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INTRODUCTION

As post-World War 1l architecture, landscaping, and archeology within the city of Atlanta
reeches the fifty-year rule of the Nationd Regiser of Higdoric Places, historic preservation
officids need to be able to identify these Stes as well as thar level of integrity if they are to be
included in the Nationd Regiser of Hidoric Places Students of the Heritage Preservation
Magter's Program at Georgia State University have compiled this project for the Case Sudiesin
Higoric Preservation course.  The project included survey work, ord interviews with planners,
architects, landscape architects, and builders who practiced during the period as well as the
historical research gathered from books, journas, and achitectural plans. The god of this project
is to as3g Sate of Georgia and City of Atlanta historic preservation officids in identifying and
determining overdl integrity of pos-World War 1l housing, landscepes and potentid

acheologicd dtesinthe Atlanta area.



SECTION ONE: CONTEXT AND HISTORY



National Trends (1945-1965)

Postwar America

The twenty or so years following World War I, were times of immense change for
American society. The mid-century housing boom pardlded that of the 1920's. Though on a
larger scade, some of the same factors were at work: a burst of postwar prosperity, a pent-up
demand, spectacular population growth, and the baby boom. It was the time of declining cities
and burgeoning suburbs, it was the age of automobiles and interdates; it was the time in which
the “family” was seen as the mog important aspect of life; it was a time of modernization and
indudtridization in many sectors of the economy, including building congruction and it was a
time that would forever influence the ways in which Americanslive.

The war ended in Europe in May of 1945 and in AdSa in September of that same year.
Over gx million men and women were discharged from the Armed Forces in 1945 and another
four million in 1946. Many of the twenty million women who had been employed during the
war found themsdaves dismissed or demoted in order to ensure jobs for returning GI's.  If jobs
were scarce, housng was even more 0. Two and hdf million reunited families and recently
married couples had © double up with reatives. What had been temporary defense housing now
became emergency homes. Senate investigations found hundreds of thousands of veterans living
in garages, traillers, barns, and even chicken coops. The most conservetive reports from the
government’s Nationd Housng Agency estimaed that the country needed a least five million
new unitsimmediately and atota of 12.5 million over the next decade™

Following World War 1l, some 1,500,000 countrymen expressed themselves as ready and

eager to build a smal house as soon as conditions permitted. Many of them were renters who

Y wright, pg. 242



saw the socid and economic dability that home ownership would bring, the more satisfactory
bass for developing a family. At the end of the war, veterans, with their World War 1l savings,
were encouraged by a national policy promoting home ownership in suburban aess to

participate in the transformation of the American city and the American economy.

The Role of the Federal Gover nment

The federd government played a key role in promoting the condruction of resdentia
homes following World War Il. Anticipating the sudden and vast demand for poswar housing,
the Veterans Adminigtration had crested a Veterans Mortgage Guarantee program in 1944 that
came to be known as the GI Bill of Rights. Adminisered under the Federd Housing Authority
(FHA), the VA housing program enabled veterans to borrow the entire gppraised vaue of a
house without a down payment. Additiondly, Harry Truman on January 26, 1946, “issued an
executive order establishing the office of Housng Expediter charged with the task of preparing
plans and programs and recommending legidation for the provison of housing for veterans?
Additiondly, Truman founded the Veteran's Emergency Housng Program through which he
proposed a large expanson of factory fabrication of houses through alocations of surplus war
plants and materids and through the guaranteeing the market for the product. In 1949, the
authors of the Housing Act declared their objective to be “the redization as soon as feashle of
the god of a decent home and a siitable living environment for every American family.”®
Furthermore, under the 1944 Serviceman's Readjusment Act, al veterans received an amost
irresdible incentive to buy, not rent, the house of their dreams with no down payment and a

thirty-year mortgage at about four percent. These benefits, when added to dready existing

2 Wright, pg. 279
3 Wright, pg. 246



Federd Housing Adminigration legidation such as the landmark Nationd Housing Act of 1934,
which st up the FHA to dsimulate the moderate-cost private housng market, made home owning

safe and easy for awhole huge new market.

Creation of the Federal Housing Administration

In 1937, under an act of Congress, the Federal Housing Adminigtration was established to
provide American families with a unique opportunity to become homeowners. Formerly, a
homebuyer's options were only limited to short term loans ranging from 1 to 5 years in term.
Borrowers had to put as much as 40 to 50 percent down on te property and pay off the entire
loan badance by the end of the teem. FHA revolutionized the mortgege industry a the time by
offering the 30-yer mortgage and made the posshility of home ownership avalable to
Americans nationwide. FHA rebuilt confidence in the housng market for lenders by offering
inurance agang losses, within certain limitations and provided lending inditutions agreed to
certain regulations by the FHA. Among these regulations were low down payments for the
borrower ranging from five to twenty percent, permitting debt amortization through regular
monthly payments over a relatively long period, and lower interest rates since the leve of risk
for the lender had decreased.* Throughout the years, a variety of programs have spawned from
this revolution to make home ownership easier, more affordable, and atainable to Americans®
By the 1940s and 1950s, FHA loans were aso growing in popularity, dlowing home ownership
to more people. Veterans Adminigration (VA) loans were even more popular than FHA loans

and were a much better dedl if you qudified® VA loans are often made without any down

* Housing U.SA.: AsIndustry Leaders Seelt, p. 13, 16.
® The FHA Library, accessed via http:/fha.sunnational .com/fha_mortgages/default.asp, April 1, 2001,
® Interview, Bill Kennedy, April 4, 2001.




payment at dl, and frequently offer lower interet rates than ordinarily avalable with other kinds

of loans.’

Federal Housng Administration Palitics

Unfortunately, not al were included in the new market that FHA created. One of the
more unfortunate consequences of this new housing program was the urban built environment.
Asaresult of this program, the supply of urban housing for urban residents dwindled
subgtantidly, while the proportion of the single-family houses being constructed grew even more
rapidly. Infact, by 1950, Fortune Magazine boasted that the United States had fifty percent
more households than in the period immediatdy before the war. Martin Mayer in the book
Builders, quotes one economist’ s caculation: * between 1940 and 1956 the increase in single
family home ownership was grester than in the previous century and a half of our history.”®
While this was consdered a positive step forward for many Americans, this trend did not
dleviate the growing demand in the cities for multi-family housing by lower income minority
resdents. These sngle-family homes were not being built in the citiesfor severd reasons. Firg,
the FHA tried to control design and congtruction of suburban homesin an effort to achieve
neighborhood gtability. The agency endorsed zoning to prevent multifamily dwellings and
indgted that no single-family residence could have facilities that would dlow it to be used asa
shop, office, preschool, or rental unit. The FHA was amgor vehicle for the promotion of zoning

ordinances, rarely could purchasers get along-term mortgage insured by the government in an

areawithout such an ordinance.®

" Home Loan Guaranty Services, VVeterans Benefits and Services, accessed via
http://www.homeloans.va.gov/Igyinfo.htm April 10, 2001.

8 Davidson, pg. 151

° Wilens, David, “Redlining and the Federal Housing Administration,” accessed via

http://www.capitalismmagazine.com/2000/march/tal e2cities3.htm#6, April 20, 2001.




Second, in FHA terms, “neighborhood character” depended primarily on overt policies of ethnic

and racid segregation. An FHA technica bulletin on Planning Profitable Neighborhoods

advised developers to concentrate on a particular market based on age, income, and race. In fact,
the agency refused to underwrite houses in aress threatened by “Negro Invasion.”*°
Interestingly, in the cities, the FHA “red-lined” huge sections that were changing and refused to
guarantee mortgage loansin those areas, claiming that the influx of blacks made the loans bad
risks!! Thisturn caused Savings and L oans Associations as well as banks to refuse to issue
mortgegesin redlined neighborhoods. These policies played a critical rolein the deterioration of
urban areas all across the country. The sigma of being redlined wasimmense: once a
neighborhood was redlined, private lenders automaticaly thought that the neighborhood was
declining and often refused to make any loans there, government insured or not. While a black
person could technicaly gpply for mortgage insurance and move into a new, al-white area
where the federd government was insuring mortgages, that black person's mortgage would likely
be the last mortgage insured in that area, since the area would subsequently be redlined.*
Fourth, in the suburbs, the FHA encouraged redtrictive covenants to ensure neighborhood
homogeneity and to prevent any future problems of racid violence or declining property vaues.
The 1947 FHA manua dated, “If a mixture of user groupsis found to exi<, it must be
determined whether the mixture will render the neighborhood less desirable to present and

prospective occupants. Protective covenants are essentia to the sound devel opment of proposed

resdentia areas, snce they regulate the use of the land and provide a basis for the development

10 Wright, pg. 246

1 Theterm “red-lining” originated from the discrimination by banksin their practice of lending; they would draw a
red line around the neighborhoods that they felt would default on a home loan and were potential credit risks.

12 Wilens, David, “Redlining and the Federal Housing Administration,” accessed via

http://www.capitalismmagazine.com/2000/march/tal e2cities3.htm#6, April 20, 2001.



of harmonious, attractive neighborhoods.”*2

Policies such as these inevitably encouraged the
intertwining of race with the building of new housing developments specificaly targeted towards
urban minorities. While this was not a new concept to many Southern urban centers, these
policies served to further entrench segregationist idedls.

Furthermore, these FHA policies combined with the increase of federd funds for
highway congruction, which dlowed easy commuting to work from resdentiad neighborhoods,
transformed the American city. Many younger workers and their families abandoned the centra
cty in favor of the suburban ring. Young people left ther families in the ethnic neighborhoods
of the old centrd dities and, whistling the hit tune, “I'll Buy That Dream,” bought new cars and
went to live in new tract houses, with nothing down and low FHA monthly payments™* The
dream house of the postwar period replaced the idea city as the spatid representation of
American hopes for the good life. In fact it was sad that, “it is in the neighborhood that we
make friends, build homes, and rear children. City planners consder the neighborhood good.
Being outsde the commercid didrict/departed from it by a green bdt of lawn, trees, and farm
land’*® In condusion, with loans from the federd government and highways provided by the
federd government, middle-class America began to line up eagearly to buy sngle family
suburban homes.  According to Wright, the suburban house seemed the only way to provide a
deble family life. This was what the government, the builders, the bankers, and the magazines
told them, and many believe it or fdt they had to. This in turn encouraged both large and small
builders to begin producing as many homes as they could on plots of land on the outskirts of the

cities.

13 Abrams, pg. 219
14 Mayden, pg. 36



The American Home

The American home has dways been the American dream; never more S0 was it than
within the middle of the 20th Century. During the years after World War 11 and the decade
fallowing, building and furnishing a home was a maried woman's dream and reason for a man
returning home from World War 11 to work even harder.  The American veteran, home from the
victorious World War 11, dreamed of building a house to further promote the stronger and more
conquering dtitude society felt after the victory in Europe. George Nelson and Henry Wright in
their 1945 book Tomorrow's House: How to Plan Your Postwar Home Now, wrote the
following,

What is a house? It is a perfect mirror of a society most of whose members are afraid of

acting like individuals. Only through open mindedness and open planning in the design of

American houses could the ideal for which the war was fought be fulfilled. Therefore you

will do well to recognize the fact that only the modern architect is free to use every inch

of space to your greatest advantage, free to use new and more efficient materials and
structural techniques and free to give you at least the feeling of spaciousness that is
actually attainable.

The idea of providing a modern, more abundant life for your family was no greater
expressed in American Higtory than in the years after the World War 1. During the 1940's and
1950's, more efficient and effective houses were built dl over the United States. The boom in
housng and the governmentad assstance to promote postwar housing led developers,
manufacturers and designers to promote products that gppealed primarily to women. These
women were often the on€s who would be utilizing these new modern interiors to the fullest
extent and would need to be the secured market for establishing success. The connection of the
modern American family and their home can be closdy conveyed in many atices of Southern
Living and Metropolitan Living of the 1940's and 1950's. Many “modern living” houses,

provided dl the amenities to asss women with ther daly tasks while making them seem easly

15 Rogpg. 31



managed and promoting a more unified sense of duties. Within planning books and architecturd
floor plans of the 1940's and 1950's, many things are noticesble about the changing interior.
One of these is the expanse of the kitchen, dining room, and laundry facilities, that boasted the
“woman's ared’ of where her daily tasks were executed. While the interior plans of the 1920's
and 1930's cdled for more formdized living spaces, after World War 1l the ideas changed about
how this newly expanding family would live in a more efficient, modern home. The homes of
the 1940's and 1950's often combined the dining room with a larger kitchen and breskfast room
into one room. This extra space created by the absence of an individua dining room could be
utilized as the children’s area for play or degp. Many rooms in the modern house had a myriad
of functions. In these houses, for the first time you would see a combination of study-guest
rooms, kitchen-laundry rooms, and sewing room-play rooms for children. These new uses had
much to do with the hirth incresse in the 1940's and 1950's American family.*®

While the interior of the home changed with the times of poswar America, so did the
exterior of the homes. The use of the backyard and the enclosed private space of building began
to take form in exterior planning of the 1940's and 1950's.  With he expanded production and
use of the automobile, the American family began needing a carport or garage, which was often
located at the front of the house. The backyard began to define the socia aspects of the postwar
families by providing space for barbecues, shuffleboard pits, pools and places for recrestiona
play. This ovedl theme of utilizing the home for ceebrations of birthdays, holidays and family

gatherings was the idedl of the prosperous, modern American family. The outdoor patios could

16 | n the 1930’ s the birthrate per woman in the United States, was 2.2, by the end of the 1950’ s the birth rate per
woman was 3.51. Thisincrease in birthrates caused the American “babyboomers’ generation and increased the
needs for care of children within the home, in atime when most women still stayed home to raise children. This
population information was provided in Clifford Clark’ s book The American Family Home.
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host these families, most with smdl children in a socdd setting to convey the American ided of
ceebrating life after the World War 11 victory.

As wel as the exterior surroundings of the modern home, the building materids required
for the poswar built environment changed in dramaic ways. The use of many types of
prefabricated materids for the fird time was seen in buildings  Beyond the sociologicd
purposss of why the homes were changing, the building materids were changing due to
technologica developments brought about by the quick turn around time needed for acquiring
materids in order to condruct large quantities of single-family homes. During the early pat of
the 20th Century, building for residences was often derived from forms of building outsde of
baloon framing and the use of heavier materids, such as stone and brick. By the 1940's, poured
concrete, vas bdloon framing precticess and new developments in duminum dding, had
changed the face of resdentid building for the American family. The use of plagter after 1950 is
rare in interior finishings and had been increasingly replaced by sheet rock and gypsum board.
The use of heavy wooded or tiled floors in kitchens and bathrooms of the 1910's and 1920's was
replaced by modern, sreamlined linoleum in poswar houses  Additiondly, the uses of
fenedtration in postwar houses often resulted in the replacement of double hung windows with
casement windows. These windows were more eadly ingdled and were less codly than their
predecessors.  These new materias, produced after World War 1l, were pivota in providing
countless new families of this era with a modern home.  While these materids to preservationists
might not seem to have the aesthetic apped that the early 20" century homes contained, these
1940's and 1950's homes contained materids that are evidence of a distinct period of building.
This period of building has great historicd and socid dgnificance within this period in American

Higory.
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With the modernizing of exterior building materias, interior room advancement and the
need for a new modern home, the appliances of these homes had to be gppeding to the
homemaker, convenient and helpful to everyday life. The advancement of gppliances of this
period ranged from sdf-cleaning ovens to quieter, better working washing machines.  The
modern, efficient refrigerators, ovens, dishwashers and kitchen appliances of the post World War
Il era were reminiscent of a time where housekeeping had to appear effortless, likeable and
enjoyable without appearing psychicdly taxing. The ideds that Dr. Benjamin Spock, 20th
Century child psychologist suggested related to child rearing he related to the role of the
homemaker. He promoted the ided of child rearing and said it should *“be fun and not a
burden”. The cooking and deaning of the home should be transformed from mundane activities
to a sophigticated gpproach to managing the home. The American woman of the 1950's was no
greater enforcer of the advertisng agencies plot to convey happy homemaking and more often
than not she convinced her neighbors, if not hersdf how efficient her home had become in the

wake of technology.

Figure 1: Hotpoint Appliance Ad, 1952. Better Homes and Gardens.



Trendsin Atlanta from 1945-1965

In Georgia, as in the nation, World War 1l accomplished what the New Deal had been
unable to do: it generated the payrolls and production that brought the end to the Great
Depresson and touched off an era of prosperity. Southern cities, especidly Atlanta, were on the
cutting edge an economic change from an agriculturdly based society to one of industry.
Trangportation accessbility is the underlying reason for the location, function, and consstent
growth of Atlanta While the ralroad explains the early emergence of the city, air routes gave
the city added thrust in the late 1930's, moving ahead of Birmingham. Air passenger traffic was
able sudain the city as a mgor transaction center and convention Mecca. The interstate highway
sysem added another dimension in the late 1950's and early 1960's that helped make Atlanta a
leader as a southern metropolis.  The interstate system helped to make Atlanta a leader in
developing suburban office and indudtrid parks as wel as producing a mgor loca transportation
hub. Interestingly, Atlanta began mgor freeway congruction well before massve federd ad
became available in the late 1950's. As of 1950, no southern city had reached a million people,
however Atlanta crossed that threshold during the 1950's as people were irresstibly drawn to the
burgeoning metropolis. As a result, a the end of World War I1, the unincorporated part of
Fulton County adjacent to the city of Atlanta was growing rapidly. In 1949, more than 90,000
persons lived just outsde of the city limits!” By 1952, the city of Atlanta had grown from 37
square miles to 118 square miles®®  This extraordinary growth in Atlanta's population naturaly

fuded the demand for more housing.

" Hartshorn, pg. 25
18 Bernard, Bradley, Rice, pg. 36
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Pat of this expandon was due in pat to the motivation of whites that were leaving the
“city” and buying the house of their dreams in neighborhoods such as Oakland City, East Lake
and Sherwood Forest.  As trade, money and factories such as General Motors and Ford Motor
Company joined forces with an dready impressve and unique politica-economic power
dructure comprised of Banks, such as Citizens and Southern National & Trust Company,
business interests, such as Coca Cola, Rich's, Haverty’s, and utilities, such as Georgia Power and
Atlanta Gas Light and converged on the city so did the population. As result of this increased
populaion in the decade following World War 1l there was dso a direct variation relaing to the
increase in mgor socid problems such as crime and overcrowding.  Consequently, many middle-
upper class whites left the problems of the city and fled to the neighboring suburbs, where
housing developments and shopping centers legped up in what had once been agriculturd aress.
Smilar to the nationd trends, many resdents of Atlanta “fdt that the suburbs were bagtions of
comfortable homes, good schools, and low crime rates”*® In the end, “the changes that swept
over Georgia after 1940 were in many ways breathtaking. The so-cdled “Bulldozer Revolution”
transformed placid fidds and meadowlands into vibrant sub-divisons® It is without a doubt
that this suburban housng movement changed the face of Atlanta forever. In fact, Jm

Anchmutey of the Atlanta Journal and Constitution has argued that, “Atlanta looks the way it

does today because it was a baby boomer among cities after World War 1172

However, it is one thing to want to do something and another to be able to do it. If
affluent whites wanted to leave the city for suburbia, were they able to financidly do it? As
would be expected, resdents of Atlanta had the same federa benefits as others around the

nation. The federa government was insrumentd in helping Atlanta veterans finance their dream

19 Coleman, pg. 354
20 Coleman, pg. 375
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homes after the war. In addition, an increase in per capita income in Georgia from less than
$350/year in 1940 to more than $1,000/year by 1950, made these dream houses affordable.??
However, not adl Atlantans profited from this federd aid and increased per capita income.
Just as in other cities across the country, the FHA tried to control the design and congtruction of
neighborhoods here in Atlanta FHA policies and practices supporting segregation combined
with a segregation system that was dready wdl-established in Georgia insured that the vast
mgority of the two races lived as far gpart as possble. The physica result of these factors was
tha gngle-family houses for white Atlantans were separated from multifamily housing that
traditionaly housed inner-city minorities. In fact, by 1960, only 55% of the Atlanta population

resided in integrated neighborhoods. 23

21 Atlanta Journal and Constitution, April 1, 2001
22 Coleman, pg. 341
2 Goldfried, pg. 167
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National Building Trends 1945-1965
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Figure 2: Hoor plan for Government Sponsored Ranch House designed with specific play area
for children. Harrdll and Lendrum “A Demongiration of New Techniques’.

The individud’s family's reguirements for housng ae continudly changing.  They
change with the varying economic conditions of society, with the devdopment of the community
and its resources, with shifting family income, and with variaions in the compostion of the
family. The god of the federd government and paticulaly the building indudry in the lae
1940's was to create a structure that was affordable for the middle class and easy to assemble
quickly.  Indudtria progress resulted in a continuing aray of new materias and conveniences
that were being incorporated into homes. Additionaly, architecturd designs tended to keep pace
with the development of the new materids and adso reflected the new modes of living. It is

within this context that we began to see the “ pre-fabricated house.”
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It is bdieved by many, that the architecturd professon here in America had long been
suffered from the “Henry Ford Syndrome”®*  Architects and buildings have oftentimes
contemplated the reasons behind the mass production of houses. This idea gained popularity in
the postwar period smply because of the extraordinary need and demand for houses. The
fundamentad motivation for the building indusry was the chadlenge of finding a technicad means
of solving the housing criss. It is sad that, “The factory made house is a product; industridized
housing is process”®  This was the catch phrase of the postwar period. Prefabrication is a
process in which the whole is broken down into parts, which are precut, reassembled and
packaged at the factory. As such, dry wall congruction, and the use of prefabricated pands of
plywood, asbestos siding, asphdt shingles, wood fibers, and particle boards, stressed-skin panels
of plywood, meta, plagtic, pands of ceramic tile, brick, or glass al seemed to point toward more
factory work and less work on the building ste; the end result being a decrease in ornamentation
which of course leads to a decrease in cost.

As a reault in the poswar period we began to see the development of subdivisons of
three or four hundred amog identicd houses. Every architectura theme has its own persondity;
it's own natural gpped like that of any type of person. The architecturd theme associated with
postwar housng was smadl, chegp, quick to build, and would be home to the traditional nuclear
family, the father the breadwinner, the mother the housewife, and two children, one boy and one
girl. The generd god is to create a rational Sructure that incorporated the best aspects of the
Colonid manner with the materids and the practicd advantages of machine-age technology.
The houses began to look “moden” yet usudly utilized many traditiond dements  Many

popular models were both miniature and derivative, smdl editions or anthologies of old reigble

24 \Wachman,pg. 4
% bid, pg. 256
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higorica dyles.  Essentidly, these houses were a “generdized prototype compounded of
sentimentality and exploration.”?®

Some of the new development houses drew on the Cdifornia style and mood, with
informality spread out on one floor, which was open to the sun. Many were modeds that
combined the old high and the new low floor and hence were cdled the solit-levd. One of the
most popular house designs of the time was the ranch home, which evoked a ambling dweling
to postwar buyers. In redity, many of these types of houses has less square footage than the
average house of the 1920's, but housewives saw an end to their countless trips up and down the
gairs, and husbands liked the look of spaciousness, with fewer walls between rooms and a view
of the backyard. Perhaps the loss of square footage, with the advances of technology occurred
due to the unavailability of space within an urban neighborhood. Without heading to the suburbs
one had to have a home built within standards of city lots and often the Sze would have been less
than those in the sprawling suburbs. The Saturday Evening Post reported in 1945 “postwar
buyers wanted a new house, with modern floor plan, up-to-date materids, and the latest
appliances. Buyers wanted a picture window or diding glass door to make the house seem larger
and more open. Preferably, the glass wal was in the back, facing the “outdoor living room,”
where so many activities associated with suburban living took place. Here was the barbecue pit,
the Jungle gym, the flower garden, and the wel-mowed lawn. Mothers wanted to be able to
watch her children outsde through this picture window or insde, with the popular open floor

plan that included a “ recreation-room.”?’

28 Davidson, pg153
27 Dahir, unpaginated
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SECTION TWO: PLANNING IN ATLANTA
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Setting the Stage for Suburban Growth and Development

Around the time of World War I1, Atlanta was becoming a metropolitan area, and many
fdt it should be treated as a region, not just a core city. This region woud have vast amounts of
suburbs, and little regard for the politicad boundaries that had governed its existence in the padt.
Between 1940 and 1950, the U.S. Population had grown by 18 million people. Of this increase,
80 percent was in mgor metropolitan areas, and 60 percent went to the suburbs. During this
same time period, the population of Atlanta (what was becoming the metropolitan area of Fulton
and DeKab counties) grew by 30,000 to 550,000, while the population outsde the city limits
increased by 100,000. The Metropolitan Planning Commission (predecessor to Atlanta Regiond
Commission) predicted in 1952 that by 1980 the Atlanta “region” would have a population of
900,000. This means that the population would increase by 350,000 from 1952, and dl of these
people would locate in the suburbs®  The document that published this prediction was entitled
Up Ahead: A Regional Land Use Plan for Metropolitan Atlanta, written by the Metropolitan
Pamning Commisson  This document detalled planning issues and patterns of growth for
Atlanta, but a different Atlanta than had been planned in the pas. The image of Atlanta was
beginning to change into something much larger than jugt the city. This was a plan that was
desgned for the city and dl of the outlying areas that would become the suburbs, which would
eventudly be annexed into the city limits shortly after the report was produced. This document

would indicate how important comprehensve planning should be to the growth and management

28 Metropolitan Planning Commission, Up Ahead: A Regional Land Use Plan for Metropolitan Atlanta, February
1952.
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of such a large and growing area, and included topics such as neighborhood design, land use
patterns, zoning, and highway design.?®

Suburbs began to take on the image of better places to live and raise families due to the
crowded image of the city. Up Ahead clamed thet the future pattern (of growth) could include
30 or larger “communities separated by free-flowing arterid highways™®  Within each
community, 30,000 to 40,000 people could live in “pleasant neighborhoods.” Population density
can be low, with green ridges and creek valeys to provide parks and open space. Large, wdl-
planned retail digtricts and shopping centers will be needed in outlying aress, with transportation
provided by a web of coordinated arterid trunk highways>' Atlanta was ided for planning such
suburban growth because it was free from physical boundaries (mountains, oceans, etc.) tha
would inhibit growth to outer areas. Atlanta was dso credited for growing during the “Age of

Mobility,” or during the escalation of importance of the automobile.®?

Limited History of Planning in the City of Atlanta from 1920 to 1960s
A higtory of planning effortsin Atlantaiisimportant to know in understanding how the
city has been shaped over time. Much of what has happened in Atlantaiis a ddiberate effort by
city and county governments to distribute growth. It isimportant to understand mgor changesin
the physica and population growth of Atlanta, and how we should pay attention to these trends
to adequately plan for growth in the future,
1921 — Atlata joins the ranks of many other metropolitan aress utilizing planning by forming

the Atlanta City Planning Commission.
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1938 — The Fulton County Planning Commission and Board of Zoning Appeds is formed to ded

with the growing importance of Fulton County asloca government.

1944 — Atlanta and Fulton County governments st up an informa *“cooperative planning office”’
to develop postwar plans for Downtown Atlanta.

1946 — A Bond issue was approved for $16,600,000, the largest bond dlotment in the city of
Atlanta higtory, to build the new expressway that would bisect Atlanta and be so criticd in the
future planning of Atlanta and its outer regions. This money was aso used for infrastructure,
improvements, schools, parks, etc. in Fulton County, and smilar bond issues were approved to

extend these servicesinto DeKab County.

1947 — The Metropolitan Planning Commisson (the “Commisson”) was edtablished by an act of
the Georgia Generd Assembly. It was perhaps the first metropolitan body in the U.S. supported

from the start entirely by public funds and given the sole job of long-range planning.*3

1950 — The Commisson undertook a two-year program to develop a basc master plan for
planning this “New City.” About this same time, the Locd Government Commisson of Fulton
County was set up by the Georgia Generd Assembly to produce a study of governments of
Atlanta and Fulton County, and eradicate duplication of municipd services. The Commisson
produced a plan cdled the “Plan of Improvement” to expand the cty limits into Fulton County
50 these municipa services could be combined. As of this time, the city of Atlanta encompassed

37 sguare miles



January 1, 1952 — As a result of the Plan of Improvement, the city of Atlanta extended its city
limits into highly developed, unincorporated Fulton County by 83 square miles. This added
100,000 people to the population of the City, which was equivaent to the metropolitan area’s
increase outside the city limits between 1940 and 1950. Table 1 illudrates the changes in

population in the City of Atlanta before and after the annexation.

Changesin Population — City of Atlanta, 1940 — 1950

1940 1950

Before annexed city limits After annexed aity limits
302,300 331,300 430,700

Source: Up Ahead: A Regional Land Use Plan for Metropolitan Atlanta, February 1952.

The Pan cdled for shifting most of Fulton County’s municipd functions to city government in
addition to extending the city limits. At this time, the City limits encompassed 118 square miles.
The Metropolitan Planning Commission’s 1952 Plan is published with predictions about the City

and how the focus mugt shift to aregiond focus because of suburban growth and the interstates.

1954 — A new Zoning Ordinance for the City of Atlanta is adopted. Also, the Nationd Housing
Act of 1954 is enacted and officidly begins the Urban Renewa process across the U.S.  Atlanta
immediaidy got involved and received millions of dollars to demolish homes (many of them
were older then and could possbly have higtoric ggnificance today) and clearance of blighted
aress to make way for new congruction. Urban Renewa was seen as an effort to rid inner cities

of physicd blight, high crime and mord decay.

33 |pid.
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1958 — MPC produces another regiona plan for the City, Fulton County and DeKab County,
which is known as the Comprehensve Plan for the City of Atlanta The Comprehensve Plan
included predictions that were revised from the 1952 Pan of Improvement. Eventudly, the
MPC becomes the Atlanta Regiond Commisson, which now serves 10 counties and 64
municipdities. By this time, the reports highlighted the importance of zoning, and the focus was

shifted to developing uniform comprehensive zoning ordinances

1960 — The exodus to the suburbs began. 1960 marked the highest population in the City, and
adso the time when the freeways popularity pesked and people began locating aong them in the
suburbs in a legpfrog manner of development (the city core was fully developed). Land was
much chesper away from the core of the city, and people were taking advantage of opportunities
to give their families homes on private lots, and popular magazines did a great ded to promote
this new gyle of living. Freeways dlowed people to commute from these “big, beautiful lots”

to keep Downtown as strictly aretail and work center that it was in the 1940s and 1950s.>°

Zoning

In 1926, zoning gained importance and nationa acceptance with the case of Village of
Euclid, Ohio vs. Ambler Realty. In Euclid, the Supreme Court heard a chalenge by an Ohio
landowner of a comprehensive zoning plan adopted by the city council of Eudid, Ohio. The
ordinance edablished didricts for land use, and didrict regulations for building heights and

minimum lot szes. The ordinance, the court hed, did not violate due process, and bore a

3 |hid.
35 |nterview, Bill Kennedy, April 4, 2001.
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relationd reationship to vaid government interests in preventing congestion and in segregating

incompatible land uses. The court upheld the use of police power to zone*® Atlantas first

zoning ordinance was created in 1929. It was very basc and only had minima zoning

classfications. By the 1950s, zoning served two purposes within the city of Atlanta

1. Use Regulations: to dlocate to each type of activity sufficient and gppropriate land for that
purpose.

2. Bulk Regulations: sats the sze and shape of the buildings and their locations in reaion to
esch other and to lot lines.

Zoning protects property againgt conflicting uses to bring “stability and order” into a
community’s development.®”  Zoning played an important role in planning growth after the War,
and was another reason for the 1952 Plan of Improvement — the zoning ordinance had not been
redone since 1929 and it was time to put some changes into law.*® After the War, many veterans
were coming back and darting families, and a housing and population boom took place. Zoning
would direct this new growth, and would greetly influence a separation of land uses and housing

types that had not been as prevaent in the past.

Atlanta Zoning Ordinances
Up to the period of the scope of this report in 1965, Atlanta had two mgor zoning
ordinances, 1929 and 1954, with severd amendments made to the latter. In the 1929 Zoning

Ordinance, there were four zoning categories™

36 Juergensmeyer, Julian Conrad and Thomas E. Roberts, Land Use Planning and Control Law, p. 23.

37 Metropolitan Planning Commission, Up Ahead: A Regional Land Use Plan for Metropolitan Atlanta, February
1952,

38 |nterview, Bill Kennedy, April 4, 2001.
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Industrid

Commercid

Resdentid (1 & 2 family)
Residentid (multifamily)

el SN

These classifications were very broad and generd, but provide ingght as to the types of
land uses and resdentid patterns of that day. Land uses were not as separate as we know today;
many people lived downtown and worked there dso. In the early part of the 20" century,
Atlantawas not as big as other mgjor citiesin the U.S,, and the physicd areawas smdler than it
istoday. The categories are primarily use regulations and do not yet mandate lot sizes, setbacks,
etc.

The 1954 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta is contained in Sections 41.1 through

41.40, Part 11, of the Code of the City of Atlanta, was adopted and approved October 5, 1953,
aound the time the interdate highway sysem was being built under the adminidration of
Eisenhower™®.  The 1954 Ordinance contains changes from the 1929 Ordinance, such as the
subdivison of resdentid classfications, but adso contains changes representetive of the growth
and development of Atlanta after the war. The 1954 Ordinance contains the zoning regulaions
originaly adopted by Fulton County on June 7, 1946, as amended, which were then in effect
within apart of the City of Atlanta*! Thisisaresult of the annexation that took placein 1952.
The 1954 Zoning Ordinance contains an increased number of land use codes, and are mainly
subdivisons and specifications of the origina broader categoriesin the origina 1929 Zoning

Ordinance:

39 ||
lbid.
401954 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta.
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Residential:

R-1: Sngle-Family Dwdling Didrict
R-2: Sngle-Family Dwdling Didrict
R-3: Sngle-Family Dwdling Didrict
R-4: Sngle-Family Dwdling Didrict
R-5: Sngle-Family Dwdling Didrict
R-6: Two-Family Dwdling Didrict
R-7: Two-Family Dwdling Didrict
A-1: Apartment Dwelling Didtrict
A-2: Apartment Dwdling Didtrict

CoNoa~wWNE

Commercial and Industrial:

10. C-1: Community Business Didrict
11. C-2: Commercid Didrict

12. C-3: Commercid Didrict

13. C-4: Centrd Budiness Didtrict

14. M-1: Light Indudtrid Didtrict

15. M-2: Heavy Indudtrid Didtrict

Sour ce: 1954 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta, with text of all amendments to the original Ordinance, which

were adopted prior to June 1, 1962.

The increese in caegories is very interesting because it shows how specificaly
resdential housing trends are changing within the area in the 1950s and 1960s, and mary more
types of classfications were necessary. There were more housing types after the war, and many
more people who needed housing. But because everyone flocked to the suburbs during this time,
the housng makeup changed within the city. There are many more multi-family cdassfications
than in 1929 representing the many gpartments that were built or were converted from large,
fomely sngle-family housss** For example, in Inman Pak, there are severd big brick
goartment buildings, non-characteristic of the historic fabric of the neighborhood, because people
were leaving the big homes in the city for life in the suburbs, and these neighborhoods became

flooded with new multifamily housng for lower-income families® As whites left the larger

“2 |nterview, Bill Kennedy, April 4, 2001.
%3 |pid.
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houses in town for the suburbs, Africant Americans would replace them as a result of natura in
migration, or as aresult of the government placing them there, 44

The 1954 Zoning Ordinance is dso where we begin to see minimum area regulaions
(yard, lot, etc.), dwelling square footage minimums, parking regulations and height redrictions,
gpoecified for each individua zoning code. These bulk regulations begin to st standards for
building, but there were no architecturd controls unless the subdivison itsdf had deed
redrictions. There were separate building codes, which only provided minimum standards for
maintenance and building of dructures induding building materids, firgproofing, and height
redrictions. Many of these codes were set to enforce hedth and safety standards, such as
number of bedrooms, window and bathroom standards, and ventilation. Technical codes, such as

plumbing and e ectricity requirements, were dso very basic.*®

Neighbor hood Patterns

Panning officidsin Atlanta began to advocate the way neighborhoods should be planned
basad on these zoning ordinances, and used zoning as atool with which to plan them.
Neighborhoods were planned to look like each other — there was very little variation, especidly
with the FHA regulations that ensured “homogeneity” outlined previoudy in this report.
According to Kenneth Jackson, who wrote The Crabgrass Frontier in 1985 about mass
construction after World War 11, the mgjor characteristics of the postwar suburbs include*®

?? Neghborhoods built on the outer edges of the city
?? Low density of people per square mile

?? Architecturd smilarity

?? Easy avaldbility

?? Economic and racid homogeneaity

“4 Stone, Clarence N., Regime Politics: Governing Atlanta, 1946 — 1988,
45 1954 Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta.
%8 Jackson, K enneth, The Crabgrass Frontier, p. 206.
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Neighborhoods in generd were promoted by the MPC as “wdl-knit” and built around
dementary schools with cul de sacs to reduce noise and through-traffic flow.*” However, cul de
sacs were popular not only as a function of traffic cdming, but dso because of the generd
topography of Atlanta. Because of Atlanta’s rolling topography, developers were forced to build
cul de sacs to get the maximum number of lots on a parcd. The generd shgpe was curvilinear,
which posed a contrast to the typica grid streets of early-20" century neighborhoods such as
Farlie-Poplar. There was little access to arterid dtreets, which dso facilitated the reduction of
traffic flow through the neighborhood. These paterns are illudsrated in the Neghborhood

Desgn of theMPC in Up Ahead, Figure 3.

47 Metropolitan Planning Commission, Up Ahead: A Regional Land Use Plan for Metropolitan Atlanta, February
1952.
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NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN

Figure 3: Neighborhood Design Plan, 1952

Many of the dreets built during the 1950s and 1960s did not have sidewaks, locd
governments then did not impose Sdewalks. Sdewaks were not as popular due to the growing
importance of the car; without sdewaks, dtreets could be wider. The theme for many of the
postwar suburbs is quantity versus quality, so it was more a matter of how fast can the developer

get the houses built. With the baby boom, there was a grester demand for housing, so if the



developer could meet the need, they could make money.*®  However, in the 1940s and 1950s, the
developer has the insurance of the FHA and conditions of mortgage financing, so this is a new
era for the developer as well as the homeowner.*® In response to the dmost 10 percent increase
in populaion from 1940 until before the amexation in 1952, the number of dweling units dso
incressed, but at dmost twice the same rate.

New dweling units were being built more rgpidly outsde the city limits (3 out of 4), and
those tha were built ingde the city limits were gpartments of three or more units per structure.
This was indicative of the increase in population that was moving toward the suburbs. Dwaelling
units that were built in suburban neighborhoods were generdly of the same sze and qudity, and
multi-family was typicdly segregated from sgngle-family housng.  Shopping and community
facilities were planned nearby, dong with parks and playgrounds to dleviae the need to ever
have to go back to the downtown commercia center again.*

DeKab County becomes the firs “bedroom community,” in Atlanta, followed by Cobb
County, though Cobb County is not technicdly in the City limits Suburbs sometimes would
have different zoning regulations given the aea it was in.  For example houses built in
Northwest Atlanta (Cobb) were built on septic tanks instead of sewers, so they had to be built on
large acre lots to accommodate the tanks. Houses in the Northeast were built on sewer, so they

were denser, but still what we would consider “suburban density.”*

48 |
lbid.
9 Housing U.S.A: As Industry Leaders Seelt, p. 14, 16.

°0 Metropolitan Planning Commission, Up Ahead: A Regional Land Use Plan for Metropolitan Atlanta, February
1952.

*1 |nterview, Bill Kennedy, April 4, 2001.
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SECTION THREE: ARCHITECTURE



PART ONE: National-The Trendsetters



William J. Levitt, Developer

After World War |1, veterans returned home to cash in on the American Dream. A key
pat of redizing this dream was purchasing one€'s own home. Rapid demobilization and the baby
boom led to a mgor housng shortage. America, including the southeast and the city of Atlanta,
needed housng and needed it fast. An assembly-line approach to building mass housing
occurred throughout the U.S.  William J. Levitt, a developer in the Northeast firm of Levitt &
Sons, was a pioneer in the Northeast in providing affordable, mass-produced housing to the

veterans and thair families.

Figure 4: Cape Cod House, Levittown, 1948
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Figure 5: Two common types of Levittown Homes>2

Levit's most well known large-scde project is Levittown.  William Levitt purchased
1500 acres of faming fidds in Nassau County, located ten miles from Manhattan. Usng
prefabricated parts and assembly-line methods, builders churned out 180 low-style, *cookie
cutter” homes per week. Bulldozers leveled the land, lots were marked off, and crews of Street
pavers, carpenters, eectricians, plumbers, painters, etc. produced a uniform product — a smadl,
detached single-family house equipped with appliances and a landscaped lot. > By 1951,
Levittown contained over 17,000 homes. In the late 1940's and early 1950's, the project was
haled as a successful and modd suburban community thaet helped more Americans redize their
dreams of homeownership in a timdy and cod-effective manner.  Levitt & Sons built other

meass-produced housing communitiesin New Y ork, Pennsylvaniaand New Jersey.

52| evittown at Fifty,” Newsday, Inc., http://www.lihistory.com/specsec/glevi28.htm accessed April 1, 2001.

53 «|evittown-The Birth of the Suburbs,” About — The Human Inter net, http://americanhistory.about.com, accessed
April 1, 2001.




Levittown served as a modd suburban community and developers throughout the United
States produced Smilar housng communities. The southeast United States and the city of
Atlanta were no exception. Following World War 11, rura land was cleared in the Atlanta city
limits to put up much needed housng. One important example of this mass “suburban”
devdopment in Atlanta is a dgnificant pat of the Oakland City community. Oeakland City, a
neighborhood located in southwest Atlanta, contains hundreds of smal, detached single-family
houses that were built between 1945-1951 by the several developers. Filling an economic need
in the Atlanta market, these developers provided affordable housing for large numbers of
Atlantans. Like Levittown houses, the houses in Oakland City were uniformly congtructed with
inexpensve materids in an assembly-line fashion. Thus, these Levitt-like homes provided quick

and affordable housing for lower middle income Atlantans.

Clifford May, Designer and Builder

Clifford May was both a desgner and a builder who began his career building smal
houses in the early 1930's in San Diego and Los Angees, Cdifornia  People who lived in
Cdifornia wanted a home that took advantage of the warm climate and brought a sense of the
outdoors to the ingde living spaces. As early as 1936, a home designed by May appeared in an
issue of San Diego Union titled, “Home with a Garden in Every Room.” The new style of house
Clifford May was promoting was the California Ranch House.

Clifford May pad attention to his customers and observed what they enjoyed most about

the Cdifornia Ranch style house and then improved his designs for future homes. May believed



that, “the early Cdifornians had the right idea. They built for the secluson and comfort of ther

families, for the enjoyment of relaxation in their homes”>*

Greene & Greene (Charles & Henry Greene)

Figure 6: Gamble House, Pasadena, CA

Refined and exceptiondly well crafted, Greene & Greene credtions became known as
"the ultimate bungdows" A cdassc Greene and Greene house is "a seamless fuson of smplicity
and oophidicated detal with meticulous atention to building materids and naturd
surroundings” write Smith and Vertikoff. All of the Greene & Greene houses were notable for
therr articulated surfaces and orienta sengtivities. In 1952, the brothers were honored by the
American Inditute of Architects "as formulators of a new and native architecture” Although
Greene and Greene were designing in primarily the pre-war period, it gppears that some of their
design sandards were caried into postwar housing. Greene and Greene trademarks included
emphasis on the horizontd plane and fitting the house appropriately into its setting. These were
2 chaacterigics of poswar housng and many builders referred to the ranch houses that they
were building a the time as being in the Cdifornia Ranch Style, a digant reference to the dyle

influenced by Greene and Greene.

>4 Cliff May, Western Ranch Houses (Menlo Park, California: Lane Book Company, 1958), 7.
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Frank Lloyd Wright

The Window House built in 1893 in River Foredt, lllinois, clearly portrayed Wright's
direction in architecture with its expansve, open proportions. Wright believed that architecture
should creste a natura link between mankind and his environment. "Organic architecture’ as
Wright came to cdl his work, should reflect the individud needs of the client, the nature of the
gte, and the native maerids avalable.  Some of Wright's most notable desgns during this
period were for "Prarie Houses" These houses reflected the long, low horizontd Prairie on
which they sat. They had low pitched roofs, deep overhangs, no attics or basements, and
generdly long rows of casement windows that further emphasized the horizontd theme. He
used ndive materids. This was his fird effot a cresting a new, indigenous American
arcchitecture.  One of Wright's most famous taks, "The Art and Craft of the Maching' was
ddivered in 1901 a Hull House in Chicago. It marked the first decisve acceptance of the
machine by an American architect and was widdy haled. Wright embraced the machine and
urged its use, not to imitate fancy hand carving, but to bring out the amplicity and beauty of
wood. This emphass on amplicity and his ingstence that naturd materias be treated naturaly
was a hdlmark of his work. Some of Wright's most important works a the time were: the
Martin House in Buffdo, New York (which introduced the horizontal bands of windows, a
prominent festure of his later houses); the Robie House in Chicago, lllinois (one of Wright's
most celebrated Prairie houses); the Larkin Building in Buffdo, New York (for which Wright
developed severd innovations such as wall-hung water closets and the firg metd furniture); and
Unity Temple in Oak Park, Illinois (Americas firg important architecturd work in poured

concrete)



In 1909 went to Europe with Mamah Borthwick Cheney, the wife of a client. While in
Europe, Wright worked on two portfolios of his work. These publications brought internationa
recognition to his work and greetly influenced other architects. In 1914, Wright began
developing designs for saverd Cdifornia residences such as the Millard House, which displayed
Wright's fird use of "textile block” where specidly designed pre-cast concrete blocks were

woven together with sted rods and concrete.

In 1932, a the age of 65, he published "An Autobiography” and "The Disgppearing City"
both of which influenced severd generations of young architects. During 1934 when Wright and
the Tdiesn Felowship were in Arizona, Wright was at this time consdered a great architect, but
one whose time had come and gone. In 1936, Wright proved this sentiment wrong and went on
to dage a remarkable comeback with severd important commissons - the Johnson Wax
Adminigration Building in Racine, Wisconan; "Fdlingwater” the house on the waefdl in rurd
Pennsylvania (designed in 1935 but built in 1936); and Jacobs | (a functiond yet inexpensive
home, the firg executed "Usonian” house). These works were widely publicized and brought a
flood of commissons interrupted only by World War 1I. In 1937, Wright and the Tdiesn
Fellowship began the condruction of Taliesn West. In addition, he continued to work on the
desgns for his "Usonian” homes, homes that proved to be just as popular as his Prairie houses.
"Usonian” homes were moderate-cost, single-story houses. They featured such innovations as
radiant hegting (through hot water pipes placed in the cement dab floor); pre-fabricated walls
made of boards and tar-paper (a chegp and efficient building technique); an open plan with

greater flow of space; and the invention of the carport.

In the last decades of his career Wright received many awards, titles, medds and

citations. He continued to write, producing "The Naturd House' in 1954. This book discussed
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the Usonian home and a new concept cdled the "Usonian Automatic” - a house that could be
owner built.  During this time period, Wright's name was ubiquitous in the popular and
achitecturd publications of the time. Both the public and building professonds were exposed
to Wright's work and influence continudly. Articles written about him or referring to him were
commonly found in publication such as House & Home, Architecturd Forum, and Architecturd
Record. Wright was tirdess in his efforts to creste an architecture that was truly American.
Through his work, his writings, and the hundreds of apprentice architects that trained a his sde,

hisideas have been spread and are evident in architecture throughout the world.

Miesvan der Rohe and Philip C. Johnson

Figure7: Mies van der Rohe, Farnsworth House, Plano, lllinois, 1945-1951°°

The Internationd Style was the main architecturd trend in the 1920's and 1930's in
Europe and a product of the Bauhaus School in Germany. Utilizing modern materids such as
ded, concrete and glass, the syle was asymmetricd and geometric, emphasizing the pure form

and function of structures.

%5 « Farnsworth House, Plano, I1linois,” Galinsky, http://www.galinsky.com/ buildings/farnsworth/, accessed April 11,
2001.




Ludwig Mies van der Rohe (1886-1969), one of the mogt notable architects of the 20th
Century is conddered the leading master of the Internationd Style.  Mies created buildings that
provided a new syle for the 20th Century. Mies work is characterized by extreme smplicity,
precison to detall, emphass on geometricd shapes, eegance of materid and lack of
ornamentation. Mies moved from Germany to the United States in 1937. While sarving as the
director of architecture at the Illinois Inditute of Technology from 1938 to 1958, Mies trained
and influenced a new generation of American architects.>®

Mies work in America included skyscrapers, schools, museums and resdences. One of
his mogt dggnificant buildings is a resdentid building, the Farnsworth House, designed and
congructed between 1945 and 1951 in Plano, Illinois. The glass-walled house conveys Mies
principle of “less is more” The house condgsts of pre-cast concrete floor, roof dabs supported by
ded skeleton frame and walls of glass The owner, Edith Farnsworth, found it unlivable and
occupied the house infrequently before she sold it in 1972,

Another prominent architect in the Internationd Style movement is the American
architect, Philip C. Johnson.  Philip Johnson built the Glass House in New Canaan, Connecticut
in 1949. Johnson owned this visonary home. The Glass House is smilar to Mies Farnsworth
house>” The house is a box with walls made entirdly of glass Once again, pure form and
function are the key playersin the structure.

Unlike in Europe, the Internationd Style did not play a mgor role in American
architecture until after World War [I.  The Internationd Style primarily influenced commercid
buildings in America  Ye, resdentid architecture was affected by this syle, paticulally in the

Northeast. Due to conservatism and the importance of historiciam in the South, the Internationa

%6 |_eland M. Roth, A Concise History of American Architecture (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1980), 317-319.
57 «Philip Johnson,” A Digital Archive of American Architecture, http://infoeagle.bc.edu/bu_org/
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Syle did not have a sgnificant effect on resdentid architecture in the South, including Atlanta
Nonetheless, Mies van der Rohe's work and the Internationd Style in architecture did provide a
new style of 20" century architecture that reshaped post-World War 11 architecture throughout

the United States.

CALIFORNIA SCHOOL

The Case Study program was initisted by John Entenza editor of Arts & Architecture
magazine in 1945 is one of Cdifornias most important contributions to architecture.  Comprised
of thirty-9x experimental, modern prototypes, the Case Study houses were designed (and the
magority built) between 1945-1966. Featuring some of the most important architects of the
region and the generation, the program amed to shape the course of the postwar building boom
towards wide acceptance of modern architecture and to offer technologicdly based and
ultimately affordable housing.>®

Theses house redized in Cdifornia, a progressve deign center after the war, suggested a
way of looking at the future that had both nationd and internationa implications. Severd of the
houses have become icons for the postwar ea; from Charles and Ray Eames Case Study house
#8 in Pacific Pdisades with its fabricated metd joist congtruction to Case Study House #22
desgned by Pierre Koenig and photographed by Julius Shulman in the famous image of the flat
roofed living room floating out over a diff and the spectacular view of nocturna Los Angeles

became romantic symbols of privileged postwar lifein America

avp/cas/fnart/fa267/pjohnson.html, accessed April 4, 2001.
%8 Elizabeth Smith. Blueprints for Modern Living. (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1989)

V)



“J IR ™™

Figure8

Joseph Eichler, Developer

Highly influenced by Frank Lloyd Wright's Usonian resdentid design and the Cdifornia
Cae Study Houses, Joseph Eichler, a Cdifornia developer, and his company, Eichler Homes,
Inc., built gpproximatey 11,000 single-family homes in Northern Cdifornia after World War 11.
Eichler dso built resdential homes in Pado Alto, San Jose, San Francisco, Sacramento and
Southern California

As in the rest of the United States following the war, the housng shortage was a mgor
concern in Cdifornia Although Eichler never sold thousands of houses a once like William
Levitt after World War 1, Eichler did build tracts of one or two hundred homes a a time to help
address the housing shortage problem in Cdifornia  Unlike the homes condructed for Levittown

in New York, Eichler produced architect-desgned, high-gyled homes for his middle-class



customers at affordable prices. The houses had an indoor-outdoor agpproach to living that was
gopropriate to the Cdifornia climate. Eichler houses aso incorporated open-planned interiors,
wdls of glass radiant-heat floors and ariums. Eichler subdivisons provided shared public
gpace for resdents as wel as houses with open-planned interiors but privacy from neighbors.
Community building through architecture design was part and parcd of Eichler's vison. He was

thefirst large, tract builder to sdll his homes to minorities.>®

Figure9

Although Eichler never designed subdivisons in the South, the influence of Usonian
desgn and Eichler houses can be seen in sngle examples in the South, including Atlanta,

Georgia. Today, Eichler houses are highly sought after by Cdifornians.

%9 Eichler Network, Preserving the Wonderful World of Eichler Homes. http://www.eichlernetwork.com.




PART TWO: Regional-Local Influencesin Atlanta



SOUTHEASTERN REGIONAL ARCHITECTURE

Studies of the postwar modern movement in America generdly focus on work found
g@ther in New England or Cdifornia Many excelent examples can be found in those areas, but

modernism can be found dl across America darting in the 1930s.  In The Internationd Style

(1932) by Henry Russl Hitchcock and Philip Johnson, a book that advanced and defined the
dyle, included the Weyman Memorid Laboratory (1931) in Highlands, North Carolina as an
early example of modern public architecture.  Severd other books of the time that surveyed
modern gructures, Tomorrow's House (1945) by George Nelson, Built in USA: Post-war
Architecture (1952) by Henry Russell Hitchcock and Arthur Drexler, and Quality Budget Houses
(1954) by Katherine Morrow Ford list houses in dl corners of America including the southeast.
The South Builds, New Architecture in the Old South (1960) by Edward and Elizabeth Waugh
focuses on the work of architects practicing modern architecture in the South with a chapter on
resdentiad desgn. Today two aress of the South are identified as centers for modernism, one is

Sarasota, Horida and the other is Raleigh, North Carolina

SARASOTA SCHOOL, SARASOTA, FL (1941-1966)
“The Sarasota school sprang out of its specid circumstances of location, persondities,
and taent to reach its zenith of world architectural prominence in the 1950s. For Sarasota the
task was to create a better place, to ddineate and define itsdlf in this unique tropicad environment

that existed nowhere dse in the United States” °° Two architects, Raph Twitchdl and Paul

€0 John Howey. The Sarasota School of Architecture 1941-1966. (Cambridge MS: The MIT Press, 1997)



Rudolph, who had a common respect for the land and climate, and shared an eye for good form
and use of loca materids, founded the Sarasota School. Although not an architectural school in
the academic sense, it would provide the impetus for other architects to build postwar modern
dructures in the Sarasota area. Architects such as Victor Lundy, Gene Leedy, Jack West and
others would flourish in this environment. The following are examples of the work of the
Sarasota School:

Twitchdl &
Rudolph

Figure 10: Siegriest Resdence, Venice, Horida (1949)

Figure 11: Hedy “Cocoon House’ Siesta, Florida (1950)
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Figure 12: Waker Guest house, Sanibd Idand, Florida (1952)

NORTH CAROLINA SCHOOL, RALEIGH NC

Ancther oads of modernism found in an unexpected place was Rdeigh, North Carolina
Henry L. Kamphoefner, a young architect trained by Frank Lloyd Wright, would take advantage
of the building boom caused by the end of World War |l as the impetus for an architecture school
in Rdegh. The school was named School of Desgn a North Caolina State Universty.
Kamphoefner used as lecturers many of the leaders of the modern movement in America,
including Water Gropius, Mies van der Rohe, Charles and Ray Eames, Eero Saarinen, Louis
Kahn, and Buckmingter Fuller.

He dso assembled a faculty that not only taught but adso practiced modern architecture.
They include G. Milton Smdl, Matthew Nowicki, George Matsumoto, James Fitzgibbons, and

Eduardo Catdano. Many of the projects were residential. Here are afew key examples.



Henry L.

Kamphoefner
Figure 13: Kamphoefner Resdence. (1948) This houseis
largely modeled on the Usonian homes of Frank LIoyd Wright.
Protected with preservation easement by Preservation North
Carolina

George Matsumoto
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James Fitzgibbons

Eduardo Catalano

Figure 14: Matsumoto Residence (1954) Highly influenced by
the Internationa style of Mies van der Rohe

Ritcher House, Raleigh, NC (1950)

Poole House, Raleigh, NC (1957) (Matsumoto & Small)

~—

Figure 15; House, Raleigh, NC (1950)

Resdence, Knoxville, TN. Unique use of surplus Quonset
sructure materias.

Figure 16: Ezra Mar-Catalano House, Raeigh, NC (1955) This
is probably the best-known house of the North Carolina schooal.
Catdano used a dramatic hyperbolic parabola roof form,
anchored at two points, reminiscent of arplane design to create
one of the best-known examples of roof architecture. The house
adso has the rare didinction of being publicly praised by Frank
Lloyd Wright. Currently the house is for sde and in need of
Subgtantial restoration.



PART THREE: Atlanta High-Style Housing Examples
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ATLANTA ARCHITECTURE 1944-1965

Modern architecture would appear in Atlanta as early as the 1930s, this can be seen in the
commercid and public works of architects Pringle & Smith, A. Ten Eyck Brown, and Stevens &
Wilkinson, but resdentia architecture remained largely traditiond. In Atlanta, most people
were interested in traditiond revival style homes made popular in the 1920s.  Architects such as
Phillip Trammel Shutze, lvey & Crook, and James Means were the preferred architects for
Atlanta dients®® But a handful of architects would experiment with modern houses, often with
themsdlves as the client. These houses are scattered across the northwestern quadrant of Atlanta,
in areas that were primarily undeveloped. Located on large wooden lots, these houses are often
desgned into the landscape, making them difficult to see and appreciae as architecture. Like
much modern architecture, they do not have a grand facade meant to impress, but were to be
experienced from the indde out. Simple honest materids exposed as sructure gave precedent to

comfortable and informal living incorporating the beauty of the naturd surroundings.
ATLANTA ARCHITECTSWHO DESIGNED MODERN HOUSES

Note: The following is a list of architects named by ther peers and architectura
enthusasts as architects who practiced in the poswar modern style in
Atlanta Questions where asked about who practiced modern
architecture, what were the influences that brought modernism to the
South, and did the South make any contributions to modern architecture.
All interviewees were eager to tak, but it is clear that a concentrated
rescarch effort is needed soon. Due to the age of many of the
interviewees, this undocumented information could soon be los.
Interviews were conducted with the following individuds who are ether
architects or in related fidds:

Antonin Aeck, architect
Joseph Amisano, architect

61 See American Classicist by Elizabeth Dowling, Lewis Edmund Crook. Jr. 1898-1967 by William Mitchell, and
The Houses of James Means by Callie Efird, editior. These books document the careers of these traditional Atlanta
residential architects.
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Aeck,
Richard

Kempton Mooney, architect and educator
Thomas Ramsey, architect

Edward L. Daugherty, landscape architect
Herbert Brito, architect and preservationist
Kim Chamness, architect

Henri Jova, architect

Preston Stevens Jr., architect

Firm: Aeck & Associates

Did many different building types, resdentid architecture was a smadl
pat of the busness. Job log for Aeck & Associates lists over twenty
residences and additions from the period of 1937 up to 1971. Richard
Aeck a Georgia Tech graduate. Founded the company in the 1940s.

Molly Whitehead Aeck, interior designer. Projects: Little White House in
Wam Springs Georgia  Studied a Columbia, Stamford, the
Fontainebleau, and Tdiesin. Archive materids stored by Tony Aeck

Projects:

Figure 17: Aeck Residence, 2200 West Wedey Road. (1945) (Additions
1956, 1972, 1998)



Alexander,
Cecil

Figure 18: I Ho, Cdlaway Gardens GA. This was the most
ambitious residence designed by Aeck. Ed Daugherty, landscaping

Firm: Finch, Alexander, Banes, Rothchild & Pascha (bought out by
Rosser)

Ancther successful and respected commercid  firm  that did few
residences.

Projects:
2829 West Roxboro Road
Ridgeway Road

—cF




Amisano,
Joseph

Figure 19; Alexander Residence, 2322 Mt. Paran Road. Published The
South Builds, p.38 This house has an unusua round plan.

Firm: Harrison & Abramovitz, Toombs Amisano & Wdls

Pratt Ingtitute (1940), American Academy in Rome

A New Yorker that came South, he encouraged modernism to his
traditiondly oriented partner, Henry Toombs. Amisano did only a few
houses.

Projects:



Bainbridge,
Fred

Figure 20: Amisano Resdence, 1058 Nawench Drive. AIA Guide to
Atlanta, p. 119

Figure21: Short Residence (now Long Residence), Nawench Drive

Jm and Carol Paulk Residence. 2401 West Wedley, (404) 351-4334
On West Paces (near Lake)

Firm: Martin & Bainbridge



Bar nett,
William H.

Bush-
Brown,
Harold

Edwards,
Jim

Finch,
William

More trandtiond designs. Soft modern, influenced by Frank Lloyd
Wright

Projects:

Mt Paran Road @ Randdl Mill
Travis Brannon House, Paces Ferry
Ogilsby Residence, Glen Arden

Figure22: Randdl Mill Road

Firm: Stevens & Wilkinson

Projects:
Barnett Residence, Dupree Street
House, Mt Paran and Randall Road (renovated)

Firm: GA Tech, Bush-Brown, Gailey, & Heffernan

Harvard graduate. Director of Architecture & Georgia Tech beginning in
1922. Was responsble for luring Paul Heffernan as director of design in
the 1930s, ushering in the modern movement at GA Tech.

Frm was respongble for much of the condruction and renovation on the
GA Tech campus. Early work was consstent with collegiate Tudor style
of Georgia Tech. After Heffernan work became modern.

Firm: Finch, Alexander, Barnes, Rothchild & Paschd. Now lives in
Columbia, SC.

Taught at GA Tech.

Firm: Finch, Alexander, Banes, Rothchild & Pascha (bought out by
Rosser) Later: Finch & Herry. Livesin Alpharetta
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Taught a GA Tech.

Projects:
10-12 houses near Colonial Homes
Moores Mill, beyond Peachtree Battle

Godfrey, Firm: Taught at GA Tech
Thomas
Harvard graduate. Practiced in modern style

Projects:

Godfrey Residence (razed)
Green, Disciple of Frank Lloyd Wright. Studied a Tdiesin
Robert

Projects:

o

Figure 23: Dull Resdence Collier Hills Atlanta Homes, June 1998
p.54



Griffin,
Knox

Heffernan,
Paul

Heery,
George

Sdf-employed architect or draftsman.  Worked with developers on
suburban homes. Claimed to have desgned more houses in the South
than anyone dse.

Projects:.
Knox Residence, near Atlanta Envelope (renovated)

Firm: GA Tech, Bush-Brown, Gailey, & Heffernan

After a diginguished education, Bush-Brown brought Heffernan to GA
Tech as director of desgn This would mark the beginning of a modern
design at the school both in the classroom and on the campus.

Projects:
+ -

FE

Figure24: AlphaEpsilon Pi House, GA Tech, 3" and Techwood

Heffernan Resdence, Fifth Street (now Heffernan Center) Renovated
bungalow

Herry & Associates

59



Johnson,
Ken

Jova, Henri

Figure 25: Thomas J. Northcutt Residence

Firm: Aeck

Conddered an architect's architect. House designs reminiscent of the
Cdifornia Case Study houses

Projects:

—

Figure 26: 3052 West Pine Vadley (1960) Ed Daugherty, landscaping.
AlA Guide to Atlanta, p. 119

Argonne, Arden Road area. Also Andrews Drive
Johnson Residence, Williams Street. Renovated bunga ow

Firm: Harrison & Abramovitz, Abreu and Robeson, Jova Daniels Busby
formed in 1966

Corndl Universty, American Academy in Rome-Prix de Rome. Moved
to Atlantain 1954.

Projects:



M artin, Bill

M enefee,
Edward

Millkey,
Herbert C.

Perdue Residence, 2016 W. Paces Ferry (1955) (Additions made)
The Paces, Roswell & Peachtree (1965)

Figure 27: Jova Residence, Midtown (1959) (additions 1966, 1974) AlA
Guideto Atlanta, 1975. p.121

Colony House and Hanover House at Colony Sguare (designed in 1966,
built in 1971)

Many other resdentid projects after 1966. Renovations and new
congruction.

Firm: Martin & Bainbridge

Bainbridge was the designer

Firm: Aeck & Associates

Princeton graduate,
House on Harris Trall

Firm: Moscowitz, Wilner & Millkey

Projects:
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M ontague,
Harold

M ooney,
Kempton

Morgan,
Warner

Moulthrop,
Ed

Figure 28: Millkey Residence, Nancy Creek. (1950) OQuality Budget
Houses p.104

Was with Aeck, then Robert & Company. Worked on Civic Center.

Projects:
Residence, Nancy Creek
Ridgewood Road

Firm: S&W, later Kemp Mooney Architects
Kemp came to Atlanta in 1966 to work for Stevens & Wilkinson, so his

work is to late for this survey, but he is a confirmed modernis who
continues to promote the virtues of postwar modernism.

Nicknamed Pop

Figure 29: Dr. William Paulin Residence, 1885 West Paces Ferry Road
(1959) AlA Guide to Atlanta, p. 119

Was with Aeck, later Robert & Co. Now makes turned wood art bowls

Projects:
1885 West Paces Road (1950)
Moulthrop Residence
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Murphy,
David

Norris,
Henry

Norris, Peter

Portman,
John C.

Was with Aeck and S&W. Died in Paris plane crash.

Projects:

Murphy Resdence, East Wedey, concrete block screen, near Catholic
church.

Figure30: Stewart House, Chatham Drive
Did ftraditiond and modan houses, smdler scae Moden not
contemporary

Projects:

Mooregate Square, Subdivison of Levittown syle homes off Moores
Mill Road. Published in House & Home (insert photo)

Ridgewood Road subdivision.

Firm: Hal & Norris

Did traditiond and modern homes. Struggled with the change from
traditional to modern.

Wieuca Road
Firm: Edwards & Portman, Portman & Associates

Projects:






Figure 32: Portman Residence 2, Johnson Ferry Road, (1965) Unique
geometric floor plan. AIA Guide to Atlanta, 1975. p.121

Pulgram, Firm: Rosser FABRAP, later Associated Space Design (ASD)

William
Pulgram, an architect, founded the interior design firm Associated Space
Dedgn. They areill in practice.

Projects:
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Salzman,
Alan

Saporta, Ike

Simmons,
William
Walter

Smith,
Joseph N

Taylor,
Richard

Figure 33: Pulgram Resdence, 4055 Randdl Mill Road (1953)
(remodeled in 1955, 1958, 2001)

Early Partner of Cooper Cary Architects

H. Clay Moore Residence, Cloudland Avenue
Firm: Independent

Projects:

Residence, 4000 Randall Road (soon to be razed)

Saporta Residence, 8" Street

Firm: Wise Smmons & Aiken (?)

Moonlighted modern houses

Taught a GA Tech. Lives in Henry Norris house on Ridgewood
404/355-8541

Was with Aeck and S& W

Projects:



Wilkinson,
JamesR.

Figure 34. Taylor Resdence, 3314 West Andrews Drive (1973) AlA

Guide to Atlanta, 1975. p.121
Firm: Stevens & Wilkinson

Graduated from Auburn  Universty. Responsible  for  bringing
modernism to S&W. Archiva materids at the Atlanta History Center

b " : =y
Figure 35: Wilkinson Residence, West Paces Road (razed) S&W 1919-
1948 p.102-103. Designed as passve solar home.

Georgia State Solar House, (never built) S& W 1919-1948 p.100-101
Harold Cavenaugh Residence, (razed) S& W 1919-1948 p.75
Dick Richards Residence, West Andrews
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K .
Figure 36: Price Gilbert House, Arden (1941) (razed) S&W 1919-1948
p.72 Excdlent example of Internationd style, featured in Life magazine.
Vanover, One man office
Leroy

Projects:
\

Figure 37: 3452 Woodhaven Road, Previous owner Tony Aeck.

Influences

One question asked of dl the interviewees was what influenced these architects to practice

modern architecture. A common response was architecture and design journas. Architectural

Record, House & Home, Progressive Architecture, and Arts & Architecture were mentioned.

Popular magazines were also mentioned such as House Beautiful and House & Garden. Images

of the postwar lifestyle were so pervasive it would be hard not be influenced.



Also mentioned were persona experiences. Joe Amisano remembered being amazed by
the Woolworth Building and Radio City (Rockefdler Center) in New York. Later he went to
work for Harrison & Abramovitz, architects of Rockefeller Center. Richard Aeck was sent to
South America for work and exposed to European refugee architects. Later he saw Bradlia and
the International style work of Oscar Niemeyer. Amissno would aso travel to Brazil and
Panama as an army soldier. Le Corbusier was named as an influence to Amisano, Mooney, and
Aeck.

Kemp Mooney spoke of the “burn of what modernism was... It was exciting, with its
images of open space and sructure that crested architecture” Modernism marked a revolt to the
dodgy syles of the traditionaists, a dramatic divide between the past and the future. Modernism
was the gyle that represented the progressive and enthusiagtic young America back from the
war.

Tony Aeck taked of the practica nature of his father, Richard Aeck and how modernism
must have made great sense to him.  He responded to the practica, efficient, and smple nature of
the Structures. Tony pointed out that the Great Depresson affected his parents (as many others
were dso affected), and modernism must have made great economic sense with its emphasis on
mass production, systematic assembly, and minima decoration.

Many of the interviewees consdered modern resdentid architecture in Atlanta to be a
falure. It is interesting to note how many examples of resdentid modernism were the homes of
architects.  In Atlanta, most people were interested in traditiona revival style homes. No Atlanta
architecturd firms were able to make a busness of designing modern homes, dthough many of
the employees “moonlighted” for themsdves and their own clients. Kemp Mooney estimates

that in his experience, only one out of ten clients have any interes in modern architecture.
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Amisano said that modern architecture in Atlanta “never took over.” And yet surveying Atlanta
today reveas sgnificant examples of postwar resdential construction.

Although never an organized school with clear leadership, Atlanta architects did desgn
modern style houses. There are not many of them and most were designed for the architects
themsdves, yet they dearly reflect naiond trends for Imply honest informd living made
popular by cultura trends after World War |l and the architectural influences promoted by the
architects of New England and Cdifornia These houses take great advantage of their naturd
settings and locd materids.  They incorporate indoor and outdoor living while keeping a low
unpretentious profile.

Today many of these houses are difficult to see due to ther naturdigtic settings, but dso
due to renovaions that cover over their defining characteristics. For example, the Alexander
house on Mt. Paran road has recently had pseudo-neoclassica cornice and columns added to the
facade obscuring the segmentd roof desgn (yet the round plan of the house is gill very
gpparent). 1t is hoped that such additions can be reversed a some time in the future. But more
disturbing is the Atlanta trend for knockdowns: older smdler houses that are purchased with the
intention of demalishing them for new larger-scae pseudo-traditiond mansons. Mogt of the
houses are located in desirable upper-class neighborhoods and are often on large parcels of land,
making them ripe for devedopment. Many postwar modern houses have dready been demolished
and others are threatened. With awareness comes appreciation; it seems imperaive that Atlanta
preservation and architectural enthusiasts become aware of the remaining resources before it is

too late.
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PART FOUR: Atlanta Vernacular Housing Forms
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Minimal Cottage (1944 - 1955)

Jajod”

Other names: Economicaly smal house, Minimad ranch

Description: The most basc of dructures, these houses were intended to relieve the housing
shortage in America following World War 1I.  Also intended as darter homes for Gls, these

houses are often associated with large tract-developments and often planned to be expanded up
or out.

Characterigtics:

Smdl footprint

Typicdly one-story

Detached garage

Steeply pitched roof

Shallow rake and eaves

Reduction of higtorica details, or no details
Mixed use of materias; brick, stone, wood siding

Nouh~wdE

Frequency: Common

Examples:
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Figure 38



Minimal Traditional Cottage (1944 - 1955)

Other names: None
Description: Higtorical form, loosdly based on Tudor Reviva (1930s)

Characteristics:

1. Smdl footprint,

2. Typicdly one-gtory but can be two. Often attic Space was intended as a future room.
3. Detached garage

4. Dominate front geble

5. Asymmetricd massng

6. Low or medium pitched roof

7. Shdlow rake and eaves

8. Reduction of higoricd detalls

9. Mixed use of materids; brick, stone, wood siding
10. Street conscious front facade

Frequency: Common

Examples:

Figure 39 Figure40
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Inline Ranch (1935-1975)

Other names. Standard Ranch, Contractor’s Modern, Builder’ s Contemporary

Description: This form of house is loosdy based on traditiona house types found in Cdifornia
and the American Southwest. Also influencing the design is the Spanish Colonid Revivd syle,
the Cdifornia Craftsman home, and the Prairie Style house from the Midwest.

Emphasizing the horizontd, these houses are typicdly one-story with a long low-pitched roof.
Roofs can be hipped or gabled. Garages are attached and usudly evident from the front facade
of the house. Windows are often doubled or horizontd in form again emphasizing the ‘long-and-
low gyle A large picture window is usudly ingdled on the front of the house indicating the
living room. The plan is typicdly two-rooms deep without a formd hdl system; each room
feeds into the next, hence the destription as ‘rambling ranch.”  Although there is often a living

room and a dining room for forma entertaining, dl other paces are designed for daly family
use.

This house form was extremely popular from the mid-1940s till the mid-1970s and can be found
al across America

Note: Ranch houses placed on the site with short ends out are known as Ranch Bungaows

Characterigtics:

One-gory, linear plan, often with telescoping ends

Adaptsto different ste conditions

Open plan with informa living spaces

Outdoor living component such as apatio or a deck

Plan istypicaly two rooms deep with three to four bedrooms
Emphasis on the horizontd, low ceiling heightsingde

Attached garage or carport, usudly evident from the front facade

Nooghk~hwbdE
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8. Low-pitched roof, hip or gable

9. Moderate to wide eaves, sometimes rafter are exposed
10. Mixed use of materias: brick, stone, wood

11. Decorative ironwork or wood porches

12. Ribbon and picture windows

13. Modest traditiona detailing applied decoratively

14. Street conscious front facade

Freguency: Common

Examples:

b_ s

Figure 41

Figure43 I o Figure44
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Composite Ranch (1935-1975)

Other names. ‘L’ ‘T’ or ‘U’ plan ranch, Contractor’s Modern, Builder’ s contemporary,

Description: Conceptudly very smilar to Inline Ranch but with a more complicated footprint.
Houses are aranged in ‘Ls’ ‘Us’ many wing, extreme angles, or circular shapes. Rooflines
generdly reflect the plan with cross gables.

Characteristics: See Inline Ranch

Freguency: Common

Figure 45 Figure 46



Neocolonial (1955-1980)

Other names. Contractor’s Modern, Builder’s contemporary

Description: This foom can be found in dmos every middle-class suburban development in
America from the 1950s to the mid-1970s,; it is the two-gory ranch house with many of the same
characterigics. Made up of two forms, the two-story house block and the one-story garage
block. This house provided the space for growing families with living spaces downgtairs and
degping gpaces up. The house can be symmetricd in plan with a traditiona center hal or
asymmetricd. The form is very adaptable to traditiond syles such as Neo-Georgian or
Plantation style.

Characteridtics:

1. Planistypicaly two rooms deep.
2. Threeto five bedrooms upstairs

3. Emphasson practicdity and designed for family use

4. Attached garage generdly evident from the front facade

5. Low-to-medium pitched roof, often a hip roof

6. Moderate to wide eaves

7. Mixed use of materiads: brick, wood, shingles

8. Decorative ironwork or wood porches

9. Traditiond 9x-over-9x windows combined with picture window &t living room
10. Street conscious, front and rear eevations

Frequency: Common
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Figure 48

Examples:

Figure47



Split Level (1955-1975)

NI
=

Other names. Contractor’s Modern, Builder’ s contemporary

Description: The split-level is a multisory modification of the ranch house.  The theory is based
on the concept that the house needs three different types of space: quiet space, noisy and service
gpace, and deeping areas.  The split-level defined each of these spaces on different levels of the
house.

Characteristics:

1

Pan istypicaly two rooms deep. Can have 3 to 4 bedrooms

2. Open plan with informa living spaces

3. Emphadison horizontdly, low celing heightsingde

4. Attached garage generdly evident from the front facade
5. Low-pitched hip or gable roof

6.
7
8
9
1

Moderate to wide eaves

. Mixed use of materids
. Decorative ironwork or wood porches

Ribbon windows

b. Street conscious front facade

Fregquency: Regular

Examples:
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Figure 50
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Contemporary Flat Roof (1940-1980)

Figure51

Other names: Internationa style, American Internationd, Miesian

Description: This style was popular with architects designing custom homes. The concepts are
derived from the Internationd style from the 1930s.

Characteristics:

Reduction of form

Open plan with informd living spaces
Exposed structurd elements

Designed to respond to the Site conditions
Built in naturdigtic environments

No street recognition

No decorétive details

Geometric form

Mixed use of materias but with an emphasis on gructure; stone, concrete, wood
10 Masses of solid to void (solid to glass)

11. Use of overhangs at large window areas
12. Emphesis on horizontaly

WoNOT~WN F

Frequency: Rare

Examples



Figure 52



Contemporary Gable Roof (1940-1980)

Other names:

Description: This style was popular with architects designing cusom homes. This form blends
the flat roof designs with more practical roof designs. Rooflines are shdlow gable, butterfly or
shed dyle. Often there is an emphasis on wood construction emphasizing Prairie and Craftsman
roots.

Characteristics:

Very shdlow pitched roof, or asymmetrica shed or butterfly roofs
Reduction of form

Geometric form

Open plan with informa living spaces

Exposad structura elements

No decorétive details

Carports

Emphasis on the horizontd, long and low

Mixed use of materids but with an emphasis on wood

CoNo O~ WNE

Frequency: Rare

Examples

Figure 53 ' |  Figure54



OTHER HOUSING FORMS

Popular culture would mean that Americans would have more choices in ther lives and
in ther homes. New materids, new condruction techniques and new attitudes could mean
ingenious results.  Although many of these forms are rare some are so ubiquitous that we drive

by them everyday.
Quonset Huts (1945)

These dructures were developed as housing for Allied soldiers with an emphasis on
quick congruction, lightness, and flexibility. Quonsat huts required no columns but instead
depended on the arch as the dructura system.  After World War 1, many Quonset huts were
sold as Army surplus; they became garages, barns, and houses.

Figure 55 Figure 57



M obile Homes (1950)

This form of housng eevated from the trave traller of the 1930s. It is factory made and
can be wheded to different locations. Mobile homes bresk into three types: the smal traler
hitched to a vehicle, the recredtiond vehicle that is propelled under its own power, and the

prefabricated home that is wheded to a location and hooked up as a permanent home. Lengths
vary but the width is defined by the width of roadways.

Some prefabricated homes are designed to join together with other units to create larger

homes. These homes are known as doublewide or triple wide homes. They dso can be
configured in *H’ plans.
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Prefabricated Housing (1950)

Conceptudly smilar to mobile homes but without the wheds, prefabricated houses
where engineered and built in factories then shipped to a location for erection. An ealy
manufacturer of prefabricated houses was Lustron that introduced their product in 1943. Unique
to Lustron homes was that they were made of porcelain ename-clad sted (even the roof tile) that
made them maintenance free. All interior parts were framed in ded. Architecturd detals like
bookcases and cabinets were integrated into the design. By 1960 there where 3300 Lustron
homes across America, three are known to exist in the Atlanta area.

Figure 60
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PART FIVE: Atlanta Vernacular Housing Styles



California Style (1945 — 1965)

Other names: None

Description: Predominate in the American suburbs in the late 1950's and 1960's; the Spanish
Colonid dyle combined with desgn dements from the Prairie and Craftamen gyles influenced
the Cdifornia syle house. Cdifornia architects originated this new modern syle, incorporating
the concept of indoor-outdoor living for families The Cdifornia syleés mogt diginguishing
feature is its long rectangular shgpe with a low-pitched roof, which gives the house a low,
horizonta appearance.

Characteristics:

Long, rectangular shape

L ow-pitched, hip roof

Large, often wooded lots

Rectangular and or ribbon windows
Patios and or courtyards at the rear
Ridgepole pardld to street

Often include a garage or carport
Naturd materias: wood, stone and brick

NG~ WNE

Frequency: Common

Example:

Figure61: Cdifornia Style House located off Cascade Road, Atlanta, GA



Neo-Tudor Style (1965 — 1990s)

Other names: None

Description: The Tudor Revivd syle, which became popular in the early 20th century in
America, is characterized by decorative haf-timbering.  Authentic haf-timbering is defined as
beams holding up a building and the spaces between the beams filled with plaster. However, in
the United States, haf-timbering is utilized only as a decorative covering of frame congtruction.
Unlike earlier examples, the later Neo-Tudor style dements are watered down. These examples
contain lower roof lines and less ornamenta detail of the style but some examples ill show
decorative haf-timbering, massve masonry chimneys, and complicated roof lines.

Characterigtics:

Massve masonry chimneys
Patterned brickwork

Small, leaded glass windows
Steeply-pitched roof

Lower, complicated roof lines
Decorétive hdf-timbering

onhswdpE

Frequency: Regular

Example:

FUNDAY, DECEWREE TL 1066 Thr @iants Frammal snd CONSTITETION 3.0

Flamits Mot Ti Mads Cistieil i Al the D s & entiiiies

Figure62: Atlanta Journa and Condtitution December 13, 1964



Neo-Colonial Revival Style (1950 — 1970s)

Other names: None

Dexription: In post-World War Il America, the Neo-Colonid syle emerged. This yle
commonly contains widdly, overhanging eaves and metd windows, both absent in the traditiona
Colonid Reviva style Roof pitches are generally lower or steeper than seen in the late 19" and
ealy 20th Century examples. Neo-Colonid gyle is smply a loose interpretation of earlier
Colonid Revival dements.

Characteristics:

Symmetricd massng

Aligned windows with center door

Gable roof

Classicd details (pilagters, fanlights, Sddlights)
Double hung windows with multiple panes
Shutters

Ok wWNE

Frequency: Regular

Example:

Figure 63: Shdlowford Road Area, Atlanta, Georgia
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Neo-Classical Revival Style (1965 — 1990s)

Other names: Plantation Colonid Style

Description: The Neo-Classcd Revivd gyle, became popular in America in the 1960's and
continues to be utilized in new homes today. The derivation of this style was fird seen as a
pedimented portico on to one-story ranch houses. Later adgptations included two-gory examples
of the same. Although this gtyle is a loose interpretation of Classcd Revivd dyle detals, some
specific example more closgly interpret the origind style.

Characterigtics:

1. Pedimented portico

2. Symmetrical massng

3. One and two-story examples
4. Classcd detals

Fregquency: Regular

Example:

Figure 64: Sherwood Forest, Atlanta, Georgia



Neo-Dutch Colonial Style (1950 — 1965)

Other names: None

Destription:  Deriving from the Dutch Colonid syle, which began in seventeenth century
America, the Neo-Dutch Colonid style was popular in the United States from the 1900's until
the 1940's.  Popularized in America through magazines, notable features of this style are flaring
eaves, sngle or shed dormers and centra doorways. Neo-Dutch Colonid style homes often use
a combination of exterior materias, such as date roofs over wood or brick sding. These homes
also tend to have side porches that can be opened or enclosed.

Characteristics:

1. Combingtion of exterior materids
2. Sateroofs

3. Wood or brick siding

4. Open or enclosed porches

Frequency: Regular

Example:

Figure 65: Northsde Drive Area, Atlanta, Georgia



Cape Cod Style (1940 — 1960)

Other names. None

Description: The Cape Cod style is consdered to be an American classc and examples of the
dyle can be found in dmost any neighborhood in America.  From urban to rura settings, the
Cape Cod gyle that was popular in the post-World War 1l era, was a derivative of the New
England style houses built in America as early as 1700. The Cape Cod style houses that were
built throughout the 1940's and 1950's in the United States continued the earlier tradition of the
steeply pitched gable roof.

Characteristics:

Symmetricd with door in center

Window dormers

1 - 1Y dorieswith linear floor plan

Bay windows

Decorative trim, hardwood floors, centrd fireplace
Wide (originaly wood) siding

SuhkhwbdpE

Frequency: Common

Example:

Figure 66: 2737 Hosea Williams Drive. East Lake, Georgia



Neo-Georgian Style (1950 — 1990s)
Other names: Williamsburg Colonia, Southern Colonid

Description: The origind Georgian syle, from which the Neo-Georgian style was adapted, is a
classc and forma syle and conddered to be one of the mos long-lived syles in the United
Staes. The Georgian syle was the governing style from 1700 to 1780 throughout the American
colonies. Even today, design dements borrowed from the Georgian style are included on new
high-style house plans.

Characteristics:

Houses are usudly large, rectangular shape
Hip roof

Elaborate front doors, often paneled
Window dormers

Decorative brick quoins

Crown molding

Pediments over doors and windows
Masonry belt-courses

2-dory pilasters

©CoOoONO O~ WNE

Frequency: Regular

Example:

Figure67: Shallowford Road Area, Atlanta, Georgia



Eastern Style (1960 — 1965)

Other names; Agan syle

Description:  During the romantic period of architecture in the 19th Century, severd exotic
dyles emerged. In the Orienta Revivd syle of the 19th Century, the most dominant design
aspect was the ogee arch often seen with a scaloped edge. Very few examples of the Easternt
Crientd gyle exig in Atlanta.  The 20th Century examples that can be found are in high syle,
architect designed houses.

Characteristics:

1. Ogee arch with scalloped edge
2. Turkish or onion dome

3. Hared eaves

Frequency: Rare

Example:

Figure 68: DeKab County, Atlanta, Georgia



Craftsman-Prairie Style (1900 — 1960)

Other names: None

Description:  The CraftsmanPrairie dyle of architecture became a dominant style of the
American landscape by the beginning of the 20th Century. The dyle itsdlf athough unique to
the United States, was influenced by the one-story thaiched roofs caled “Bangdas’ found in
India The architecturd firm of Greene & Greene popularized the style firg in Cdifornia  The
syle quickly became a favorite and spread to the rest of the United States. Later versons of the
style can be seen in brick instead of the traditional wood clapboard.

Characteristics:

1. Low-pitched roof with wide eaves

2. Exposed rafters

3. Decorative braces

4. Extensve porches

5. Interiors with built-in units (seets, shelves, cabinets)

6. Useof naturd materias

7. Interior rooms placed around a central room or hearth

Frequency: Regular

Example:

Figure 69: Peachtree Battle, West sde of Northsde Drive, Atlanta, Georgia
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Wrightian Style (1937 — 1960)

Other names: None

Description: The Wrightian dyle is adgpted from the designs of famous American architect,
Frank Lloyd Wright. Wright's career spanned amost seven decades, starting at the end of the
19th Century and continuing through the 1960's. One of Wright's mogst sgnificant contributions
to American achitecture was his achievement in the devdopment of the Prarrie dyle of
architecture.  The most important aspect of the Prairie style house is its emphasis on the
horizontal. Wright designed houses to fit into the landscape on which they were surrounded.

Adaptations of the Wrightian gyle in post-World War Il houses not only emphasized the
horizonta but also the landscape.

Frequency: Rare

Example:

Figure 70: Near Howdl Mill Road, Atlanta, Georgia



PART SIX: Post-World War |l Builder Housing



The Trickle Down Effect in Atlanta

Modernism in architecture, particularly domestic architecture, was dow to emerge in
Atlanta and was never fully accepted. It fird appeared in commercid, multi-unit apartment,
school, and church architecture, and it eventually spread to domedtic architecture.  Kemp
Mooney, AlA, cited some early examples of modernism in the South: Techwood Homes, 1935;
Cdlawvay Apatments, 1947; Uncle Remus Library, 1950; Peachtree Hills, 1930's, the Varsty;
and the Inman Park Indian Apartments, 1920-30’s.

The period in Atlanta between 1945 & 1965 marked a change in the way houses were
desgned and built. The builder and the architect would take on multiple roles and work both
collaboratively and independently. The number and abilities of manufecturers increased greetly
during this time. On a naiond level, manufacturers would produce mass produced component
parts such as windows, doors, flooring, and appliances, as wel as entirdy prefabricated houses

that came in avariety of plans and styles.

L ocal Housing

Generdly, the housng built in Atlanta during the sudy period condsted of three
caegories. 1) architect designed for single plots or infill housing, 2) plan book derived for infill
housng, and 3) developer produced housng from plan books, architect desgns, and
prefabricated components. Both housing plans and products were available throughout the
country on a mass produced level. W. D. Farmer, a house plan producer, has been working in
the house plan indudry in Atlanta and on a Nationd levd since 1948. According to W.D.
Famer regarding the housing built in Atlanta during the study period, about 60% of it was

builder designed/built and about 40% was architect designed and contractor built.

100



The dudy period marked dgnificant changes in the housng indudry. Although mass
produced house plans, house products, and houses were avalable before the war from
manufacturers such as Sears and Shoppels, the magnitude, scale, and speed with which they were
produced and made avalable sgnificantly increased after World War 11.  Before World War 11,
subdivison devdopment was less comprehensve. For example, developers commonly
purchased large tracts of land, which were parcded and sold individudly. But, the individuds
that bought the land parcels would choose their own house plans and hire their own contractors.
There were many players involved in the post World War |11 housing market during this period
and ther roles vaied. After World War [lI, manufacturers produced pre-engineered ad
prefabricated houses and new products. Builders took on greater control and influence by
purchasing tracts of land, prefab houses, published house plans, or architect commissoned plans
and hiring sub-contractors to build them. Little speculative housing occurred before the war.
But after the war, the occurrence of speculative housing built during the study period greetly
increased.  Architects creasted designs for manufacturers, builders, and single buyers, as wel as,
published their own plan books. The location of housng changed as wel. During this period
there was a desre to move away from the city to a more rurd-type setting.  In addition to this,
the housing lots were larger in dze than they had been before the war. Mortgage companies
financed the projects based on the Sze and even syle of the housing. Financiers were reluctant
to support modern housing because they didn't consder modern housing a wise investment.
They were not confident that they could get their money back out of the touses if they needed to.
Research indicates that in Atlanta, architects and builders often collaborated on house plans and

development projects with the developer hiring an architect to desgn severa houses for a
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subdivison.  For infill housng, owners could purchase a lot, then ether hire an architect to
design ahouse for that lot or purchase a plan and then hire a builder to congtruct the plan.

House plans designers and book producers aso took on a more sgnificant role during this
time. Plan book producers such as W.D. Farmer designed their plans, sold them separately, and
in book form locally and across the nation. W.D. Farmer indicated that there were about eight
plan book companies that produced 98% of the plan books throughout the nation. W.D. Farmer
advertised nationdly in publications such as House and Home, Good Housekeeping, and Ladies
Home Journal. Locdly, W.D. Famer digributed his plans on newsstands, in community and
neighborhood publications, and in a weekly Sunday edition of the in the Atlanta Journal
Constitution as the House of the Week. Fulton Federal Loan featured W.D. Farmer Homes as a
part of their advertisng campaign. A Sunday, September 20, 1964 aticle in the Atlanta Journa
and Condtitution read:

12 Booklets offer homes to suit all. Homes for Pleasant Living, a series of

12 booklets of illustrated home plan ideas by well-know residential

designer W .D. Farmer, are being offered free at all offices of Fulton

Federal Savings & Loan Association. The homes have been designed to

suit Southern tastes and to conform to the types of construction most in

use in the Atlanta area. Fulton Federal’s loan department had Mr.

Farmer create the series of booklets to help its customers and others in

planning the construction of a new home or in the selection of an existing

home. Each booklet has a full-color cover and contains at least 16

different homes, with drawing and floor plan for each home.
During an interview with W. D. Farmer, he was presented with an Atlanta metropolitan area map
and asked to circle the primary areas where his house plans have been built, and he responded,

“Wadll, I'd have to circle the whole map.”
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Architect-Designed Vs. Builder-Designed Housing

In Quality Budget Homes, Ford and Creighton describe the tasks and roles of architects
and builders.  The architect’s role included the following abilities: study problems and needs, and
trandate them into a desgn;, place houses agpproprictdly for the dte, consder the dte in
relaionship to the house, arange space within the house advise and sdect condruction
methods, materids, and equipment; and provide the design ability to combine dl dements into a
whole — “your own architecturd magterpiece” Alternatively, the builder could trandate drawing
and specifications into a finished building, shop efficiently for materids and labor, organize
building condruction to be efficent, find ways to achieve results without sacrificing

workmanship, handle subcontractors, and take on financia respongbility for the project.

The important thing to remember about builder and architect, is to make
use of the talents of each one, to the fullest extent of his abilities that you
are able to contract for. Don’t confuse the talents of each one; make use
of the architect for his design ability; make use of the contractor for his
building ability. Some architects think they know more about building
procedures than a builder; in most cases, they are wrong. Some builders
think they can design their own houses without the benefit of the education
and experience of an architect; the faults in such houses are always
obvious after any sort of critical analysis. (Quality Budget Homes, Ford &
Creighton, 1954).

According to Kemp Mooney, a locd Atlanta architect, there are notable differences
between architect designed housing and developer/builder housing within the study period.
Architect desgned housing was usudly based on a single commission, which took into account
setting, purpose, and the personad needs and gyle of the client. On the other hand, developers
often bought tracts of land varying in sze (depending on the current expectations and needs) and
developed them with a set number of pre-designed houses. The designs for developer/builder

housng were obtained from hired architects, plan books, and national housing manufacturer’s, or
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actudly created by the developer/builder by combining architect designed house features with
plan book manufactured housing festures.

The difference between architect and developer designed houses dso effected the design
purpose and relaionship to the landscape.  Architect designed houses were usudly created to fit
the landscape, and the house features had a purpose. For example, in an architect-designed
house, ribbon windows would be placed to frame a brook or tract of forest. Whereas, in the
developer/builder houses that were purchased from a plan book or national manufacturer, a row
of ribbon windows would be placed into the design because that was trendy and expected at the
time.  The placement of the house and its features did not necessarily congder views and the
landscape.  House placement and design were often based on current trends, economy, & the size
of the development.

The difference between the two types of products could be summarized as custom design
vs. mass-produced design, much like today. In the mass produced houses, there would be a
choice of details such as, finishes, windows, doors, and even layout. But the houses were of the
same basc massing and were assembled with mass produced products. Some plan books tried to
solve the perceived problems and stigma of mass produced housing by producing ‘ custom-made-
plans with specific features suited for hilly terrain, doping lots, corner lots triangular lots,
‘outdoor living & aunlit aees (fla roofs), large families smdl families and energy efficiency,
etc.

Evolution of Housing

Housing during the study period underwent numerous changes related to the cultura and

contextual changes of the times. W. D. Farmer who served in the War and was directly involved

with the changes occurring in the nation and Atlanta during the study period, explained how
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housng changed. After the World War I, there was a shortage of housing, materids, and
money. The experience of the War left most people ready stle into a home and dart a family.

Houses in the mid to late 1940's were very basic and smdl. Typicdly, lots were about 50'-75’
and houses conssted of 1,000-sguare-foot plans with a bedroom (sometimes 2), bathroom,
kitchen, and living room. Into the 1950's families were more edtablished and economicaly
secure. With this, lot szes increased to 85'-100° wide. Proportionately, houses increased in size
to about 1,500 square feet and the amenities included in this space increased. Houses now added
dining rooms for esting. Breezeways lead to the carport for the new vehicle, and Storage
gppeared behind the carport for the new washing machine and dryer. Later, two-car carports and
garages adso started appearing. In he later haf of the 1950's and up to the mid 1960's the
wedth of the country increased. Lot sizes were between 110°-120° and the square footage
increased to 1500 to 2000 square feet. Now, both parents needed cars and a two-car garage to
house them. Hbouses now included 34 bedrooms, a den, a dining room, a living room, a separate
laundry and utility room, a kitchen, 2 baths, and a two-car garage. This is dso when split-leve
houses became common. It is important to note that the cottage and Levittown-type housing of
the 1940's is located closer to the center of the city of Atlanta, while the larger lot ranch-type and
contemporary housing of the 1950's and 1960's occurs further out from the city center toward
the city limits. People started moving out to the periphery of the city of Atlanta where much of

that area was 4ill consdered rurd. Into the 60's and beyond housing developments and
subdivisons moved outdde of the city limits where larger tracts were avaladble for larger
developments. People in this suburban movement wanted to get away from the city to more

rural and family oriented neighborhoods where land was inexpensve and could accommodate
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their modern house, amenities, and vehicles. Land wasn't expensve in these areas and utilities
were cheap, but the infrastructure was underdevel oped.

The different types of solit-levd housng head different advantages. Split-levd housng
was paticulaly good for hilly locations and drive under garages were more economicd. An
even-lit house was suited to Sde-to-sde dopes. Seven steps went up to the living room and
seven deps went down to the utility room. A split foyer or off-center split house layout was
suited to front to back dopes of about four to five feet. In an off-center split, nine sairs went up
to the kitchen and bedrooms while five stairs went down to the family room and utility aress.
This provided and overlook from the upper level down to the family room.

The housng dyles prefered by Atlantans remaned primarily treditiond. W.D. Farmer
explained that many younger people wanted a contemporary look, but they found out that after a
few years, the houses did not look good anymore, and they went back to more traditional styles.
Famer describes the different styles he designed as colonid, French-provincid, Polynesian,
County, Forma Country, Mansard, Cape Cod, Sdtbox, Spanish, New Orleans, and the Farmer

Split (which he says was built al over the region).

Projects
List of Developers, Architects, Manufacturersand Publications

While looking through the Home Planners plan books, W.D. Farmer pointed out a number
of plans named for locd builders a the time. Those included, Sargent, Spain, and the Roy D.
Warren Co. Another loca building company, Chatham Homes, is in business today and was
building homes during the study period. They created subdivisons and house plan books.
Today, their business has expanded to include financing, redty, and insurance services. Beow

are current segments from the Chatham and W.D. Farmer websites:
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Chatham Neighborhoods counts more than 5000 families living in more
than 125 neighborhoods in Atlanta, each bearing the Chatham “family
goproved” damp of didinction. Since Howard Chaham began building
homes in 1948, he redized that right from the gart that 50 years into the
future, a family will ill be a family, neighbors will ill be neighbors, and we
will dl gill want to fed proud of the neighborhoods in which we live. From
the firsd Chatham neighborhood to the most recent, the Chatham name is
synonymous with qudity. Each home reflects a lifestyle that is unpardleed,
and makes afamily want to call a Chatham neighborhood home.

"The addition of the Chatham Advantage family of companies is a big step for
us and we wanted b do it right. With this in mind, we spent an extensve
amount of time researching and interviewing different companies to find the
perfect fit. This is the most quaified and professond group around, and we
dl share the same busness vaues and sense of family,” sad David Chatham,
president of Chatham Holdings Corporation.

The Chatham Advantage offers complete red edate and financia services
under one roof. This unification of companies promise immediacy, vaue and
a customer-focused attitude. With so many choices and decisons to make
when buying a home, it is comforting to know that there is a convenient and
reliable family under one roof. For more information, please cal 678-624-
2904. (http://Amww.chathamlegacy.com/M arch2001/NewsStory6.asp)

CHATHAM ADVANTAGE Chaham Holdings and Legacy Redty are
pleesed to announce the Chaham Advantage, a family of businesses that
offers "one-stop" red edtate and financid services under one roof, combining
vaue and convenience to save homebuyers time and money.

The Chatham Advantage has combined years of tdent and expertise to hep
amplify the home buying process, one of the mogt important decisons one
will ever have to make.

A fuly integrated family of services, induding highly regarded Sdney O.
Smith Insurance, Windward Mortgage, Keller Williams Redty, Legacy Redty
and Chatham Neghborhoods provide services that cannot be matched
anywhere.

W.D. Farmer W. D. Farmer, F.A..B.D., Resdence Designer, Inc., was
edablished in 1961. W.D. Farmer has been a residentiad designer for 49
years. He is recognized throughout the country for his outstanding works, and
has been awarded nationd and internationa recognition for design and plan
books.

He is acknowledged as an authority in resdentid desgn and energy
conservation, and his energy efficiency daa has egppeared in severd
publications.
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W. D. Famer is a cetified professona building designer, as wel as the
former Chancdlor of the College of Felows with the American Inditute of
Building Desgn. He dso employs other A.I.B.D. certified professond
building desgners. A recent nationd AIBD award is the 1994 designer of the

yedr.

W.D. Famer has been a member of the Nationd Associaion of Home
Builders snce 1961, and is active in committee work and in recruiting new
members for the Association. W.D. Farmer has been a life spike since 1984
and is a life director for Greater Atlanta Home Builders Association.  His most
recent award from GAHBA is the prestigious Lou Cenker award for
professondism and outstanding performance.

When you order your "home for pleasant living" from W.D. Farmer, you will
receive blueprints, which are thorough, clear, precise, and easy to read. We
provide the very best in home plans to asis you in finding the home of your
dreams. (http:/Aww.wdfarmerplans.com/index.html

Golf View
Subdivison

Location: Atlanta, GA

Architects. Finch & Barnes

Builders: Thomas Northcutt & Raymond Sanders
Prices. $21,000 - $23,000

An aticle in House & Home, April 1953 read, “Atlanta Goes Modern — without
going overboard. Architect’s Finch & Barnes gave their builders clean design,
effident techniques and just a hint of tradition. Result: a new market in the old
South.”

“This 16-house project has gone a long way toward sdlling Atlantals merchant
builders on the vaue of architects services and up-to-the-date design. One of
the aress firs contemporary subdivisons — and one of the few locd projects in
the 10-t0-20 house bracket that has made money — it drew a record-bresking
crowd of 10,000 vistors on opening day and sold itsdf with a minimum of
advertisng and sdes effort.  Builders Northcutt & Sanders fed the architects
added ‘immeasurably’ more than their fee of $250 per house to the vaue of the
finished product, are usng ae usng architects on new proects of 20
contemporary houses in the $12,500 class and 107 a $16,000.” The aticle
dated thet, “professond design contributed many things not dways found in
traditiond houses” including: better gting, better floor planning, more variety,
orderly & unified facades, wal-window sections, truss roof, perimeter hedt.
The following pictures feature the Golf View houses as they gppeared in H&H
and currently.
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Plomogs Fadd

Atlanta goes modern

—without going overboord. Architaste Finch & Barnes gove thelr bullders

claon design, efficdeon tedniquas ond jusl o hint of trodite
Rasults o “mow" mocket in the old South

|
COLF-VIEW SUHNT
LARCATION mdsis
FENTAI & HARRES,
TUHAATAS RDETHCLTT B UATEONE RANDEEL
Filli ik s

Figure 71: House and Home, April 1953
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Photosr [abore) Wray Studiog (othars) Galiriel Bensr

Expensive land, near town and golf course (upper right), dictuted
norrow 63" x 2300 lots that cost up to $3,000 including improvements,
But architects achieved privacy by proper siting and [encing, ond
variety by alternating, reversing and turning the three plons, Wall
design permitted alternation of wood siding with five difierens types
af brick., Foreground: a street of older houses.

Figure 72: House and Home, April 1953
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Figure 75: House and Home, April 1953



Figure 77: Golfview Road, Atlanta, GA
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Figure 78. Golfview Road, Atlanta, GA
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Figure79: House and Home, April 1953
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Other
Atlanta
Projects
Featured in
Publications

Andrew
Steiner’sT-
shaped two-
zoned home
in Atlanta.

Figure 80: House and Home, April 1953
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Figure81: Golfview Road,

“The house was built by an architect for himsdf, but could well serve for
a builder's house. It contains 1,480 sguare feet and was built for $15,000.”

House and Home, June 1955.
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Etheridge &
Vanneman

WITH THIS FLAT ROOF, NO COSTLY VALLEYS
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winlel il have proved aearly s warkable, From ihie stmndpoinn of bith
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Figure 82: House and Home, June 1955

Figure 83: House and Home, June 1955
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H. Dean
Spatlin

A May 1953 House & Home aticle reports tha builders Etheridge &
Vanneman find they can quickly sdl 1,500-square-foot houses for $16,700 by
adding festures to their story-and-a-haf houses. Some of the fegtures of the
homes incdude: the homes are in the fird complete merchant built development
to offer ar conditioning, plans were a product of architect builder collaboration.

The builders dated that their architect, Henry D. Norris (AlA), provided the
esthetics (such as making their 912" roof looks more like a 5" 9" roof because
of the wide, heavy overhangs) and they provided the practicd considerations.
Vanneman was on Long Idand when Levitt first started building and from his
examples, learned cod-cutting techniques. The builders built prefabricated and
precut house, but found precut be more cogt effective.  With precut houses, the
framing lumber comes precut and the wals are assembled while {ing fla. The
houses were dso dte planned to take advantage of the terrain. Lot sizes varied
from 75 X 200" to 150" X 400'. Trees were saved. To merchandise the houses,
the builders used a loca broker, modd home, unfinished home, an expendve
sdes brochure, and a scde moded of the entire tract. (The builders were dso in
the mortgage business.)

Air conditioning sells in Atlanta
Etheridge & Vanneman find they can sall 1,300 sq. ft. of living space for 516,790

by offering a hast of advanteges in a story-and-a-half house

Figure 84: House and Home, May 1953
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Figure 85: House and Home, May 1953

House and Home, October 1955: “From Atlanta, GA comes a concise statement
of why buyers like slit levels. Builder H. Dean Spratlin says ‘Split-leve
houses are deadily growing more popular in this section of the country. We
believe some of the reasons for this popularity are the extra amount of floor
space on the same ground area they give our buyers, the outward attractiveness
of a house built on different levels, and the natura effinity split levels have for
interesting rolling or hilly lots” Builders Spralin & Harington Development
Co., Atlanta, GA. Architect: John Cherry. Price: $22,5000. Area: about 1,900
o plus carport and partia basement.
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Figure 86: House and Home, October 1955

Atlanta Contemporary: alesson for lenders. House and Home, July 1955.

The development: Northwoods

Amenities. 2 Szesble parks, a school, a 15 sore shopping center, and a
professond building, a community church

The layout: Ranch houses occupy the southwestern section, new ‘modern’
houses are in the northeastern limits of the development.
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Henry D. Builder: Wdter Tdly.

Norris Architects Ernest Madtin and John Summer
Broker: Eugene Harrington
Terms: Standard VA and FHA

“One builders persstence has broken the mortgage barrier in Atlanta againgt
contemporary desgn in the medium price range. At the time, Tdly was
Atlanta's biggest independent speculative builder with his 250-acre, 700 house
wooded development 11 miles north of downtown Atlanta. The development
was described as the South’s most handsome.”

Neorthweods (beiow) aan 11 lonked early in '586. It now intludes twe sizable parks bel
developed by garden clubs with counly and cily sid, = school nearing compistien,
1-store ahapping ceanter and & profesdlonal bdllding. A tract Kas been donated 1
& community church 1o Da Dalll sden. Firel ranch houses sccopy southwealarn §a
tign, Mew housss (above left) are now built to the northeasigrn limit of developmes
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Figure 87: House and Home, July 1955

LOCATION . Darvmiln, G,
WALTEN Lo TALEY, linllder
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t. TERMY: sianilard V& aml FHA

Figure 88: House and Home, July 1955
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True variety—six floor plans, nothing wasted on frills

Warren F.
Penney
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Figure89: House and Home, July 1955
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Painter,
Weeks &
McCarty
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Figure 91: The Mr. & Mrs. Robert Faulk house. Architect: Henry D. Norris.
House and Home, April 1956.



Henry D.
Norris

This is an Atlanta builder's best-selling house

In Athints & 1366 g, fr aplit-level, deaigned by
Archiiedt Warren F. Penney, n Fred Fetl Jr.'s beat-
sciling fouse. Ity priced of $16190, One reasen
why It aclhs w0 well; be deluyed building # untll ha
had the right kimd of rolling land.

Thia split will seequnt for shout hull of Feti's
| 1936 production: He abo has o 1200 g, v brlck
oy ——— wepeer manch priced bt 514,450 withom “extras” 1
il b Leisl replaces o smaller modsl introduced i December sl
P T SRR S $14,600 with bulli-ios snd patio, b les brlck,

Figure 92: House and Home, July 1956
Atlanta’ s best sdling house.
Architect: Warren F. Penney
Sdler: Fred Fett, Jr.
Price: $16,190
Size: 1,366-square-foot Fplit level
“One reason why it sdls so wdl: he (Fett) ddayed building until he had
the right kind of rolling land. This split will account for about %2 of Fett's 1956
production. He aso has a 1,200 s brick veneer ranch priced a $14,450 without

‘extras’ It replaces a smdler modd introduced in December at $14,600 with

built-ins and patio, but less brick.”
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Figure93: House and Home, July 1959

Architects. Painter, Weeks & McCarty

Manufacturers: Knox Homes
Builder: John F. Callins
Location: Atlanta

Cost: $15,000-$20,000
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“Here is a very interesting builder house. It can be adapted to a doping
or flat gte. The plan is very good — entry through the terrace is pleasant; there
is an excdlent relationship between the family room and kitchen; two of the
bedrooms are of reasonable good size; plumbing is centrdized; there is good

storage.”
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Figure 94: House and Home, July 1959
Specid Award for prefabrication vacation house
Architect: Henry D. Norris

Manufacturer: Kingsberry Homes

Builder: Forest Products Corp

Location: Suwanee, GA
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John Portman

Figure 95: House and Home, October 1956

Architect: John Portman

Builder: Henry R. Jackson Corp.

Area: 1900 square feet (2800 with terraces)
Cost: $32,750

Lot: $7,000

Henry D. Norris

;_ = — F_J
Figure 96: House and Home, October 1956

Atlanta s best sdling house

Location: Atlanta

Builder: Boyd-Jackson Corp.

Architect: Henry D. Norris

Area 1270 square feet

Price: $16,800

Thishouse, “...isthe fagtest sdling inits price-range.” “
Almog every house in the subdivison is different as a result of
Architect Norris careful atention to varied orientation and
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The plans and photos below are from plan books produced by W. D. Farmer and Home Planners

in Atlanta during the dsudy period. The plans have been mached up with Smilar houses

photographed during the survey of Atlanta.

Plan

Photo

“DESIGNI FOR BETTER LIVING®
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Figure 97: Home Builder’s Plan Service, 1948
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Figure 99: Home Builder’s Plan Service, 11" Edition
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Figure 101: Home Builder’s Plan Service, 7" Edition.
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L ocal Developersand Plan Producers Still In Business Today

Chatham Advantage

Chatham Holdings and Legacy Redty are pleased to announce the Chatham Advantage, a
family of busnesses tha offers "one-stop” red edtate and financid services under one roof,
combining vaue and convenience to save homebuyers time and money.

The Chatham Advantage has combined years of tdent and expertise to hedp smplify the
home buying process, one of the most important decisions one will ever have to make,

A fuly integrated family of sarvices induding highly regarded Sdney O. Smith
Insurance, Windward Mortgage, Keler Williams Redty, Legacy Redty and Chatham
Neighborhoods provide services that cannot be matched anywhere.

Chatham Neighborhoods counts more than 5,000 families living in more than 125
neighborhoods in Atlanta, eech bearing the Chatham "family agpproved’ damp of digtinction.
Since Howard Chatham began building homes in 1948, he redized that right from the dart that
50 years into the future, a family will gill be a family, neighbors will ill be neighbors, and we
will dl gill want to fed proud of the neighborhoods in which we live. From the firg Chatham
neighborhood to the most recent, the Chatham name is synonymous with qudity. Each home
reflects a lifestyle that is unpardlded, and makes a family want to cal a Chatham neighborhood
home.

"The addition of the Chatham Advantage family of companies is a big sep for us and we
wanted to do it right. With this in mind, we spent an extensve amount of time researching and
interviewing different companies to find the pefect fit. This is the mogt qudified and
professond group around, and we dl share the same business vaues and sense of family," sad

David Chatham, president of Chatham Holdings Corporation.
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The Chatham Advantage offers complete red estate and financia services under one roof.
This unification of companies promise immediacy, vdue and a cusomer-focused attitude. With
S0 many choices and decisons to make when buying a home, it is comforting b know that there
is a convenient and reliable family under one roof. For more information, please cdl 678-624-

2904. (http://www.chathamlegacy.com/March2001/NewsStory6.asp)

W. D. Farmer

W. D. Farmer, FA.I.B.D., Resdence Dedgner, Inc., was established in 1961. W.D.
Farmer has been a resdentid designer for 49 years. He is recognized throughout the country for
his outstanding works, and has been awarded nationd and international recognition for design
and plan books  He is acknowledged as an authority in resdentid desgn and energy
conservation, and his energy efficiency data has gppeared in severd publications.

W. D. Famer is a cetified professond building designer, as wel as the former
Chancdlor of the College of Fdlows with the American Inditute of Building Desgn. He dso
employs other A.I.B.D. cetified professond building desgners. A recent naiond AIBD award
isthe 1994 designer of the year.

W. D. Farmer has been a member of the National Association of Home Builders since
1961, and is active in committee work and in recruiting new members for the Association. W. D.
Farmer has been a life spike since 1984 and is a life director for Greater Atlanta Home Builders
Asociation.  His most recent award from GAHBA is the pregtigious Lou Cenker award for
professonadism and outgtanding performance.  When you order your "home for pleasant living"
from W.D. Farmer, you will receive blueprints, which are thorough, clear, precise, and easy to

read. (http://mmww.wdfarmerplans.comvindex.html)
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Developers, Architects, Manufacturers, Publications

PLAN PRODUCERS

W.D. Farmer

Home Builders
Plan Service
Knox Griffen

Royal Berry Wills

Garlinghouse

B.E. Roebuck

Note:

W.D. Farmer produced numerous house plan catdogs with subdivison
type housing. During the study time period and into the 1970's, the AJC
featured the W.D. Farmer House of the Week.

Produced L evittown type houses in the Atlanta area.

A drafter by trade that produced cookbook type houses. He claimed to
have designed the most houses in the South.

Roya Berry Wills produced house plan books nationdly. An Atlanta
architect clams that about 12 of the houses built by a developer on
Woodward Way near the Bobby Jones Golf Course were direct copies of
Royd Berry Wills houses,

Garlinghouse was one of the largest house plan manufacturers during the
study period. Their plans tended to be conservative and traditiond and
have been built throughout the county, including Atlanta. Garlinghouse
advertised by sending plan books to men while they were serving in the
war, S0 that they could come home and build their dream home.

W. D. Farmer stated that Roebuck did the plans for many of the housesin
College Park.

Other builders are discussed in the local projects section of this document.
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PUBLICATIONS
House & Home (H& H)

Other national
publications.

HOME
MANUFACTURERS &
PLAN PROVIDERS

H & Hisacomprehensive developer and architect-based publication,
produced nationally before, during, and after the study period. H & H had
aggnificant impact on housing in the country. Their publications

included articles on architect and devel oper designed housing, current
trends and styles in housing, aswell as housing advertisements for
products, plans, builders, and architects. Articlesin H & H aso focused
on the benefits of the architect and devel oper collaboration where
architects would produce a number of plans and housing styles, which the
developer would build and/or provide to the buyer to choose from.
Architectural Record, Architectural Forum, House & Garden, House
Beautiful, Better Homes & Gardens, House Beat, Home Magazine

Knox Homes, National Homes, Modern Homes & Equipment Co., Scholz,
Crawford
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SECTION FOUR: LANDSCAPE DESIGN
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Whether high syle or vernacular, resdentid houses do not exigt in isolaion. Each
resdentid house has a physcd sdting that may or may not be landscaped. As outlined in
Georgia's Living Places, looking a higtoric resdentid landscapes involves the consderation of

four variables

(2) the site itself, its size, shape, topography, hydrology, soils, vegetation,
orientation, and previous development; (2) prevailing landscape styles,
fashions, trends, or conventions, whether “ high-style” or vernacular; (3)
the intentions and capabilities of the landscape designer, whether a
trained landscape architect or a homeowner with an a vocational interest
in gardening; and (4) the availability of time, money, labor and
materials.®?

Studying dl of these vaiables provides a framework for understanding higtoric resdentid
landscapes. As dtated in Georgia's Living Places, landscapes can complement a house and its
achitecturd features and can dso be important historic resources themselves®®  Higtoric
landscapes from the recent past are significant historic resources that are worthy of preservation.

As explaned in Georgia’'s Living Places, the new development of large-scale landscaped
suburbs occurred in early 20th Century Georgia In this period, these suburbs contained single-
family houses that were set within large landscaped lots.  Generdly, these early 20 Century
landscaped suburbs contained certain characteristics.  Georgia's Living Places dates that the
following characteristics identify early 20 Century landscaped suburbsin Georgia:

an overall irregular or curvilinear arrangement of streets, fitted into
rather than imposed upon the natural topography of the ground; relatively
large and irregularly shaped lots; retention of existing natural features of
the site, including topography and vegetation; uniform setback of houses,

creating generally broad or deep front yards; retention of unsuitable
building lots as natural open space; and the introduction of small

%2 Historic Preservation Section, Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Georgia's Living Places: Historic
Housesin Their Landscaped Settings (February 1991), |-38.
83 Historic Preservation Section, Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Georgia’s Living Places: Historic
Housesin Their Landscaped Settings (February 1991), |-46.
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“domestic” landscapes on each lot, consisting primarily of open lawns,
trees, and shrubbery.®*

This devdlopment of early 20" Century landscaped suburbs is a precursor to residentia
landscapes following World War 1l in America and in Georgia These pak-like landscapes
created a guiddine for landscgped suburbs and influenced resdentid landscapes in Georgia
throughout the 20th Century.

As with landscapes from other time periods, post-World War 11 resdentid landscapes are
varied. Two important resdentia landscape types for the post-World War |1 period are (i) the
dandard resdentid landscgpe and (i) the modern resdentiad landscape. Much like mass
produced resdentid housng in Atlanta following World War 1l, the mgority of resdentid
landscapes were generdly smple.  As individud developers crested new suburbs, housing and
landscapes became more uniform in nature.  This housing and accompanying landscapes were
produced in a cost-effective, “cookie cutter” fashion.

The Post-World War 11 standard residential landscape’ s generd characteristics are:

1. asmdl front yard with alawn, which is consdered the public space;
2. adriveway for the homeowner’s automobile; and
3. a back yard, generdly much larger than the front, used as a private space for the

family.

Another influence on residentid landscagpes in Atlanta during the 1945 to 1965 period is
modernism.  Although most studies on the post-World War 11 modern movement in architecture
and landscape architecture focus on work in the Northeast or the West Coast, examples can be

found dl over the United States, including Atlanta, Georgia  Two dSgnificant landscape

%4 Historic Preservation Section, Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Georgia’s Living Places: Historic
Housesin Their Landscaped Settings (February 1991), |-46.
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architects of the modern movement, Thomas Dolliver Church and Garrett Eckbo, influenced

landscape architecture throughout America through journa publications and their books.

Thomas Dolliver Church, landscape ar chitect

Thomas Dolliver Church (1902-1978) receved his B.A. in landscape desgn from the
Universty of Cdifornia at Berkeley and graduate degree in landscape architecture from Harvard
Universty. In the late 1920's until the late 1930's, Church worked as a landscepe architect in
Cdifornia  Relying on higoric elements of landscgpe design, Church emphasized the gting of
individua houses within their landscapes, patio gardens that were gppropriate to the Spanish
rancho-style architecture, and afocus on outdoor living due to the Cdifornia dlimate.®

In the late 1930's, Church traveled to Europe and studied the work of the architects Le
Corbuser and Alvar Adto, practitioners of the Internationd Style of architecture. Le Corbuser
and Adto were functiondists, who broke from the forms and design of historic styles and sought
a new twentieth-century style based on modern technology and engineering progress, modern
materids such as concrete, sheet glass, and synthetics for their unadorned, functional structures
and the contemporary needs of town planning and housing projects.  Influenced by the
Internationd  Style in architecture but Hill reying on important higoricd forms in desgn,
Church experimented with new desgns and forms. According to Michad Laurie in Pioneers of
American Landscape Design, Church’'s approach to landscape architecture was given direction
from three mgor areas — the architecture of the house, the ste and the persond preferences of the

dient.t®

8 Charles A. Birnbaum and Robin Karson, eds., Pioneers of American Landscape Design (New Y ork: McGraw-
Hill, 2000), 53-54.
€8 Birnbaum and Karson, 55.

138



By the 1950's, Church was one of the leading landscape architects in the United States,
who worked on commercia and ingtitutional projects @ well as resdentid assgnments.  Ye, the
bulk of Church’'s work was in domestic landscape architecture.  Designing over 2,000 home
gardens in his career, Church was a key figure in the devdopment of the modern Cdifornian
garden. Church viewed the garden as a logicd extenson of the house, with one extending
naturdly into the other.

In post-World War 11 America, key consderations in landscape design were the need for
reduced maintenance in gardening, privacy for families in outdoor living soace ad places for the
automobile on the resdential dte. Church addressed these issues in a myriad of ways. Church
emphasized the importance of how the Ste affects the desgn of the landscape. In Church's
view, the organization of the garden should be directly linked to the characterigics of the ste for
optima utilization of the property. The landscape design should compliment the exising natura
features of the propety. Church emphasized the orientation of the house with regards to
topography, views, existing trees, exposure, and sun.®’” Church’s designs included a specific
sequence of arivd to the property to accommodate the automobile. This sequence included an
entrance drive, a parking area, and front door. Through his landscape designs, Church aso
showed a direct relationship between the house and the garden, so that homeowners could
incorporate the outdoors in their day-to-day lives. Church aso made room for functiona spaces
in his dedgns, such as parking aress, garages, kitchen gardens, doghouses, and play areas for
children. Church’'s work contained a defined edge for the garden. The garden was distinguished
from adjoining landscapes and provided privecy from neighbors but ill connected to its
surroundings.  Furthermore, Church sdlected plants, such as groundcover plantings, that would

support his overall design and provide ease of mantenance for homeowners. He dso utilized
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trees and other plant materia to create screens that provided intimacy in separate areas of the
landscape and privacy from the outsde world. Church manipulated flowing lines, color, texture
and simple planes to create a new approach to landscape design.®®

One of Church's most famous and influentid designs is Donndl Garden, located on a
knall in Sonoma County, Cdifornia  This desgn embodies the essence of Cdifornia outdoor
living. This desgn shows an amazing bdance between architecture, the garden and the larger
landscape surroundings. The pool and terrace in the design overlook a creek and the San
Francisco Bay. The amoebae shagpe of the poal is in contrast to the manicured law and the naturd

surroundings below. %

Figure 105: Thomas Church, Donndl Garden, Sonoma County,
Cdlifornia, 1949.7

67 Birnbaum and Karson, 55.

%8 Thomas Dolliver Church, Gardens Are for People; How to Plan for Outdoor Living (New Y ork: Reinhold Pub.
Corp., 1955), ix.

% Drothee Imbert, “Modernism Assumed Many Formsin Mid-20" Century Landscape Architecture,” Architecture
Magazine, http://ww.architecturemag.com/nov99/spec/history/histor/asp, accessed on April 13, 2001.

70 Photographs and plans from the Reuben Rainey, University of Virginia, History of American Landscape
Architecture website, http://cti.itc.virginia.edu/~rmr/docs/31-church.html, accessed April 5, 2001.

140



Arrival Area

Tree well and seating area.
Herb garden.

Walk to pool area.

Play slope.

Path near pool area.
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Figure 106: Plan for Donndl Garden

The publication of his books, Gardens are for People (1955) and Your Private World
(1969) as wdl as countless aticles in architecturd and garden magazines, such as House
Beautiful and Sunset, not only influenced the field of landscape architecture but dso popularized
his approach to landscape design. His vison reached people throughout the United States,
including those in the Southeast and in the City of Atlanta, Georgia

Today, one of Thomas Church’s landscapes, pat of the Generd Motor Technica Facility
in Macomb County, Michigan, has been included in the Nationd Regisger of Historic Places.
The Naiond Regiger liging recognizes the property’s dgnificance under transportetion,
engineering and landscape  architecture. The incluson of Thomas Church’'s landscape
architecture in this liging is invauable because it is the firg acknowledgement of modern
landscape architecture by Church and sets a precedent for future listing of modern landscapes in

the National Register of Historic Places.”
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Garrett Eckbo, landscape ar chitect

One of the key figures in modern landscape architecture is Garrett Eckbo (1910-2000).
Eckbo, a mgor influence in the field of landscape architecture for over 50 years, proposed
innovative desgn idess in a socid setting.  Throughout his entire career, Eckbo's god of socid
improvement through design characterized hiswork.

Eckbo attended the University of Cdifornia at Berkdey and completed graduate school a
Harvard in 1938. Eckbo was grestly influenced by the vison of Water Gropius, former director
of the Bauhaus School, and the International Style in architecture. In 1939 Eckbo worked for
Thomas Church for two weeks and decided that their visons were incompatible. He then
worked for the Farm Security Adminigration, designing camps and housing for migrant fam
workers in the West.”? Garrett Eckbo wrote articles for Pencil Points (later to become
Progressive Architecture) and other architectura journals and magazines. Eckbo dso published
severd books, including Landscape for Living (1950), which became one of the most important
works on modern landscape architecture, offering modern landscepe designs and an optimistic
view of anew world for society.

Eckbo saw space as the most important aspect of landscape design.  Eckbo asserted that
landscape design is a socid at.  Landscgpe should be for living, incorporating plans that
included people and their relaionship to the land. Open space should be the dructure for
controlling the site plan, not the by-product of roads and arrangement of buildings”®  Eckbo and

fdlow visonaries, Dan Kiley and James Rose, wanted a new and modern landscape architecture

1 “Thomas Dolliver Church: Preserving & Interpreting a Landscape Legacy,” Vineyard, an Occasional Record of
the National Park Service Historic Landscape I nitiative (Volumell, Issue 2, 2000), 4.

2 Marc Treib and Dorothee Imbert, Garrett Eckbo: Modern Landscapes for Living. (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1997).

"3 Treib and Imbert, 20-21.
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that looked beyond smal-scde garden design and addressed broad space and land usage
concerns.”

Highly influenced by the contemporary arts, Eckbo dso saw the modern house and garden
as interconnected, one flowing to the other and used abstract forms and modern materids, such

asduminum in hisdesgns

Figure 107: Garrett Eckbo, Gary Cooper Residence, Beverly Hills, California, 1955

Eckbo's radica ideass and work did not reach a popular audience the way Thomas
Church’'s dedigns did. Eckbo's writings were primarily addressed to landscape architects and
other professonals in associated fields. Yet, his important work reached countless landscape and
architecture professonas, who utilized his ideas in ther work. Eckbo's work supported the
interconnection of garden and architecture. This ided as well as other dements of Eckbo's

designs can be seen in landscapes everywhere.

The Automobile and its Effect on the Environment

Before World War 11, automobiles were a luxury item for the well to do and were not

mass-produced. Most Americans, including Atlantans, utilized trolley cars, trains and the horse

" Treib and Imbert, 25.
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and cariage for ther trangportation needs. Following World War |l, the production and
purchasng of the automobile increased dramdicdly. This trandformation of America to an
automobile-oriented society greatly affected the ways in which Americans lived, where they
lived, where they worked, how their homes were designed and how the landscape was dtered.
In Georgia, great areas of pasturdands and woodlands were taken over by road and highway
congruction in the 1940's, 1950's and 1960's. New road congruction, parking lots, and
buildings such as redaurants, grocery stores and shopping mals tha catered to the new
automobile society, forever changed the Atlanta landscape.

In terms of resdentid landscapes, the mass-produced suburbs catered to the automobile
owner.  Neghborhood dreets, whether curvilinear or irregular, are imposed on the land. Lots
range in sze but are regularly shaped. Exigting naturd characterigtics of the dSte are not retained.
There is a uniform setback of houses and front yards are typicaly smal. The driveways ae
usualy located at the front of the house tend to be straight and prominent on the lot. In contrast,
in the resdentid landscapes influenced by modern landscape architecture, the driveways are not
prominent but are often curved and integrated among a larger lawn, groupings of trees and other

plantings on the lot, making their gppearance less visible.

g

Figure 108: Standard Post-World War || Residentia Landscape,
3591 Taft Street, Joyland, Atlanta, Georgia
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Figure 109: “Moden Influenced” Reddentiad Landscape, Ranch House located in North
Buckhead Area

Regardiess of the location or style of the driveway, its primary purpose is to provide convenience
to the homeowner and his or her automobile. Thus, many houses built following the World War

Il have carports or garages to accommodate the automoabile.
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The Importance of the Lawn in Post-World War 11 America

Figure 110: 1954 Homko Remote Lawn Mower Advertisement

In ealy 20" Century landscaped suburbs, the lawn functioned as a way to cregte a
resdentid park-like seting, visudly linking individud lots throughout the entire neighborhood.
The lavn was one of many important factors in ealy 20" Century residentid landscapes.
Following World War 11, Americans experienced a period of unprecedented prosperity. As part
of the American dream of homeownership following the war, the lawvn and its maintenance
became a centrd focus in resdentid landscapes. As suburban developments spread throughout
the United States and the American economy boomed, the demand for lawn mowers, grass seed
and fertilizer increased dramdicdly and to a wider audience of homeowners. Whether a smal
lavn in front of a Minima Traditiond home or a larger lawvn layered with trees, ground covers
and flowers in front of a high-syle house, the lawn is a centrd component of the post-World

War |l residentia landscape.
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The importance of the lawn in the “America psyche’ in the late 1940's, 1950's and 1960's
is seen in popular magazines of the time, such as House & Garden. The issues are filled with
advertisements for lawvn mowers, grass seed, and fertilizers and pedticides for lawvn maintenance
and improvement. There are dso countless articles on how to keep a well-maintained lavn and

add value to your property.

Figure 111: 1957 Lawn-Boy Advertisement

In the post-World War 11 resdentid landscape, the front lawn serves as a public space.
The landscgping of the front lavn contributes to the overdl uniform and “cookie cutter”
gopearance of a neighborhood. The backyard provides a private space for families for
recregtiond or leisure pursuits. The backyard often includes a patio or deck, a fence or hedge for
privacy, and a service are for the maintenance of the yard. Backyards can aso contain a wide-

variety of gardens depending on the homeowner’s interest and economic ability to plant and
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maintain a garden. From a smple backyard with a patio and a handful of plantings to a designed
backyard with rock gardens, winding paths, and terraces, the backyard serves as a private space

for the family.

Atlanta Residential L andscapes, 1944 to 1965

The mgority of homes and resdentiad landscapes condructed in post World War I
Atlanta are pat of a smple, suburban development pattern. As discussed previoudy, most
landscapes are the standard resdentia landscape containing a smdl front lawn with a driveway
and a larger backyard with few plantings and a patio space. These landscapes can be part of the
curvilinear, irregular, or grid-patterned neighborhood streets.  “Suburban™ neighborhoods were
condructed in various aress in the city of Atlanta, including sections of Lakewood Heights,
Venetian Hills Joyland, the Cascade Road area, Collier Heights, East Lake, Ormewood Park,
Kirkwood, Oakland City, and other areas. Typicdly, these neighborhoods contain standard

resdentid landscapes. Figures 112 and 113 illustrate two examples:

Figure 112: Standard residentia landscape at
1642 Oak Knoll Circle, Lakewood Heights, Atlanta, Georgia
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Figure 113: 1950 House with standard residentia landscape in Westmont
Egate, SW, Atlanta, Georgia

Areas near Cascade Road in southwest Atlanta as well as areas in north, northwest and
northeast Atlanta have a more “high syle’ verson of the standard resdentia landscape as well
as examples of modern resdential landscapes. These landscapes often have groupings of pine
trees in a larger front lavn with severd levels of foundation plantings close to the house. The
influence of modernigts, such as Thomas Church, can dso be seen in resdentid landscapes in

these areas.

i
mm.ﬂ: :

Figure 114: High-Style Residentia Landscape in Sherwood Forest, North
of Andey Park, Atlanta, Georgia
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Figure 115: High-style Residentia Landscape in Sherwood Forest, North of
Andey Park, Atlanta, Georgia

Ed Daugherty, Atlanta landscape architect, has designed landscapes for both traditiond
and modern homes in the Atlanta area since the 1950's. Modern homes are typicdly sted to fit
into the naturd landscape with the gardens spaces integrated as part of the living spaces of the
home. One example of Daugherty’s work is the Alexander House on Mount Paran Road. In the
circular house plan, the center is utilized as a garden space adding an outdoor living dimenson to

the home.



Figure 116: Alexander House and Landscape, Mount Paran Road, Atlanta, Georgia”

The post World War |1 suburban landscape is a significant part of American higtory in the
20th Century. Presarving various aspects of this padt, including historic resdentia landscapes
from the 1940's, 1950's and 1960's, is crucia to our interpretation of history. Whether high-
style landscapes influenced by modernists or the common landscape of a typicd post World War

I1 neighborhood, preservationists must strive to preserve this part of our recent past.

> Edward Waugh and Elizabeth Waugh. The South Builds: New Architecture in the Old South (Chapel Hill: The
University of North Carolina Press, 1960).
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PART FIVE: ARCHAELOGY
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More s0 perhaps than architectural resources, the archaeology of the recent past is in
desperate need of clarification and context. Since the end of World War 11, dramatic changes in
Ameican life have had an equdly dramatic impact on the archaeologica record of the time. In
Georgia Living Places, the Department of Natural Resources, Higtoric Preservation Divison was
able to place Georgia's residentid historicd archaeology in context by documentary research of
previoudy recorded dtes. A smilar atempt to update GLP for those properties that have gained
ggnificance since the firda GLP project, or will within the coming years, was unable to find any
such resources. That is to say, postwar resdetid dtes ae ether not beng evduated for
archaeology or are not yielding archaeologica information that can be recorded as Stes. The
discusson provided in this chapter presents the results of a search for recent dtes, some

suggestions for how this might be rectified, and suggested questions to guide future research.

Why Study the Archaeology of the Recent Past?

National Register of Historic Places Criteria

The firgt question that might be asked is why should we even discuss archaeology of the
recent past? One reason ae the Nationd Register of Higtorica Places criteria themsalves, which
edablish that any resource older than fifty years is potentidly digible.  Therefore, compliance
with the Nationa Higtoric Preservation Act requires that Federal Agencies, in consolation with
the Advisory Council and State Higtoric Presarvation Offices, determine digibility for these
properties when they are affected by federal undertekings. This includes archaeology, so these
gtes (if they are present) are going to have to be evauated, regardiess of whether there are other

reasons for doing so.
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Research:

There might well be good reasons to study the archaeology of the recent past beyond mere
regulations. Indeed, archaeology of the recent past may help achaeologists answer questions of
higtorica, archaeologica, and anthropologica importance. An example would be the study of
urbanization. Roy Dickens (1983) has suggested that the city be viewed as an archaeological ste
and tha sudy of the growth and development of urban areas can provide important insghts
about how people shape their environment that may be cross applicable’®. The 20th Century has
been the most urbanized century in human higtory, and getting more o dl the time. If urban
archaeology has something to offer to our understanding of history, than surely late 20th Century
gtes contribute to this picture.

Archeeologists have long been intereted in how humans have interacted with ther
environment throughout higory and prehigory. In dmost al sudies of prehigoric and early
higoric Stes, archaeologists have concerned themsdlves largdy with limits placed on humans by
the environment. In the modern period, however, the oppodte is the case. Increasingly the
environment is limited as human activity holds grester and greater sway over ecologicd
processes.  This offers the researcher of earlier periods two equally compdling uses for data
from modern Stes. One is to better understand those condraints in earlier times by comparing
them to the apparent or near lack of condraints in the modern period. Another is to observe
petterns that may indeed, turn up a ealier Stes and have gone unnoticed. Many past
cvilizetions have seen thar undoing in over-exploitation of the naturd environment. Studies of
the current intense use during the modern period could inform the study of those periods and in

turn, give us a better idea of how we might avoid some of the mistakes of the padt.

"8 Dickens, Roy S. and Timothy J. Crimmins. Environmental-Impact Archaeology in
the Urban Setting: A View from Atlanta. New Y ork: Academic Press, 1982
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Ancther area in which the study of modern dtes, especidly those in an urban setting, can
contribute to the study of broader history and prehistory is in the reationship of between inter-
dte and intra-Ste patterns.  Archaeologists use patterns to study the past. Intra-Ste patterns tell
us something about life on the micro level. The pattern of hearth, structure, refuse disposd a a
sngle prehistoric household can contribute to the study of prehistory or the layout of work areas
and living spaces a a plantation Ste to higory. On the macro level, archaeologists look a how
individual dtes relate one to another to create regiona patterns. Taking again the idea of the
modern city as a site’’, the paterns by which cities develop interndly and in relation to each
other can improve our understanding of the patterns shaping modern life™.

Findly, historicd archaeology has long consdered itsdf a laboratory in which to test
archaeological theories. Because data from historical Stes can be compared to the documentary
evidence, it is uniquely pogtioned to test ideas about Stes where such documentary evidence
might not exis. This potentid only increases the closer we get to the present.  As the
documentary  evidence becomes increasngly thorough, the utility of compaing that

documentation to what we see on the ground also increases.

What Has Been Done?

The utility of the archaeologicd study of the recent past asde, very little work has been
done on the subject. A preiminary perusal of archaeological data on recent sites was performed
in preparation for this chapter. The search resulted in no Sgnificant data on archaeology of the

recent past in Georgia whasoever. In fact, usng the Naiond Pak Services Nationd

L

ibid.
"8 Hardesty, Donald. Historical Archaeology in the Next Millennium: A Forumin
Historical Archaeology, 1999.
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Archeologicad Database (NADB), a nationwide search for reports on 20th Century Stes yidded
only four such documents from the early and mid-20" Century and none on the late 20™" Century.
When focusing on the Southeast, no reports are listed in the database for 20th Century gtes, early
or late. To put this dearth of reports in perspective, a Smilar NADB search for reports on Paeo-
Indian sites yielded 1,422. The Pdeo-Indian is generdly regarded as the oldest cultural period in
the New World. It is neither well understood nor are the sites well preserved (due to their age)
except under very exceptiond circumstances.  Yet, these dtes outnumber 20th Century Sites 474
to one.

There are severd possible reasons for this dearth of information. The first is researcher
bias or, wha might be dubbed the “pdeo-philid of the archaeologicd community.
Archaeologists are naturdly inclined, not to mention trained, to udy the very old. It is dmost
an ungpoken maxim among archaeologists that the older your subject appears to be, the better.
All human activity leaves an achaeologicd dgnaure behind however and we should not shy
away from dtes from the recent past smply because they are not yet old enough to warrant
Sudy. At a minimum, we should focus on the location and preservetion of these sites for future
research.

While the evolution of culturd resource management (CRM) to ded with the
requirements of historic preservation laws have created the need for study of recent dtes it has
adso crested an atmosphere where those dtes will get only cursory atention. The tendency of
CRM is to favor intraste andyss a the expense of inter-gte study. The Nationd Register
criteria judge properties on a Ste-by-Ste bass. There are numerous processes that would cause
modern period archaeologica stes to be ephemerd at best (these are discussed briefly below).

However, when taken in rdation to each other they may yidd very interesing information

156



sgnificant to the study of recent history. Since mogt archaeologicd study in the United States is
increesingly CRM-driven, archaeologiss may need to change their evduative framework to
include how a gte fits into the broader patterns of modern urban evolution and less about the dte
inisolation asis usudly done currently.

Findly, the very paiterns of the modern period that we have argued here are amenable to
archaeologica study, work againg the formation of a rich archaeological record. At least two,
there are probably more, spring to mind. One of the most defining characteristics of the modern
period, discussed above, is increasng urbanization. This intense urbanization has the potentid to
wipe the archaeologicd record clean with successve urban development.  Another ubiquitous
factor of modern life is the goread of centrdized trash collection. The study of other peoples
trash, what, how, and where people digpose of their materid goods is wha has dlowed
archaeology to contribute so much to the knowledge of the human past, from late nineteenth
century indudrid dtes to the firs settlements on this continent amost 12,000 years ago. Modern
period residentid Stes will undoubtedly be harder to study and may not even exist by traditiond
achaeologicd definitions.  They will certainly be much more ephemerd but they may yet be
very important. Thetruth is, we don’'t know how useful they might be.

To avoid the dedtruction of this data before its utility has been sufficiently undersood we
have suggested resecarch and preservation goads for modern period archaeologicd dtes in

Georgia. These suggestions follow in the recommendations chapter of the next section.
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RECOMMENDATIONSAND NATIONAL REGISTER OF

HISTORIC PLACES
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Recommendations

?? Further architectural and landscape design study of the Post-World War |1 neighborhoods
and a more extensve physica suvey of dl neighborhoods within the city of Atlanta with a
possble comparison of outlying neighborhoods such as City of Decatur, East Point and

College Park, Georgia.

?? Conaultation of World War 1l era Interior Designer for more development of Southern

impacted interiors of the Post-World War |1 period.

?? Deveopment of a Post-World War 1l image file to bank photos of examples of 1945-1960
housng and residentid landscapes in Atlanta and the retention of those images a GSU

Specid Coallections Department.
?? Utilization of the Nationa Regiser of Higoric Places section of this document and study of
Nationd Regiger implications for neighborhoods in the City of Atlanta as nominaed

digtricts.

?? Interviewing landscape architects who designed in the Pos-World War 11 era, for example,

Ed Daughtery.
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?? Thefollowing outlines gods and recommendations for archaeologica properties:
& «Research gods
& =Settlement patterns
5 eEconomic development
& =Socia Organization

&5 &T rangportation

?? Preservation goasin priority order
&5 #|_ocate and evauate previoudy unrecorded Modern Period properties
& eAcquire Sgnificant Modern Period Sites through the state' s land acquisition programs
& e nterpret Modern Period Sites statewide for public appreciation and education.
#eEncourage and financidly support local government in preservation and acquistion
of Stes.

=& Nominate Modern Period stes statewide the NRHP.

?? Further research of Atlanta buildersdevelopers, Atlanta building practices, and builder-

architect collaborations.
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National Register of Hisoric Places

When preparing a nomination for the National Register of Higtoric Placesit isimportant

to be aware of the criteriafor evauation and how these apply to an entire group of postwar
houses that could be nominated as a Nationd Higtoric Didtrict. Within the example of Atlanta
houses, some neighborhoods may contain houses that the years of construction may lap between
five and eight years. This may involve additiond research to establish if the areais digible as a
didrict or only individual houses. The following information should assist those interested in
nomineting properties that might extend beyond the fifty year limit criteria. While the physicd
evidence of the recent past of American History isimportant, the criteria do need to set certain
gandardsto honestly examine importance for evaluation of these particular recently built
houses.

The Nationd Regiger of Higtoric Places cdls for certan criteria to be met when
nominating a hisgoric place to the Nationd Regiser. The following are the Nationd Regiser of
Historic Places Criteriafor Evauation:

“The qudity of sgnificancein American history, architecture, archeology, engineering,
and culture is present in digtricts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess
integrity of location, desgn, setting, materids, workmanship, feding, and association,

and:

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

B. That are associated with the lives of persons sgnificant in our past; or

C. That embody the digtinctive characterigtics of atype, period, or method of
congtruction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic
values, or that represent a sgnificant and digtinguishable entity whose
components may lack individud digtinction; or

D. Tha haveyidded or may belikdly to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.”
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Criteria Consderations:
“Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, graves of hitorical figures, properties owned by
religious inditutions or used for religious purposes, structures that have been moved from
their origind locations, recongtructed historic buildings, properties primarily
commemorative in nature, and properties that have achieved significance within the past
50 years shal not be considered eligible for the National Register. However, such
properties will qudify if they are integrd parts of digtricts that do meet the criteriaor if
they fdl within the following categories:

a. A rdigious property deriving primary sgnificance from architectura or artistic
distinction or historical importance; or

b. A building or structure removed from its origind location but which is
primarily sgnificant for architecturd vaue, or which isthe surviving structure
most importantly associated with a historic person or event; or

c. A birthplace or grave of ahigtorical figure of outstanding importance if thereis
no appropriate Ste or building directly associated with his or her productive life;
or

d. A cemetery which derivesits primary importance from graves of persons of
transcendent importance, from age, from digtinctive design features, or from
associaion with historic events; or

e. A recongructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment
and presented in adignified manner as part of arestoration master plan, and when
no other building or structure with the same association has survived; or

f. A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or
symboalic vaue has invested it with its own exceptiond significance; or

g. A property achieving sgnificance within the past 50 yearsif it is of exceptiona
importance.

“There are severa specific issuesrelating to time that should be addressed in
evauating aless than 50-year-old property. The 50-year period is an arbitrary
gpan of time, designed as afilter to ensure that enough time has passed to evduate
the property in ahistoric context. However, it was not designed to be
mechanicaly applied on ayear-by-year bass. Generdly, our understanding of
history does not advance ayear a atime, but rather in periods of time, which can
logicaly be examined together. For example, events thet relate to the Cold War
can best be evdluated in relation to other events or properties fromthe same
period.”
Over the past ten years many interested parties a the loca, sate and nationd level within

the field of Historic Presarvation have begun to look a ways of including particular properties

that barely, or do not quite meet the 50 year rule of the Nationa Register. The writings of Dr.
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W.Ray Luce and Marcdla Shefy have been important in this understanding of how to make
gopropriate decisons, especidly when related to Nationd Register Higtoric Didricts. They write

the fallowing:

“Some examples and some historic districts represent planned
communities whose plan, layout of the streets and lots, and original
construction of homes all began more than 50 years ago. Frequently,
construction of buildings continued into the less-than-50-year period, with
the later resources resulting from identical historical patterns as the
earlier buildings and representing a continuation of the planned
community design. In instances where these later buildings make up only
a small part of the district, and reflect the architectural and historic
significance of the district, they can be considered integral parts of the
district (and contributing resources) without showing exceptional
importance of either the district or the less-than-50-year-old buildings.
While some districts have a unified historic and/or architectural
development, it is important to recognize that integral does not mean that
a district must have homogeneous resources or significance. Districts can
also include diverse resources that represent the area's development over
time. A commercial or residential area, for example, may form a unified
whole, but have resources built in a variety of styles over a long period of
time. In such a context, a post-World War |l movie theater or recreation
facility may have increased significance because these are important
significance of the resource. A second consideration regarding time is
that the appropriate date from which to evaluate a property for
exceptional significance is not always the date of construction, but rather,
the point at which the property achieved significance.”

Georgia is not the only state making decisons about postwar housing and the 50-year rule
of the Nationd Regiser. All over the country State Historic Preservation Offices are struggling
to ded with these rdaively new potentid neighborhoods that boast interesting building, as well
as socid and architectural implications for their cities and suburbs.  Within the next five to ten
years the childhood homes of the baby boomer generation will come into maturity and
presarvationists, as wel as higorians, will begin the task of defining exactly wha makes each
paticular house dggnificant and how tha house encourages a architecturdly or higtoricaly

sgnificant didrict.
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