and
east are steep, wooded hillsides with rock outcroppings which dominate
the human settlement below. Small, scattered pieces of that settlement
have taken hold on these hillsides, precariously arranged at the heads
of long wooden stairs and sidewalks climbing up from the streets of
Juneau. The hills have crowded Juneau against the shoreline of the
Gastineau Channel, a tidal waterway that was, until the appearance of
the airplane, the only means of access to the city.

This crowding between hills and water contributed a special intimacy to
Juneau. The original town began along the water's edge, which then lay
along the line of what is now Front Street. OQver the years, sizable areas
of the shoreline have been filled, where once nearly half the present
downtown was wooden docks and buildings on piling. Until recently, this
limited area, together with the Gold Creek valley which lies beyond a
promontory north of downtown, contained the principal buildings of Juneau.

Together, these two features of Juneau - slopes and shoreline - still
present a challenge to Juneau. Along the shore, many buildings still
rest on original wooden pilings, although the adjacent streets and some
tidelands have been banked and filled. The high water table forbids
conventional building construction and basements, while it contributes
to decay of the piling which supports substantial portions of the
proposed historic district.

The hillsides to the east have many times threatened the downtown with
snow and earth slides, so that portions of the downtown that are free from
tidal water problems are troubled by the need to maintain stout retaining
walls many of them fifteen feet and more in height, against the progres-
sive encroachment of unstable earth. A 1972 report entitled 'Geophysical
Hazards' describes the problems of earth and snow slides without specify-
ing any particular solutions for them. The uncertainties this leaves has
led the consultants to propose that Juneau seek out solutions and imple-
ment as soon as is practical, since the downtown commercial district as
well as historic preservation depends upon it.

Those buildings which rely on piling foundations require equally urgent:
solutions. Qver the coming years, many will require repair and replace-
ment of their present foundations. They will need and merit some assis-
tance in doing this if they are significant portions of the historic
district. Many of them are, and later recommendations will describe some
alternative ways in which to assist them.
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Zoning

Most of the study area lies within Juneau's C2-J zone, which designates
the city's Central Commercial District. This zone emphasizes retail,
office, hotel and governmental uses; residences above ground floor
commercial spaces are permitted; but restaurants, bars, motels and movie
theaters are permitted only with conditional use permits. There is no
height limitation and no requirement to provide off-street parking.
There is, however, a requirement that new buildings set back at least
four feet from the property line of adjoining streets. Despite the
commercial zoning, the core area consists of a mixture of uses, ranging
from single family houses to major offices and hotels.

The hillsides that border the downtown on the north and east are in the
RM or Multiple Residence zone, which permits most forms of housing from
single family up through large apartment buildings, as well as small
offices and institutional uses.

The waterfront to the south and west is largely zoned for industrial uses,
although a sizable portion of this area is in fact devoted to a water-
front park, public parking areas and a dock for cruise ships.

Within the core area proposed to become the historic district, there is
good reason to consider modifications to the present zoning. The
consultants will recommend specific amendments in later sections of this
study. The objective of which is to preserve the scale of Juneau historic
townscape. This will require deleting the present requirement of a four
foot street setback at least for the first three or four stories of high
buildings. In addition, there is a sound argument to prohibit certain

uses outright, such as parking lots (not parking structures) and permitting
outright some benign economic uses such as restaurants. Finally, and )
depending on the housing policy adopted by the Juneau government, it would "
be appropriate to provide zoning incentives to provide housing in the
downtown district. The need to encourage housing is also discussed below.
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Larid Uses

The striking feature of Juneau's present downtown land use pattern is the
richness of its mixture. One of the following illustrations records the
number of existing buildings housing two or more uses and it will be seen
that most of the downtown core is composed of multiple use buildings.

And of that number, the overwhelming majority are retail or eating and
drinking establishments at street level.
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The pattern of continuous and narrow store frontages has been remarked on
as a positive feature of Juneau's townscape - a feature that is one of
the principal attractions of downtown Juneau which it should be Juneau's
objective to preserve. Because of the growing shortage of office space
in Jupeau, there is a tendency to replace residential units with offices
in the downtown core, which adds to the concern for maintaining housing
in the downtown. The housing problem is not helped by the replacement of
housipg with commercial and retail uses in the areas adjacent to downtown.
The importance of maintaining or constructing new housing to benefit
downtown business is referred to several times in the recommendations
which follow.

The number of ground floor retail establishments, together with their
diversity, tells much about Juneau's downtown economy. It is clear that
this {s a reflection of downtown Juneau's historical position as the
region's primary supplier of goods and services. One way of viewing the
importance of a district is whether its customers regularly shop at two

or more businesses in the course of a trip. In Juneau's case, this is a
commop pattern for the reason that downtown Juneau offers great diversity
of gopds and a sufficiently large number of them that there is competition
between like businesses in the same limited area. At its best, a business
district allows this kind of shopping within a three or four block area

in order to make the most of pedestrian habits. This is precisely
Juneau's situation, so that preserving its present mix of businesses
represents a useful competitive advantage over regional shopping centers
where there is less diversity and less competition. If access by bus

or car can be made easy, downtown Juneau's competitive position within

the Borough should continue to be a strong one. And finally, the growing
density of daytime office population, which is typically a pedestrian
population, will continue to be the major impact on downtown's health and
diversity.

There are some categories of uses that downtown noticeably lacks; most
notably, food and department stores. The people who decide such things,
do not decide to build supermarkets or major department stores except in
large population centers where there is also abundant land with good
transportation. At present, Juneau may be somewhat lower in population
than this kind of marketing requires, but with continued growth such a
market may well develop. A major reason to encourage higher housing
densities near downtown is that preserves downtown as an option for such
develppers. As the suburban shopping center experience tells us, the
drawing power of department and food stores has a beneficial effect on
smaller, surrounding businesses. Preserving this option should become a
serious concern of Juneau's future planning.
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Traffic Circulation and Parking

The study area is served by an irregular network of narrow streets, most
of which provide for only two lanes of moving traffic. Most of these
streets have recently been converted to a one way street system, except
for Marine Way and Main Street, both of which serve as major feeder
arterials along the north and west sides of the downtown core.

Most streets in the downtown core provide parallel parking on one, and
occasionally on two sides. Several streets, however, are too narrow to
permit any parking at all. A number of surface parking lots are distributed
around the edges of the core area, but the majority of these is dedicated
parking, either through long-term leasing or by being accessor% parking
for relatively few buildings. In the areas nearest the Capital buildings
and government offices, on-street parking is usually absorbed by govern-
ment functions, making the shortage of retail parking especially acute

in that area.

Attention to the parking problem suggests relatively few alternative
solutions. Better public transportation is clearly the beginning of a
solution it would also assist downtown Juneau if the capital campus were
to construct more storage and short-term parking toward the north of the
campus in the Willoughby Street area - and to effectively direct people
on government errands to take advantage of it. New parking development
for downtown may be either individual and scattered flat sites, or be
structured parking on relatively few sites. Because the first encourages
random demolition of buildings and the wasteful use of building lots, the
second choice appears the best and is recommended here. Two general
locations for structured garages are indicated by circles on the illustra-
tion of circulation and parking, which is discussed more fully in later
sections of this study. -

From a townscape point of view, the most effective gateway to Juneau's
downtown would be to enter Juneau from the north along Front Street, since
the sequence of views from that approach is the most favorable to Juneau.
However, it appears impractical to pursue this possibility, since the
traffic pattern along Franklin and in the vicinity of the Baranof Hotel
would be seriously disrupted. Therefore no change to this pattern will
be recommended.

For similar reasons, the establishment of a pedestrian mall on Franklin
or Front Street presents difficulties, although it does appear reasonable
to attempt a pedestrian street along Front Street during off-peek hours.
A recommendation to establish short term closures on Front Street on a
trial basis 1s included later in the study.
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Historic Resources

Within the study area there are approximately two hundred bufi
nearly half of which were built prior to 1920. About forty t
are seventy-five years old or more. With very few exceptions
the older buildings are of wood frame construction which refl
available materials, building technology and architectural st
the post-Victorian period at the turn of the century. Becaus

" scarcity of materials, and the haste to build im boom time

possibly the lack of skilled craftsmen in Juneau at that time
detailing of the building fronts is more simplified than what
found in other west coast cities of that time. This is espec
noticeable in the straightforward carpenter detailing of corr
parapets and the repeated use of standard sizes of wood doubl
sash. It is evident that considerable building trim and feal
been removed or covered over as a result of repairs or alter:
simply "modernization". :

A considerable number of sites in the study area have been ic
as having historical significance. Five structures are liste
National Register of Historic Places; more than fifty structe
listed in the Alaska Heritage Resources Survey. The listed s

- include residential, commercial and religious buildings.

The City/Borough of Juneau currently has two designated histo
districts adjacent to one another in the downtown core. It w
seen in the accompanying illustrations that the two existing

comprise the highest concentration of known historic properti
Juneau and the most important portions of Juneau's downtown s
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A Downtown Historic District







LX)

Criteria for Designation

In order to establish a recognized historic landmark district in Juneau,
two sets of standards must be met. Under Alaska Statute 29.48.110, a
local commission may establish such a district in consultation with the
State Historic Sites Advisory Committee {(Department of Natural Resources).
To paraphrase the statute, such a district must be reasonably compact and
contain two or more structures important in State or national history;
these structures may either be listed in the National Register or be
characteristic of the Russian-American, the Territortal or early native
periods. The district must conform to the city's comprehensive plan.

A1l these criteria are obviously well satisfied by the Juneau downtown
historic district recommended here.

‘The second set of criteria is that for the National Register of Historic

Places. To paraphrase once again, a district is a geographicalily definable
area possessing a significant concentration of buildings united by past
events or united aesthetically by plan or physical development. Such a
district must demonstrate significance in American history, architecture,
archeology or culture; and possess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling and association. Moreover, it must
demonstrate an association with historical events or with historical
persons; or embody distinctive style of construction, or the work of a
master or possess high artistic values, or represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components Tack individual distinction; or
promise to yteld information important in prehistory or history.

The recommended district shouid therefore find 1ittle difficulty in being
listed in the National Register.

Listing on the State and National Registers is an important prerequisite
to obtaining the many benefits and incentives described later in this
study. It must be pointed out that the Alaska State Historic Preservation
Officer and State Advisory Council are influential actors tn creating the
Juneau district, and may even superimpose construction guidelines of their
own if a local proposal is not adequately protective. The recommendations
and guidelines which follow in this study are intended to satisfy both
State and national guidelines, and preciude differences of opinion with
either government. .
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Proposed District Boundaries

The decision to propose a relatively small area of downtown as an historic
district follows an extensive field investigation of the study area as
well as some adjacent districts. As a result of this investigation, the
prasent proposal shows some differences from boundaries of the present
downtown districts and is much smaller than the study area itself. The
resulting boundary proposal appears on the accompanying map.

South of Ferry Street, the study area contains many properties individually
worthy of recognition and even of preservation. Nevertheless, this was

not considered sufficient justification to include these properties in an
historic district, since on the whole this area is too rundown and too
mixed in character to qualify as a district. It would be preferable to
encourage new development in this area along either side of Franklin and

to protect some significant properties, where necessary, by individual
landmark designations.
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Gastineau Avenue was also considered for inclusion, especially because it
has some striking, if deteriorated muitiple housing. However, these were
felt to be too few in number, too scattered, and of insufficient merit td
Justify including all of Gastineau in the district. The topographic

_ separation from downtown is quite emphatic as well, so again it was felt
that new development, especially by housing, would be preferable, in
combination with {ndividual landmark designations where those seem justified.

North of Second Street there are a number of sites of unusual distinction,
notably the Russian Orthodox and Roman Catholic religious establishments.

A number of additional isolated properties appear on the Alaska Heritage
Resource Survey. A Yarge proportion of this area is nevertheless too non-
descript or scattered to compose an historic district of the necessary
integrity. The most significant properties already appear in the National
Register and are therefore adequately protected. The remaining signifi-
cant properties and groups of buildings deserve immediate attention as
individual sites or groups of buildings, especially the smaller residential
structures. Finally, it was felt that the area as a whole had too little
density of landmark properties to be included in the district and indeed
would detract from the downtown district's ability to meet historic district
criteria of density and integrity if included. Since this area is an
important land resource for downtown expansion and can be developed with
architecturally compatible buildings, it was concluded that this area
should not be included in the district.

Farther north along the hill between downtown Juneau and Evergreen Bowl,

as well as to the east, there is an important residential neighborhood
having several recognized landmarks together with a network of streets

and views which is a significant urban resource for the city of Juneau.

It is recommended that thought be given to establishing a landmark district
for the majority of this district in the near future.

The governmental area, with the exception of the State Capitol, lacks the
consistency and architectural harmony it would require to be included in
the historic district. The same may be said for the area to the west of
the district boundaries recommended here.

It should be especially noted that the recommended district boundaries
shown on the accompanying map are drawn to include both sides of perimeter
streets. The intended purpose of this boundary is to assure that develop-
ment adjacent to the district is both encouraged to happen and to conform
with essential standards for the district. These standards are detailed
in the recommended guidelines later in this study. In keeping with
concern for commercia) as well as historic integrity, the preservation of
retail frontages on both sides of these streets is important. Moreover,
new construction will be encouraged to further enclose the downtown
streets whose integrity has become broken by vacant 1ots or insensitive
development.




Rationale for the District

In establishing the boundaries recommended here, thought was given
equally to the historic integrity, commercial function and administra-
tive complexities of the district.

The historic integrity of the proposed district is not only visually
apparemt-, it can be documented through early maps and assessor's records.
There are thirty-four buildings in this district, nearly all of which
were built before 1920, and the majority of these were in place before
1904. Individual buildings within the Juneau downtown core were assessed
in a visual survey contained in the appendix to this study, which Ted ‘to
the choice of boundaries recommended here.

The proposed district represents the greater portion of the original

Juneau settlement, and due in part to the fact that the downtown suf fered
no major fire, these buildings remain a compact assembly of pioneer
structures which still house the principal retail functions of Juneaw.
The continuous architecture of the street frontages and the street pattern
itself reflect the pedestrian origins of Juneau's growth, along the

natural shareline that today has remained the Front and Franklin Street
alignments. The resulting street pattern is excellent from an urban

design standpoint, providing a feeling of enclosure to the district t hrough
its curving streets and in the uphill street grades which lead outward
from the original beachhead. This characteristic enclosure of Juneau' s
narrow streets in part recalls - and in part provides psychological relief
from - the overwhelming presence of the steep hillsides and the water that
hem the city in.

The pioneer buildings that line these streets are uniformly modest in
scale, and exemplify the vernacular, post-Victorian style of the day, as
well as the limited materials and technology available to the rapidly
growing town. The narrow and irregular building sites are clear remi mnders
of the crowded beach front community, and both the modest means and gweat
hopes of merchants and entrepreneurs who ventured onto the frontier im
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those times.  Later remodeling has obscured or removed some of the
architectural interest of the original buildings, although their struc-
ture has changed very little. Street regrading and random filling have
claimed most of the former tideflats on the water side of Franklin and
Front Streets, although most of the buildings there retain their original
wood piling foundations. Thus the antiquity of the proposed district is
everywhere apparent, despite various alterations over the years, and

there is a consistency to its architecture and scale that lends a distinct
identity to the district within the remainder of the downtown area.

From Ferry Way to Front Street, the buildings to the west are generally

one or two stories high, while the eastern ?or hi11) side has many three
and four story buildings. Most of the buildings along the district streets
arg of wood frame and glazed with a regular pattern of large double hung
windows of standard sizes. The street floors are uniformly occupied by
regail and commercial uses, and continuously sheltered with sidewalk
capopies against the weather. Although not original to the buildings,
mayquees have an undoubted practical value and contribute a strong
architectural consistency to the streets which is most important to their
pedestrian ambience.

The recommended size for the downtown district is intended to make the
most of the unity and compactness of its historic buildings. Because
these buildings are the traditional downtown center of Juneau, there are
sound economic reasons to make them the focus of a determined landmarks
program in Juneau. Their compactness promises that any rehabilitation
efforts will have a concentrated effect on public perception and on the
sugcess of the retail uses in those buildings. The same holds true for
the effects of public improvements within the district, which can have a
prominent impact with lower costs. And finally, because these are
commercial buildings as distinct from residences, the success of the
digtrict will in part be an economic one that will allow many of the
digtrict's profits to be reinvested in building improvements.

" The consultants have recommended that the downtown district be just the

fipst step in a broad landmarks program throughout Juneau, which could
well involve an additional landmark district in the residential neighbor-
hood, the designation of numerous individual landmarks and the possible
expansion of the downtown district which is recommended here. Nevertheless,
a potent landmarks preservation program is a complex responsibility for a
mupicipal government, and the care of thirty-four buildings in the recom-
mepded district will consume considerable time and thought. As succeeding
sections of this report will show, there are complexities in legisiation
and choices to be made among incentives that should fully occupy Juneau's
attention for the next few years. Once Juneau has made its mark in the
downtown district, there are ample opportunities to use its preservation
sk{11s outside the downtown in areas that richly merit preservation.
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Recommendations for Action
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E. Begin promoting the District through advertising and special events.

F. Begin recruiting a desirable mix of stores, services and professionals
into the District. ] :

G. Continuously promote the adoption of government incentives and public
improvements'for preservation (see Section VII).

H. Ipitiate an informational plaque program. .
I. Review walking tour itinerary in terms of plaque program.

J. Seek public gifts for art and District improvements.
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Comment: Private commitment and concerted private action is preservation's
best hope. The National Trust's 'Main Street Program' is one of the
better ways to comprehend the need for consensus and for a precise agenda
for business improvements. The District Manager (or project manager) is
seen to be the necessary full-time coordinator for this agenda, and it

is felt that a capable and experienced business person will best gain the
business community's confidence so long as the Manager is firmly committed
to preservation. Once again, it should be stressed that the best Juneau
image is that of Juneau at work, not the image of a vanished past, as
Cojonial Williamsburg does. Downtown consensus and private improvements
should come together around this principle.

Public Programs and Improvements

A. Develop private incentive programs (see Section VII), including, but
not necessarily limited to,

. Structural repair loan program.

. Standards for local tax relief.

. Standards for preservation easements.
Standards for development rights transfers.

) PO e

B. Initiate Public Development programs (see Section VII), including,
but not necessarily limited to,

Parking development; locate*and build garages.
Housing support program; zoning and financial incentives.
Develop mini-park at Front and South Franklin.
Improve the City Hall open space {Shattuck Way).
Soil stabilization along Gastineau Avenue.
Sidewalk replacement program.
Improve street cleanup and maintenance.
Street 1lighting.
Utility wire re-organization or undergrounding.
. Front Street pedestrian mall, trial demonstration project.

. . ¢« s e
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Comment: A number of these programs relate exclusively to preservation
and should be phased in to respond to the need and cooperation of the
private sector. Other programs - for example, parking, housing, soil
stabilization, and even utility modifications - the City/Borough should
consider on behalf of downtown, whether or not it is an historic district.




Preservation Legislation
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Recomimiendations for Preservation Legislation

It was mentioned earlier in this report that some legislative actions
are appropriate to assist preservation initiatives in Juneau generally.
and specifically to assist the downtown historic district. Legislation:
relating to funding programs and capital improvements is specific to
whichever programs are chosen and will be discussed in connection with
benefits and incentives later in this Study. But two areas in par-
ticular relate to Juneau's use of its police powers in the area of
historic preservation and zoning, and these will be discussed here,

Three proposals will be made, the first being to create an historic
preservation program in the City and Borough of Juneau through adoption
of a Juneau Landmarks Preservation Ordinance. An outline for such an
Ordinance, together with a discussion of its significant parts, is
presented first.

The second proposal is to make appropriate amendments to the Juneau
Zoning Ordinance to assure that the Ordinance does not confiict with
historic district guidelines in the downtown district. This proposal
is more detailed and follows logicaliy from the discussion of the
Landmarks Ordinance.



Juneau Landmarks Preservation Ordinance

Juneau has an inviting opportunity with its downtown historic district
to create a legislative and administrative system that guarantees
uniform treatment to all owners of landmark property, present and
future. This Study has found significant justification to designate
additional landmark sites - possibly an additional district - outside
the area contained in downtown Juneau. It is important, therefore, to
anticipate Juneau's future efforts to preserve historic properties and
to draw legislation that will be seen to be fair and systematic in its
manner of designating and administering historic sites.

Landmarks preservation ordinances have two identifiable procedures:
the first procedure officially designates the landmark, the second

protects it. Essentially, the first is a legislative action, the second
an administrative one. Landmarks ordinances therefore commonly state a

legislative purpose, define and limit the roles of various parties,
establish procedures for designation of properties and procedures for
the administration of landmarks, generally in that order.

The procedural steps in the Landmarks Ordinance are a matter for
speeial tailoring by Juneau's Assembly and Attorney. The consultants
will attempt here to provide a complete procedural outline of a model
landmarks ordinance. No recommendation can properly be made to adopt
the outline as is or to delete certain portions. Juneau knows Juneau
best, and it may well be that Juneau will decide to describe the
actors' powers differently than they are described above. If that
should be done, what follows below will obviously change. Every effort
is made in this outline, however, to hold special staffing to a
minimum, and to hold the time for decision-making within reasonable
bounds. :

With these concerns in mind, what follows is a proposal for a Juneau
Landmarks Ordinance, in outline form only, that addresses the principal
items that landmarks legislation should include.

Contents of the Ordinance

I. - Legislative Purpose and Declaration of Policy

II. Definitions of Terms and Parties
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II1. Juneau Landmarks Commission

1) Membership, Terms of Office
2) Duties and Responsibilities
3) Staffing ’

IV. Designation of Properties

A. Criteria for Designation

B. Nomination Procedure
C. Designation Procedure
D. Controls on Property
E. Benefits

F. Assembly Action; Ordinance of Designation; District
Classifications of Significance

Y. Modifications to Designated Properties
A. Guidelines for Modifications to Properties

B. Building Permit Procedure

Piscussion of the Landmarks Ordinance

Because the actual drafting of the Landmarks Ordinance is a matter for
deliberation between the Juneau Assembly and City Attorney, the
sections which follow are more discursive than prescriptive. They are
based on experience with government preservation programs elsewhere in
the country and, to a more limited degree, with the current state of
preservation law. Twoe ordinances now in force in the Seattle area are
reproduced in the Appendix as an illustration of different approaches
to landmark control. The purpose of what follows here is to recommend
principles to be followed both in drafting a Juneau Landmarks Ordinance
and in administering a preservation program. In the order of the
Contents of the Ordinance, the following comments are important.

I. Legislative Purpose

tienerally speaking, this section establishes the justification for
tnitiating a landmarks program under the police power, showing in what
way the public welfare is to be served. As it relates to preservation



in Juneau, the followtng purposes of the Ordinance should be
articulated:

1) The purposes of this ordinance are (1) to designate, preserve,
protect, enhance and perpetuate those sites, improvements and
objects which reflect significant elements of Juneau's cultur-
al, aesthetic, social, economic, poiitical, architectural,
engineering, historic or other heritage, consistent with the
established long-term goals and policies of Juneau; (2) to
foster civic pride in the beauty and accomplishments of the
past; (3) to stabilize or improve the aesthetic and economic
vitality and values of such sites, improvements and objects;
(4) to protect and enhance Juneau's attraction to tourists and
visitors; (5) to promote the use of outstanding sites,
improvements and objects for the education, stimulation and
welfare of the people of Juneau; and (6) to promote and
encourage continued private ownership and use of such sites,
mprovements and objects now so owned and used, to the extent
that the objectives listed above can be attained under such a
policy.

II. Definitions
In this section, all. agencies, parties and terms used in the Ordinance

are listed and defined, together with the authority or standing of the
parties listed.

ITI. Juneau Landmarks Commission

This recommendation contemplates an appointed Commission, having a
blend of interests and expertise and charged to advise the Assembly on
landmark designations and to review proposed modifications to land-
marks. Normally, such Commissions reserve a position for an historian,
an architect or engineer, a property owner and a person with expertise
in real estate. Additional at-large positions are also reserved. All
positions serve staggered terms of office. This section, then, creates
the Commission; stipulates its membership and terms of office; defines
its powers and responsibilities; and may also establish the staffing
level for the Commission.

The question of staffing for the Commission can become a vexing one, if
for no other reason than that government programs usually spend just as
much money as they are given. Possibly a majority of cities have begun
their preservation programs with a city preservation officer and an
administrative staff, while other cities have successfullyrelied on
enthusiastic volunteers and a minimum of city funded staff. Each has
its advantages, and it is useful to mention what they are.
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Iv.

The volunteer system (volunteers include the Commission itself) places
great reliance on the public to generate enthusiasm for preservatlon
It is also reassuring to private owners, who may be uncertain of thé
effects of designation, that the peopie who are making preservation
decisions are recognizably citizens like themselves. In the early
stages of a preservation program it is extremely important to involve
volunteers and the public in this way, while the general tone of an
historic preservation program is being established. As the program
becomes established, however, the work to be done becomes more routine
and it is not uncommon to find volunteer enthusiasm waning somewhat, so
that the volunteer principie should not be relied on as a perpetual
solution.

A strong staff, on the other hand, offers more continuity to a program
and can readily accept the routine that historic preservation becomes.
If there is little public understanding or an initial lack of volunteer
energy, a good staff can be invaluable in generating enthusiasm. Most
important, probably, is that preservation sooner or later demands some
technical skills, either in a knowledge of historic styles and arche-
ology, or in the procedures of dealing with National Register apptica-
tions and government programs. It is best to accumulate these skills
in a continuous staff rather than a succession of volunteers serving
staggered terms of office.

On balance, it is recommended that the Juneau Ordinance provide
initially for a strong Commission and a part time City staff, in the
hope that a strong public support system can be established. As need
demands, the staff may be increased later, but it often happens that a
dominant staff can have a chilling effect on volunteers and it would be
best at the beginning to avoid amy such risks.

Designation of Properties

A. Criteria for Designation

The Juneau Landmarks Ordinance must make clear what its standards
are for declaring districts or properties to be historic land-
marks. In part, of course, these standards are for the guidance
of Juneau decision makers asked to determine the future of a
Juneau property and to assure that each such property is con-
sidered on the same basis as every other property.

There is a more compelling reason, however, to choose demanding
standards and that is the need to qualify Juneau landmarks for
recognition by the National Register of Historic Places. Because
inclusion on the Register is a prerequisite for federal tax
incentives and for grants-in-aid, it is important to the success



of "Juneau's preservation program to qualify its private property
owners for these financial benefits in every way it can. For that
reason, the consultants recommend the literal inclusion of the
National Register Criteria for Evaluation of Historic Landmarks as
the governing criteria of the Juneau Landmarks Ordinance.

The National Register'Criterié are as follows:

'The quality of significance in American history, architecture,
archeology, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings,
structures, and objects that possess integrity of location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association,
and:; ’

A. that are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or

B. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in
our past; or

C. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period,
or method of construction, or that represent the work of a
master, or that possess high artistic values, or that repre-
sent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components
may lack individual distinction; or

D. that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information
important in prehistory or history.

‘Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of historical
figures, properties owned by religious institutions or used for
religious purposes, structures that have been moved from their
original locations, reconstructed historic buildings, properties
primarily commemorative in nature, and properties that have
achieved significance within the past 50 years shall not be
considered eligible for the National Register. However,

such properties will qualify if they are integral parts of
districts that do meet the criteria or if they fall within the
following categories:

A. areligious property deriving primary significance from
architectural or artistic distinction or historical
. importance; or
B. a building or structure removed from its original location but
.which is significant primarily for architectural value, or
which is the surviving structure most importantly associated
with a historic person or event; or
C. a birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding
importance if there is no other appropriate site or building
directly associated with his productive life; or

0. a cemetery that derives its primary significance from graves
of persons of transcendent importance, from age, from distinc-
tive design features, or from association with historic
events; or '

E. a reconstructed building when accurately executed in a
suitable environment and presented in a dignified manner as
part of a restoration master plan, and when no other building
or structure with the same association has survived; or

F. -a property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age,
tradition, or symbolic value has invested it with its own
historical significance; or

G. a property achieving significance within the past 50 years if
it is of exceptional importance.’

B. Nomination Procedure

Nomination is the first of several procedural steps leading to an
ardinance which formally designates a property as an historic
Vandmark. Because designation is a government action affecting
real property, as zoning does, the procedures are somewhat
demanding. At the very least, they should include notice to
parties, an opportunity to comment in person or in writing, a
public meeting and a decision with written findings which support
the decision. The purpose for separate decision on nomination is
to limit the initial determination strictly to whether or not a
proposed designation meets the landmarks Criteria, and if so,
whether to proceed with formal designation. If a property is
considered eligible at the nomination level, more detailed
investigation and proposals for controls over all or portions of
the property can then begin. In effect the nomination procedure
1s a first screening to establish whether or not further work and
hearings are justified.

€. Designation Procedure

If a property is accepted for nomination, the designation process
automatically begins. Normally, this process includes a detailed
Justification for designation, involving some research and
analysis of a property's landmark qualities., Ideally, this
Justification is in the form of a written report, written or
approved by the Commission and available to all parties a
reasonable time before a public hearing. In an attempt to speed
the process, this recommendation adds that there also be a draft
ordinance of designation drawn, which cites the property's
landmark merits and lists what specific controls are appropriate
on future modifications or demolition. As in the nomination
process, designation procedures require public notice, a public



hearing and a decision that includes formal findings on landmark
merit, sets out the appropriate controls and any appropriate
incentives that would assist an owner to comply with the
controls. .

It occasionally happens that the issue of economic hardship is
raised at this point in the process, the assertion being that a
property is devalued to some degree by being designated a
Tandmark. This can become an involved question and takes
considerable time in argument at this stage of designation. The
argument itself conceivably has some merit; however it is
virtually impossible to assess the kind or degree of a
hypothetical hardship at this point in a preservation project, and
for that reason the question of economic effects is put off to a
full investigation at the time a building is proposed to be
modified or demolished. It is important to recognize this
distinction in the face of economic arguments. The Juneau
Ordinance proposed here ideally creates two distinct procedures,
the first being to discover whether a site has landmark qualities,
and if so, to designate the property a landmark and impose the
most general kind of controls, The second procedure commences
when an owner proposes to modify a landmark in some way, at which
point the extent to which preservation guidelines are an economic
problem can be measured and resolved. It is important when that
time comes, to remember that the City/Borough can do much to
preserve a building and still relieve a proven hardship. Loans,
subsidies, public works, zoning concessions and the like all
contribute to making a landmark more productive economically than
the building would be if it were not a landmark.

Controls and economic benefits are separately discussed below.
From that discussion it should be evident that the designation
procedure should result in an ordinance that clearly specifies
that controls will be applied and that the owner is simultaneously
made eligible for economic benefits.

D. Controls on Designated Properties

The Alaska Historic Preservation Act provides that the Governor
may designate and control an historic site only with the consent
of the owner, when such a site is in private ownership. Quite
recently, this also became the law governing the U.S. Department
of Interior's National Register of Historic Sites. This has
created the paradoxical situation that Alaska and the federal
government may recognize a property to be deserving of preserva-
tion but have little ability themselves to prevent its destruction
or damage from inappropriate alterations.

79

In the case of a local jurisdiction such as Juneau, however, there
is no apparent reason that a Landmarks Ordinance may not empower a
city or borough to designate landmarks without an owner's consent,
and, within reasonable bounds, to establish controls on what may
be done with those properties. Indeed, Alaska law specifically
creates the power in local governments to regulate properties '. '
. . to provide for the preservation, maintenance and protection
of historic sites, buildings and monuments® (Sec. 29.48.035(a)l4,
Alaska Statutes). Morecever, it may reasonably be held that State
and federal laws are consciously intended to reserve this kind of
power for local jurisdictions, they being the most familiar with
their needs and having the responsibility of local enforcement.

This recommendation relies on the view that Juneau has the
undisputed authority to designate and control properties as it
sees appropriate. Having done so, the only significant guestions
that remain are whether a property was truly historic and whether
the controls are reasonable. The first question must have been
satisfactorily answered through the nomination and designation
procedures. The controls themseives are seen to be reasonable if
they preserve a reasonable economic use to the owner and if they
are fairly and evenly applied to all landmark properties.

Accordingly, it is recommended here that certain controls be
clearly set forth in the Juneau Landmarks Ordinance that apply
generally to all landmark properties, but reserving the ability to
make these controls more specific to an individual property in the
ordinance which designated that property, or made more specific
for special landmark districts by administrative rule. 1In order
to make these controls clear and broadly appiicable, it would be
proper to state them in the Ordinance and to use the standards of
the U.S. Secretary of Interior for preservation projects. The
reasons to use the Secretary's standards are that they are well
tested, they are general rather than specific and they are widely
recognized. The reasons to include them in the Juneau Ordinance,
rather than leave them to be derived on a case by case basis, are .
equally compelling and should be listed.

* First, the Juneau Landmarks Ordinance must set high standards for

construction on its landmark sites in order to qualify for certi-
fication by the State of Alaska and the federal government. The
ultimate judge of Juneau's ability to protect its landmarks will
be the Secretary of Interior through the Heritage and Conservation
Service, which certifies the eligibility of properties for the
National Register and which monitors changes and improvements to
Register properties. Improper care for those properties threatens



their eligibility for federal tax benefits and for grants-in-aid.
In the case of an historic district, a city's inability to protect
the integrity of such districts might result in a lowered priority
for all the properties in the district for preservation grants.

It can fairly be said that the State of Alaska will apply the same
standards in administering its own preservation incentive
programs.

Second, by stating its standards, Juneau makes visible to property
owners what controls Juneau intends to negotiate. Predictability
is felt to be important to good faith negotiations on government's
part and to earn the necessary support of the private sector.
Among other advantages, the controls listed in the Ordinance
represent the maximum the government will require as well as some
of the minimum conditions an owner must meet if he is to become
eligible for benefits.
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Third, the Ordinance is the place to make clear to future admin-
istrators what their preservation powers and responsibilities are,
and to forestall arbitrary or capricious actions either by govern-
ment agencies negotiating controls or agencies conferring special
benefsits on historic properties. Uniform treatment of all property
owners should be a major purpose of the Ordinance, which these
proposed controls are meant to guarantee.

Fourth, the list of controls makes it clear what matters are
important to the district as a whole (e.g., canopies and setbacks)
as distinct from those that are specific to a particular building
in a district (e.g., color and materials). The overall effect of
district controls is usually more important to a district than
occasional errors or exceptions by single buildings, so it is
important to the long life of a district that the Ordinance make
the distinction between serious and minor offenses against
historic preservation.

For these reasons, it is advisable that Juneau adopt, as an
integral part of its Landmarks Ordinance, the Secretary of
Interior's Standards for Historic Preservation Projects. The
Secretary's Standards, as usually published, are in three parts,
composed of General Standards, Specific Standards and Guidelines
for Applying the Standards.

The consultants recommend that the Juneau Landmarks Ordinance
reproduce only the Secretary's General Standards, which for
convenience are listed below., However, it is important to
remember that the Department of Interior and its ajent, the Alaska
State Historic Preservation Officer, will judge projects on a more
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detailed set of standards for which Juneau is somewhat respon-
sible. Therefore, it is an essential part of this recommendation
that the Juneau Ordinance also establish a requirement that within
one year of passage of the Ordinance the City and Borough staff,
together with the Historical Commission formulate written stan-
dards for alterations and new construction on landmark properties.
These can be promulgated by administrative rule. The standards
can and should take special account of unique features of Juneau's
historical style and location, but it is important that, once
written, these Juneau standards be forwarded to the Alaska State
Preservation Office for comment and certification as being in
conformance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for
Historic Preservation Projects. Suggestions for these standards
are given in more detail later in this study.

The Secretary of the Interior's General Standards for Historic
Praservation Projects are as follows:

‘The following general standards apply to all treatments
undertaken on historic properties listed in the National Register
(amend to say 'properties designated a Juneau Landmark Sites').

1. 'Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible
use for a property that requires minimal alteration of the
building structure, or site and its environment, or to use a
property for its originally intended purpose.

2. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a
building, structure, or site and its environment shall not be
destroyed. The removal or alteration of any historic material
or distinctive architectural features should be avoided when
possible. '

3. A1l buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as
products of their own time. Alterations which have no
historical basis and which seek to create an earlier
appearance shall be discouraged.

4. Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are
evidence of the history and development of a building,
structure, or site and its environment. These changes may
have acquired significance in their own right, and this
significance shall be recognized and respected.

5. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled
craftsmanship which characterize a building, structure, or
site, shall be treated with sensitivity.




6. Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather
than replaced, wherever possible. In the event replacement fis
necessary, the new material should match the material being
replaced in composition, design, color, texture, and other
visual qualities. Repair or replacement of missing archi-
tectural features should be based on accurate duplications of
features, substantiated by historical, physical, or pictorial
evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the avail-
ability of different architectural elements from other
buildings or structures.

7. The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with
the gentlest means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning
methods that will damage the historic building materials shall
not be undertaken.

8. Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve
archeological resources affected by, or adjacent to, any
acquisition, protection, stabilization, preservation, reha-
bilitation, restoration, or reconstruction project.’

E. Benefits and Incentives

In the discussion thus far, two general principles have emerged
regarding benefits to landmark owners. The first is that
governments have the power and the interest to be supportive to
historic preservation, which shows in existing tax and grant
programs as well as in express authority to create new preser-
vation incentives at the local government level. A local
government which undertakes a preservation program wants that
program to succeed. Incentives to owners are necessary to
guarantee that success as well as necessary to demonstrate that
the government is prepared to award the owner some benefit in
exchange for a greater degree of control over his property.

" The second principle is that a landmark owner is in fact sub-
stantially benefited by owning a landmark property, which in turn
justifies the public's ‘interest in how that property is treated.
There are strong inducements for an owner of a landmark property
to consent to designation and to special controls on his property,
especially when that owner has property in an historic district.
It is worthwhile to list just a few of these inducements, since

. the recommendations here rely on owners seeing the advantages to
voluntary compliance with special controls. Some of these are:

Eligibility for federal tax incentives. The Investment Tax
Credit (ITC) for certified historic structures is 25%, a
substantial incentive. Money spent to rehabilitate such
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buildings, however, must be spent on rehabilitation that is
certified by the Department of Interior to be appropriate to
the building. This, in effect, represents an owner's con-
currence that there are controls on the building and bears the
further implication that the building will not be demolished.

Eligiblity for federal and State preservation grants-in-aid.
These programs, too, are founded on an owner's readiness to
follow Department of Interior guidelines and require cer-
tification by the Department for any portion of the grant
employing federal funds. State programs, such as the
Historical District Revolving Loan Funds, are available only
with the prior approval of a local authority and the State's
Historic Sites Advisory Committee. Both of these presumably
act with clear guidelines and the intention to protect
historic properties, which in turn involves an owner in an
agreement to accept some degree of restriction.

Local relief from taxes on real property. This power is
possibly most supportive of preservation and, equally
possibly, the most relfable source of funding for individual
property owners, The local authority, in exchange for relief,
can impose any long or short term conditions it may feel
appropriate to achieve preservation. The success of any such
program obviously relfes on the ability to balance benefits to
the public against benefits to the property owner, both in
whag controls are imposed and the degree and term of tax
relief.

Locally funded loans and improvements. Once again, the local
authority (in this case the City and Borough of Juneau) can
award priority for right-of-way improvements and parks in
exchange for some guarantee that a building will be preserved
or that several buildings in a district will accept controls
when they are benefited by the improvement. The same holds
true for locally administered Toan funds, including revolving
loan funds, which can and should be conditioned on a
willingness to meet preservation standards.

Local relief from Building Code restrictions. As empowered by
State law, Juneau is able to grant substantial relief from
building regulations that otherwise might force very expensive
alterations to a building or in a worst case, compel the
outright closure of a building. Here as elsewhere, the local
government may define the purpose of such relief as serving a
preservation objective; and go on to define what is acceptable
preservation and what is not; all consistent with State law.




From these few examples, it should be apparent that Juneau has
considerable ability to persuade the owner of a designated
building that controls are reasonable, necessary and beneficial to
the owner., As it-affects the designation process itself, it is
important that the Juneau Landmarks Ordinance state that the owner
of a designated property is eligible for appropriate incentives
and’ benefits as a consideration for preservation controls. What
is appropriate may vary from site to site, depending on the
relative significance of a specific site, the degree of control
imposed or the property's actual importance to an historic
district. The variety of incentives available to landmark owners
is considerable and can be added to substantially at the
City/Borough's discretion. Since incentives and benefits will be
discussed later in more detail, they will not be related here.

But it is important to note that some benefits automatically flow
to designated properties and others are optional, so that the
actual incentive listed for a particular property can be tailored
to the needs of the property in individual cases or directed
toward the more significant properties within a district. In a
district, the properties that contribute least to its historic
integrity undoubtedly derive some benefits from public works, for
example, but may not be made eligible for preservation loans or
tax relief. In such cases, it is clearly appropriate to impose
less stringent controls, and this should be reflected in the
actual ordinance of designation itself as well as the construction
guidelines.

F. Ordinance of Designation

The designation of individual sites and of historic districts is a
matter for local ordinance in each case. The designation pro-
cedures up until this point have been designed to preserve the
Juneau Assembly from long and complex deliberations at the time
each draft ordinance comes before the Assembly. For example, the
Assembly is free to take the expert recommendation of the Commis-
sion and staff regarding the significance of a property. B8y the
way it chooses to write the Landmarks Ordinance itself, the
Assembly may also decline to consider economic argument until such
time as a building permit is requested, which is the recommenda-
tion here. On the other hand, the Assembly may wish to take a
personal hand in awarding incentives or limiting the controls,
either of which may be made appealable to the Assembly for
expanded argument. '

To recapitulate, the Juneau Landmarks Ordinance should specify an
ordinance of designation that includes the following elements:
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A. Authority (Juneau Landmarks Ordinance)
Criteria of Designation met by this property
C. Classification of Properties in an Historic District as
1) Significant 2) Contributing in specified ways 3) Non-
contributing
D. Portions of property to be protected )
E. General standards fo be applied (Juneau Landmarks Ordinance)
F. Special controls to be applied (if any)
G. E]igibility for benefits (affirmed) .
H. Special incentives granted (if any)

I. Requirement to meet guidelines for building permits
(v. Section V which follows)

V. Modifications to Designated Prgperties

It has already been stated that designated properties may be subjected
to a wide range of controls based on their relative importance and the
available incentives the local government is prepared to provide. To
give some idea of the range available, it is worth considering these
illustrations:

Limited benefits with limited controls. This is appropriate when
a property lies within an historic district whose ordinance
identifies the property as 'not significantly contributing to the
District'. In such a case, the property benefits to some degree
from public improvements undertaken on behalf of the district,
from the prestige of being in the district, and conceivably from
eligibility for special programs such as the Alaska Historical
District Revolving Fund. However, and depending on the Juneau
ordinance of designation, the property may not be ‘eligible for
special loans or tax relief on the basis of landmark merit.
Juneau's concern, therefore, is less for preservation of the
property than for the appropriateness of what takes its place,
which is to say that guidelines for new construction are more
important than guidelines for remodeling or restoration, and the
designating ordinance should make this clear.

Designation without controls. This is rarely appropriate, if
ever, for individual sites, since designation itself affirms the
importance of the property and confers tangible benefits such as



tax incentives, while the public gains no guarantee of protection
in return. All the same, designation without control is possible
and occasionally has been used, presumably on the assumption that
the designated property will acquire benefits only from State and
federal governments, whose own guidelines afford some limited
protections, which is better than nothing. It seems appropriate,
however, that no local benefits or incentives be awarded without
attaching a reasonable local power to control the property.

Controls on portions of the property only. It is theoretically
possible that only a portion of a property is designated; for
example, a facade, or a doorway, or stair, or fixture {a tavern's
bar front, perhaps). Obviously in such cases, financial
incentives would establish a public interest primarily in those
items. Any controls might be limited even further by allowing
such items to be.removed and relocated subject to the City/
Borough's approval, or by making demolition approval subject to
the City/Borough’s right of first refusal either to purchase

the property itself (a facade easement, perhaps) or arrange for a
purchase and removal by an approved buyer (a museum, possibly).

Special controls, over and above standard guidelines. In such a
case, Juneau might require that within a certain time, missing
historic elements be replaced on a property. Or Juneau might
require that a building whose upper floors have been converted
from housing to offices be returned to residential use. Either
requirement should be considered extraordinary, and should
therefore be conditioned on the offer of special incentives from
the City/Borough, such as restoration loans or housing subsidies.

Any of the above examples should reflect Juneau‘s ability to tailor a
designation to the special needs of a property and to Juneau's
particular objectives in designating a property. At the same time,
these examples should be viewed as extraordinary when they occur; for
the most part, a suyccessful landmarks program relies on having uniform
guidelines and on applying them equally.

With that rule in mind, the Juneau Landmarks Ordinance should require
that landmarks may receive building permits to modify or demolish
properties only in conformance with specific guidelines. The Ordinance
should then specify how these guidelines are to be arrived at, who is
to write the guidelines and who is to enforce them. Having provided
for this, the Juneau Ordinance need only to require in an ordinance of
designation that these guidelines apply to a designated property and
allow that objections to guidelines are appealable on certain grounds.
The recommendation which follows assumes that this is the case.
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A. Guidelines for Modifications to Properties.

The consultants have developed & sample set of guidelines which
they recommend be considered by the City/Borough. These guidelines
are a separate section of this study, where it is proposed they be
adopted by administrative rule, subject to confirmation by the
Assembly.

B. Building Permit Procedure.

Normally, the procedure used by most landmarks programs is a very
formal and time consuming one. That procedure requires that every
proposed change to a landmark first be reviewed by the landmarks
authority (a board or commission) which awards or denies a
'certificate of approval' before the building department is free
to issue a building permit. This obviously involves the authority
in every proposal, no m~tter how modest, and requires several
referrals back and forth between the authority and the building
department. This procedure has the advantage of being meticulous
and thorough. However, it does not guarantee that all decisions
will be good decisions, it clearly occupies a large number of
people in decision making and does not take into account that the
time involved in this procedure can become a serious financial
burden for someone who, with the best intentions in the world,
only wants to improve his property if he can only discover what
the rules are.

Knowing that these have been problems in the past, this recommendation
departs somewhat from the normal procedure. It assumes that the
construction guidelines can be made simple and clear enough that any
developer and any building official can understand them and apply them.
If that premise succeeds, then the Juneau building department can
itself apply the guidelines and the Commission need be involved only
when the building department seeks its advice or when the owner (or the
public, if allowed) appeals a building department decision to the
Commissfon. Given the possibility that owners may argue an economic
hardship and that further economic incentives may be justified, an
appeal to the Assembly is also provided.

The approach recommended here is admittedly experimental and assumes
that the State and federal preservation agencies will find the Juneau
procedure acceptable for certification. This recommendation is
nevertheless intended to be as effective as it is expeditious, and is
actively being considered by other cities who have found their programs
losing support because of the burdensome regulation they require.

The recommended procedure is best described by the outline which
appears below, entitled 'Procedures for Building Permit Approvals'.



- Procedural Steps of the Landmarks Ordinance

In summation, it will be useful to recapitulate the steps in the Juneau
Landmarks Ordinance that have been recommended above. The outline
which follows describes those steps in order and relates them to an

ideal time line.

Although the particular language of the Juneau

Ordinance may omit or change the steps and the time line, it is

important to draft the ordinance with an eye to time as well as to

preservation objectives. The outline which follows, in the

copsultants' view, is falr, effective and reasonable.

Procedures for Deslgnatlon

day (1.) Act lon Action by Content of Action
] Homination Owner, Government or Application to show conformance to Criteria,
Private Party
1}) Staff Report Conmission members or City/ Verify conformance to Criteria; suggest speclai
Borough staff (2) controls, If any; specify moratorium on altera-
tions during designation process (3).
24 Nomination Hearlng Historicat Commisslon
) f
a) Accept Nomination (Con!nlulon Hotion) a) state conformance to Criteria; recomend
- special controls, if approprlate; confirm
moratorium on alterations; order draft ordinance
. from staff,
b) Reject Homination (Commlission Motion) b} state fallure to conform to Criterla.
{(va) Appeal of Rejectlon Interasted Parties State specific objections to Commission findings;
of Nomination request Assembiy to relnstate moratorium; review
{optional) and raverse Coamission action.
L1} Notlice of Hearing Clty/Borough Staff Pubtication and posting; property description;
on Designation prpposed action; date, time and place of hearing.
6) Draft Ordinance Commission or City/ Ordinance stating Criteria met and proposed
avallable to Public; Borough Staff specisl controls, If any., (Ordinance to be
also Commission standard format.)
Report, IF
appropriaste
n Helrlng on Designa- Historical Commission
tion (k)
. 1]
a) Oesignation {Commission Motlon) a)} Adopt draft ordinance of Oeslgnation, amended
Recommended . 8% appropriate, Forward recomnendation to
Assembly with findings based on the hearing record.
b) Recommend against (Commission Motion) b} Dlssolve moratorium pending appeat (15 days);
Designation . state raasons from hearing record for denial,
make findings
8¢ Appeat of interested Pactles State specific objections to Commlssion Findings
Commission Actlon in tha record; request Assenmbly review hearlng
record, reverse Commission. (Moratorium
asutomatically extended.}
(87} Notlice of Clty/Borough Staff Publication and posting; property description;
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Assembly Hearing

proposed sction; date, time ond place of
hearing.




3 Juneau Landmarks Ordinance = Procedures for Designation

L3

Day (1.}

Action

Actlon by

Content of Action

107

(y)

(i34}

NOTES:

.

Record avaitable
for inspection by
partles and public

Assembly Hearing
(4)

a) Adopt Commis-
slon Recoamendation

b} Modify Conmis-
slon Recommendation

c) Remand to
Commi ssion

d) Reverse Comnis-
sion Recomnendation

Ordinance Issues

1. Time Himits shown here are recommended.
jimits wherever possible.

Commisslon and El\ty/
Borough Staff

City/Borough Assembiy
(Assembiy, flrst reading)

{Assembly, first reading)

(Assembly first reading)

{Assembly first resding)

Assembly; legal staff

final Ordinance Draft, Conmission findings and
conclusions, written communications, atc.

Hearing confined to items In written appeal or
on the record,

a) inciudes ‘Deny Designation®. Order finat
legisiation for designated properties {5}

b) Review record; take {imlted testimony on
appeal {no matters de nova}; make contrary
findings or conclusions. (5)

c) Order Commission to correct or complete the
record, (5)

d) State contrary findings or concluslons to
support reversal, on the record. Dissolve
moratorium. (5) :

Standard format; added controls and Iincentives
where appropriate.

Procedural steps should be governed by fixed time
Actions by the Juneau Assembly are considered exempl from time

fimtts and accordingly sre shown In brackets: (Day 117, etc.}.

2. ‘Staff’ refers

to Comnlsslon members, Clty/Borough employees or special consultants, whichever

are Jetermined to have the appropriate expertise.

" 3. The permit moratortum referred to here is optional but desirable and Is Intended to protect

properties from demolition or inapproprlate alteration while possible landmark status s
being deliberated. The moratorium may be Inclusive or It may be limlted to. onty certain
significant features of a glven bullding.

4. Continuances of hearings in these procedures can bs governed by administrative rule, allowing
the hearing body or agreed parties of interest to continue a hearing. ’

5. The Assembly is counseled not to entertaln burdensome de novo heerings but elther to remand
certain cases to the Kistorical Commisslon, or In complex cases to designate & referee or
hearing examiner 1o hear disputes and make findings on the Assembly’s behaif.

" procedures for Building Permit Approvals

bay {1.) Actlion Action by Content of Action
. Application Owner (Standard Application for bullding permit.)
Staff Review Buiiding Depariment Compare with raquired controls In Ordinsnce of
. Designation.
1 Notlce of Intent Building Department To Issue, to deny or to conditionally issue &
bullding permit. (Wotlce of publication.)
15 Appeal Fhled (if Owner or Party of Interest State specific objections based on required

any)

(including Historlcal
Commission)

controfs In Designating Ordinance, or citing
speciflc hardship.
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Juneau Landmarks Ordinance - Procedures for Bullding Permlt Approvals

pay (1.}

Action

Action by

Content of Action

38

[

48

55

10

a)

(io1)

(108)

HOTES:

Notice of Comnis-
sion Hearlng on
Appeal

Staff Report
Available to0
parties and public

Commission Hearing
on Appeal (h) (6)
Commission Decision
on Appeal

a) Sustaln Bullding
Department Action
b) Reverse Bullding
Department, in
whale or part

c) Modifty Bullding
Department action in
whole or part
Appeal Filed (3f
any)

Notice of Assembly
Hearing on Appeal

Record Avallable
for Inspection by
parties and public
(6)

Assembly Hearling
¢(m)hpp.ll (s} (6
7

a) Sustain Commis-~
slon action

b) Sustain
Suilding Department
Actlon

c) Madify Commis-
sion Actlons

d) Remand to
Commission

Bullding Permit
issues

tommission or City/
Borough Staff {2}

Buliding Department

Historlcal Comnisslon
Historical Commisslion
(Commission Motlon)

{Commission Motion)
(Commisslion. Hotion)
Owner or Party qf interest
City/Borough Staff

Commission and Clty/
Borough Staff

Clty/Borough Assembly

(Assembiy Motion)

(Assembly Motion)

(Assembly Notion}

{Assembly Motion)

Bullding Department

Notice by publication; property description;
proposed action; appeiiant's name; date, name
time and place of hearing.

Report of staff review; statement of compliance
or non-compliance with required controis in
Ordinance of designation; response to appeal,
{F appropriaste. R

Speclal impartial and expert economic analysis
may be soticited by Commission.
a) issue findings and conciusions.

b} issue contrary findings and conciusions.

¢} Issue substitute Findings and conclusions.

States specific objections to actipns of Comnission.

Notlcs by publication and mall to parties of
record; property descriptlion; proposed action;

appeliant's name; date, time and place of hearing.

Bullding Department actlon, Commission findings
and conclusjons, writien appecats and all written
communications.

Mearing timlted to Partles of iInterest and the
Commission record.

a) Includes ‘sustaln®, ‘reverse’, or ‘modify’
Bultding Department actlon.

b) tssue contrary findings and conclusions.

¢) Enter substitute findings and concluslons
based on the record.

d) Order Comnlssion to correct or complete the
record; Incfudes additional analysis by
cconomlc_ analysts,

incorporates final action by Commission or @
Assembiy on Appeal

{Notes 1, 2, 3, 4 & § refer o notes under Designation, supra.)

6. )t is advisable to obtain Jega! counse! regarding the advisabllity of electronic recording of
appeat hearings, which legal precedent may require.
i

7. The sppeal to the Assembly Is 2 maiter for the Assembly to decide, although It should be
stated that this places the Assembly In an essentlal quasi-judicial adminlstrative process
which the Assembly may find both burdensome and inappropriate. .



.

A Word on Economic Arguments

Preservation programs are fated at one time or another to be challenged
on the grounds that preserving a property inflicts a financial injury
on its owner. Once that assertion is made, matters become very
complex; sufficiently so that some cities are tempted not to proceed
with preservation, others respond with elaborate ordinances that
attetpt to anticipate each shading of an economic argument. Neither is
a satisfactory - or even necessary response.

The consultants believe that the answer to this problem lies equally in
judicial precedent and in the way cities administer their preservation
programs. Judicial history is effectively guoted by both sides, s
might be expected, and a detailed description of the current state of
preservation law is well beyond the scope of this study. MNevertheless,
- in deliberating on a legislative program to protect landmarks, Juneau

' government should be aware of the principal features of the argument,
especially as it affects the procedural protections that are provided
in the ordinance outline just given. The consultants will therefore
offer their understanding of current law in support of the procedural
recommendations that appear here.

When preservation programs are challenged, the argument revolves about
whether an owner is deprived of a reasonable use of his property by
landmark controls. This argument turns on the Constitutional pro-
hibition against the 'taking' of a citizen's property without just
compensation, and the issue of Tand use regulation has come to be
commonly known as ‘the taking issue'.

During the first half of this century it was possible to distinguish
between a government's power to regulate land to protect public health
and safety (without compensation), and its power to take property in
order to create a public benefit (with compensation). That is to say,
a government may legitimately use its police powers to protect a large
neighborhood of homes from encroachment by glue-factories without
having to compensate the property owner who prefers to replace his
house with a glue factory. On the other hand, a government may not
convert that neighborhood to a highway, a park or even a public housing
project without fairly compensating its homeowners for the loss of
their properties. ‘

In recent years, however, what once seemed fairly clear has become less
clear. On one hand, it seemed established that a government might
re-zone property overnight for less profitable development than might
have been built the day before, and do so without compensation so long
as doing so benefited a broad public interest. But a succession of
legal challenges to such things as sign control, environmental

86

grotection zones (e.g. shorelines) and historic preservation has had
wo significant results. The first is that many courts have been
persuaded that public regulation may legitimately be extended to .
accomplish aesthetic and environmental purposes, so long as an owner is
Jeft - not the ‘highest and best' use.of his property - but a reason-
able beneficial use of his property. Leading to the second result,
which is that arguments now tend to center on whether regulation has
gone beyond the bounds of reasonableness, whether it has not become a
‘taking', and whether an owner must therefore be compensated for the
difference between the beneficial use value of his property and the
Yower use value that remains after regulation.

Yhe implications for preservation programs should begin to be obvious
at this point, however abbreviated this discussion has been. Historic
preservation is an acceptable objective of public policy when its
purpose is to benefit society at large. However, preservation must
account to an owner for preserving some beneficial use of his property.
If regulation can be shown to reduce a property's development value
below that of beneficial use, then its owner must either be compensated
or be relieved of those unreasonable regulations that deny him the
beneficial use.

The ordinance procedures outlined above do their best to take into
account the legal principles just mentioned. These are some of the
ways in which that is done:

fue process. It is assumed that historic preservation ordinances bear
some analogies to zoning. It is widely understood that persons whose
roperty is affected by zoning regulation have the right to a fair
earing that meets the standards for quasi-judicial determinations.
For this reason, the outline given here provides for public notice and
notice to parties of interest; mandates public hearings for the
gathering of facts; expects that the bodies who conduct those hearings
will actively elicit all the facts which are relevant; and once the
facts are in, expects that these bodies will show how the facts justify
their decision and meet the requirements of the preservation ordinance.
It is properly the province of Juneau's City Attorney, to these
consultants, to determine whether due process is required at each step
fn the procedure and whether due process is satisfied short of sworn

"testimony, cross examination and formally written findings of fact and

conclusions of law. We can only assure Juneau that many successful
preservation programs do stop short of these complications.

Economic_Considerations. The Juneau ordinance should anticipate having

to respond to a variety of very different properties and to owners in a
variety of financial conditions. In order to respond constructively to
the special state of a building and its owner, it will be necessary



occasionally to look closely into the cost of rehabilitating a
building, or at what the theoretical beneficial use of a property might
be, and ultimately at the reasonableness in a particular case of
enforcing certain guidelines against a property. These questions are
endlessly unpredictable in advance, but the proposed procedures
anticipate them in two ways: first, a burden is placed on an owner to
provide some evidence of any need of hardship he may plead; and second,
the Commission and Assembly are free in certain cases to enlist the

aid of an impartial consultant with the expertise to review and comment
on such arguments.

Flexibility. Once again, the variety of properties and owners in any
Tandmark program requires that the program be flexible in its approach
. to individual properties. Flexibility does not necessarily mean
yielding on architectural guidelines, but it might well mean, for
example, that some properties may phase their compliance over longer
. periods of time, in order to reduce an economic hardship. Flexibility
in preservation is an acquired skill and the initial rule should be to
.use it sparingly, since too much flexibility will threaten to make the
entire ordinance unenforceable. The one reliable principle is that
flexibility should result in preserving a landmark that rigidity would
otherwise destroy. Assuming an owner has satisfactorily demonstrated a
financial hardship, what follow are some acceptable examples of ‘a
‘flexible approach to a particular property:

a. Designate only the streetfront portion of a building, allowing the
owner to rebuild everything behind it.

b. Purchase a facade easement, guaranteeing that the City and Borough
may preserve an important street front, but on condition that the
purchase amount be promptly spent to make necessary repairs to the
building structure and to the front itself.

c. In a case where the building permit reflects some enforcement
action by the government (e.g., a 'repair or vacate' order) and a
loan program exists, give an owner special priority for a loan to
pay the cost difference between normal repair and any special
expenses that are imposed by preservation guidelines,

d. Permit an owner to make repairs that fall short of full compliance
with guidelines, so long as the repairs do not depart further from

the guidelines than the existing building, and so long as future
repairs .are understood to require conformance.

Many like examples might be given of flexible enforcement and as Juneau
proceeds with preservation there will be many opportunities to respond
to special situations with imaginative solutions. But a word of
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warning is appropriate here, based on these few examples alone. A
preference is shown here to avoid the traditional device of giving
‘variances® to property owners and to rely instead on gradual
compliance with guidelines over time. One reason for this is that the
law of zoning variances is well developed and quite strict. Essen-
tially, variance law must ignore an owner's financial hardship and
instead focus on unusual and exceptional features of the land or
building itself. Presumably, in an historic building, any peculiar
conditon of land or building that exists on the day of landmark
designation is a matter for the designating ordinance to deal with, not
a matter for variance from the ordinance itself; especially if the
Justification for granting a variance is that owner can't afford to
correct the deficiency. More important, once a variance is granted,
the variance normally runs with the property as long as the land and
property remain essentially unchanged, which means excusing an owner,
virtually forever, from complying with a district guideline, despite
the possibility that an owner’s financial hardship may only be
temporary.

3

There is some further danger that a variance that is too sweeping, or
one that seriously compromises the features which qualify the building
as historic, may affect a building's ability to qualify for federal tax
relief. Such a case, if it should occur, would demonstrate a painful
paradox: that an owner might suffer a financial loss by pleading a
financial hardship. A policy of phased compliance, on the other hand,
is a practical way to avoid this danger.

Lastly, the people who make decisions regarding both variances and
their more flexible alternatives should be wary of creating so many
exceptions that the district guidelines themselves are placed in
Jeopardy. It is possible, at least in theory, that so many exceptions
are granted throughout a district that the guidelines are virtually
unenforceable and, by extension, that the district itself ceases to
exist as a legal entity. In order to protect the substantial public
subsidies (including tax benefits) and private investments that are
foreseen for Juneau's downtown, it would be far preferable to amend the
guidelines themselves by legislation than continue to grant exceptions
to them by variance. And preferable to either, it would be wise to
seek better ways to fund compliance with the guidelines, while keeping
the guidelines intact.

It is quite possible that Juneau law and Alaska Taw offer opportunities
for greater flexibility than envisioned in this discussion, which is
properly a matter for Juneau's attorneys to explore. The variety of
administrative choices described above, however, are fairly drawn from
the experience of similar historic districts throughout the country,
and it would be well to anticipate them.




Modifications to the Zoning Code

According to Juneau's current zoning ordinance, the proposed downtown
historic district is classified as in the C2-J zone, Central Commercial
District. Although not a part of this recommendation, the consultants
briefly analyzed an alternative recommendation, which was to accomplish
the objectives of an historic district simply by amending the
requirements for the C2-J zone. The drawbacks to this alternative
should be readily apparent, although this alternative did hold out the
hope that official administration of the district would be greatly
simplified by this device and that areas within the C2-J zone outside
the historic area could be made compatible in bulk and design with the
historic area without altogether denying intensive development.

In the end, this final recommendation proposes another alternative,
which consists of two elements. The first of these was a landmarks
ordipance and active landmarks program, which has already been
described. The second recommended element is to make whatever
modifications are necessary to enable the C2-J zone to be compatible
with the historic district. Proposed modifications, with that
objective in mind, will be discussed here,

There are three demanding reasons to amend the C2-J zoning standards if
the downtown historic district is to be successful. In order of
necessity they are:

. first, to guarantee a relationship of new construction to streets
"and sidewalks that avoids jarring contrasts between the historic
district and the streets that lead into it;

second, to create a flexible system of height and bulk controls

. within the district itself which assures that new construction
will not unreasonably violate the present scale of historic
Juneau; and

third, to clarify somewhat the actual development value of
propertles within and adjacent to the historic district.

For the purposes of the downtown historic district, any modifications
can’'be limited to the zoning ordinance section entitled Dimensional
Standards (Sec. 49.25.409(e)) and more specifically to the yard setback
and building height requirements. At the present, the C2-J zone
requires each building to set back at least four feet from the street
lot line. There is no maximum height limit and, except for required
front and rear yards, a building may cover all its available lot area.
This recommendation proposes that Sec. 49,25.409(e) be modified to read
as follows {additions, deletions):
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e) Dimensional Standards. Dimensional standards are:

lg Minimum lot size . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,000 sq. ft.

2) Minimum yard setbacks . . . None
except that a- FouP-Foob~sebbaek-sha}1-be4na+nta#ned -from-every-lot
-Hne -adjoining-a-street-in-the city-of -Jureau-62 -district. When a
side or rear adjoins a residential district, a minimum setback of

ten feet shall be maintained.

(3) Maximum building height and-percentage-of-lot-coverage . . .-Ne
4.Hnrtatkon
85 feet
except as follows:
{a) That, within a designated historic district, the
maximum height shall be that which is estab11shed
by adopted guidelines for the district.
(b) That, within those areas of the CZ2-J zone not
included in an historic district, the maximum
height of those portions of a building directly
adjoining a street may not exceed seventy-two (72)
feet in height, and those portions of the building
extending above that height shall be set back a
minimum of fifteen (I5) feet from the street Tot line.

- {4) Percentage of lot coverage . . . . . . . . No Limitation

%) Minimum Tot width . . .~ .~ . . . . . . 20 ft.

The importance of streetscape in downtown Juneau has already been
discussed. In the opinion of the consultants, it is important to
recognize that growth and change in downtown Juneau should honor the
essential character of the City, Some of this character is intangible,
but a great deal is measurable in terms of -building heights, street
widths and pedestrian amenities such as canopies and continuous
commercial frontages. Both inside and adjacent to the proposed
historic district, this character has been successfully preserved over
the years. Without going the length of designating vast areas of
downtown 'historic', it is possible to reflect this character in the
City's zoning ordinance in a way that both reinforces Juneau's unique
urban character but also encourages new investment within the C2-J
gone. All that is required is to specify what wiil provide a smooth
transition between the historic district and the large downtown area.

The text changes proposed above accomplish this end by requiring new
construction to adhere to traditional patterns, by directly abutting
the sidewalk and by remaining generally within a spatial envelope of
ahout seven stories. Taller buildings are permitted, but because they
set back from this height envelope they do not interrupt the cornice or
parapet lines associated with existing Juneau streets. Fortunately,
existing buildings in Juneau illustrate the appropriateness of this
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height limit. The Goldstein Building at Second and Seward, for
example, is within the proposed envelope and is by no means too tall
for its street intersection. However, if ten stories were to be added
to that building, it would certainly become threatening in appearance,
an effect that is considerably lessened if the upper floors are set
back as the ordinance modification proposes. Moreover, the setback
offers the additional advantage of creating view corridors for
buildings farther up the hillsides, a feature the present zoning
reguiations do not contemplate.

Several alternatives were considered before reaching this recommenda-

. tton. A1l were.found to be more limiting than necessary on building

investment and property rights. Among others, these kinds of

-alternatives were considered.

a) make no change, which would result in arbitrarily wider
streets, out of scale with present day Juneau; reduce by
substantial amounts the buildable lot area (by the 4 foot
setback); give no view protection to uphill properties and
introduce no height considerations for the historic district.

b) impose height limits for the historic district only, which has
all the problems of {a) above, plus the additional problem
that no transition will be made from the downtown zone into
the historic district, which risks setting the district apart
from its surroundings. That effect in turn risks creating a
break between the economy of the district and its surround-
ings.

c) 1impose a single height 1imit for all the C2-J zone, such as 65
feet, which would unnecessarily restrict the district's
surroundings and not adequately protect the historic district.
Retaining the four foot setback as well would seriously
compromise appearance .and the economic use of properties in
the district, since those properties are quite small and would
be more substantialiy injured by the four foot regulation.

Two further zoning modifications would also be appropriate. These
relate directly to designated landmark properties and can be considered
among the incentives availabie to landmark owners. The first of these
amends the Juneau conditional use procedure; the second, the variance
procedure.




[t is recommended that the conditional use provisions be amended to add
a new Section 49.25.600(a)l, which would read as follows:

1. Properties designated landmark sites under the Juneau
Landmarks Ordinance {Ord. No.] may be granted conditional use
approval under this section on grounds that the grant of -
conditional use is necessary to preserve the property.” Grant
of such conditional use shall be subject to the provisions of
subsection{a] above, and shall also require a finding by the
Juneau Landmarks Commission that the proposed use is necessary

to preserve the property and that the proposed use 1s 1in
accordance with preservation guidelines applicabie to the

property.

It is further recommended that the variance provisions be amended to
add +a new Section 49.25.802(e}, which would read as follows:

(e) Properties designated landmark sites under the Juneau
Landmarks Ordinance (Ord. No.) may be granted variance relief
—under this section on the grounds that compliance with a

certain provision or provisions of this chapter will sig-
nificantiy damage the Tandmark integrity of the property or
arises from conditions that are inherent in the history of the
property. Grant of such variance shall be subject to the
provisions of subsection{c) above, and shall require a finding
by the Juneau Landmarks Commission that compliance with those
provisions would damage the integrity of the property and that

the variance requested is in conformance with guidelines
applicable to the property.

As an alternative to these proposals for conditional use and variance,
it might be possible to make exceptions for landmark properties in each
zoning category of the ordinance. Aside from being a burdensome
procedure, this-alternative would lose the ability to be site-specific
and to balance the degree of relief against the need of the property,
which conditional uses and variances are intended to do. Accordingly,
the recommendation here is to resolve hardships on a case by case
basis, relying on the Commission's prior recommendation of
appropriateness.

Modifications to the Building Code

It should be plain from the later discussion of benefits and incentives
for landmark owners, that Juneau has significant power to create
programs and improvements which support its landmarks program. Because
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these opportunities are diverse, it is difficult to anticipate which ’
programs Juneau will choose to pursue and to know when they will be !
required. For that reason, only the matter of the building code will
be mentioned here, since it directly affects the continued existence of
many historic buildings.

Alaska law provides the opportunity to make a special case for historic
buildings when applying the building code. Because of soil conditions
in some cases and because Juneau's historical building types are what
they are, it is important to continue to make exceptions for designated
1andmark buildings. The consultants therefore recommend that Juneau
make use of language such as the following in Enforcement chapter of
its building ordinance:

(sec.) Historic Buildings and Structures. The Building Official

may modify the specific requirements of this Code as it applies to
buildings and structures designated as landmarks of historical or
cultural importance by the AssembTy, and require in lieu thereof, .
alternative requirements which, in the Building Official’s

Judgment, will result in a reasonable degree of safety to the

pubiic and the occupants of those buildings.

Employing the discretion created by such language, Juneau's building

officials can develop a number of standards for building rehabilita-
tions that take into account the nature of Juneau's historical con-
struction types and is even prepared to deal flexibly with individual
cases. Of particular importance is fire safety, where sprinkler
systems can substantially protect conventional construction in the
event of fire. Life safety, in the area of exit requirements, is
capable of a number of alternative standards, which might range from
sprinkler systems, through smoke alarms, public refuge areas and
additional stairs, to regular fire drills in some cases, all according
to the official’s judgment and control. Structural safety, given
Juneau's various kinds of construction, can be modified to accept
structural rehabilitations that do not disturb the significant features
of an historic building, which again can be a matter of broadly
applicable rulings or a matter for flexible judgments, depending on the
building involved.

It should be noted that with discretion of this kind, Juneau is better
able to undertake a systematic investigation of all its landmark
buildings with an eye to requiring minimum maintenance. A readiness to
be flexible and to accept incremental improvements makes such programs
far less terrifying to building owners. Lacking this approach, Juneau
might find itself responsible for closing more buildings than it might
save by enforcing minimum maintenance.



Economic Support for Preservation
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Economic Support for Preservation

For purposes of the discussion which follows, the word ‘benefits’ is
intended to describe those advantages a designated property automaticall
receives by being designated historic, while 'incentives' are those special
advantages that a government such as Juneau creates in order to encourage
preservation. As the discussion proceeds, it will become obvious that the
consultants have a bias regarding benefits and incentives, so by way of
introduction 1t would be fair to state some reasons for that bias. What
follow are some of them.

First the bias. The benefits described here attach to any landmark no
matter what its merit or its needs. But only the incentives local govern-
ment provides can be tuned both to a property's special needs and to the
local community's own objectives. So there is good reason to prefer local
initiative to blanket benefits for historic preservation. For one thing,
it is always better to do the job yourself, especially when outside help
from State and federal governments is se uncertain. For another, local
initiative is not only quick and imaginative; it is also a perfectly
legitimate test of local commitment to local history. Only local govern-
ment can choose among a vast array of incentives to fit the right incentives
to a given site, Short-term and long-term financial assistance, zoning
exceptions, building code exceptions, street improvements, housing sub-
sidies - the 1ist can be a Tong one.

A community's recognition of its own history and its history's monuments
is an act of civic pride. In many ways, civic pride is its own reward,
however much an individual landmark or historic district may return in

dollars or notoriety. The first clear benefit of historic preservation,










The Federal Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981. The technical appendix to
this study reproduces an excellent analysis of this legislation from the
National Trust for Historic Preservation. Only a brief description will

be given here, together with the injunction that individuals should consult
their own accountants to assess the Act's actual benefits to them.

The 1981 Act creates an Investment Tax Credit (ITC) for 'qualified rehabil-
itation' to any non-residential commercial building greater than thirty
years old. The ITC is a credit against income taxes owed, and can presumably
be divided over five tax years, as allowed by the present code. The ITC
for rehabilitation is applicable to all buildings thirty years or older on
this pasis:
30 to 39 years old: 15% Credit
40. or-more .years -old: -.-20%Credit
‘Certified historic structures' enjoy even greater tax benefits than these.
The ITC for historic structures is 25% and applies to residential as well
as to commercial buildings. Moreover, for such buildings an owner may
depreciate the entire rehabi]itation investment as well, not just the
- pertion remaining after-the 1TC.--Other provisions of the Act-are intended
to guarantee preservation of a building after the ITC; for example, the
ability to recapture a percentage of the ITC if an owner sells the building
earlier than five years after the credit, and the provision which requires
demolition of an historic building to be capitalized with the cost of the
land rather than deducted.

The term ‘certified historic structure' is defined to be a structure listed
on the National Register of Historic Places, or a structure located in an
historic district which is 1isted on the Register and certified by the
Secretary of Interior as historically significant To the district. In
the case of downtown Juneau, this would describe a majority of buildings
in the proposed district, but only after Juneau has established {ts
district, documented its individual buildings and received the Register's
cert1f1cat1on of the district itself and the construction guidelines
Juneau intends to follow. Given the substantial benefits in the Tax Act,
this lends some urgency to the need to proceed with Juneau's Landmarks
Ordinance and establishment of the district.

Federal Register Grants-in-aid.’ This again is a federal funding program
through the Department of Interior, which is authorized to grant improvement
money to certified historic properties on a matching basis, half the total
cost to be paid by the owner. This fund may also be used to fund historic
surveys and historical planning programs by local governments and authorized
agencies. The actual federal appropriation is part of the annual federal
budget, and of course is subject to change from year to year. The level

of funding available to Alaska has been about $500,000 in recent years,
althoygh it is fair to predict that this may decrease as a result of the
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-aven more owners will do so.

federal government's continuing reductions in domestic programs: As a
rule, it has taken owners about a year after an initial application to
know whether a grant will be awarded at all. Unsuccessful applicants

in any fiscal year are free to reapply for the following year. In the
past, this time lapse has caused many owners to seek alternative funding;
the uncertainty of continued federal funding levels makes it 1ikely that
Nevertheless, the grants-in-aid has distinct
appeal for Juneau, if not for building rehabilitation, then for completion
of the landmarks survey which is necessary for federal certification of
the historic district. It should also be mentioned that the State of
Alaska administers its own open space development fund which might be
made available to locally match the federal portion of any such grant

(see below).

Alaska Historical District Revolving Loan Fund. This program is created
by the Alaska Legislature to be administered by the State Department of
Commérce and Economic Development. Its purpose is restore, improve,
rehabilitate or maintain any structure within an historic district. As
the law is written, certification by the National Register is not
necessarily required although a local historical district commission,
the Alaska Historic Sites Evaluation Committee and the Department of
Commerce and Economic Development are specifically required to approve
apy loan from the fund, Loans from the fund may be made to building
owners or to municipalities, for individual buildings or for districts

as a whole - even to owners of non-historic buildings that choose to use
borrow money to modify such buildings to conform to an historic style in
the district. Loans to districts may not exceed §1.5 miiiion to a singie
district, or $100,000 to an individual building, and are granted for up
to eighty-five percent of collateral, with a lien on the property
securing the loan. In the fiscal year 1980-81, $200,000 was appropriated
to the Revolving Fund, most of which has been committed. Future alloca-
tions to the fund will obviously depend on demand and on the ability of
the State to fund the program.

OQutdoor Recreation, Open Space and Historic Properties Development Fund.
The State of ATaska Department of Natural Resources, Division of Parks

anpd Recreation administers a fund primarily intended to assist localities
inacquiring open space, but which has been broadened to include historic
preservation. Under this program, the State may, on behalf of local
governments, acquire property for parks and open space, the intention being
to pay the local, non-federal share of acquiring and developing such
properties under existing federal matching fund programs. The Department
has similar authority to invest in acquisition and preservation programs
for individual properties and districts, although Department policy and
funding level is not certain, nor is it certain what the federal funding
level may be for the matching funds made available here. Nevertheless,
the intention of the Development Fund is sound and extremely promising for




beginning historic districts such as Juneau, in making possible an early
.demonstration of improvement, either through individual building restora-
tions or with park and open space improvements within the district, some
of which are recommended in this study.

Pending lLegislation. The Alaska State Office of History and Archeology,

a branch of State Department of Natural Resources, plans to file legisla-
tion which enables the Department to make grants of up to seventy-five
Jpercent of cost of historic properties projects initiated by owners or
communities such as Juneau. If adopted, this legisiation will have the
effect of clarifying the Development Act described above, and removing

the requirement for a federal match, while placing cliear emphasis on State
support for local preservation. It is plainiy in Juneau's interest to
support such legislation at the State level, whenever proposals such as
this-promise-material support for downtown Juneau and for individual sites
as well. :

The Alaska Historic Preservation Act. This State Legislation was adopted
*largely in response to the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,

and offers considerable assistance to Juneau for its local program. The
State Act creates an Alaska Historic Sites Advisory Committee and designates
the Department of Natural Resources to be the responsible agency for
historic preservation in Alaska. Among other responsibilities, the
Advisory Committee and Department review and approve local preservation
programs and sites for official action by the National Register; a
procedure which establishes a property or district's eligibility for the
federal benefits mentioned above. Plainly, the Advisory Committee and
Department will have considerable authority over, and sympathy for Juneau's
efforts in historic preservation, and are in a position to contribute sub-
stantial support for Juneau's historic properties under a variety of State
legislation which relies on prior recommendations of the Committee and
Department. The State Preservation ‘Act also prescribes a concern for

local landmarks when State projects are designed or under construction;

it permits the State in certain cases to acquire known historic sites in
order to protect those sites from damage; it institutes a permit procedure
at the State level for most proposed alterations to officially designated
historic sites; and goes on to provide specific powers to local governments
to grant incentives to historic properties in order to assist their
preservation. Among these incentives are the ability of localities to
exempt landmarks from zoning, building code and property tax requirements.
A1l in all, the State Historic Preservation Act is of great assistance

to Juneau in its preservation program, not least in its creation of the
Office of History and Archeology as an advocate at the State level for
Jdocal programs such as Juneau's. The State office has a specific
obligation to be the liaison between local individuals and governments,

and the State and national governments so far as appropriate programs

and available funding are concerned.
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Financial Incentives

The effect on the Alaska Historic Preservation Act has been to amend
State statutes to provide considerable discretion to local gevernments
in pursuing historic preservation. Even apart from the Act's specific
exemptions, Juneau has considerable authority to support preservation; °
but the Act's extension of authority to exempt properties from taxes and
zoning and building code restrictions has the effect of vastly expanding
Juneau's ability to select incentives for local property owners, both to
preserve their buildings and to prosper while doing so.

The consultants have already expressed their preference for local
initiative in preservation, and their confidence that Juneau can create
effective incentives that will assist the private sector to contribute

to the program. The incentives described hereafter are by no means an
exhaustive 1ist. Ideally, Juneau will pick and choose among them in order
to assemble the incentives that produce the best and earliest results.
Most properties will require no more than a few incentives in order to
succeed; some may require only short-term incentives; and some properties
may be able to wait some time for further incentives, which allows

Juneau considerable flexibility to prioritize and to time its investments
in preservation.




The incentives listed here, especially those for public works.and housing,
are made with an eye to the specific recommendations in the report.
Moreover, it should be clear that some of these incentives benefit every-
one more or less equally, while others allow Juneau freedom to meet the
needs of individual owners on a case by case basis. Where appropriate,
the following descriptions will add some comment on how these incentives
may be applied.

Tax _Relief. State statute now permits localities to exempt properties
from local school and city taxes by ordinance, for the purpose of preserv-
ing historic sites, building and monuments. Quite understandably, this

is a power that Juneau is apt to use with some hesitation. On the one
hand, there is the firm democratic principle that all citizens should be
taxed equally, together with concern for the complexities of administra-
tion that special taxing arrangements introduce. Add to this the
inevitable effect that, for each tax benefit given, other taxpayers must
shoulder an additional burden. On the other hand, the argument can: be
made that preserving Juneau's history and preserving the prosperity of
downtown Juneau are legitimate concerns of the entire Borough; and if
creation of a landmark district is simply one of several policies intended
to serve this public purpose, then tax relief is an equally legitimate
device to guarantee its success. In the consultants' opinion, the
following are useful principles to-follow in considering any tax re]ief
for landmark properties:

A1l landmark properties should be appraised at their current use and
condition, not on the basis of a highest and best use theoretically
created by present zoning - especially in the case of a downtown
district, where many existing properties are far too small ever to
achieve that highest and best use.

Any tax relief granted should be granted on the basis of an equivalent
material return to the public, which is to say, that an owner must
demonstrate anequivalent effort to improve and preserve his property
in exchange for relief.

Tax relief should be granted only for limited time periods, allowing
the City/Borough both to monitor results from such relief as well

as td recapture the tax benefits from properties which have appreciated
in value as the result of the preservation program.

Tax relief need be granted only in proportion to the actual need of
a property, not necessarily in full.

Tax relief is best granted on the basis of individual hardship or
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district-wide. In the latter case, the result is apt to be a special
privilege to owners with less financial hardship and to owners whose
properties are less significant historically and are subject to less .
stringent controls. i

i
|
hardship of a class of ownerships, rather than risk applying it ’

And finally, the incentive purpose of tax relief is usually served
best by combining it with other incentives. For example, relief may
be granted during the repayment .period of a structural improvements
loan or during the early years of an LID that provides street
improvements or soil stabilization. In such cases, tax relief
creates some leverage effect to induce reinvestment in the district
well beyond the value of the tax relief itself.

Zoning Exceptions. A few zoning exceptions have already been recommended
in this study {under Legislative Actions) and rely on the authority given
Juneau under State statute to make such exceptions. The purpose obviously
{s to provide relief to historic properties for real hardships they may
have in complying with modern zoning standards and to offer them some
marginal advantages over non-historic properties in exchange for a commit-
ment to preserve their historic integrity. Exceptions may take many
forms, including relief from off-street parking requirements and setback
standards, not to mention the possibility of housing uses that are other-
wise permitted in the landmark's zone. As recommended in this study,
oning exceptions are best granted on a case by case basis, which allows
Juneau to assess aproperty's need and to tailor the exception to the

specific objectives of the Landmark Ordinance. Among other zoning
ipcentives, there is the ability to permit development rights in the
historic district to be transferred outside the district. Since this
davice raises complicated issues, it is described separately below, but
1s not recommended by this study.

Building Code Exceptions. These, too, are not permitted under State law,
and a general recommendation has been made above (under Legislative

- Actions) to provide discretionary exceptions for landmark properties.

Local Landmarks Loan Fund. As conceived by the consultants, Juneau's

historic preservation program will force attention to bona fide hardships
for some owners of landmark properties. Whether as a result of deferred
maintenance or because of progressive soil and structural problems, it

{s in Juneau's interest to attend to these problems as early as possible.
Sqecific recommendations for a program of structural repairs are made
elsewhere in this study and it would be the purpose of the Landmarks Loan
Fund to assist in such a program. At the most economical level, Juneau
should explore ways to fund at least those properties which have economic
difficulty inmaintaining the historic structure itself. At a more generous
level, if the funds are available and once the most threatened properties
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are made sound, the fund can be expanded to finance non-structural improve-
ments such as restoration of architectural details or interior alterations.
It is also possible that the fund might be made available to the Juneau’
Landmarks Commission in special cases, to carry out repairs to buildings

on an emergency basis or because a particular project is of exceptional
importance to Juneau. : '

Whichever alternative is chosen, it is well to remember that this study
recommends a limited but expandable program for historic preservation in
Juneau, partly in anticipation that there will be individual hardships and
that in the beginning there will be limited means in the public sector to
respond to those hardships. One of the more important recommendations, .
therefore, is to investigate the creation of a Juneau Landmarks Loan Fund.
A variety of funding sources should be explored for this purpose, which
might include funds from the State Historic District Revolving Fund; from
direct appropriations from the City/Borough of Juneau; from private
individuals and corporations; and from any future programs that the State
of Alaska may initiate for historic preservation.

It should also be mentioned that there is a variety of ways such loan funds
can be made to work. One alternative is that the City/Borough of Juneau
can hold the capital and administer loans itself. Another is that the
City/Borough might employ the interest from loan fund capital invested in
private banks to subsidize low interest loans from those banks directly, to
private owners, which holds out the possibility that a relatively modest,
pubiic fund can generate substantial private sector participation in
preservation. It appears that there may be some tax advantages to

financial institutions that engage in loan programs of this kind.

Preservation Easements. With this description of easements and the

transfer of development rights described below, the issues become very
complex and no one can be said to have written the final word on either
subject. For a useful analysis of preservation easements and their -
value to the Juneau preservation program, the City/Borough should consult
with the State Office of History and Archeology and with the Juneau city
attorney, since considerable case and tax law as well as theory is involved.
The concept of preservation easements is that the public or an agency of
the public may acquire a portion of a private landmark with the purpose

of preserving a significant landmark feature. Public title may be

acquired either by purchase or through donation and there are significant
tax advantages to a private owner either way. In the case of purchase, *
the valuation of the remdining property can be very considerably reduced
for property and estate tax purposes, while the property itself can continue
to produce as much or better revenue than before. Donation of an easement
js classified as a charitable bequest and offers still further benefits to
the owner. The easement remains the responsibility of the property owner
to maintain according to the conditions of a covenant of easement which




runs in perpetuity. In the case of donations, the easement valuation -s
made by the U.S. Internal Revenue Service on the basis of the property 's
fair market value before and after the covenant, and the value can be
substantial.

There is an understandable suspicion on the part of many landmark ownews
that a preservation easement will seriously compromise their anticipated
returns from their property, and although a great many easements have been
donated for preservation purposes nation-wide, it is difficult to state
that easements areuniversally accepted as tool of preservation. Never®he-
less, Juneau will do well to explore the easement option for two very gpood
reasons. First, the donation or sale of an easement brings an immediate
financial advantage to a property owner, especially if that owner is
dedicated to preservation but requires immediate financing to improve a
property's commercial utility. In downtown Juneau, where many propert es
are small ones and many owners can see limited opportunities to substan-
tially redevelop their land, easements can be a very fair and productiwe
means to generate private reinvestment in business while preserving buildings.
Second, Juneau should not overlook its ability, with the possible fund-ing
assistance from the State of Alaska, to acquire entire properties outr-ght
and to resell them with a preservation easement attached to the deed. [»n
such a case, the lower resale cost of the property would constitute a
subsidy for the buyer which should in turn contribute to the financial
success of the property user.

Transfer of Development Rights. The continuing debate over local re-zening,
historical preservation and environmental protection has led to a search

for various devices to mitigate the effects on property owners who fee™l.
themselves financially damaged by such legislation. One such device is=

the transfer of development rights, in which it is assumed that a property
has a known development potential; that a quantifiable portion of that
potential 1s about to be removed by government; and that in mitigation of
this, the owner should be allowed to transfer those development rights to
another owner who can add them to his own rights in exchange for a fee .
Using downtown Juneau as an example, properties in the historic distri«t
once had the zoning rights to be redeveloped as buildings which set baek
four feet from the street property line but are of virtually unlimited
height; this despite the fact that a large number of properties in the
district are very small ones and have little prospect of being redeve oped ’
in this way.

In theory at least, these are very substantial development rights, whi«h
invites the questions of whether their value can be used to support business
and support preservation. The answer raises complex problems which again
should be discussed using the Juneau example. The first problem is how to
set a value on a property's unused development rights, since many of these
rights cannot realistically be used except in the unlikely prospect that
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a single developer can buy out an entire block at a time and construct

a project of unlimited height. This problem in turn raises the question
of whether, within the same zone, larger properties can claim greater
development value or whether every property's rights are the same. Assuming
this problem to be satisfactorily met, the next problem is to place a
dollar value on those rights and to find a buyer for them. Valuing the
rights is potentially problematical, since the value of a large new
building might reasonably be modified by the public's need to construct
improved roadways and expand utility services, all at the immediate
expense of Juneau's present tax base or at a direct cost to the developer
himsgelf.

The problem of finding a buyer is equally difficult and raises new guestions.

At present, zoning around the historic district is sufficiently intense

that no one in that zone has any need to purchase additional rights. Out-
side the zone, there appears to be sufficient undeveloped property that
1ittle market exists for a sale of development rights compared to what
market might exist if Juneau were crowded with development and land prices
were accordingly very high, in which case added development might be attac-
tive. Moreover, most cities have found difficulty in transferring develop-
ment rights indiscriminately, since by their nature, transfers of such
rights involve an opportunity somewhere tobuild buildings much larger than
thefr zoning would otherwise permit. For example, in Juneau's case, if
development rights were to be sold out of downtown Juneau to sites in the

Gold Creek delta area, Juneau would have lost its power to control develop-
ment effectively in that aréa, together with its ability to control street
and utility expenditures in that area. Moreover, the degree of development
this encourages might soon compromise Juneau's purpose in creating the
dowptown district, which is to encourage business development primarily in
the existing downtown.

It can be seen that transfers of development rights raise genuine problems
for comprehensive planning and will require very sensitive planning
dec{sions before they can be used and even before they can be made market-
able., Despite the problems raised here, however, the fact remains that
dowptown Juneau has some unused development rights that under certain
circumstances represent a dollar value. If it were possible to apply this
dollar value to preserving downtown buildings and downtown prosperity,

1t would be wise to convert those rights to dollars and to include them

as an incentive. At present, the best that can be recommended here is

to defer the questions of development rights transfers until after adoption
of the new comprehensive plan, when the usefulness of such transfers can

be better evaluated. Any landmark ordinances adopted between now and then
can allow development rights transfers from landmark properties conditioned
on future actions by the City/Borough to establish the value of such rights
to designate areas within the Borough where such transfers may be used in
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan.




Project Opportunities
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Project Opportunities

A number of supportive projects, both public and private, are described

in the recommendations of this study, and many more will no doubt be * ,
suggested by the imaginations of Juneau's citizens. It should be sufficient
here to list a few of these possibilities and ways in which they might be
funded, having in mind the experience of numerous other cities that

private investment responds generously to a demonstrationof public interest,
particularly when public investment is directed to making a neighborhood
more visible and more attractive.

Public Projects

It should be kept in mind that public investment, whether or not a
district is historic, is an absolute contribution to property values and
to local morale. The prospect of contributing improvements to a downtown
historic district simply establishes a priority for downtown that
simuitaneously lends momentum to its new historic district. Unlike the
incentives described so far, public improvements are beneficial to all
property owners in the district equally, not only to the most needy
owners or most significant buildings. Among many possibilities, the
consultants have reconmended several of the following improvements:

Parks and Open Space. It has already been stated that one of downtown
Juneau's distinguishing virtues is the continuous density of its street
frontages. Granting that as a fixed quality to be preserved, there are
yet two specific areas where open space development can provide impetus
for private improvements, the first at Front and Franklin and the second
at the east side of City Hall.

The first of these would create a pedestrian sanctuary at the prominent
intersection of Front and Franklin where today there is a regrettable

break in Franklin Street's otherwise continuous line of buildings. It is
stropgly recommended that early attention be given to repairing this gap
with some kind of open space development, which can be designed to combine
additional sheltered public space with expanded commercial use and continued
service access to the adjacent buildings. Two schematic suggestions for-
such a development are given in the accompanying illustrations, which might
be funded with a combination of public funds, private gifts and investment
by abutting commercial owners. Gifts of art and the ifnclusion of historic
Juneau displays would justify a valid public interest in project funding






and make this area a positive contribution, both to local pride and to
visitor interest in the downtown.

The second project, adjacent to City Hall, would convert the present back
alley atmosphere of Shattuck Way to an integral continuation of Juneau's
‘retail street network. Its effect would be to nearly double the
possibility for retail frontages within the district by making Shattuck

Way and its pedestrian alley connection from Franklin a positive attraction
to pedestrians. Ideally, this would involve establishing a pedestrian
entrance into City Hall somewhere along Shattuck Way itself. Currently
unused and fenced-off portions of the east-west connecting alley could
profitably become outdoor (or even enclosed) retail or food service fronts,
which in turn would counteract its current abandonment to occasional trucks
and indigents. There is no reason to assume that improvements to the
street surface, remodeling of store buildings and City Hall itself, or
public art works would negate the area's current use for loading and
parking. Following the principle stated for the pedestrian mall, neither
of these activities is incompatible with a successful pedestrian space,
which this one can easily become. Some of these improvements can rely

on private initiative, but considerable encouragement would be given by

the City/Borough government if initial improvements were to be made to

the City Hall itself and to the street surfacing as a public investment.

Street Improvements. Sidewalk improvements throughout the downtown will
create an inmediate effect of uniform improvements, that call attention to
the district as a whole and accomplish what in some areas is long-needed
maintenance. The consultants' recommendation is to install new concrete
sidewalks whose joint pattern recalls the wooden boarding that originally
served for streets and sidewalks along Franklin and Front Streets. A
jointing pattern of lines perpendicular to the storefronts and curb,
about 12 inches on center, would conform to the original scale of Juneau's
plank streets. Ideally, this jointing pattern would extend to the road-
ways as well as the sidewalks at any time the roadway surfaces are replaced,
It would be inappropriate to introduce non-traditional materials such as
brick or tile into the district at this later date, which present difficulties
for future repairs .and are less acceptable pedestrian surfaces in climates
such as Juneau's. A probable source of funding is apt to be a combination
of a district LID with available street and arterial improvement funds.
[Special care should be taken not to seek funding that imposes standards
incompatible with those of the district, such as street widening or

. inappropriate lighting systems. The State Historic Preservation Act
should be of some assistance in obtaining exceptions to such standards.)

Street Closures. These have been widely discussed within Juneau and among
the consultants. According to several questionnaire responses, there is
some sentiment in Juneau for conversion of some downtown streets to
pedestrian malls. The consultants themselves have the feeling that street
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congestion in the downtown (relatively minimal as it is) contributes to the
atmosphere of commercial activity that identifies downtown Juneau as the
city's favorite marketplace. As 7long as traffic is not too fast through

the district, which congestion guarantees, then the mixture of men and
machines is not ruinous to Juneau's atmosphere. Moreover, many buildings
and businesses are wholly reliant on short-term street parking and loading,
which street closures might severely restrict.

For these reasons, together with the circulation problems mentioned in

the Circulation and Parking section earlier, the consultants prefer to
recommend a demonstration project for Front Street only at this time.
(Shattuck Way and South Seward might be added at a later time.) This
project would involve temporary closure of Front Street during off-peak
hours, for example, between 10 am and 4 pm, and on Saturdays and Sundays.
Lanes for limited loading service and fire access could then be kept open,
as well as access for elderly and handicapped shoppers. This demonstra-
tion for a limited period, will show what parking adjustments are necessary
and whether the pedestrian street closure really results in increased
business.

Obviously, the street closure concept will work far better when parking is
developed on the district perimeter, and some allowance should be made for
the experience of other cities, which is that pedestrian malls generate

an early surge in business which tapers off after about a year, once the
novelty has worn off.

Street Lighting and Utility Improvements. In this category, there are two
areas for public investment, one for general street lighting over the
roadways, the other under the district's continuous canopies. In addition
to these, there is the question of whether to relocate existing power and
telephone wiring underground or in some way improve their present appearance.
Street lighting and utility poles are of course interrelated, since most
lighting systems are pole mounted, which usually means that poles will
remain even if wires are moved below ground. Underground wiring and service
connections to individual buildings can prove quite costly, it should be
pointed out, and raises some doubts whether this should be an early invest-
ment in the district at all, since it might take years to pay off this
investment and there is little certainty that undergrounding would show

a sizable profit at the cash register (particularly when compared with
other possible investments such as structural repairs or repainting).

Nationally, other .historic districts have approached utility poles either
as historic realities that should be kept or as aesthetic atrocities that
had to be removed. As a result, some have kept their utility poles, some
have not. In Juneau's situation, the consultants propose that the utility
poles be retained for now. But in doing so, Juneau should seriously
consider replacing its present cobra-head light fixtures with street
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lighting closer to pedestrian level and conforming better with traditional
light fixtures, which were generally incandescent lamps with sheet metal

shades suspended over the roadway on span wires. Bracket mounted fixtures,
about twenty feet above the roadway and on the utility poles, would be a
very plausible compromise today. At the same time, the existing wiring
pattern between poles and to individual properties can be reorganized far
more neatly than at present; it is obvious that there is little apparent
Justification for the clutter of wiring that has accumulated along
Juneau's streets over the years. .

Finally, the lighting of sidewalks is exclusively the job of 1ight fixtures
an the soffits of downtown's canopies, which should be made a matter of
yniform fixture standards, both of fixture design and spacing. In combin-
ation with sidewalk improvements, this canopy 1ighting will provide a
strong accent to historic Juneau's retail frontages.

Parking Development. The need to provide parking support downtown with

or without an historic district (but especially if the historic district

is to be a success), is an essential part of the consultants' recommenda-
tions. Although it may wrongly anticipate the outcome of the pending ’
comprehensive plan, this recommendation recognizes that convenient access
to the downtown historic district is essential to its success.

Parking development might take many forms; what is recommended here
consists of at least two locations, one north and one south of the down-
town center, both of them in permanent structures. Because both develop-
ments will benefit a far larger area than the downtown historic district,
it seems appropriate to look to public bonds to provide construction
funding as well as acquisition of property. If any portion of these is
revenue bonds, servicing would have to be provided through a combination
of parking tarifs, some long-term leasing of stalls and local assessments.
It should be noted, however, that reliance on some of these sources works
against the principle of free and easy access for the general public. It
ig also quite possible to view funding for each development separately if

. & way may be found to secure some State participation in funding that

portion of parking which lies closest to the State office complex. Since

- ape of the major causes for the scarcity of retail parking downtown is

the use of existing facilities by long-term parking for State Capital
aperations, there is arguably some justice in this approach. If the

State might be persuaded to join in a parking program, either through
contributions to capital costs or by leasing a certain number of spaces

in a completed structure, the cost of Juneau taxpayers might be considerably
reduced.

Whatever the source of funding, it is clear that some kind of systematic
parking development will be viewed as a major.incentive to reinvestment in
the downtown district, and an overwhelming number of response to the



historic development questionnaire confirm this recommendation. A
further alternative, which can be better assessed by the comprehensive
plan, is that the State develop additional parking for employees and
visitors soméwhere to the north of the present State office buildings
and possibly usable as shared parking with the convention facility. The
effect should be to reduce the capital‘s parking pressure on downtown

as well as associated traffic impacts.

Soil_and Foundation Stabilization. Downtown Juneau has two distinct
structural conditions, either of which in time may result in the loss
of significant buildings. East of Franklin there are known earth slide
areas which progressively threaten a number of buildings in the proposed
district. It has been recommended that.the City/Borough undertake a
program to correct this condition. Although specific cures have not
been identified by prior studies, it seems probable that a system of
‘hillside drainage will relieve the worst of the problem. It should be
recognized that this soil condition affects not only those buildings in
the historic district alone. Existing residences on this slope are equally
threatened, and the ability to build either commercial or residential
buildings in this centrally positioned area is seriously compromised by'
s0il conditions.

It will be recognized that correcting this problem is a substantial
incentive to maintaining adjacent buildings in the historic district as
well as adding immeasurably to property values uphill and outside the
district. With that in mind it seems proper that the work be initiated
as soon as possible and that it be performed as an LID with the coopera-
tion of the owners who are benefited. Under ideal circumstances, such an
LID might be combined with redevelopment along Gastineau, such as new
housing, which might justify some form of tax increment financing. But
if that is not immediately likely, the seriousness of the earth slide
problem indicates a need for immediate - possibly temporary - measures
to correct the problem.

West of Franklin, a considerable number of buildings still rely on
piling foundations which over the years will require repair or replace-
ment. It is known that some buildings in the area beyond the original
shoreline are in urgent need of foundation repairs. This study has
recommended that further engineering studies be undertaken to identify
what problems there are, what remedies are necessary and at what cost,
and whether the City/Borough should share a portion of the costs. Since
this area is almost fully built up, repairs are likely to be possible
only on a building-by-building schedule, and it is therefore appropriate
that low-interest loans be made available for these repairs, if at all
possible, to the individual owners. In cases of extreme financial hard-
ship, and when a structure is of significant importance to the district,
the City/Borough should consider making repairs under its emergency powers.
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In either circumstance, the determination to preserve the downtown's
integrity with structural repair programs benefits the district as a whole
and is rightly seen to be an area-wide incentive for preservation.

Housing Programs. Earlier in this study, the consultants recommended
encouragement of new housing in the Juneau downtown area. A number of
perceptive response to the historic development questionnaire also
identified greater residential density as being critical to the downtown's
future prosperity. It must be assumed that greater density will not
occur without a determined effort by government to encourage residential
maintenance and new construction. The 1976 Housing Study by the City/
Borough planning staff estimated that at the present growth rate, Juneau
has an annual need for 362 housing units to meet the housing demand. Yet
since 1977, new home construction (other than mobile homes) has declined
to less than 270 annually.

Housing programs are beyond the scope of the present study, of course, but
a few significant opportunities may be identified. As to funding, thé
merging of most federal housing programs into Community Development Block
Grants and the subsequent reduction of Block Grant funding makes housing
programs more difficult than formerly. '

Assuming Juneau makes use of Block Grant funding for housing a priority,
then it is worth using such funding as a combined incentive both for
housing and for historic preservation. A number of buildings in-or near
the historic district are partlyoccupied by housirng, much of it in poor
condition and still more of it being converted to office use. In future
housing studies, Juneau should investigate the effects of giving preference
to owners who restore or add housing in designated landmarks. Preference
may take many forms, including tax benefits, priority for improvement
loans, foundation stabilization programs and access to State-awarded
grants-in-aid and the revolving loan fund. Soil stabilization with public
monies, which was mentioned above, might also be used as a land cost
subsidy in cases where new housing is built in the stabilized area.

If the State Capital remains in Juneau - which appears a distinct possibility -

then it should be remembered that the capital is not only an asset to
Juneau, it is also an impact to be absorbed. This includes the housing’
impact, and it therefore seems reasonable that at some point the State

will recognize the need to assist Juneau with its housing program. Whatever
funding sources are found, the first principle should be to subsidize
private initiative rather than embark onapublic building program. The
areas south and east of the proposed historic district are the most inviting,
though not necessarily the only sites for new residences, because they will
directly support downtown and still be within walking distance of retaitl
stores. They therefore pose less of a traffic and parking probiem to down-
town than more remote development.



- Private Initiatives

A sure sign of success for historic preservation is the appearance of
private individuals willing to invest time and money in celebrating the
community's history. This participation can take many forms, ranging
from making major repairs to an historic building, or building a
sensitively designed new building in the district, to organizing a parade
on Juneau's birthday. Since some of these private initiatives are
genuine incentives, it is well to include some examples here of how
government and the private sector can combine to make them a benefit

to an entire district.

Main Street Program. The National Trust for Historic Preservation for
several years has given its attention to community business districts
that are traditional centers of commerce in their region, but are in

need of upgrading and economic encouragement in order to preserve their
competitive position. The Trust's approach, which it calls its 'Main
Street Program' is practical and hard-headed in its perception that
downtown preservation must rely on active participation by interested
building owners and businessmen for whom preservation of buildings is but
one component in the renewal formula.

A descriptive article from the National Trust is included in the Appendix

to this study, and the consultants strongly recommend its approach both
as a way to bring downtown businessmen together and as an indication of
how these businessmen can set achievable goals for Juneau's downtown.
Many of the National Trust's suggestions correspond with recommendations
contained in this report and rely heavily on the determination of the
private sector to carry them out. In outline form, the Trust uses this
approach:

1. Organize local merchants, business people, city officials and
civic groups into a collective effort to revitalize and
preserve the district.

2. Initiate a paint-up, fix-up program in the district, especially
in its building fronts, to create a unified and attractive
image of quality.

3. Promote downtown through improved advertising and special
events, to generate new interest in the historic commercial
district.

4. Develop a healthy and competitive mix of goods and services
in the district, by recruiting stores, services and profes-
sional offices and by developing housing - all of which is
the pattern of activity needed for survival.

The Trust has been directly involved in Main Street programs in a
number of American cities and towns and has the practical experience
and the explanatory materjals that should attract the interest of
Juneau's downtown businesSmen. Because the Trust's Main Street
coardinators are themselves business people, there is little danger
that their recommendations to Juneau will result in an unbalanced
rejationship between preservation enthusiasm and commercial realities.
The consultants therefore recommend that downtown Juneau do organize
itgelf around the historic district proposal and famitiarize itself
with the Main Street program as soon as possible.

Private and Corporate Gifts. To suggest just a few, these might
incTude permanent gifts to the downtown district such as totem poles
or artwork for open spaces; private funding for street furniture such
as benches or landscaping; private financing for special fixtures such
as street lighting and even specially designed manhole covers (as
Seattle has done); public reader boards for notices and advertisements;
and, last but not least, donations of property for public use.







Mention has already been made of City Hall's opportunities to improve
Shattuck Way, with the hoped for result that new shopfront developmnent
will be encouraged along that street, Even a few show windows along any
of these streets, and preferably entire shops or second entrances, would
create the instant impression that downtown Juneau had doubled in size.
A11 these alternatives are to be strongly encouraged.

Artwork and Exhibits. Mention has already been made of the possibility

of artwork and dispTays, whether publicly or privately funded. It remains
to suggest some prominent locations for such contributions. The district
has two prominent 'gateways', one at Front and South Main, another at
Ferry Way and South Franklin. In former years, Juneau had imposing dis-
plays of totem poles at such locations, which strongly suggests that this
be done once again. The district has one very prominent ‘'node' at the
Franklin and Front Street intersection, where the consultants have
suggested an open space development. Once again, this node offers an
effective setting for artwork at least of the scale of totem poles. The
Shattuck Way court beside City Hall presents a different problem because
of canopies and service vehicle circulation, and yet this area also offers
recesses for substantial three-dimensional artwork as well as for well-
executed Tow relief or painted murals. These can occur either on public
or private property, but the impetus to install artwork will almost
certainly come from the private sector.

More fragile displays, such as photographs or memorabilia require sheltered
spaces and might be located at the proposed Franklin Street shelter, at

a remodeled City Hall entrance on Shattuck Way or even in a remodeled shop-
front, if there is a shop and the necessary funding available. In any of
these spaces, it should be kept in mind that antique industrial equipment,
whether from mines, utilities or packing plants, has considerable interest
for visitors.

A Plaque Program. Once historic districts are established and catch

the eye of visitors, it is important to identify what the history is

and what sites are important. In other districts elsewhere, there

have been extensive programs to install plaques on significant buildings
and throughout districts, very often as a product of private initiative
and private funding. These programs involve numbers of people in
research, in writing text and in actually producing and mounting the
plaques. Juneau would profit considerably from such a program, not
least by providing a wider opportunity to citizens to become directly
involved in the district. .
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Walking Tours. Juneau already boasts some excellent published walking
tours, but it might be pointed out that, once there is an established
landmarks program, these can be readily combined with the plaque program
and film exhibits to provide an even greater historical intimacy. Ouring
the tourist season these can be integrated into personally conducted
tours by private groups of volunteers.

Program Assistance. The City/Borough should always make it possible to
accept and give public credit for contributions to its preservation
programs. If a bank consortium, for example, were to become involved

ip giving preservation loans or housing loans, they would richly deserve
credit for their participation. Juneau should also actively invite
individual and corporate gifts for public improvements as well as
contributions to loan funds for the district or for housing. "When there,
are tax advantages for such giving, the City/Borough should make that
known to potential givers.

District Promotion. The consultants have recommended that there be a
private organization established to promote the rehabilitation of down-
town, to actively solicit improvement funds and to encourage new business
tg locate in the historic district. In order to function effectively,
and because historic preservation programs are a specialized area, such
an organization will require some full time staffing. Since success for
this program will benefit Juneau directly through taxes and private re-
investment, it is appropriate for the City/Borough to subsidize a portion
of this staffing, at least in the early years of the district. As a
combiined incentive from the private sector and the Juneau government,
this program will be invaluable.

Second Party Investment. A number of private investment brokers in recent

yaars have investigated the tax shelter advantages of historic preserva-
tion. As a result, anumber of syndicated investment groups have been
formed to purchase and rehabilitate historic properties for the benefit
that provides the syndicate in tax advantages. Juneau may well offer an
opportunity to groups of this kind once Juneau's landmarks are certified

as eligible for the 1981 Income Tax Credit. If so, historic preservation
may produce some beneficial resales or partnerships and additional rehabil-
itation activity which would not otherwise have occurred.




Classification of Structures and Construction
Guidelines
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Classification of Structures

It was recommended above that Juneau supplement the general standards in
its Ordinance with standards it adopts by administrative rule. These

are properly more detailed and can take better account of historic
Juneau's special circumstances. In order to distinguish Juneau's standards
from those of the Secretary of Interior, the Juneau standards will here-:
after be termed Construction Guidelines, and it is expected the Guidelines
will govern approval of any building permit for a project on a designated
landmark property.

L]
The consultants recommend that the Juneau Landmarks Ordinance charge the
Landmarks Commission to accomplish three specific tasks within one year
after the creation of the Juneau Ordinance. Each task will then be subject
to final review and endorsement by the Assembly. These tasks are:




To complete documentation for each building in the downtown
district, which is most efficiently done by completed applica-
tion forms from the National Register, one for each property;
and

To assign categories of significance to each individual building,
usind the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Evaluation, which
are reproduced below; and

To draft Construction Guidelines for historic properties which
will control modifications and new construction on designated
lahdmark sites.

The Construction Guidelines suggested below are intended primarily to
protect significant buildings, although several guidelines (e.g., signs,
and néw construction) apply to all buildings or to new construction only.
The Commission is free to allow exceptions for certain buildings that are 24,608 V—domfbo«wl mima
of relatively little significance in the district, when such exceptions urH\ Lornt boguds

will relieve a hardship and when the exception will not result in 1incom-
patibility with the district's purpose.

The standards to be followed are those of the U.S. Secretary of Interior,
and for convenience are reproduced here. : 7

The Secretary of Interior's Standards for Evaluating Structures Within
fistoric Districts.

\
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‘To be eligible for historic preservation certifications, pursuant to the
Tax Reform Act of 1976, structures within districts listed in the National

Register are reviewed by the Secretary for conformance to the following W
established "Standards for Evaluating Structures within Historic Districts®. = =S E ! l —
) 3 = == = —
. o 4 —— =

A. A structure contributing to the historic significance of a - - - I -
district is one which by location, design, setting, materials, work- ] Ty
manship, feeling, and association adds to the district's sense of : v —t :
time and place and historical development. BAKE RY F

, 'APTS |
B. A structure not contributing to the historic significance of a s an (K'\*""WO*P It
district is one which detracts from the district's sense of time and : MRt e D )'a w\f‘\odj“"‘t
place and historical development intrinsically, or when the integrity SAEAD
of the original design or individual architectural features or spaces : D
have been irretrievably lost.

C. Ordinarily structures that have been built within the past 50 ’
years shall not he considered eligible unless a strong justification Woo& PM MW&*IW\ TWU{ S‘(/,J‘MM

concerning their historical or architectural merits is given.
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The Construction Guidelines

Clearly, the Construction Guidelines cannot depart from the general
standards in the Ordinance. However, the consultants believe that
Juneau has special characteristics not fully foreseen by the Secretary's
Standards; characteristics which must be thoughtfully reviewed by
.Juneau's administrators in developing the Guidelines and by the Alaska
Historic Preservation Officer in reviewing their adequacy. The following
outline for proposed guidelines is not intended to be final or complete,
but is offered as an aid to these efforts.

A. Rationale fof Guidelines

1.

Historic Juneau is predominantly composed of modest construction,
principally wood and some concrete.

Most of this construction, particularly in the proposed historic
district, was not intended to have a long life and many properties

. are nearing the time for reinvestment.

It is probable that many buildings in the downtown face consider-
able foundation and soil stability problems.

. In general, the dominant style of Juneau's historic buildings is

anonymous and unpretentious; Juneau's historical vernacular was
limited, by available technology to a 1imited range of elements:
clapboard and drop siding; later stucco veneer was added on
remodelings; standard size double-hung windows; shingle and
composition roofs, etc. In the downtown area, sidewalk
canopies, parapet walls and continuous shop fronts are typical.

In the downtown area, the street enclosure created by the aggre-
gation of usually small and unpretentious buildings is a bona fide
inheritance from Juneau's past, and uniquely contributes as much
to the architectural effect of downtown as the {ndividual
buildings contribute to the street.
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. Restoration and rehabilitation of designated buildings should

adhere as strictly as possible to the precedent of Juneau's
historic styles. '

. The visible use of modern, non-historic materials in rehabili-

tation and new construction must be reasonably limited,
although specific exceptions may occasionally be made on a
showing of structural necessity and of conformity with the
character of a particular building.

. New construction within designated areas should honor in its
design the architectural precedents of historic Juneau
including the definable elements of Juneau's historic street-
scape.




9

10.

Demolition of designated buildings should be permitted on]y

when there is a reasonable showing that a building is irretriev-
ably deteriorated or damaged, and that the cost of restoration
would exceed a reasonable percentage of its completed value.

Notwithstanding item 9, internal demolition or modifications of
designated buildings should be permitted so long as its purpose
is to extend the economic life of the building as a whole; so
long as demolition or modification does not unnecessarily
involve designated interior elements of the building (if any);
and so long as the resulting appearance from the street conforms
to guidelines for the designated property or district as a whole.

Restoration and Rehabilitation

1.

Structural repairs and alterations shall be performed so as to
preserve the historical outward appearance of the building.

In the case of a building having major portions of its historical
exterior already removed, structural repairs shall be performed
so as not to preclude a future return to its historical design.

.. New materials on exterior walls shall match as closely as possible
the original material used on the building, in choice of miterial,

in dimension and in finish. Exception may be made in the case of
partial repairs to buildings which were formerly wood siding
extensively reclad in stucco.

Roofing materials ‘shall generally reflect the original outward
appearance of the roof. Exception may be made to install metal
roofing where the choice of color and finish is compatible with
district guidelines.

Windows shall conform in outward appearance to the style and
materials of windows in the original building (typically double-
hung wood sash in individual or paired openings). New or
replaced openings shall be subject to the same guidelines, and
new or replacement sash (e.g., insulating sash) shall match as
nearly as possible the original dimensions and subdivisions of
glazing original to the building.

Windows and entrances at sidewalk level and on major streets
shall conform as nearly as possible to the original design of
the building. 1In order to preserve the appearance of continuous
retail frontages in the downtown district, glazed openings shall
generally open directly from the sidewalk to the adjacent
commercial space. Exception may be made where owners can show
an inability to conform due to unique conditions of the building
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such as existing structural conditions or a building historically
without openings toward the sidewalk. A proposed change of use
(e.g., from retail to storage use) shall not justify an exception,
and sha11 require that a building employ mitigating elements,
(e.g., show windows) to satisfy this guideline.

. - Architectural trim elements (e.g., moldings, cornices, columns,

pilasters, brackets, etc.) shall be maintained in good repair

and not permanently removed from a building. Where substantial
replacement is required because of deterioration or repairs, such
trim shall be replaced in kind. New trim on buildings that
historically can show nc precedent is generally unacceptable.
Where exceptions are made, they shall be based on suitability

to the building itself and shall conform in dimension and detail
with precedents found on comparable buildings or within .the
district.

Exterior colors shall be chosen either on the basis of color
original to the building or from a range of acceptable colors to
be established by the Historical Commission. Exceptions may be
granted only with approval by the Historical Commission, The
following color standards shall be permitted outright and are to
be preferred: All siding, wood trim and windows are to be
painted. No natural or stained wood shall be permitted, except
that wood doors may be varnished. Building 'body colors' may

be as selected by owner, except that it is preferred that this
coior not be similar to adjacent buildings. Trim colors may be
as selected by owner., Body and trim colors shall be one each
from the following iist:

Body Colors

Yellow “"Golden Brown" Y0279 (B)
Green *Pineneedle"” G594A (A)
Blue "Real Blue” B761M
Purple "Tulip Purple" VO48A (A
Red “Cranapple” R132R (B)+
Orange “Yibrant Orange" RO195D (B)
Gray "Steel" B794p-
Trim Colors

White "Agate Gray" BG64 5W
Gray "Steel" B794P
Biack "Obsidian" Y398A (A)

Color numbers refer to Pratt & Lambert calibrated color system.




New

2.

In the downtown district, sidewalk canopies shall be preserved and
maintained in good repair. Alterations and new construction shall
not result in removal of existing canopies unless such canopies

are replaced, either in kind or in a fashion similar to that used
by other buildings in the district and acceptable to the Commission.

Construction: Building Additions and Replacement

Designated buildings replaced entirely or in part, and new
additions to existing designated buildings shall generally conform
to the guidelines for the rehabilitation of buildings, by conform-
ing in scale, architectural style, sidewalk level uses, and
material with historic precedent in the subject building or in

the immediate historic district. The following elements are to

be preferred:

Sidewalk Canopies (marquees): shall be continuous with
those of adjacent buildings; not more than 1'-0" in
thickness and approximately 9°'-0" above the sidewalk.

Siding: shall be horizontal wood siding of 1" x 6" vee-
joint drop siding or of beveled siding, and having wood
corner boards of 1" x 4" or 1" x 6"; all to be painted
finish.

Exterior Finishes: shall be wood or exposed concrete
only.

Projecting Cornices: are to be strongly encouraged, and
shall project at least 18", preferably with brackets,
and having either a molded or rectangular profile.

Windows: shall be, or closely match, existing 3 foot. x
5 foot sash in the district, arranged singly or in pairs
only and not in continuous bands. Bay windows above the
street floor are permitted, and shall project no more
than 3'-0" from the existing piane of the building.
Existing windows may not be covered or filled. Metal
windows are not acceptable, unless in the judgment of
the Commission, they are found to match in size,
proportion, color and detail, the wood sash typical to
the historic district. Shop and street front windows
shall be plate glass with subdivisions generally no less
than 4'-0" in width.

New construction in the historic district shall not exceed in
height the maximum height of buildings elsewhere in blockfront
of the subject property, or no higher than the building it replaces,
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whichever is greater, (N.B., see the discussion above under
Zoning Modifications).

Signage and Street Fixtures

The intent of this section is to recreate the historic character of
signs and to develop some continuity with each other as well as the
past. .

1. Building and business identification signing shall conform to the
following. Other Tocations and materials than those listed are
prohibited. Existing non-conforming signs may be replaced only
with conforming signs:

a) In the plane of storefronts, painted signs which may be
externally ilTuminated only.

b) Beneath sidewalk canopies, signs that are perpendicular to
the piane of storefronts, either painted with external
i1lumination or internally illuminated, but in no case
shall the bottom of the sign extend below a point eight (8)
feet above the finished sidewalk.

c) Within three (3) feet of the interior surface of glazed
openings, internally i1Tuminated signs are not permitted,
except for neon signs, which are permitted. Painted and
carved signs are permitted. '

d) Projected signs on building fronts, shail project no farther
than four (4) feet from the front plane of the building,

On principal streets above sidewalk canopies, such signs
shall be stationary; may extend the full height of the
building above the canopy; and may be one of three kinds:

externally illuminated, neon, or internally illuminated,
but the latter only as to lettering and symbols (the
‘field' surrounding iettering and symbols may not be
internally iiluminated). On side streets and alleys,
without canopies, the same shall apply, except the
projecting signs may not extend below fourteen (14) feet
above the finished sidewalk or roadway surface directly
below. v

e) On the face of buildings, signs may be fixed directly to
the building. Externally illuminated, neon or internally
illuminated letters and symbols {only) are permitted.
Painted messages and artwork directly on building walls
shall first be approved as to appropriateness of style and
subject matter by the Historical Commission.

f) Signs within or fixed to canopy edges shall not be internally
JTluminated and shall not extend past the bottom or one (1)
foot above the top of the canopy fascia.
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