North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Ramona M. Bartos, Administrator

Governor Roy Cooper Office of Archives and History
Secretary Susi H. Hamilton Deputy Secretary Kevin Cherry
July 2, 2019

Daniel Thomas III
Department of the Army

81 Wildcat Way

Fort Jackson, SC 29207-6833

Re: NRHP Evaluation of the CPT Thomas C. Lamar Army Reserve Center, High Point, Guilford County,
ER 08-2861

Dear Mr. Thomas:

Thank you for your letter of May 17, 2019, transmitting the above-referenced architectural assessment. We
have reviewed the document and concur that the CPT Thomas C. Lamar (High Point) Army Reserve Center,
constructed in 1962, is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion A for
events and Criterion C for Architecture, for the reasons outlined in the report.

We also note that two associated outbuildings are not contributing to the status of the ARC nor will they
require future evaluation upon reaching 50 years of age.

For future report submittals, please see our guidelines at https://www.ncdcr.gov/about/history/division-
historical-resources/state-historic-preservation-office /environmental-0.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR
Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment,
contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinator, at 919-807-6579 or
environmental.review(@ncdcr.gov. In all future communication concerning this project, please cite the above
referenced tracking number.

Sincerely,

Ramona Bartos, Deputy
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Location: 109 East Jones Street, Raleigh NC 27601~ Mailing Address: 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 Telephone/Fax: (919) 807-6570/807-6599


https://www.ncdcr.gov/about/history/division-historical-resources/state-historic-preservation-office/environmental-0
https://www.ncdcr.gov/about/history/division-historical-resources/state-historic-preservation-office/environmental-0
mailto:environmental.review@ncdcr.gov







Architectural Evaluation of the NC028/
Thomas Clyde Lamar (High Point)

U.S. Army Reserve Center

Guilford County, North Carolina

The U.S. Army Reserve, 81st Readiness Division

Contract No. W31278-16-D-0002,
Task Order No. W9127818F0720

April 2019

Draft Report

Prepared for:

Department of the Army
Headquarters, B1st Readiness Division
Fort Jackson, South Carolina

Contract By:

USACE, Mobile District
109 St. Joseph Street
Mobile, AL 36628-0001

Under Contract With:
Vernadero Group, Inc.

2730 E. Camelback Rd., Suite 210
Phoenix, AZ 85016

Prepared by:

David Dobbs
Project Historian

o

Patricia Stallings
Principal investigator

Brockington and Associates, Inc.

4000 Dekalb Technology Parkway, Suite 400

Atlanta, GA 30340

Brockington and Associates, Inc.

» Charleston « Jackson - Nashville - Savannah



This page intentionally left blank.

Brockington and Asscciates
ii



T = = v Y " B oV I

—
o

e e e e e e
L =l = R~ R S

Executive Summary

In October 2018, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) Mobile District contracted with Brock-
ington and Associates, Inc., to complete a National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) evaluation of
the NC028/CPT Thomas C. Lamar (High Point)
US. Army Reserve Center (ARC) managed by the
US. Army Reserve (USAR) 81st Readiness Division
(RD) in High Point, North Carolina. A previous
investigation of the NC028/High Point ARC {Mohl-
man et al. 2009) determined that the facility should
be reevaluated in the future as it had not yet reached
50 years of age at the time of the original survey.
Therefore, the goal of this study is to provide an
updated evaluation to determine if the NC028/High
Point ARC is eligible for the NRHP and to provide
management recommendations for any identified
historic properties.

This evaluation report supports the military
mission of the 81st RD and is designed to facilitate
the implementation of historic preservation compli-
ance actions. The survey was conducted on behalf
of the USAR 81st RD in compliance with Sections
106 and 110 of the Nationa! Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA} and its implementing regulations (36
CFR Part 800); Army Regulation (AR) 200-1 (En-
vironmental Protection and Enhancement); 48 Fed-
eral Register 44706-44742-P; and Executive Order
13287. This work was completed under contract
with Vernadero Group. Inc., and the USACE Mobile
District (Contract W91278-16-D-0002, Task Order
W2127818F0720).

The NC028/High Point ARC is recommended
eligible for NRHP listing under Criteria A (events)
and C (architecture). The facility is a good represen-
tative example of the Urbahn, Brayton, and Bur-
rows Sprawling Plan (One-Unit/modified) design
tor Cold War-period ARCs and retains sufhcient
integrity to convey that broader area of significance
under Criterion A {events). The facility has few
physical alterations and retains a high degree of ar-
chitectural integrity. Character-defining features in-
clude the original “sprawling” plan, the original roof
form, original fenestration pattern, frent entrance
arrangement, cantilevered canopy, original brick ve-
neer, original doors, original interior configuration,
presence of flexible accordion partitions, and the

historic organizational maintenance shop (OMS).
The OMS, as a contributing building to the ARC,
still retains its historic integrity, The replacement of
the window units in the administrative huilding and
the addition of Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer
(EPDM) roofing material are not considered to be
significant alterations of the overall integrity of the
butlding and therefore the NC028/CPT Thomas C.
Lamar (High Point) ARC qualifies for NRHP listing
under Criterion C.

The USAR 81st RD should follow its standard
operating procedures for management of historic
buildings. If future projects have the potential to ad-
versely affect NRHP-qualifying features, the USAR
should initiate Section 106 consultation with the
North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) on ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
those effects. Finally, the two non-historic buildings
(metal classroom building [IMPGD] and flarnmable
storage building [17]) are not contributing eligible
features of this facility and do not require future
evaluation when they turn 50 years of age
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1.0 Introduction and Methods of Investigation

1.1 Project Overview and Authority

In October 2018, the US. Army Corps of Engineers
{USACE) Mobile District contracted with Brock-
ington and Associates, Inc, (Brockington), to com-
plete a National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
evaluation of the NC028/CPT Thomas C. Lamar
U.S. Army Reserve Center (ARC) managed by the
US. Army Reserve (USAR) 81st Readiness Division
(RD) in High Point, North Carolina {Figures 1.1 and
1.2). A previous investigation of the NC028/High
Point ARC {Mohlman et al. 2009) determined that
the facility was not eligible for the NRHP as it had
not yet reached 50 years of age at the time of the
original survey. Therefore, the goal of this study is
to provide an updated evaluation to determine if the
NC028/High Point ARC is eligible for the NRHP
and to provide management recommendations for
any identified historic properties.

This evaluation report supports the military
mission of the 81st RD and is designed to facilitate
the implementation of historic preservation compli-
ance actions. The survey was conducted on behalf
of the USAR 81st RD in compliance with Sections
106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA; 54 USC Part 300101 et seq.)' and its
implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800); Army
Regulation {(AR) 200-1 (Environmental Protection
and Enhancement); 48 Federal Register 44706-
44742-P; and Executive Order 13287. This work was
completed under contract with Vernadero Group,
Inc., and the USACE, Mobile District {Contract
W91278-16-D-0002, Task Order W9127818F0720).

This document is organized in four chapters.
This chapter explains the project, methods of in-
vestigation, and a general framework for evaluating
historic properties. Chapter 2 consists of a histori-
cal and architectural context for the USAR and its
nationwide building program. Chapter 3 provides
a discussion and architectural assessment of the
NC028/High Point ARC, and Chapter 4 offers a
summary of our conclusions as well as management
recommendations. A References Cited is provided
at the end of the document.

1.2 Methods of Investigation

1.2.1 Archival Research

Prior to the site visits, the project historian obtained
a variety of reports, drawings, and other fles for the
NC028/High Point ARC from the 81st RD headquar-
ters at Fort Jackson, South Carolina. In addition, as
part of our research we reviewed previous inven-
tory reports prepared for the §1st RD that included
facilities in the Southeast. These included Harvey et
al. (2004}); Salo and Stallings (2005); Mohlman et al.
(2009}; Stallings and Corcoran {2013); Reynolds and
Stallings (2015); Reynolds and Stallings {2016); and
Stallings (2017). The 2014-2018 Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan (ICRMP} Update for fa-
cilities in North Carolina was also reviewed (Fletcher
2018). For building type and integrity comparison
of standardized designs, other USAR architectural
inventory reports in Brockington’s library were also
reviewed, including those prepared for the 63rd, 88th,
and 99th RDs. A final repont, Blueprints for the Citi-
zen Soldier (Moore et al. 2008), provided the general
historical and architectural context for the ARC.

In conjunction with a site visit, the project histo-
rian visited the local High Point Public Library. Ad-
ditionally, any historical information available at the
NC028/High Point ARC was reviewed and copied as
appropriate and the 81st RD provided architectural
and engineering drawings for reference. Online
historic newspaper resources were also reviewed to
gather additional information regarding the NC028/
High Point ARC.

1.2.2 Architectural Field Survey

As part of the inventory and evaluation process, the
project historian documented all historic architec-
tural resources located on the NC028/High Point
ARC property. This aspect of the survey consisted of
an interior and exterior pedestrian inspection of all
potentially historic buildings and structures. During
the December 19, 2018 site visit, each building was
photographed digitally, and notes were taken as to
construction methods, materials, alterations, addi-
tion and character-defining features.

! In December 2014, (he NHPA moved to Lthis new location in the United States Code (formerly 16 USC 470), but the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs) continue to use
common nomenclature {e.g.. Section 106, etc.) from the previous code.
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An ARC is typically situated on a small parcel of
land that faces a major roadway. The buildings locat-
ed on these facilities can be broadly categorized into
two property types: administrative/training buildings
and support buildings. The training building is the
focal point of the facility and is usually designated
by either freestanding signage or signage attached
to the building. Although the ARCs are secured by
fencing that surrounds the center, the front entry of
the training building gives an open impression with
a sidewalk connecting the entry to the street. A flag-
pole, small shrubbery. and a wide grass lawn are typi-
cal landscape features {(Moore et al. 2008:144-145).
Other buildings on the property vary depending on
the location, These may include an organizational
maintenance shop (OMS), area maintenance support
activity (AMSA) shop, garages, storage buildings, or
other structures. These support structures provide
logistical support to the military functions and activi-
ties assigned to a particular ARC.

1.3 Evaluating Historic Resources:
Determining Significance

The following are pguidelines for determining
whether a property is significant under the three
criteria that usually apply to historic buildings and
structures (adapted from National Register Bulletin
No. 15} (National Park Service [NPS] 1991).

Event: Under Criterion A, the building or structure
must be documented to have existed at the time
of the event or pattern of events and to have been
importantly associated with those events. The asso-
ciation must be conclusive and not tenuous, and the
documentation must be through accepted means of
historical research.

It should be noted that a number of military
installations are in some way or another associ-
ated with important events in U.S. history. However,
these resources are only eligible for listing on the
NRHP if they are deemed significant.

Person: Under Criterion B, a building or structure
must be associated with a person’s productive life, re-
tlecting the time when he or she achieved significance.
Properties that pre- or post-date the individual’s sig-
nificant accomplishments are usually not eligible un-

less there are no other properties that might qualify.
The documentation must be through accepted means
of historical research such as written or oral history.
Properties associated with an important individual
should be compared with other properties associated
with the same individual to determine which hest
represents the persons historic contributions.

Design/construction: Under Criterion C, properties
are eligible for the NRHP if they are significant for
their physical design or construction. including such
elements as architecture, landscape architecture, engi-
neering, and artwork. To qualify under this Criterion,
a property must satisfy at least one of the following:

« “Embody the distinctive characteristics of
a type, period, or method of construction.”
Under this requirernent, the property must
reflect the way it was conceived, designed,
or fabricated by a people or culture in
past periods history. “Distinctive
characteristics” are the physical features or
traits that are repeatedly encountered in
individual types, periods, or methods of
construction. “Type, peried, and methods
of construction” refer to the way certain
properties are related to one another by
cultural tradition or function, by dates
of construction or style, or by choice or
availability of materials and technology.

+ “Represent the work of a master” A master is
an individual who is generally recognized as
“great” in a field, a craftsman of consummate
skill, or an anonymous craftsman whose
work is distinguishable from others by
its characteristic style and quality. The
property must express a particular phase in
the development of the master’s career, an
aspect of his/her work, or a particular idea
or theme in his/her craft.

+ “Possess high artistic values” Under this
requirement, a property is eligible if it
articulates a particular concept of design
such that it expresses an aesthetic ideal.

+ “Represent a significant and distinguishahle
entity whose components may lack individual
distinction” This requirement refers to districts.
A district may be composed of a variety of

of
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resources but derives its importance from
constituting a unified entity: Its varied resources
are consequently interrelated, conveying a
visual sense of the overall historic environment
or arrangement of historically or functionally
related properties. As for individual buildings
or structures, a district must be significant as
well as identifiable, and must be important
for historical, architectural, archaeological,
engineering, or cultural values. Districts will
usually achieve significance under the last
requirement of Criterion C plus Criteria A, B,
additional portions of Criterion C, or Criterion
D. A district may have both features that
lack individual distinction and individually
distinctive features that are focal points.
None of the components may be distinctive
provided that the grouping is significant as
a whole within its historical context. Most
of the components, however, must have
integrity, as well as the district as a whole.
The district can also contain noncontributing
elements, the number depending on how the
noncontributing elements affect the integrity of
the district as a whole.

Information potential: Under Criterion D, resources
may be eligible for the NRHP if they have yielded,
or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history. Although most often applied
to archeological districts and sites, this Criterion
can also apply to buildings, structures, and objects
that contain important information. For these types
of properties to be eligible, they themselves must
be, or must have been, the principal source of the
important information.

As this Criterion relates to military installations,
both former and active installations may possess
above- or below-ground resources that are likely to
yield information relating to the installation’s his-
tory or any tormer activity or use of the site.
Exceptional Importance: Criteria Consideration G
relates to properties achieving significance within
the past 50 years and qualifies as eligible if it is of
exceptional importance. Properties that have not
reached 50 years of age are typically excluded from
the NRHP because they have not had sufficient time
to accrue historical perspective.

Most permanent buiidings associated with
World War IT and Cold War-era construction were
built during the initial years of military mobiliza-
tton and war declaration. Therefore, most of these
properties have reached the 50-year mark. However,
other buildings constructed during the latter half of
the Cold War have yet to reach 50 years of age and
may be evaluated under Criteria Consideration G.

1.3.1 NRHP Criteria Relevant to U.5. Army
Reserve Centers

TThe NPS criteria discussed in the previous section
provides broad generalizations for evaluating his-
toric architectural resources. In addition, Chapter
4 of Blueprints for the Citizen Soldier {Moore et
al. 2008) provides a framework for evaluating the
relative historical and architectural significance of
ARCs from a national perspective.

The ARC documented in this report utilized a
form of standardized plan (Sprawling) developed
and implemented in the USAR’ expansion program
of the mid-twentieth century. ARCs that fall under
the Sprawling Plan, Compact Plan, or Vertical Plan
subtypes may be eligible for listing in the NRHP
under Criterion A in the area of military history for
their associations with President Eisenhower’s “New
Look” Program and the National Defense Facilities
Act of 1950 (Public Law [PL] 783, 81st Congress).
As analyzed in the discussion for the Compact Plan
subtypes, these historical factors played an impor-
tant role in the history and development of the
building program associated with the USAR during
the early and middle 1950s and extant examples of
the Sprawling Plan or Compact Plan subtypes may
be significant within that context.

Although individual ARCs may be eligible for the
NRHP under Criterion B for their association with
significant individuals, those associations would be ap-
plicable at a local level and would have to be researched
and documented on an individual, center-by-center
basis. At the national level, however, no significant as-
sociations under Criterion B have surfaced.

Sprawling Plan, Compact Plan, and Vertical
Plan ARCs may also be eligible for inclusion in the
NRHP under Criterion C in the area of architecture
for their physical attributes and the quality of their
design {e.g., “integrity”). Architecturally, they are
associated with the influence of the Modern Style,
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which enjoyed widespread popularity amaong archi-
tects in the design of federal buildings in the 1950s.
The type also is significant under Criterion C be-
cause of the expansible and/or flexible nature of the
ptans documents the military’s vision for a changing
USAR Force and increasingly important role that
the USAR filled in the nation’s defense and military
preparedness (Moore et al. 2008:173).

Asstated in National Register Bulletin No. 15, “In-
tegrity is based on significance: why, where, and when
a property is important” (NPS 1991). The character-
defining physical features that made up the resources
appearance during its historic period of significance
must be recognizable for it to retain sufficient in-
tegrity to be eligible for the NRHP. Since Sprawling
Plan ARCs are part of a nationwide building program
and are found throughout the United States, as weil
as one of the most commoniy used plans, according
to Moore et al. (2008) an extant example must retain
ail of the following character-defining features to be
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP:

» Design based ona 1952 or 1953 Reisner and
Urbahn standard plan, or a 1956 Urbahn,
Brayton, and Burrows Standard Plan;

« Original “sprawling” L-shaped or T-shaped
building footprint, or footprint with additions
following the original “expansible” plan;

» Original roof form;

+» Original fenestration pattern, without infill
of original openings or creation of openings
onto space that originally functioned as rifle
range;

« Original metal and glass entrance assembly;

» Cantilevered canopy, if original:

« Original "masonry units,” brick veneer, or
historically appropriate stucco veneer on
exterior walls;

« Original doors and windows or compatible
replacement doors and windows that meet
the Secretary’s Standards;

+ Clerestory windows in assembly/drill space wing;

« Original configuration of interior corridor
and lobby spaces;

» Presence of flexible accordion partitions, if
original, or opening in wall where accordion
partition originally was located;

» Open interior assembly/drill space;

o Overhead rolling door into
assembly space;

» Vehicular access into interior assembly/drill
space;

» Historic-age maintenance shop, if original;

opening

and
« Integrity of setting intact.

Similarly, since Compact Plan ARCs were part
of a nationwide building program and are common
throughout the United States, an extant example must
retain afl of the following character-defining features
to be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP:

« Design based on a 1950 Reisner and Urbahn
standard plan;

« Original “compact” building footprint,
without additions;

+ Original roof form;

+ Original brick veneer or
appropriate stucco veneer on exterior walls;

« Original fenestration pattern;

« Original doors and windows or compatible
replacement doors and windows that meet
the Secretary’s Standards;

« Original configuration of interior corridor
and lobby spaces;

+ Open, double-height interior space on drill/
assembly hall;

« Overhead rolling door opening into drill/
assembly hall space;

+ Vehicular access between drill/assembly
hall and parking lot; and

« Integrity of setting
overwhelming presence of new construction

historically

intact without

For Vertical Plan ARCs to qualify under Crite-
rion C, according to Moore et al. (2008:183), the most
critical aspects are integrity of materials and design.
Moore et al. {2008) further state that ail of the fol-
lowing character-defining features must be intact for
a Vertical Plan facility to retain sufficient integrity:

+ Design that adheres to Dahl’s architectural
plans;

» Original roof form;

« Original footprint  without
abutting the original building form;

additions
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» Original brick veneer on exterior walls;

» Original fenestration pattern;

» Original doors and windows or compatible
replacement doors and windows that meet
the Secretary’s Standards;

« Original configuration of interior corridor
and lobby spaces;

« Presence of flexible accordion partitions, if
original, or opening in wall where accordion
partition originally was located;

» Open interior assembly/drill space;

» Overhead rolling door opening into
assembly space;

« Vehicular access into interior assembly/drill
space;

« Historic-age maintenance shop, if original;
and

+ Integrity of setting intact.

Interior teatures are not considered character-
defining features. However, according to Moore et
al. (2008:183) while the presence of original imterior
key features {e.g., accordion partition walls, podi-
ums, chalkboards, or interior tile) is not critical to
the integrity of a Sprawling Plan ARC, these features
may compensate for small alterations elsewhere. If
alterations have been made to character-defining
features on the exterior of the building yet these
interior features remain intact, the overall integrity
of the building should be evaluated individually, on
a case-by-case basis.

1.3.2 NRHP Criteria Relevant to U.S. Army
Reserve Centers Built Post-1970

Beginning in the 1960s and into the 1970s, ARCs
were often constructed using regionally designed
plans to suit the needs of the changing mission of the
USAR. A preliminary review of ARCs built between
1962 and 1969 indicate that many have undergone
alterations (Moore et al. 2008:202) and this is likely
the case for those ARCs built in the 1970s.
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2.0 Historical and Architectural Context

2.1 Historical Overview of the U.S.
Army Reserve

The modern USAR began as a force of citizen-
soldiers during the French and Indian War (1756-
1763). The United States was a regional power
without the constant threat of war; therefore, it did
not require a large standing army. When contflicts
occurred, the citizen-soldiers were called to active
duty. When the conflicts were resolved, the soldiers
would return home. This practice remained in place
through several conflicts including the Civil War
(1861-1865), the Spanish-American War (1898},
and the Philippine Insurrection (1898-1902) (Office
of Army Reserve History 2012:2).

The official predecessor to the USAR, the Medi-
cal Reserve Corps, was created in 1908. In 1920,
this group was changed into the Organized Reserve
Corps {ORC). The ORC consisted of Officers’ Re-
serve Corps, Enlisted Reserve Corps, and Reserve
Officers’ Training Corps. During World War I, ap-
proximately 90,000 officers and 80,000 enlisted men
of the ORC were mobilized. During World War 11,
nearty 200,000 were mobilized (Office of Army Re-
serve History 2012:4-6).

After World War II, the Army adopted a
Containment Policy to control the spread of Com-
munism. This approach required a great military
strength and relied on a reserve force that could be
mobilized more quickly than in previous decades.
During the Korean War {1950-1953), mobilized
reserve soldiers numbered more than 240,000. Dur-
ing this conflict, the ORC became the USAR, which
was organized as Ready Reserve, Standby Reserve,
and Retired Reserve. This new structure and other
policy changes led to a reserve force that could be
mobilized to augment the regular army with only a
month’s notice. The reserve forces played a role in
both the Berlin Crisis and the Vietnam War (Office
of Army Reserve History 2012:8-11). It was during
this period, in 1967, that the USAR was reorganized
into 20 regional Army Reserve Commands (AR-
COMs). This arrangement was intended to facilitate
training and resources for the units within each
geographic region (Moore et al. 2008:130-131}.

The conclusion of the Cold War brought about
a new era of reduced military budgets, a smaller ac-

tive duty force, and an even greater reliance on the
reserves. In order to maintain more centralized con-
trol of the reserves, the United States Army Reserve
Command {USARC) was created in October 1990,
The ARCOMSs were replaced and consolidated by 10
Regional Support Commands (RSCs) (Moore et al.
2008:131).

The USAR was used during the 1990s for Op-
erations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, as well as
during various peacekeeping and relief efforts in
Somalia, Haiti, Egypt, and Bosnia-Herzegovina. The
September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks led the nation
into the “global war on terror” where reservists now
have the expectation, rather than the possibility, of
being called into active duty (Office of Army Reserve
History 2012:12-15). The Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) that took place over five rounds
in 1988, 1991, 1993, 1995, and 2005 had the goal
of eliminating military facilities that are no longer
relevant and are not easity adaptable to the military’s
mission. The USAR was little affected by these cuts
until 2005. At this time. the RSCs became Regional
Readiness Commands (RRCs), and many USAR
facilities were closed and replaced by Armed Forces
Reserve Centers on existing military installations
(Moore et al. 2008:131-133). In September 2008, as
a result of 2005 BRAC recommendations, the DoD
consolidated command and control of its 10 existing
RRCs into four large RSCs (the 63rd, 81st, 88th, and
99th). In 2018, the DoD re-designated the four RSCs
as “Readiness Divisions”

2.1.1 Overview of the 81st Readiness Division
The following historical overview of the 81st Readi-
ness Division (RD) was excerpted from Integrated
Cultural Resources Management Plan for the States
of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi,
Narth Carolina, South Carolina and Tennessee {Par-
sons 2009:10-11}.

The history of the U.S. Army 81st RD began on
August 25, 1917, when the 8lst Infantry Division
was organized at Camp (now Fort) Jackson, South
Carolina. It adopted the name “Wildcat” Division
from Wildcat Creek, which flowed through the res-
ervation. Legend also has it that the troops found a
snarling wildcat on the banks of this creek.
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Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. A total
of 52 units and 5,902 soldiers from the 81st ARCOM
served as an integral part of the Army’s resources,
most of them serving in the Middle East.

When lHurricane Andrew devastated South
Florida on August 24, 1992, soldiers from the §1st
ARCOM, many of them victims of the hurricane
themselves, answered the call for disaster relief.
The 8lst provided engineer support for clearing
areas, medical support, public affairs coverage, legal
counseling services, and other humanitarian assis-
tance. In fanuary 1993, volunteers from numerous
units again answered the caltl of duty and provided
support to Operation Restore Hope in Somalia.
Additionally, in March 1994, members of the 8lst
ARCOM's 421st Quartermaster Company prepared
and rigged humanitarian relief items in Rhein Mein,
Germany, for airdrops into Bosnia-Herzegovina.

In April 1995, as part of the restructuring of the
USAR to better meet the Army’s changing global
missions, reduce command cverhead for a downsized
reserve force, and enhance federal military support
for domestic assistance missions, the 121st ARCOM
was officially reorganized as the U.S. Army 81st RSC.
The full reorganization process was completed on
September 30, 1996, Under this restructuring, the
81st became the largest ARCOM in the United States.
It encompasses an eight-state area that includes Ala-
bama, Georgia, Mississippi. North Carolina, South
Carolina, Kentucky, Tennessee, and Florida. The
ARCOM exercises command and control of over
30,000 soldiers and provides support to over 40,000
soldiers. The re-designation is directly attributable to
the successes the command has enjoyed in achieving
maintenance excellence, command achievement,
strength management, and training awards. Most
noteworthy has been its selection as the best USAR
General Officer Command in which the organization
earned the Gen, Walter T. Kerwin, Jr. Award in 1980
and 1989 and its selection tor the Army Communi-
ties of Excellence {ACOE) Award twice, first in 1993
and then in 1994. In 1995, the command won the best
large command ACOE Award.

In 1996, the 121st ARCOM became an RSC
Headquarters for the first time. From this, the 81st
RSC was created to assume commiand and control of
the old 81st, 120th, 121st, and 125th ARCOMs. The
81st RSC, headquartered in Birmingham, Alabama,

Figure 2.2 The 815t RD is one of four USAR Readiness Divisions,

became the largest USAR command and provided
support for more than 44,000 soldiers in Alabama,
Mississippi. Tennessee, Kentucky, Georgia, Florida,
North Carolina, and South Carolina. In July 2003,
the 81st changed again when it was designated the
81st RRC. Then, on September 16, 2006, the 81st
RSC was established at Fort Jacksen, South Carolina,
and achieved tull operationat capacity in 2009. The
first of four new nationwide RSCs, the 81st returned
to the place of its birth to provide base operations
and support to units in the eight states under the old
81st RRC, as well as Puerto Rico (1st Mission Sup-
port Command [MSC]} and Louisiana {Legacy 90th
RRC). Since September 11, 2001, the 81st Witdcats
mobilized and deployed 28,130 soldiers and 1,325
units or parts of units in support of Operations No-
ble Eagle, Enduring Freedom, and Irayi Freedom. In
2018, the 81st RSC was re-designated the 81st RD.
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2.2 Architectural Overview of U.S.
Army Reserve Construction

The following architectural overview of the USAR
and its infrastructure is largely excerpted from Blue-
prints for the Citizen Soldier: A Nationwide Historic
Context Study of United States Army Reserve Centers
(Moore et al. 2008). That study provided a general
framework for evaluating the relative historical and
architectural significance of ARCs from a national
perspective.

2.2.1 Post-war Army Reserve Facility
Construction

Immediately following World War II, the Army and
the other military branches faced important decisions
regarding reserve policy. Army mobilization plans,
developed in 1946, outlined the size and scope of the
post-war ORC. To achieve the ambitious post-war
troop strengths, the Army relied heavily on the as-
sumed passage of universal military training (UMT)
legislation. The reality of a large post-war reserve
force necessitated Army planners to address the need
for adequate reserve training facilities. While the
National Guard provided armories for its units be-
fore World War I, ORC units did not have facilities
set aside for their use. Thus, after the war, the Army
ambitiously started its expanded reserve program
without facilities to house training activities.

The Army initially looked to National Guard ar-
mories as potential sites for ORC training. However,
the 1946 mobilization plans called for a large num-
ber of National Guard units as well, which limited
the space available for ORC units. To solve the im-
mediate training needs for its rapidly forming units,
the ORC relied on the leasing of federal facilities or
properties of the joint utilization of facilities with
other military branches. In addition, the ORC also
began etforts to persuade Congress to provide fund-
ing for the construction of temporary or, preferably,
permanent facilities. Besides addressing immediate
needs to provide training centers for these units,
the Army, in partnership with the National Guard,
began to redefine and design post-war reserve train-
ing facilities, due to the belief that pre-war armory
configuration would not suit a modern, post-war
reserve force.

Federally-Owned and Leased Facilities

To aid in the immediate need for training space, the
Army provided the ORC with funds to procure suit-
able space through federally owned buildings and
lease arrangements. As a result, the Army arranged
training space in a variety of federal, state, and
privately owned buildings, including post offices,
Army camps and stations, and community centers.
Army planners viewed the use of federal buildings
and leases as a temporary measure rather than a
permanent solution. By 1948, the ORC occupied
five million square feet of federal and leased space,
almost four million of which was in federal build-
ings. A year later, the amount of federal space had
increased to eight million square feet.

The problems associated with lease arrange-
ments and federal buildings quickly became appar-
ent to the assigned units as well as Army planners.
In reference to training, the leased and federal
buildings were ill-suited for reserve demands. As
one Army report stated, “leased facilities are gener-
ally improvisations which provide classroom and
administrative space but are not entirely adequate
for specific training and storage needs.” For ex-
ample, facilities without storage space could not
receive the necessary equipment training needed
for full organizational status. And those facilities
that had equipment available to them were often
located at a distance from their equipment storage
area. Aggravating this issue was a change in Army
policy shortly after World War I that limited the
amount of funding available for expanding leased
facitities, a development most likely related to the
cost-cutting agendas of the President and Congress
in post-war America.

In addition to training problems, federally
owned buildings and lease arrangements were ex-
pensive and difficult to obtain. In some areas, rental
costs prevented the procuremnent of adequate space,
as commercial competition greatly increased the
price per square foot in the years following World
War 11. Despite the obvious shortcomings of leasing
space and use of federal buildings, the Army con-
tinued the practice due to a lack of viable options.
Arniny planners were well aware that such a course
of action did not serve the long-term interests of
the ORC. The problems associated with the lease
arrangements, however, played an integral role in
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convincing Congress in 1950 to address the facilities
problem for the Army’s reserve forces.

Joint Utilization

In addition to leasing arrangements, the Army
relied heavily on joint utilization as a solution for
reserve training space. Because the National Guard
possessed armories built prior to World War II, the
Army attempted to work out an arrangement that
would allow the ORC units to drill at these existing
facilities. Joint utilization offered several benefits:
financial savings, cooperation between federal and
state governments, and a reduction in the need for
federally leased buildings. In particular, the savings
associated with joint utilization appealed to the mil-
itary branches, as overall defense budgets decreased
in the years immediately following World War 1L
The War Department issued a memo as early as July
1946 advocating the advantages of joint utilization
of National Guard armories.

The Armys joint utilization efforts, however,
achieved limited success im solving the facility short-
age. The increased number of National Guard units in
the post-war era strained the already limited supply
of training spaces within the existing armories and
left minimal amounts of space for ORC units. In ad-
dition, joint utilization required cooperation between
the military branches, which often proved to be a
challenge given that the branches had traditionally
competed for War Department funds. Many Navy
planners, for instance, viewed their facility program
as only for naval training purposes; in fact, the Army
eventually declined to share training space with the
Navy because of the different training requirements
between the two branches. Nevertheless, military re-
serve planners quickly realized that until all available
armory space was economically and wisely allocated,
Congress would never provide funding for new, per-
manent construction of training facilities.

Initial Efforts to Standardize Organized Reserve
Corps

The selection of the National Guard to oversee the
development of standardized plans for training
centers came as a result of past experience with ar-
mory construction prior to World War II. Because
the ORC did not receive federal funding before
World War I, the organization had no experience

constructing facilities. In addition, the National
Guard anticipated that new training facilities would
be needed in the post-war era and prepared interim
pre-requisites for their construction as early as 1946.
These guidelines included a statement recognizing
the limited resources and funding available for the
construction of training facilities,

In developing minimum standards for training
facilities, the National Guard considered the changing
needs of post-war units. In some cases, this provoked
an internal debate over how facitities should adapt to
different training needs. In response to preparations
for an armory construction bill in 1947, Lieuten-
ant General C.P. Hall, Director of Organization and
Training for the National Guard Bureau, emphasized
that modern armories would need to incorporate new
training priorities distinct from previous examples.

Colonel Edward Geesen, Acting Chief of the
National Guard Bureau, concurred with Lieuten-
ant General Hall’s assessment for the new armory
designs. However, Geesen argued that “certain fun-
damental features” should be incorporated into new
plans. For example, while a drill floor was not crucial,
space should be provided for formations and roll
call, assembly of equipment essential to drill, a min-
iature artillery range, and a sub-caliber small arins
range. Colonel Geesen also stated that new armory
facilities should incorporate classrooms, libraries,
radio and telegraphy rooms, fireproof storage vaults,
supply rooms, and administrative space for instruc-
tors. The rising importance of classroom space over
drill halls for reserve training emerged due to the
growth of military technology during and following
World War Il. To adequately support active units
in the post-war environment, reserve units needed
training in multiple areas including communicatien
and mechanical repair. As a result, classroom space
was vital to the success of reserve units.

To prepare the standardized drawings, the
National Guard (representing the needs of the
ORC) and the USACE selected the Chicago ar-
chitectural firm Skidmore, Owings & Merrill. The
specifications, plans, and drawings were completed
by January 1948 and included two different one-
unit facilities (Models A & B), a five-unit facility,
and a 10-unit facility. The new designs included
an assembly hall, office space, classrooms, library,
locker rooins, storage space for equipment, and an
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area for weekly armory drills. Though the plans did
not include hangars, shops, and other storage build-
ings, the board recommended that new facility sites
include a minimum of 20 acres of outdoor training
contiguous to the building.

In June 1948, an additional modified one-unit
facility (Type D) was designed by the irm Bail, Hor-
ton & Associates and was intended as an interim
solution for small communities. Drawings of the
modified type provide a sense of the early stages of
standardized drawings developed by the National
Guard with the USACE. The design depicts a two-
story, flat-roof building with a central front door and
cantilevered concrete slabs forming belt courses.
Assuming a T-shaped plan, the building included
a head house measuring 80 feet across by 26 feet
deep, and a one-story rear protrusion measuring 32
feet across and 22 feet deep. The modified type was
able to be converted to a two-unit facility with the
addition of a duplicate administrative wing, which
would result in an “H” type footprint.

Considering the established troop strengths
and cost projected for training facilities, the Fenn
Board (the committee charged with making recom-
mendations for military reserve training programs)
estimated the overall cost of construction to be $944
million. With individual states’ financial contribu-
tions for armory construction totaling $45 million,
the remaining funds were seen as a federal responsi-
bility. Indeed, the report cited that in the previous 30
years, states had spent over $500 million for armory
construction and facilities for the National Guard
and ORC, with an additional $25 million spent on
support and maintenance. The board recommended
that states provide 25 percent of funds with 75 per-
cent contributed by federal appropriations for new
armory construction with the above fund.

Development of Standard Architectural Plans

To meet their need for numerous functional facili-
ties quickly and efficiently, the USAR commissioned
standardized architectural plans similar to those
developed by the National Guard and USACE. The
Ariny developed the standardized plans in advance
of seeking funding for construction. This enabled
them to present their plans in Congressional hear-
ings as evidence that the proposed centers would be
practical, economical, and attractive.

The Army needed to develop a standard plan
not only to construct buildings. but also to promote
the Defense Facilities Act of 1950 in Congress. In
contrast to previous standard plans developed by the
National Guard and USACE, the new plans would
be more customized to meet the specific needs of the
ORC in terms of space, program, and function. The
USACE then contracted the New York City architec-
tural firm of Reisner and Urbahn to create a new set
of plans based on standard armory plans previously
developed by the architectural firms Skidmore, Qw-
ings & Merrill, and Bail, Horton & Associates for
the National Guard. The newly adapted plans would
be based on space criteria developed by the Com-
mittee on Facilities and Services' Resecve Facilities
Survey. Reisner and Urbahn were experienced in
governmental construction and had 2 reputation for
designing simple, modern buildings that minimized
cost by using modern construction techniques and
materials. Little is known about Reisner, but Max O.
Urbahn (1912-1995) was a well-known and prolific
architect who practiced from 1938 until 1978. Be-
fore forming Reisner and Urbahn in 1946, the Ger-
man-born architect worked with the offices of John
Russell Pope and Holabird and Root. Reisner and
Urbahn’s early work designing resorts and schools
gave them a reputation for master planning, which
translated well into their design for ARC campuses.
Some of their most important commissions include
the Vehicle Assembly Building and Launch Control
complex at Cape Canaveral, Florida; a 42-story sky-
scraper located at 909 Third Avenue in Manhattan,
New York City, New York; and a number of public
schools in the New York City, New York, area, in-
cluding the first using poured-in-ptace concrete
construction.

Under their 1950 contract with USACE, Reisner
and Urbahn completed a series of standard plans of
varying sizes: a 10-unit plan, a three-unit plan, two
versions of a four-unit pian, and two versions of a
five-unit pian. All plans called for Concrete Masonry
Unit (CMU) (i.e., concrete block} construction with
brick veneer, pre-cast concrete sills and lintels, and a
concrete foundation. Each plan separated classroom
spaces and assembly spaces, with the classrooms
arranged in a U-shaped plan that surrounded the
assembly hall. The classroom wing would be either
one- or two-story, depending on the capacity of
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building. The classrooms opened directly onto the
central assembly space, which eliminated the need
for halls and lowered construction costs. A partial
basement under the classroom wing contained an in-
door rifle range and possibly lockers, showers, and a
boiler room. All classroom wings had flat roofs. The
assembly hall included an open, double-height space
constructed using a prefabricated steel truss, creating
a low-pitched roofline. Clerestory windows opened
onto the assembly hall and provided a natural source
of lighting. Some larger versions included mezzanine
space with additional classrooms or offices in the as-
sembly wing. The firm also developed plans for an
OMS, which was a separate, free-standing building
used for storage and repair of vehicles and other large
equipment. In design, the OMS was very basic, with
rolling overhead doors and a flat roof. Despite their
variations, all sets of plans developed by Reisnerand
Urbahn featured a distinctive layout and configura-
tion, which included a two-story central core and
flanking classroom wings.

In promoting the Reisner and Urbahn designs to
Congress, the USAR frequently touted that their ar-
chitectural style was influenced by the 1950s contem-
porary movement, and that their designs resembled
prevailing trends in school design at that time. The
choice of an architectural style influenced by Mod-
ernism was both practical and fashionable. Pressing
manpower needs for national defense dictated that
USAR training centers needed to be constructed
quickly and economically. At the same time, the ap-
pealing and approachable architectural style used in
the design of the centers enhanced recruiting efforts.
The Army adopted the Modern architectural style
as the solution to bringing together these various
needs. By incorporating a few key character-defining
architectural elements, they could reinterpret a
purely utilitarian building into a symbol of American
technological superiority.

Reisner and Urbahns standard plans stripped
down the intluences of the 1950s American contem-
porary style architecture using only a few character-
defining elernents. These included technologically
advanced building materials, clear articulation of
building tectonics, steel or reinforced concrete fram-
ing, asymmetrical massing of spaces, open floor
plan, flat roofs, and smooth, unadorned exterior wall
surfaces. Additionally, they used fenestration patterns

that demonstrated to the viewer that the exterior wall
is not load-bearing (such as horizontal ribbons of
windows, comer windows, or large plate glass win-
dows), and cantilevered eaves or balconies. Each of
these elements visually expressed how new materials
- such as steel framing and reinforced concrete con-
struction - enabled the design of more open interior
spaces and non-load-bearing exterior fagades.

Before World War I1, buildings that represented
the ofhcial face of the Army in a community contin-
ued to use a traditional, monumental architectural
style. Even during the war, when materials were
scarce and expedient construction was a top prior-
ity, the Army still on occasion constructed more
stylish buildings rather than the relying strictly on
utilitarian designs usually associated with tempo-
rary buildings of World War II. For example, hous-
ing in Virginia was constructed with red brick in a
Colonial Revival style. Until the post-World War
11 era, the Colonel Revival style was considered to
be the quintessentially American national style.
It represented freedom in its association with the
American Revolution and its derivation from clas-
sical Greek architecture, two themes associated with
the birth of democracy. After World War II, though,
critics protested that the style was too derivative of
European architecture and out of touch with an era
being defined by technology and industry.

A simplified utilitarian style influenced by
1950s contemporary architecture was accepted as
efficient and economical, but it was not universally
perceived as appealing and approachable. In order
to recruit and retain reservists, the Army needed to
convince the American public that 1950s contempo-
rary architecture truly represented American values
and patriotism. Architects and critics frequently
argued that society had mnoved into a rational, tech-
nologically advanced era that was best expressed by
simple, ethicient architecture. The Army agreed with
this argument and adopted the official position that
unadorned architecture and modern construction
materials projected an image of technical superior-
ity over Cold War foes.

As a testament to the success of Reisner and
Urbahn’s 1950 design for standard plans, in 1952
USACE again contracted Reisner and Urbahn to
develop revised standardized plans for ARCs. The
USAR hoped that the revised plans would provide
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more classroom space and provide for easy expan-
sion. The 1952 iteration of the standardized plans
included three basic series:

» 400 Reservists, Expansible from 400 to 600
or B0O, either with or without basement;

» 600 Reservists, Expansible from 400 to 600
or 1,000, either with or without basement;
and

« 1,000 Reservists, Expansible from 1,000 to
2,004, either with or without basement (one
unit is equivalent to 200 men}.

These plans also included more corridor space
for less awkward circulation, as well as a more pro-
nounced and visible main public entry. A full-depth
lobby off the entry was planned, lit by a full-height,
metal, door-transom-sidelight assembly. The roof
truss for the open assembly space was modified to
create a flatter profile. The largest series of plans
used a concrete block CMU exterior rather than
brick veneer. Reisner and Urbahn designed the
plans so that the buildings could be expanded as
needed by adding a new wing that would connect
to the original classroom wing using a hyphen with
a separate entry. Otherwise, though, the plans were
very similar to the 1950 plans.

In 1953, USACE contracted Reisner and Urbahn
to revise their standardized plans yet again. This
round of revisions aimed to reduce the costs of the
400-600-800-man series of plans by providing a por-
table rifle range rather than integrating a permanent
range into the building, thereby eliminating the arms
vault and reducing the size of assembly space. Addi-
tionally, the 1953-1954 revisions provided for a small
200-man, or one-unit, ARC. In the 200-man version,
assembly would take place in a multi-use classroom
space, and one bay of the center could be used as a ve-
hicle shop, it needed. Like the 1,000-man expansible
center designed in 1952, the 200-man center would
use a CMU exterior rather than brick veneer.

In 1956, the USAR identified a need to revise
the space criteria for ARCs. [n anticipation of these
new space criteria, USACE again contracted Max O.
Urbahn for architectural services for revised standard
plans. By 1956, though, the firm Reisner and Urbahn
had morphed into Urbahn, Brayton, and Burrow.
Richard Mark Brayton and John Shoker Burrow both

had worked with Reisner and Urbahn. The new firm
continued to work on governmental projects — like
ARCs — that Reisner and Urbahn had designed, but
they also included more elementary schools, recre-
ational buildings, and homes in their practice.

The standardized plans of 1956 included a 100-
man, or one-half unit, “pilot” model intended for
small communities. The design used an asymmetrical
T-plan. The front wing included a double-loaded cor-
ridor with classrooms and storage, while the rear wing
housed the assembly hall. The main entrance opened
onto the front wing, but the assembly hall was also
accessible through a separate entrance in the hyphen
connecting the front wing to the assembly wing.

In contrast to the tightly compacted plans that
Reisner and Urbahn developed in 1950, the series
of standard plans developed in 1952, 1953, and 1956
shared many common design concepts and physi-
cal characteristics. Since these designs featured a
more irregular configuration, the sets of plans have
been grouped within a single category known as the
“Sprawling Plan” for the purposes of this report.
Again, these designs are distinct and recognizable
from those of different eras,

Soon after the 1956 generation of standard plans
were completed, the Army began to reconsider
whether the space criteria guiding standard plans
reflected the USAR’ needs. The first version of new
space criteria went into etfect November 15, 1957.
Prescribed square footages were:

a. l-unit {Authorized strength between 55-
100)-13,000 square feet (ft);

1-unit (over 100)-15,960 square ft;

2-unit (200-man capacity/unit)- 18,960 square t;
3-unit (200-man capacity/unit)-24,310 square ft;
4-unit (200-man capacity/unit)-28,445 square ft;
and

5-unit (200-man capacity/unit)-36.795 square ft.

rAD g
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However, because these criteria were based on space
per man, and Army strength assignments were based
on units rather than men, revisions and clarifications
to the space criteria continued through 1958.

Debate about changes to the space criteria incited
debate about the cost, function, and appearance of
ARCs. As a result, Urbahn, Brayton, and Burrows re-
vised the 1956 standardized plans a number of times
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in response to comments from the USAR. The design
process was complicated by the fact that DoD and the
Bureau of the Budget reviewed and approved revised
standardized plans before they had concluded their
debate about the revised space criteria. When DoD
finally approved the revised space criteria in 1958, the
latest version of the standardized plans were “consid-
erably in excess” of the space criteria.

Although draft drawings were not archived, re-
cords of correspondence reveal issues that the USAR
sought to rectify in revisions to the 1956 plans. Rec-
ommendations given to the architect were lengthy
and very specific. Direction regarding the architec-
tural style of the exterior elevations was unequivocal.

To further achieve the desired exterior appear-
ance, the Army required that parking be relocated to
the rear of the building, where it would not be visible
from the street, and that a shrubbery planning plan
be included in the site plan. In later correspondence,
the Army added, "Architectural appearance is too
localized. While a degree of localization may be de-
sirable, this should be minimized. A more conserva-
tive contemporary appearance would be acceptable.”
The Army even sent its own architectural sketches to
USACE to pass on to architect Max Urbahn.

Additional recommendations referred to the size
of interior spaces and the proximity of space o one
another within the building program. Comments
regarding the floor plan recommended, among oth-
er things, locating the mechanical equipment room
more centrally, locating all storage rooms on the hrst
floor, locating the Unit Advisor’s space adjacent to
the main entrance, with the kitchen to the right of
the Unit Advisor and the day room to the right of
the kitchen, and locating the library adjacent to the
Company Commander’s space. Similarly, because
only 22-caliber rifles would be used, the Army rec-
ommended that the length of the rifle range could
be reduced from B3 feet and 4 inches to 50 feet.

When the space criteria were finalized in 1958,
even more changes were required in the standard-
ized plans. The two most dramatic revisions were
the inclusion of accordion partitions rather than
a permanent partition wall between classrooms in
order to increase tlexibility and allow conversion of
assembly spaces in the smaller spaces, and the elimi-
nation of all basements to reduce costs and to make
it easier to locate suitable construction sites. Much

more detailed records regarding interior features
also accompany the 1956 plans. For example, USAR
correspondence recommended that flooring be ce-
ramic tile in the toilet and shower rooms, asphalt tile
in the day room and corridors, and vinyl-asbestos
tile in the kitchen and lobby. In addition, further
specifications stated that interior walls should be
painted exposed masonry walls in most spaces and
that ceilings should be painted plaster except for the
day room, which was to use acoustic tiles.

When releasing the revised plans, the USAR
also clarifed how they were to be used by the local
chapters, and how different regions could deviate
from the standardized plans. In a statement before
the House Subcommittee of the Committee on
Appropriations on April 15, 1957, General Shuler,
Chief, Construction Division Office, Deputy Chief
of Staff for Logistics, explained:

The States are not required to adhere to these
designs. However, the United States Govern-
ment contributions to the states for Army NG
facilities are based on these approved space cri-
teria and construction standards. Where the
States exceed those standard designs, they pay
100 percent of the applicable costs.

Based on preliminary review of historic resources
surveys conducted by regional USAR offices, it seems
that most of the facilities currently under the stew-
ardship of the USAR conform to the standard plans.
It is reasonable to infer that unit commanders felt that
the standardized plans functioned well for their needs
and fit into their communities. If not, the shortcom-
ings in the standardized plans, for the most part, ap-
pear to have been so minor that they did not justify
the added design cost to the state or the USAR.

Deviations from Standard Architectural Plans

If the regional head of the USAR did not feel that
the standard plans were appropriate for a specific
project, the USACE could be directed to either de-
velop an alternative in-house plan or commission
a custom design. These alternative designs would
then become part of the stock of plans available for
regional command of the USAR. The same budget-
ary constraints that applied to standard plans also
applied to custom plans, so deviations from the
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standard plans were not practical in most situations.
For examplz, in the 96th RRC, located in the moun-
tain states, William J. Monroe, Jt. of Snedaker, Budd,
& Monroe, Architects of Salt Lake City was commis-
stoned to design an ARC circa 1957. Monroe's plan
was applied to ARCs constructed in Ogden (1957},
Provo (1957), and Moore (1958), Utah. The plan
and style of the design of these facilities are very
similar to the standard design; however, they have a
two-story T-plan with classrooms and offices across
the front and an assembly wing at the rear.

A few rare examples of ARCs were custom
designed. These seem to occur primarily in large
urban areas where another ARC had already been
constructed using the standardized design, or where
construction fell under the purview of another
agency because of joint utilization. For example, in
1957, the architectural firm of Smith and Hegner
collaborated with USACE to design the ARC on the
Denver Federal Center campus in Denver, Colo-
rado, Smith and Hegner was a local firm known for
their International style design of private homes and
civic and institutional buildings. The Denver Federal
Center was located on land where a World War 11-
era ordnance plant once stood. Offices for numerous
federal agencies were constructed on the property in
the post-war era.

The U.S. Army Reserve Post-1970

During the administration of President Nixon, pro-
posed legislation that would create the all-volunteer
army was heard in Congress in 1970. Secretary of
Defense Melvin Laird and Army Chief of Staff Gen-
eral William Westmoreland supported the proposal.
However, due to the concern of added military cost
and a lack of assurance that manpower needs could
be met, the Senate defeated the all-volunteer army
bill on August 25, 1970. Some members of the public
and some Army reservists claimed that politicians
were reluctance to pass legislation that would send
the reserves to Vietnam because many reservists
were from affluent and politically influential fami-
lies {(Moore et al, 2008:129),

Legislation was introduced again in February
1971 to create an all-volunteer force. However, Con-
gress did not pass the legislation. Instead they allowed
the draft to expire in 1973. At this point the Army had

to adapt to an all-volunteer structure that continued
after the end of the Nixon administration and well
into the 1980s {Moore et al. 2008:129}, It was dur-
ing this time that that the design ot USARs began to
change to meet the changing mission of the USAR.

Army Reserve Downsizing and BRAC

By the end of the 1980s, Congress began to question
the generous funding that the USAR had received
through much of the twentieth century. Even when
funding tor the reserves had declined during the
Vietnam War, the convenient and temporary shift
away from emphasis on the reserve was perceived
by many in the puhlic and some in Congress as yet
another example of preferential treatment for the
reserves. As the Cold War came to an end, the need
for military power seemed less urgent. The political
power of the Reserve Officers Association (ROA) in
Congress began to decline as World War II veterans
began to retire from their positions of political in-
fluence. In 1988, Army leaders insisted that it could
not withstand budget cuts and make necessary up-
grades to equipment without cutting reserve forces.
As a result, the USAR decreased in size significantly
in the years 1989-1997. The 20 ARCOMSs were re-
placed with 10 RSCs, and the USAR decreased by
about 114,000 reservists, or by 33 percent. (The total
Army - including the active army, Army National
Guard, USAR, and civilian employees - decreased
by 620,000 soldiers.) However, the role of the USAR
within the Army’s Total Force remained constant at
about 16 percent. The downsizing tried to eliminate
redundancies between capabilities of the active army
and the reserves, leading to more integration in mo-
bilization efforts. To this end, more officers from the
active army were assigned to lead reserve units.

The effort to reduce military spending ad-
dressed facilities as well as manpower. In 1988, the
DoD initiated its program for BRAC. BRAC aims
to reduce costs of facility ownership and opera-
tion by eliminating installations that are no longer
relevant to the military’s mission and that cannot
grow or be adapted to accommodate that mission.
These realignments and closures took place over
four rounds- 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995. Between
1988 and 1995, more than 112 installations were
closed and 26 were realigned, costing 85.6 billion
but resulting in $9.8 billion in savings. Yet USAR
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facilities were affected only if they were affiliated
with an active-duty installation targeted for closure,
consolidation, or realignment.

In 2005, the fifth round of BRAC had a greater
effect on USAR facilities. Through this process, the
RRCs became RSCs. The same year, the Department
of Army had more than 4,000 Reserve facilities
within its inventory. The 2005 BRAC emphasized
increased joint operations between all branches of
the military and sought to combine multiple com-
ponents on one installation, such as combining
reserves with active duty forces. The Army recom-
mended closing 176 USAR facilities, to be replaced
by 125 new Armed Forces Reserve Centers incorpo-
rating units from multiple branches of the military.
Newly constructed Armed Forces Reserve Centers
were constructed using a design-build process over-
seen by USACE, following criteria recently updated
in 2006 (UFC-7-171-05 Army Reserve Facilities).
Under the design-build criteria, facilities were de-
signed by individual contractors rather than using
standard plans.

Despite ongoing debate about funding, the
reserves have played important roles in recent
international military conflicts. In the 1990-1991
Gulf War, more than 50 percent of combat forces
for all branches of the Army were reservists, and
about 104,000 reservists were called to active duty.
More than 84,000 were Army reservists. The USAR
was mabilized for missions in Somalia and Bosnia
during the 1990s as well. To date, hundreds of thou-
sands of Army reservists have served in Operation
Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan and Operation
Iraqi Freedom in Iraq.

2.2.2U.5. Army Reserve Property Types

By subdividing the USAR's inventory of facilities into
property type categories and describing the potential
areas of significance for each category, it becomes
easier to associate each individual resource with its
potential area(s) of significance and assess its eligibil-
ity for inclusion in the NRHP. Buildings within the
USARS inventory of pre-1970 facilities fall into the
tollowing primary property type categories:

« Militia-Era Armories prior to World War I1;
« Type “D” Armories of the Immediate Post-
war Era;

+ ARCs of the Early Cold War;

» Compact Plan ARCs;

» Sprawling Plan ARCs;

» Vertical Plan ARCs;

» Maintenance Shops and Support Structures;
or

« USAR Complexes.

These categories are based on shared physi-
cal characteristics and design qualities, as well as
existing thoughts and political, economic, and
military conditions about the role and function of
the Reserves at the time of their construction. The
standard architecture plans used to construct ARCs
of the Early Cold War Era may be further divided
into three sub-types:

« Compact Plans (1950);
« Sprawling Plans (1952/1953/1956); and
« Vertical Plans (1960)

Although variations in size and scale exist within
each category, the subtypes are united by distinctive
character-defining architectural features {e.g., mass-
ing, materials, layout). As defined by NPS Bulletin No.
16, all armories and ARCs fall within the use type of
"Defense” and the subtype of “Military Facility”

Army Reserve Centers as a Complex

An ARC typically encompasses a relatively small
tract of tand ranging in size from three to hive acres.
Although settings vary by location and range from
densely populated urban centers to small cities in
rural areas, an ARC usually fronts onto a major
roadway or public thoroughfare. The focal point and
primary resource at any ARC is the training section
{Type D Armory, Compact Plan, Sprawling Plan,
or Vertical Plan). The form of the training building
depended on when the funding for its construction
was appropriated and prevailing trends in the US-
AR’ building program. As the most prominent and
visible feature of the complex, the training building
faces onto the public roadway. The grounds in front
typically include minimal amounts of landscaping
with well-kept grass lawns and small shrubbery
along the base of the main building. A sidewalk
extends from the street to the front entrance of the
main building and provides public access into the
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compound. Another requisite element of an ARC is
a flagpole, which typically is in front of the building
in a prominent and highly visible location on the
grass lawn. Some ARCs have freestanding signage
noting the center's name and official designation.
Except for the front lawn, which typically is open
and accessible to the public, the compound is se-
cured with fencing that extends along the perimeter
of the property. A driveway extends to parking lots
and service facilities (maintenance shops and other
structures) located at the rear of the complex. The
number, type, and location of the service facilities
varied but addressed the specific needs and training
missions of reservists drilling at the ARC

Militia-Era Armories Prior to World War II
Resources in this property type category were
constructed before the organization of the present
USAR program and originally were used by state
militias or the National Guard. However, some
armories subsequently have been acquired by the
USAR and today are included in the USAR inven-
tory. Although resources within this property type
category date from the Colonial Era through the
1940s, the oldest examples in the USAR’s inventory
date from the 1880s, and the majority date from
1880 to 1910. Examples of this property type in-
ciude the Fort Douglas ARC in Salt Lake City, Utah;
the ARC in Vancouver, Washington; and the Fort
Missoula ARC in Missoula, Montana. They typi-
cally are located in an urban setting — either a city
or 4 town - and occupy a prominent, visible site.
When available, a hilltop site often was selected. A
site with surrounding land that could be used for
exercises and drills was preferable. Armories in-
cluded spaces for the storage of arms, for military
drills and exercise, and, importantly, for socializa-
tion and organization.

From the Colonial Era through the early twen-
tieth century, the plan and organization of spaces
of armories varied with the size of the militia or
National Guard unit and the architectural style. The
militias and chapters of the National Guard that
constructed armories often were elite social orga-
nizations, and, consequently, they often selected
high architectural styles and a grand, monumental
scale for the design of armories. Among the archi-
tectural styles commeonly used for armories of the

tate nineteenth and early twentieth centuries include
the Romanesque Revival, Renaissance Revival, or
Classical Revival styles. Construction typically is
load-bearing masonry, with brick or stone used as
exterior materials. The buildings also often teatured
architectural details that enhanced the buildings
appearance of strength and security. Common ele-
ments included the use of rusticated stone masonry
at the foundations, quoins, crenulations at the roof
line, and heavy wrought iron hardware and fixtures.

Armories of the Immediate Post-World War 11 Era
The years immediately after World War II represented
a transitional period in the development of the USAR,
asa wave of new training center increasingly relied on
the use of standardized plans. Nonetheless, the term
“armory” continued to be used to describe buildings,
even though their design, layout, and configuration
shared more characteristics with modern ARCs
than with traditional armories. In 1948, the National
Guard and the USAR commissioned Skidmore, Qw-
ings, and Merrill to design a standard plan for armor-
ies, and in 1949 the USACE and the National Guard
Bureau commissioned Bail, Horton, & Associates,
Architects-Engineers to design a “Type D Armory”
to house one unit of reservists. Note that the National
Guard and QRC were considered one in the same at
this time because it was assumed that Congress would
approve the merger of the two organizations. The plan
of the armories of the immediate post-war period
accommodated functions somewhat similar to the
traditional armory, including an open double-height
space for assernbly, drills, and exercises. However, the
armories also incorporated classroom spaces, which
were not characteristic ot the earlier armories. The
inclusion of classrooms marked a dramatic departure
in the type and level of training for USAR personnel,
which began to rely on new and more technologically
advanced weapons and communications systems.
The design of armories of the immediate post-
war era followed guidelines implemented in 1946
by the National Guard jointly with the USAR. The
guidelines focused on economizing materials and
space. In 1947, the DoD’s Committee on Facilities
and Services compiled an official space scale of
minimum and maximum armory requirements. The
space requirements, referred to as NME Form 134,
provided an official range of post-war space require-
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ments for one-, two-, three-, four-, five-, and 10-unit
armories. NME Form 134 became critical in design
planning efforts for training facilities. The space
requirements included a drill hall, classrooms, and
unit instructor offices. The 1948 one-unit armory
was designed as a two-story, flat-roof building with
a central front door and cantilevered concrete slabs
forming belt courses. The footprint of the building
was T-shaped, with the front room including a day
room, lockers, and offices and the projecting rear
wing housing the assembly hall. The modified type
was able to be converted to a two-unit facility with
the addition of a duplicate administrative wing,
which would result in an "H" type footprint.

The footprint of the Type D Armory was a simple
rectangle with a double-height open assembly space
at the center surrounded by single-story classroom
spaces. The floor plan economized space to the high-
est degree possible by including no corridors; instead,
the assembly space provided circulation, and each of
the surrounding rooms opened onto the next. The
setting for the building was not specified, although
the presence of a double-height overhead door to
allow vehicles to enter the assembly space suggests
that the site would need to accommodate a parking
lot. Construction for the majority of the building was
concrete block with concrete slab floors, although
the open assembly space made use of a prefabricated
steel truss. The exterior of the building was clad in
brick veneer. The Type D Armeory does not overtly
exemplify any architectural style, although it does
exhibit some elements indicative of the Modern style,
including the flat roof over the classroom wing, the
unornamented exterior walls, and the cantilevered
concrete canopy over the main entrance.

Army Reserve Centers of the Early Cold War
Congress finally began appropriating funds for the
construction of permanent training centers for the
USAR in the early 1950s, as the outbreak of the
Korean War and ongoing and simmering tensions
between the United States and the Soviet Union ac-
celerated. ARCs were constructed by the U.S. Army
for the specific purpose of training the federal Army
reservists, versus armoties, which had been used to
train National Guard units at the state level.

In addition, in this era the idea of what com-
prises an ARC and the types of facilities within it

began to evolve. The wave of ARCs constructed dur-
ing the early Cold War era supported functions such
as administration, training, and storage. Whereas
armories of the pre-war era typically included a
single building, the typical ARC of the 1950s in-
cluded multiple facilities, such as an adininistration
building, training building, OMS, AMSA, garage,
storage buildings and structures, sentry station or
guard shed, fallout shelter, flag pole, and parking lot.
Purpose-designed ARCs date from 1950 to the pres-
ent, although armories or other earlier buildings
have been adapted for use as ARCs. In order to be
eligible for listing in the NRHP for its association
with the historic context narrated in this chapter, an
ARC must have been designed using a standardized
plan commissioned by the Army and must have been
used by the Army Reserve.

ARCs of the early years of the Cold War can be
grouped into three subcategories based on their date
of construction and the standard architectural plans
that they follow. For analysis, ARC sub-types have
been defined as:

+ Compact Plan (19530);
- Sprawling Plan (1952/1953/1956); and
« Vertical Plan (1960).

All of these subtypes used standardized plans,
atilitarian building and construction materials,
and a simplified architectural style influenced by
mid-century contemporary American architecture.
Moreover, these subtypes accommodated the same
types of programmatic functions, including an
OMS, parking lot, open drill hall, classrooms, and
often a rifle range and arms storage space. However,
the property subtypes differ from one another in
their building footprint, massing, and treatment of
architectural details such as windows and doors.
Despite their differences, which are explained in
greater detail later in this chapter, ARCs, classified
within the broad property type category, share many
character-defining elements and attributes common
among all three subtypes.

Although ARCs were established in urban, sub-
urban, and small-town settings across the United
States, most were built in areas with concentrated
populations. From 1950 through 1958, ARCs were
more likely to be constructed in urban areas than
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in small towns but beginning in 1959 a number of
reserve centers were constructed in small towns to
expand the Army Reserve Program and provide ad-
ditional training facilities. Because ease of transpor-
tation was a priority in selecting sites for the centers,
they are generally located in urban or suburban
areas, near major roadways, and accessible by public
transportation. In sorme instances, ARCs are located
within a larger military installation.

The ARCs campus typically is arranged with the
main administration or training building located
toward the front of the lot and is visible from public
streets or rights-of-way. Typically, the parking lot
and auxiliary buildings or structures are located to
the rear of the property, behind the main building.
The compound usually encompasses enough land
for a parking lot that could also be used for outdoor
drills and exercises. From the early to mid-1950s, the
grounds did not include landscaping, but beginning
in 1956, the construction of any new ARCs required
the inclusion of landscaping and a paved walkway in
front of the ARC. Such elements were retroactively
applied to those ARCs established from 195¢ to 1956.

Compact Plan (1950)

The first set of standard plans for ARCs of the early
years of the Cold War were designed by architects
Reisner and Urbahn in 1950 and is referred to as a
“Compact Plan” because the building footprint is
a tight rectangle, with interior spaces clustered to-
gether as tightly as possible, and with hallways and
any other spaces used for circulation kept to a strict
minimum. The set of standardized plans developed
in 1950 for this subtype inciuded variations in size
and scale to accommodate two-, three-, four-, and
five-unit ARCs. Although the physical appearance
of ARCs in this subcategory is simple and modest,
the rectangular footprint is the signature charac-
teristic of this design. Most versions are one story
in height with a basement, but the largest five-unit
version features a two-story design.

The interior spaces are organized so that a
U-shaped classroom wing surrounds an open,
double-height assembly space. The roof form over
the classroom wing is flat, but the assembly space
has a low-pitched, front-gabled roof. As seen from
the front, the building presents a box-like appear-
ance with a flat roof. It features a concrete masonry

structure that is faced with a brick veneer that gives
the building a more refined and less utilitarian char-
acter. The main entry is inconspicuous, recessed,
and offset. The high, open interior assembly space
is supported by a prefabricated steel truss, which
creates the low-pitched roof form over the assembly
space. The classrooms open directly onto the assem-
bly space that eliminates the need for a corridor and
economizes the total square footage. An overhead
rolling door opens from the assembly space onto
the rear parking lot, so that vehicles may enter the
building for training and drills. In smaller versions,
the basement space is excavated only under the pe-
rimeter ell, but in larger versions, the basement ex-
tends beneath the entire U-shaped classroom area.
The basement provides space for such activities and
functions as an indoor rifle range, arms vault, boiler
room, and locker room. The standard design for a
Compact Plan ARC did not include the construc-
tion of an OMS or any other associated buildings or
structures. Known examples of the Compact Plan
subtype were constructed from 1950 through 1957,
possibly continuing later.

Sprawling Plan (1952/1953/1956)

The next generation of standard plans developed
for and implemented by the USAR featured a more
sprawting, asymmetrical T- or L-shaped footprint
and an “expansible” design. Reisner and Urbahn
first designed this new architectural form, dubbed
the Sprawling Plan for this study, in 1952. However,
the firm updated the plan in 1953. This new set of
plans included variations for 400-, 600-, 800-, and
1,000-reservist ARC, all of which were expansible
to accommodate more reservists if needed. In 1956,
Urbahn, Brayton, and Burrows (the successor firm to
Reisner and Urbahn) revised plans for this architec-
tural form yet again. The 1956 version also included
variations for mnuch smaller ARCs, including one-
unit {200-reservist) and one-half-unit {100-reservist)
versions. Although these various forms, which were
developed in 1952, 1953, and 1956, exhibit subtle dif-
ferences that distinguish them from one another, they
still retain the same basic and fundamental concepts
of design, and are distinctive from ARCs built before
and afterward. For example, the character-defining
features that separate the Sprawling Plan subtype
from the earlier Compact Plan subtype include the
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celebration at the new ARC on Parris Avenue, The
local paper noted that the 325th Chemical Depot
Company was the only company at Ft. McClellan
to have completed their deployment without any
members receiving a court martial (High Point En-
terprise August 3, 1962).

In January 1963, the High Point US. Army
Advisory Committee solicited from the citizens of
High Point nominations for names of local soldiers
for whom to dedicate the new ARC. The names
were limited by four requirements in order to be
considered for nomination. First, the nominated in-
dividual had to have been a resident of High Point or
its surrounding communities. Second, the surviving
members of the nominees family (either by blood
or marriage) also had to he residents of High Point
or its surrounding communities. Third, although
the committee briefly considered nominees from
any war, they ultimately decided the nominee must
be a war veteran of World War I, World War II, or
the Korean War. The committee sought as many as
three nominees from each citizen of High Point, with
no more than two nominees from the same war. The
committee also preferred the nominee or the nomi-
nee’s family be “well known” in the city of High Point.
All nominations were submitted to Captain Jarnes M.
Woollen, Chairman of the committee, or George A.
Covington, Secretary for the committee, by February
15, 1963 (High Point Enterprise April 12, 1963).

The committee selected Captain Thomas C.
Lamar, a decorated war hero killed in action in
the Korean War on October 17, 1951 (see Section
2.3.1). The formal dedication ceremony was held at
4:00 pm on Sunday, May 19, 1963. The ceremony
featured many high-ranking military personnel and
local citizens, with Captain Lamar’s wife, three chil-
dren, and parents in attendance. Captain Lamar’s
wife, Constance Lamar, and the commander of the
12th Army Corps, Major General Ethan A. Chap-
man, unveiled a dedication plaque that was placed
near the front entryway to the ARC. An open house
followed where attendees were encouraged to honor
Captain Lamar and inspect the site {(High Point En-
terprise April 12, 1963).

Aside from the normal function of serving as
the ARC for High Point, the NC028/High Point
ARC served many other ceremonial purposes.
One such occasion took place in October 1965

when High Point reservist, Richard |. Spencer, was
awarded a third Oak Leaf Cluster for participating
in sustained flights during November 4, 1964, in
support of ground forces in Vietnam (High Point
Enterprise October 6, 1965).

Another event of note for the NC028/High Point
ARC took place in March of 1972, With the wind-
ing down of the Vietnam War and the phasing out
of the draft, the reserve numbers for the area were
drastically low. Captain Richard L. Herring called
for a major recruitment drive of High Point men
to lessen what was viewed as an enormous burden
on the nation’s reserve forces. Captain Herring, in
conjunction with city officials, spearheaded a major
push for recruitment with numerous events held at
the NC028/High Point ARC (High Point Enterprise
March 13, 1972).

Over time, the NC028/High Point ARC has seen
less military use and is now only manned by a few
employees approximately two weekends per month.
The site is still maintained by the USAR 81st RD for
future use.

2.3,1 Biographical Information for Captain
Thomas C. Lamar

Captain Thomas Clyde Lamar was born in Ashe-
boro, North Carolina, but he and his family moved
to High Point, North Carolina, shortly before he
began primary school. Captain Lamar went to High
Point College where he earned a degree in business
administration. He remained in High Point where
he married Constance Zaytuon and had three
children: Thomas Clyde Jr., Theresa, and Donaid
Edward Lamar. He worked in the administrative of-
fice at the Lindale Dairy and was the Superintendent
of the North Main Street Baptist Chiurch Sunday
School until he enlisted in the US. Army on Sep-
tember 9, 1941. Captain Lamar had a distinguished
record during World War 11, and afterwards served
in the National Guard. Captain Lamar also worked
as a recruiter in New Bern, North Carolina, until the
Korean War broke out, and in 1949 he entered emer-
gency duty for action. Captain Lamar commanded
Company B, 5th Cavalry Regiment until October
17, 1951, when he was killed in action by enemy
mortar fire. Captain Thomas C. Lamar was awarded
the Silver Star, the Bronze Star, the Purple Heart,
the American Defense Service Medal, the American
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3.0 Results of Architectural Survey

This chapter presents an architectural description
and NRHP evaluation for the NC028/CPT Thomas
C. Lamar (High Point) ARC visited during this sur-
vey. The survey consisted of a pedestrian inspection
of the interior and exterior of the administrative
building and an external inspection of the OMS
building, metal classroom building, and flammable
storage building. The buildings were digitally pho-
tographed, and notes were made as to the construc-
tion method, materials, alterations, additions, and
character-defining features. The NC028/High Point
ARC had been previously evaluated and determined
as ineligible for the NRHP {Mohlman et al. 2009)
and that the facility should be reevaluated in the
future as it had not yet reached 50 years of age at the
time of the original survey. After our re-evaluation,
we recommend the NC028/High Point ARC as eli-
gible for the NRHP.

3.1 CPT Thomas C. Lamar Army Reserve
Center (NC028)

Site Code: 37945

NCSHPO ID; GF 8821

NC028 Administrative Building

Type: Urbahn, Brayton, and Burrows 50-man

Year Built: 1562

Alterations: Windows and Roof Replaced (in-kind)
NRHP Recommendation: Eligible {Criteria A and C)

Located in the City of High Point, North Carolina,
the NC028/High Point ARC is a complex consisting
of an administrative building, an OMS, a flammable
storage building, and a metal classroom building.
The facility, located at 156 Parris Avenue, sits on a
rectangular parcel of land on the north side of Parris
Avenue, west of N. Main Street and immediately east
of Idol Street. The complex has an open niaintained
lawn taking up the west section ot the parcel with
military equipment parking (MEP) positioned in
the northwest section of the lawn. The Administra-
tive Building also has personal vehicle parking to
the east and north with the parking lot entrance
located oft Parris Avenue. The northeast section of
the property is fenced and contains the OMS, metal
classroom building, a flaminable storage building,

and MEP. The remainder of the property consists
of maintained grass lawn with scattered mature oak
trees and trimmed hedge bushes ajong the parking
lot and the administration building,

The administration building was built in 1962 as
an Urbahn, Brayton, and Burrows 50-man type ARC.
The building is one story tall and has a side-gable roof
clad in Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer (EPDM)
roofing, a continuous concrete slab foundation, and
is clad in @ running bond brick veneer and original
architectural terra-cotta (ATC) tiles over concrete
block walls. There is one brick furnace chimney with
a cement cap located on the south slope of the west
end of the building. Windows throughout the build-
ing consist of replacernent vinyl 1/1 single-hung sash
windows, except for one original steel 1/1 single hung
window on the north (rear) elevation {Mohlman et
al. 2009). The south (front) elevation has a low-pitch
front gable porch flanked by solid brick walls on the
west and east ends. Within the recessed entryway
are the original aluminum frame double-entry glass
doors featuring single pane sidelights and capped by
a single pane transom light. The original doors were
painted to match the replacement windows. The en-
tryway is accentuated by original ATC tile walls on
either side, with the dedication plaque for Captain
Thomas C. Lamar affixed to the right of the entry
door. Similar ATC tiles also provide the base and cap
for the windows on the south elevation (facade). The
east elevation features two metal doors in the center
of the elevation, the south door with a single pane
window and the north door with three lights. The en-
try doors are separated and accentuated by ATC tiles
that run from grade to the peak of the gable. The west
elevation has a double metal door with three lights
that is also accentuated by ATC tiles running from
the grade to the gable peak. The north (rear) elevation
features a double metal door with three lights located
at the west end of the facade,

The internal layout of the building retains its
original footprint of a central hall flanked by offices
and classroom space. The building also retains a key
character-defining feature of this type of ARC design:
the large classroom space on the east side of the build-
ing, divided by the original accordion panition.

The administration building has had very few
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alterations since its construction in 1962, the most
notable being the replacement of the original metal
awning windows with vinyl 1/1 single-hung sash
windows in 1986. The roof was also covered in
EPDM roofing that same year, but it retains its origi-
nal gabled form and pitch.

The OMS building, located northeast of the
administration building, was also built in 1962. The
building has a low pitched side gable roof that has
also been covered with EPDM roofing material.
The building is set on a continuous poured concrete
foundation and is clad m a brick veneer over con-
crete block on the east, south, and west elevations.
The north elevation features mostly concrete block
with a single strip of brick running from the grade
up the middle of the elevation to the apex of the
gable. It is possible this elevation was left clean of
the brick veneer so that an additional vehicle bay
could be added later. All window units on the build-
ing consist of original three light hopper windows
with two-light fixed windows above them, each with
metal security bars over theni The south elevation
features two original entry doors to the west side of
the building, while the north elevation features one
entry door located on the east side. The east eleva-
tion mainly consists of a metal rollup vehicle door.

There are two non-historic outbuildings on
the property; both are located in the rear fenced
area. The 1984 flammable storage building, located
directly east of the OMS building {Mohlman et al.
2009}, is constructed of a poured concrete slab, con-
crete block walls, and a shed roof. The building has a
single meta! entry door on the south elevation. East
of the flammable storage building, and northeast of
the administration building, is a rectangular metal
classroom building that was built in 1991 (Mohlman
et al. 2009). Originally built to store vehicles, it was
later converted into classroom space. The building
has a side gable metal roof, metal exterior, and is set

on a raised poured concrete slab foundation. The
west elevation has two rollup bay doors and two
metal entry doors on either end of the building.

NRHP Evaluation: NC028

The NC028/CPT Thomas C. Lamar (High Point)
ARC does not meet the requirements for consider-
ation under Criterion B (person). While the facility
was posthumously memorialized to honor a local
fallen service member, typical of period USAR prac-
tices, there is no direct association between Captain
Thomas C. Lamar and NC028/High Point ARC.
Therefore, the facility does not meet the qualifica-
tions for consideration under Criterion B (person).
NC028/High Point ARC also does not have the po-
tential for tuture research or the likelihood of yield-
ing important historical information under Criteria
D (information patential).

Research did not reveal any significant state
or local historical associations beyond its purpose
to house federally funded reserve units. However,
the facility was associated with the national build-
ing program, Eisenhower’s “New Look” Program,
and the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950. As
demonstrated in Tabie 3.2, the administrative and
training building retains key character-defining fea-
tures of the Urbahn, Brayton and Burrows One-Unit
(modified) Sprawling Plan design type and thus re-
tains sufficient integrity to convey that broader area
of signiticance under Criterion A (events) {Moore
et al. 2008:173). NC028/High Point ARC qualifies
for NHRP listing under Criterion C {architecture)
because it retains a signilicant amount of its archi-
tectural integrity. There have been no additions or
demolitions to the administration building. The
exterior fabric has not been covered over or re-
placed. While the roofing material has been covered
with non-historic EPDM, the roof has not had any
alterations to its roof form or pitch. All entryways

Table 3.1 List of buildings at the NC028/High Point ARC.

v, |versun | Butia e | coramvetns
ARC Administrative and Training Building 2 1962 4,390 Yes
OMS 3 1962 1,325 Yes
Class Room Buitding IMPGD 1991 3,500 No
Flammable Storage Building 17 1984 120 No
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Table 3.2 Evaluation Matrix of Character-Defining Features of NC028,

Character-Defining Features :::d at
Follows Sprawling standard plan Yes
Retains original “Sprawling” footprint Yes
Additions follow "expansible” design on original standard plan NA
Original roof farm aver classrooms Yes
Qriginal fenestration patters intact Yes
Front entrance with original metal door/sidetights/transom assermbly Yes
Cantilevered canopy, if original Yes
Original masonry units, brick veneer, or historically appropriate stucco veneer on exterior walls Yas
Criginal doors and windows or compatible replacement doors and windows Yes
Clerestary windows in assembly wing NA
Criginal configuration of interior corridor and lobby spaces Yes
Presence of flexible accordion partitions, if ariginal, or opening in wall where accordion partition ariginally was Yes
{ocated

Double-height open interior space in assembly wing at rear NA
Overhead rolling door at assembly wing NA
Histosic-age maintenance shop, if original Yes
Integrity of setting intact Yes
Determination of NRHP Eligibility Yes
*NA = Not Applicable

are original and have not been moved or enclosed.
The windows have been replaced with non-historic
vinyl; however, none have been enclosed and they
retain the same pattern and spacing. The interior of
the building retains its layout and character-defining
features such as the accordion partition walls.

The OMS has retained its historic integrity,
but the building serves a secondary support role to
the ARC and is not individually eligible for listing
in the NRHP. However, the OMS is a contributing
resource for the NC028/High Point ARC. The two
non-historic outbuildings, the flammable storage
building and metal classroom building, are not
eligible for listing tor the NRHP due to their lack of
historic significance and are not significant within
the ARC historic context as they were not built as
part of the original USAR Training Center initiative.

The USAR 81Ist RD should follow its standard
operating procedures for management of historic
buildings. If future projects have the potential to ad-
versely affect NRIHP-qualifying features, the USAR
should initiate Section 106 consultation with the
North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPQ) on ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
those effects. The NRHP-qualifying {e.g., “charac-

ter-defining”) features of the ARC main building
include the overall existing building footprint, the
front-gabled entry and vecessed porch, the low-
pitched side gable over the building, window/door
fenestration, and the original window and door
materials. The two non-historic buildings are non-
eligible contributing features of the facility and they
do not require future evaluation when they reach 50
years of age.
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4.0 Conclusion and Management Recommendations

Brockington completed an NRHP evaluation update
for the NC028/High Point ARC. Managed by the
USAR Blst RD, the facility was previously evaluated
and determined ineligible for the NRHP because it
had not yet turned 50 years of age duringthe previous
survey {Mohlman et al. 2009). Brockington’s updat-
ed evaluation included an on-site inspection of the
facility building, additional background research,
and an updated analysis. The goal of this study was
to determine if the facility is eligible for the NRHP
and to provide management recommendations for
any identified historic properties. The NC028/High
Point ARC facility was evaluated against the relative
NRHP criteria as well as Blueprints for the Citizen
Soldier (Moore et al. 2008), which serves as the guid-
ing document for ARC evaluations nation-wide.

The NC028/High Point ARC is recommended
eligible for NRHP listing under Criteria A {events)
and C (architecture). The facility is a good represen-
tative example of the Urbahn, Brayton, and Bur-
rows Sprawling Plan {One-Unit/modified} design
for Cold War-period ARCs and retains sufficient
integrity to convey that broader area of significance
under Criterion A (events). The facility has few
physical alterations and retains a high degree of ar-
chitectural integrity. Character-defining features in-
clude the original “sprawling” plan, the original roof
form, original fenestration pattern, front entrance
arrangement, cantilevered canopy, original brick ve-
neer, original doors, original interior configuration,
presence of flexible accordion partitions, and the
historic OMS. The OMS, as a contributing building
to the ARG, still retains its historic integrity. The re-
placement of the window units in the administrative
building and addition of EPDM roofing material are
not considered to be significant alterations of the
overall integrity of the building, and therefore the
NC028/CPT Thomas C. Lamar (High Point) ARC
qualifies for NRHP listing under Criterion C.

The USAR 81st RD should follow its standard
operating procedures for management of historic
buildings. If future projects have the potential to
adversely affect these NRHP-qualifying features,
the USAR should initiate Section 106 consultation
with the North Carolina SHPO on ways to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate those effects. Finally, the two

non-historic buildings (metal classroom building
[IMPGD] and flammable storage building [17]) are
not contributing eligible features of this facility and
do not require future evaluation when they turn 50
years of age.
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