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Dear Mr. Glisson: 

Thank you for your letter of April 20, 2010, transmitting the above referenced survey, original survey forms, 
digital proof sheets, and compact disk for our review. We apologize for the delay in our response, which was 
due to an increased workload and several staff vacancies. To ensure thorough consideration of the report and 
property evaluations, we also wanted to make sure that all of the relevant staff were able to review and 
comment on the report. 

Based on the information contained in the report, we concur that the Claude T. Bowers Military Center on 
Reedy Creek Road in Raleigh is not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, including the 
Joint Force Headquarters building ~A 5101), Field Maintenance Shop ~A 5106), US Property and Fiscal 
Office ~A 5107), and Combined Support Maintenance Shop ~A 5108). 

We also concur that the Wilmington National Guard Armory at 2412 Infantry Road (NH 2680) is not eligible 
for listing in the National Register for the reasons outlined. We would, however, note the discrepancy between 
the date of construction shown as circa 1955 and the text, which states that the building was not purpose-built 
and acquired by the Guard following the return of Bluethenthal Air Field to New Hanover County in 1947. If 
the building is associated with a World War II airfield, as described in the text, it should be evaluated in terms 
of that historic context. 

As for the other armories evaluated in the report, we believe that although some of them are not yet fifty years 
old, they are all eligible for listing in the National Register under Criterion A for Military History and Criterion 
C for Architecture. This is based on advice from the National Park Service that buildings, which are less than 
fifty years old, can qualify for the Register and do not have to meet the "Exceptional Significance" Criterion, if 
they are associated with or are the continuation of a historic pattern/project that was established more than 
fifty years ago and retain their architectural integrity. The Historic Context clearly establishes the development 
of the several prototype armory plans in the mid~1950s and the funding constraints that resulted in stops and 
starts in a building program that continued to use those same prototypes into the mid-1960s. Further, most of 
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the buildings remain relatively unchanged having sustained no major alterations over the course of their 
existence. 

The following properties are considered eligible for listing in the National Register: 
Belmont Armory (GS 1483) 
Benson Armory (JT-1527) 
East Flat Rock Armory (HN 643) 
Elizabeth City Armory (PK 1066) 
Elizabethtown Armory (BL 266) 
Elkin Armory (SR 861) 
Farmville Armory (PT 2094) 
Forest City Armory (RF 474) 
Greensboro Armory (GF 7007) & 
FMS #9, Greensboro (GF 7023) 
Hamlet Armory (RH 736) 
Kings Mountain Armory (CL 987) 
Laurinburg Armory (SC 362) 
Lincolnton Armory (LN 626) 

Morehead City Armory (CR 968) 
Mount Olive Armory (JT 1528) 
Rockingham Armory (RH 737) 
Roxboro Armoiy (PR 297) 
Shallotte Armory (BW 363) 
Siler City Armory (CH 819) 
Smithfield Armory (WY 797) 
Sylva Armory (JK 554) 
Wallace Armory (DP 1184) 
Wilmington Armory, Carolina Beach Rd (NH 
2697) 
Winston-Salem Armory (FY 3915) 
Woodland Armory (NP 884) 

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. In all future 
communication concerning this project, please cite the above referenced tracking number. 

Sincerely, 

~Peter Sandbeck 

be: 106 
Brown/Swallow 
County 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Department of Defense (DoD) Instruction 4715.3, Environmental Conservation Program, and 
Army Regulation (AR) 200-4, Cultural Resources Management, require installations to develop 
an Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) as an internal compliance and 
management tool that integrates the entirety of the cultural resources program with ongoing 
mission activities. Through implementation of an ICRMP, a military organization or installation 
ensures compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), which governs the 
actions of all federal agencies with respect to their treatment of historic properties. Section 106 
of NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their undertakings on historic 
properties (i.e., buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts) that are listed in or eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register). Section 110 of NHPA 
requires federal agencies to identify historic properties in their ownership and manage them in 
ways that conserve their historic qualities in the context of the agency's mission. 

In accordance with DoD Instruction 4715.3 and AR 200-4, the North Carolina Army National 
Guard (NCARNG) implemented an ICRMP in 2001 covering all of its armories, organizational 
maintenance shops, Army aviation support facilities (AASF) in Morrisville and Salisbury, Camp 
Butner Training Site, Snow Camp Field Exercise Site, Combined Arms School Brigade (CASB) 
Asheville, and National Guard facilities at Fort Bragg and Fort Fisher. Among the high-priority 
actions recommended in the ICRMP was the completion of an inventory and a National Register 
evaluation for NCARNG armories and other resources built before 1958. To that end NCARNG 
obtained funding from the National Guard Bureau to survey 24 armories, 12 motor vehicle 
storage buildings (MVSs), five organizational maintenance shops (OMSs), and two non-armory 
buildings at CASB Asheville dating to between 1911 and 1958, and to identify those that meet 
National Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4). This study was completed by cultural 
resource staff of The Louis Berger Group, Inc. (Berger), and submitted in March 2004 (Berger 
2004). 

The survey project expanded in 2008-2009 to include 31 Cold War era buildings built in the late 
1950s and 1960s, specifically 26 armories, two field maintenance shops, and three non-armory 
buildings that are part of the Claude T. Bowers Military Center in Raleigh. The first phase of the 
project included the survey and evaluation of three armories and four buildings of the Claude T. 
Bowers Military Center in Raleigh: the Joint Force Headquarters building, the United States 
Property and Fiscal Office building, the Combined Support Maintenance Shop, and Field 
Maintenance Shop (FMS) No. 20 (Figure 1 ). This phase was completed by Berger cultural 
resource staff; historical research and field surveys were undertaken in October 2008. Berger 
completed the second phase including the survey of 23 armories and FMS No. 9 in October 
2009. 
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II.METHODOLOGY 

Berger conducted survey and evaluation of 26 atmories, two field maintenance shops, and three 
buildings that are part of the Claude T. Bowers Milita1y Center in Raleigh. The properties surveyed 
October 27-29, 2008, were the Benson, Mount Olive, and Smithfield atmories and four buildings of 
the Claude T. Bowers Military Center in Raleigh, including Field Maintenance Shop No. 20. Berger 
completed smvey of the remaining 23 mmoties and FMS No. 9 October I 9-23, 2009. The 2008 
smvey was conducted by Berger Architectural Historian Patti Kuhn. The 2009 smvey was 
conducted by Ms. Kuhn and Berger Architectural Hist01ian Mike Y engling. 

Table 1: NCARl"IG Properties for Survey 

Arntories 

llield Maintenance Sltops 

C.T. Bowers Military Center, Raleigh 

Non-armory facilities at 
C.T. Bowers, Rulelgh 

Belmont, Benson, East Flat Rock, Elizabeth City, Elizabethtown, Elkin, 
FannviHe~ Forest City, Greensboro, Hamlet, Kings Moun1aia~ 
Laurinburg, Lincolnton~ Morehead Cit)\ Mount OHve, Rockingham, 
Roxboro, Shaliotte, Siler City, Smithfield, Sylva, Wallace, Wilmington 
(Carolina Beach Road), Wilmington (Infantry Road), Winston-Salem, 
and Woodland 
FMS No. 20, Claude T. Bowers Military Centery, Raleigh 
!'MS No. 9, Greensboro 
Joint Force Headquarters (JFHQ) building 
United States Property and Fiscal Office building (USPFO) 
Combined Support Maintenance Shop (CSMS) building 
Joint Foree Headquarters (JFHQ) building 
United States Property and Fiscal Office building (USPl'O) 
Combined Support Maintenance Shop ( CSMS) building 

Anuories and non-aimoty facilities included in the survey were located on U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) topographic maps. All buildings included in the smvey were photographed, and site 
investigations were undertaken to assess integrity and gather requisite info1mation to describe the 
architecture of each building. 

Reseat'Clt was conducted to gain an understanding of the history of NCARNG statewide and the 
hist01y of its individual facilities. At the local level, installation staff members were consulted and 
any on-site infotmation was reviewed. Records were also reviewed at the State Archives in Raleigh; 
in patiicular, scrapbooks of newspaper articles pertaining to the NCARNG from 1955-1959 and 
1960-1964 proved to be the most valuable resource at the archives (North Carolina State Archives 
1955-1959, 1960-1964). The scrapbooks contain articles from vmious newspapers across the state, 
many of which featured the construction process and dedication of the aimories. The allllual reports 
of the Notth Carolina adjutant general were accessed at the Notih Carolina State Libraty, which 
provided detailed inf01mation about the Atmo1y Constl'\lction program. Editions of the Tar Heel 
Gual'dsman were accessed at the Nmih Carolina National Guard Association in Raleigh. The 
NCARL'\JG headqua1ters setves as the reposit01y for original and contemporary drawings of the 
standard-plan aimories, which were integral to piecing together planning pattems. 

After compiling information from site visits, archival sources, and personal inte1views, each 
smveyed resource was evaluated in tenns of National Register C1iteria. The results of these 
assessments are found in Chapter V. A North Cai·olina Historic Property Field Data Fonn with 
photograph was prepared for each building, regardless of National Register eligibility. 
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III. HISTORIC CONTEXT 

A. THE NORTH CAROLINA ARMY NATIONAL GUARD POST-WORLD WAR II; 1946 TO 1959 

The post-World War II era brought many changes to the NCARNG, which continued throughout 
the late l 950s and early I 960s. On February 6, 1946, the governor of North Carolina received 
the allocation for troop strength in the state. The allotment totaled 13,000 men, which was over 
twice the allotment of the pre-World War JI National Guard (North Carolina Adjutant General 
1946:8). The general assembly passed the bill into law that same year. The new mmory 
commission was composed of the adjutant general, the governor, the attorney general, and two 
federally recognized officers of the National Guard and was responsible for developing 
"adequate armories and other training facilities for housing, training, and administration of the 
units of the Guard" and for accepting and administering contributions from local and federal 
sources. The general assembly appropriated $ I 00,000 each year to be expended by the Armory 
Commission (North Carolina Adjutant General 1949:8). 

The North Carolina Guard used federal funds to construct MVSs starting in 1947. Local 
communities deeded land to the state for construction of the MVSs. These modest one-story 
buildings were used not only for the storage of large equipment such as guns, tractors, and tanks 
but also as armories for local units (North Carolina Adjutant General 1949:7). 

The design and construction of armories changed dramatically after 1950 and the passage of the 
Armories Construction Bill. The bill included a $500-million-dollar armory construction 
program ($50 million a year for IO years) for the National Guard and Organized Reserve Corps. 
The legislation also stipulated a 75/25-percent federal/state funding split. This new funding 
measure propelled armory construction across the country. The ARNG was conscious of the fact 
that building costs often restricted the design and construction of buildings that were best suited 
for troops. Consequently, the ARNG produced several standardized plans that were less 
expensive to build and were utilitarian in both function and appearance (Burns & McDonnell 
Engineering Company, Inc., and Architectural and Historical Research, LLC [Bums & 
McDonnell] 2004:36-38). 

In the spring of 1948, the National Guard Bureau sent drawings, specifications, and pictures of 
four model armories designed by the Anny Corp of Engineers to the state adjutant generals "in 
the hope that states financing their own construction programs might use them as guides in 
advance of any federal program." The four prototypes were designed to accommodate one to I 0 
units and were described in the National Guardsmen: 

Of modern design, all of the armories are centered on a demonstration and assembly hall 
which can be utilized for civic and athletic functions. They are designed so that additions 
can be made if required to take care of more units. Each has a 1,000-inch small arms 
range. Administrative space for individual and organizational equipment vary with the 
size of each armory [The Nat/011al Guardsman 1948). 

Aller funding was finally appropriated in l 952, the NCARNG began constructing its first 
armories under the bill. Plans for these new armories were based on standard One-Unit armory 
plans; however, in order to comply with slate building code for public buildings, the plans had to 
be redrawn, not necessarily changed, by the state architect. In the process the state took the 
opportunity to make "economies of construction ... which in no wise impaired the usefulness of 
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the building or increased maintenance costs" (North Carolina Adjutant General 1952:7). These 
armories have a two-story drill hall flanked by one-story flat-roofed sections on the main and 
side elevations. The Reversed One-Unit armory plan is a mirror image of the One-Unit armory 
plan, and the interiors of these armories consist of a drill floor in the center with classrooms, 
arms storage rooms, offices, and restroom/locker rooms arranged around it in a U-shape. The 
boiler room was located on the rear elevation of the drill hall. The incorporation of classrooms 
into the design of the new armories signified the National Guard's shift toward technical 
training, which became more important than drill exercises (Burns & McDonnell 2004:39). 

In order to allow for expansion of the drill hall, plans for atmories that moved the boiler room 
into one of the one-story sections, Alt-A and B-Coffey & Olsen, were drawn up (Figures 2 and 
3 ), Alt-A-plan armories placed the boiler room in the one-story wing adjacent to the storage area 
and the rifle range. The B-Coffey & Olsen-plan armories placed the boile1· room on the opposite 
side of the building, adjacent to the kitchen. 

The Guard constrncted nine armories between 1957 and 1959 using the new plans, which 
increased the cost of armory construction from an average of $97,500 to an average of $127,000. 
New annual funding of $125,000 provided to the Armory Commission by the North Carolina 
General Assembly of 1955 would allow only nine armories to be built; however, the NCARNG 
needed at least 30 more armories to house all of its units. In 1957 the Armory Commission asked 
the general assembly to appropriate $450,000 for the next biennium. Though this was a large 
sum, the proposed budget plan required local communities to increase their contribution to 
armory constrnction (N011h Carolina Adjutant General 1956:15), The general assembly passed 
the appropriation bill for $450,000 for the state's share of armory constrnction costs beginning 
July I, 1957 (North Carolina Adjutant General 1958:30). 

In the mid-l 950s, the NCARNG also began to constrnct organizational maintenance shops 
(OMSs), which are principally used to maintain vehicles. OMSs are often associated with 
armories but can also be stand-alone properties. These buildings are very utilitarian, resembling 
automobile garages with numerous vehicle bays on the main fa9ade. As larger armory facilities 
were built in the mid-l 950s, many MVSs were converted into OMS facilities. 

B. THENORTHCAROLINAARMYNATIONALGlJARD 1960TO 1970 

By the late 1950s, concerns over the Cold War rose, and the National Guard prepared for atomic 
threats on American soil. The 1958 annual budget for the National Guard proposed by the 
Eisenhower Administration, however, called for the reduction of 40,000 officers and men from 
the National Guard between July 1958 and June 1959. TI1e reduction of troops accompanied a 
decrease in appropriations and funding for the National Guard. In March 1958 the National 
Guardsman reported, "Now that the [budget cuts] have been spelled out, it is demonstrated that 
that fears expressed for some time by the National Guard Association of the United States 
concerning the danger to the Guard and National defense are well justified" (National 
Guardsman 1958). An article in the May issue of the Tar Heel Guardsman reacted to the 
proposed cuts: 

During the last few months there have occurred earth-shaking events. The 'sputniks' and 
the Explorers have taken to the sky in a breath-taking drama. American citizens are 
evidently so busy watching the skies that they cannot see the insidious attacks being 
made on the safety of their earthly homes [Tar Heel Guardsman 1958]. 
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The same article urged guardsmen to write to their congressman to "spend for defense and 
maintain our services at peak efficiency" (Tar Heel Guardsman 1958: 17). 

The budgetary restraints issued in 1958 also caused funds for armory construction to be frozen 
by the budget bureau, pending a Department of Defense study to determine if guard units might 
be combined. If the National Guard reduced the number of officers and enlisted men as planned, 
fewer armories would be needed (The Robesonian 1958). During the July 1957-June 1958 fiscal 
year, Congress appropriated $17 million for National Guard armory construction, and almost 
$6.5 million was left over from previous years. However, as of March 1958, the National Guard 
was only permitted to build three armories although 41 had been approved (National Guardsman 
1958:13). Consequently, in January 1958 North Carolina Adjutant General Capus Waynick 
traveled to Washington, D.C., and asked North Carolina congressmen to provide funds for new 
armories. North Carolina was entitled to around $500,000 of the $17 million for armory 
construction (11,e Robesonia,, 1958). 

By July 1958 the Senate and the House both voted against cutting the strength of the National 
Guard. The decision coincided with the 1958 Lebanese Crisis that once again brought about the 
need for additional U.S. troops (Washington Post 1958). Thus, the National Guard was able to 
continue its campaign of new armory construction. 

By I 960 .funding had resumed for armory construction, and it became the NCARNG's busiest 
year for armory construction (North Carolina Adjutant General 1959-1960). In November I 960 
Adjutant General Capus Waynick stated that there had been "more intense activity and more 
progress in housing than in any single year of the past" (Raleigh News and Observer 1960b). The 
1959-1960 repmt of the adjutant general recorded that in the previous two years construction had 
started on 18 armories. Armories at Roxboro, Siler City, and Elizabeth City were completed 
between 1959 and 1960, and construction at Benson, Farmville, Mount Olive, Woodland, 
Smithfield, and Lincolnton was underway and scheduled to be completed by early 1961. 
Additional armories, including Asheville, Laurinburg, Shallotte, Belmont, and Wallace, would 
be started in 1961. 

By the end of 1960, the NCARNG consisted of 883 commissioned officers, 87 warrant officers, 
and 9,901 enlisted men. Along with the Air National Guard, the two organizations had units in 
102 towns and cities across the state. The adjutant general's report for 1960 stated that the 
NCARNG was "better organized, better trained and better equipped than at any other time in 
history" (Angley 1985:38), Construction continued between 1961 and 1962, and armories in 
Asheville, Laurinburg, Shallotte, Belmont, and Wallace were completed during that time. Newly 
planned armories included Greensboro, Elizabethtown, Hamlet, Forest City, Winston-Salem, 
Morehead City, and Raleigh. 

The armory building campaign of the 1960s continued to use the Anny Corps of Engineers 
standardized designs established by the National Guard Bureau during the 1950s, including Alt
A and B-Coffey & Olsen plans. Eleven of the armories (Benson, Belmont, Elizabethtown, 
Farmville, Lincolnton, Mount Olive, Rockingham, Siler City, Smithfield, Wallace, and 
Woodland) were built as Alt-A standard plan armories, and six of the armories (East Flat Rock, 
Elizabeth City, Forest City, Laurinburg, Roxboro, and Shallotte) utilized the B-Coffey & Olsen 
plan. Variations of the standard plans did occur. For example, the rifle ranges of some Alt-A and 
B-Coffey & Olsen armories were taller in height than their adjacent one-story storage areas and 
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had a roll-up garage door 011 the rear elevation of the rifle range. The "Type B" standard plan, 
illustrated in the design of the Hamlet, Kings Mountain, and the Morehead City armories, was a 
variation of the B-Coffey & Olsen plan. Here, the rifle range and the adjacent storage area were 
both taller in height, extended further past the rear elevation of the drill hall, and contained a 
two-bay wide roll-up vehicular door. The cost of the standardized plan armories ranged from 
$130,000 to $153,000 (North Carolina Adjutant General 1959-1960, 1961-1962). 

Overall, the most common armory type used during the early I 960s was the Alt-A standard plan 
armory. The interior layout and facility amenities of the Alt-A armory was best described in the 
Hertford County Herald after the completion of the Woodland Armory: 

The front entrance hall in the one-level building leads directly to the drill hall, the largest 
feature of the armory. To the left of the entrance hall are a ceramic tile shower and toilet 
facilities for enlisted personnel, To the right of the hall are offices. Also near the front of 
the building are kitchen facilities with built in storage cabinets. The drill hall, as big as a 
regulation basketball floor, is heated and brilliantly lighted with overhead features. 
Another feature of the new armory is the indoor rifle range, equipped for both prone and 
upright firing ... One, long, large classroom, with its own thermostat, can be made into 
three smaller rooms by the use of folding doors. A large dayroom will be furnished to 
provide recreational facilities for the guardsmen. Other features , , . are a large supply 
room, a "moth room" for storing winter garments and blankets, a public restroom, a 
shower room for officers and a boiler room. Arms and weapons will be stored in a 
special vaulted room [Hertford County Herald 1961 ]. 

The communities closely followed the construction progress of the armories in the local 
newspapers and celebrated their completion with dedication ceremonies. When the Benson 
Armory was dedicated on Sunday July 16, 1961, Governor Terry Sanford gave the principal 
address. Illustrating the concerns of the time, the governor said, "Guard units throughout the 
United States serve as just warning to Communist aggressors that America will fight and 
sacrifice to preserve American freedoms." Two hundred fifty people attended the dedication 
ceremony, which included an open house and concert given by the band of the 30th Infantry 
Division (Du1111 Herald 1961; Dunn Record 1961). 

Plans emerged in 1961 for the military center in Raleigh. The United States Property and Fiscal 
Office building [USPFO] was listed in the 1961-1962 adjutant general's report as being 
approved for construction with a total cost of $349,134.68 all from federal funds. In addition, 
$797,964.09 had been appropriated for the acquisition of the property and the construction of the 
headquarters building and the Combined Support Maintenance Shop [CSMS]. The adjutant 
general's rep011 stated that the "long awaited consolidation of all National Guard activities in the 
Raleigh area had been accomplished with the acquisition of the site on Reedy Creek Road." Both 
the construction of the headquarters building and the CSMS began in 1964. Raleigh architect 
Leif Valand designed the buildings of the new military center in a decidedly modern style 
(Figure 4). 

Leif Valand (1915-1985) was born in Norway and emigrated to the United States with his 
parents as a young child. He grew up in Jersey City, New Jersey, and attended the Pratt Institute 
in New York before practicing architectnre in Scarsdale, New York. In the late 1940s, Valand 
moved to Raleigh to work on the Cameron Village Shopping Center for developers J. Willie 
York and R.A. Bryan. 'l1le massive project included 65 stores, 112 offices, 566 apa11ment units, 
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FIGURE 4: Claude T. Bowers Military Center SOURCE: Tar Ho<,/ Gvartisman December 1965 



and 100 single-family homes. "During his heyday, [Valand] was one of the most prolific architects 
in Raleigh" (Triangle Modernist Houses 2009). In Raleigh Valand established a small firm, Leif 
Valand and Associates, which practiced "modern yet practical expression" and designed dozens of 
significant Raleigh projects, including schools, churches, commercial buildings, government 
buildings, and single-family homes (Little 2006:47). 

As of December 31, 1964, the NCARNG consisted of 810 commissioned officers, 72 warrant 
officers, and 10,01 I enlisted men (North Carolina Adjutant General 1963-1964). The dedication of 
the National Guard Military Center in Raleigh on August 27, 1965, symbolized a change in the 
organization and unification of the NCARNG, One thousand five hundred people gathered at the 
facility to witness the dedication of the new center. During his remarks Adjutant General Bowers 
"emphasized that the center is a realization of a dream which began many years ago in the hearts 
and minds of dedicated Guardsmen." Bowers described the building as a "monument to the 
readiness of the NCARNG today" (Tar Heel Guardsman 1965a). 

While the military center in Raleigh was under construction, armory construction slowed, and 
between 1963 and 1966 only two new armories were constructed. These two armories, located in 
Elkin and Sylva, utilized the Type A armory plan designed by Leif Valand & Associates (Figure 
5), The Type A plan was similar to the earlier armory designs as it consisted of a central high-bay 
drill hall that was surrounded on three sides by one-story wings. The distinguishing variation in the 
Type A armories was that the entrance was located along the longer elevation of the drill hal I 
instead of the sho11er elevation, where it was placed in Alt-A and B-Coffey & Olsen plan armories. 
Adjacent to the entrance was the rifle range. 

The construction of the new annories during the l 960s coincided with a tumultuous time in 
American military history with the increasing involvement of U.S. troops in Vietnam. Similar to 
the conflict in Korea, however, the draft served as the primary source for supplying troops. As a 
result, a total of approximately 7,000 Guardsmen served on active duty in Vietnam, and their 
limited involvement ended in 1969, four years before all American troops were withdrawn from 
the area (Angley 1985:38), 

The years 1967 and 1968 were considered the most unstable experienced by the National Guard. 
As Wilson Angley explains in A Brief Hist01y of the North Carolina Militia and National Guard: 

A sweeping reorganization throughout the country resulted in a drastic reduction in the 
number of National Guard divisions and in the creation of numerous separate brigades and 
other non-divisional units. The divisions left in existence, moreover, were subjected to 
drastic restructuring, with each being split between two or more states [Angley 1985:38], 

The 1960s also brought great civil disturbances between blacks and whites across the United 
States, particularly in southern cities. The National Guard came into the spotlight during that time 
as Guardsmen across the country aided in regaining order. Guardsmen in Nm1h Carolina were no 
exception, and interracial civil disturbances involved the largest number of North Carolina 
National Guardsmen during this period. The NCARNG began to prepare for such disturbances as 
early as September 1967, when riots erupted in other cities across the count1y, The assassination 
of Dr. Mmtin Luther King, Jr, on April 4, 1968, propelled the need for the guard when rioting 
began in Raleigh, Seven hundred National Guardsmen were ordered to duty in Raleigh, and an 
additional 400 reported to nearby Greensboro. The number of Guardsmen in Raleigh was later 
increased to 1,200, and across the state Guardsmen were on duty in a total of 13 cities (Tar Heel 
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FIGURE 5: Floor Plan of Type A Armory (Leif Valand and Associates, 1963) 
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G11ardsma11 1968:5-7). Similar incidents occurred in the summer of 1969 in Burlington and 
Greensboro (Tar Heel Guardsman 1969:8-11 ). 

A [though state and federal funding for the National Guard continued through the late 1960s, 
constrnction of new armories began to slow. Between July I, 1968, and June 30, 1970, the state 
provided slightly over $1.5 million through the Adjutant General's Depa1tment and more than a 
quarter million through the North Carolina Armory Commission. Expended federal funds during 
the 1970 fiscal year amounted to a little under $20 million (Angley 1985:39). Between 1966 and 
1969, only one new armory was built, and constrnction contracts were awarded for three 
additional armories. Two new OMS buildings were also completed and occupied during that 
period. Funds were approved between 1968 and 1970 for a new OMS at the Raleigh Military 
Center ( currently FMS No. 20) to be built during the 1971 fiscal year (North Carolina Adjutant 
General 1966-1968, 1968-1970). 
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IV. SURVEY RESULTS AND NATIONAL REGISTER EVALUATIONS 

A. INTRODUCIION 

The majority of the facilities of the NCARNG fall into four distinct categories: 

• Post-World War II/Cold War-era armories built to standardized plans 
• Post-World War II/Cold War-era armories built as original designs 
• Field Maintenance Shop buildings 
• Non-armory buildings that are a part of the C.T. Bowers Military Center. 

Post-World War II/Cold War-era armories and supporting auxiliary buildings were built 
according to standardized plans developed by the Army Corps of Engineers for the National 
Guard Bureau. Alt-A and B-Coffey & Olsen armory types are slight variations of the National 
Guard Bureau's standard One-Unit armory plan developed during the post-World War JI 
expansion of the National Guard. In general, these armories are eligible for listing in the National 
Register under Criterion A in the area of defense for their significant association with the post
World War II NCARNG expansion program made possible under the Defense Facilities Act of 
1950. In order for the armory to have significant association with the program, it must be the 
earliest such armory to have been built in the state and retain a high degree of integrity. Eligible 
armories must have integrity of design, materials, workmanship, setting, association, feeling, and 
location. 

Field Maintenance Shop (PMS) buildings were also built according to standard plans. Because 
these buildings served a secondary function and are often associated with armories, they are not 
individually eligible nnder any criterion because they are not a significant building type within 
the historic context of the NCARNG. PMS buildings would be eligible as contributing structures 
in an armory complex should the armory be eligible under any criterion. Contributing FMSs 
must have integrity of design, materials, workmanship, setting, association, feeling, and location. 

A small number of armories were built to architects' original designs and did not follow the 
typical standardized plans. In general, these armories are potentially eligible for listing in the 
National Register under Criterion A in the area of defense for their significant association with 
the post-World War II NCARNG expansion program made possible under the Defense Facilities 
Act of 1950. In order for an armory to be eligible under Criterion A, it must be associated with 
an event that was significant to the local, state, or national history of the NCARNG and retain a 
high degree of integrity. Since these armories are atypical, they arc also potentially eligible under 
Criterion C if they are significant examples of the armory as an architectural form or if they are a 
significant work of a local architect. Eligible armories must have integrity of design, materials, 
workmanship, setting, association, feeling, and location. 

B. INDIVIDUAL EV ALUAT!ONS 

Be!mo11t, North Caroli11a, National Guard An1101y (GS 148) 
Location: 300 N. 6th Street (Figure 6) 
Date of Construction: 1961 
Armory Type: Alt-A 
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