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Summary: 
 Located at 1205 Pendleton Street in Columbia, South Carolina, the Edgar A. Brown Building is 
a Brutalist style state building constructed in 1973. Typical of the Brutalist style, concrete 
surrounds the steel frame of the building, giving it a solid, monumental appearance. The concrete 
also gives the building its heavy gray color. Abstracted classical features constitute the design of 
the building; it has abstracted columns or piers, an entablature, belt course, and cornice. The 
heavy massing of the concrete structure and adherence to classical proportions create a formal, 
symmetrical building that shares many characteristics with other contemporary government 
buildings of the Brutalist style. Oriented to face north towards the State House, the Brown 
Building’s north elevation is indistinguishable from the south elevation, and both feature central 
entrance pavilions. These two elevations serve as the long sides of the building’s rectangular 
footprint as they are eleven bays long. The east and west elevations are three bays long and 
include secondary entrances. The Brown Building maintains its historic architectural integrity as 
well as its original rectangular footprint within the State Capitol Complex. 
 
The State Capitol Complex houses the State House of South Carolina, along with six other state 
governmental buildings. Bordered by Gervais Street to the north, Sumter Street to the east, 
Pendleton Street to the south, and Assembly Street to the west, the complex takes up four city 
blocks in downtown Columbia. The Brown Building speaks to the other six buildings in the 
complex with its abstracted classical features, its monumentality, and its gray color. All of the 
buildings within the complex feature these design elements in various ways. The State Capitol 
Complex as a whole, and the exterior and interior of the Brown Building itself, all reveal the 
dichotomy of uses for public government buildings. As a state building situated within the 
Capitol Complex, the Brown Building can be accessed by the public, but certain architectural 
features of the complex and the building reveal its restrictiveness.  
 
Site/Setting: 
The Edgar A. Brown Building stands as one building of a seven building complex that comprises 
the State Capitol grounds within the city of Columbia, South Carolina (Figures 1-2 of 30). 
Pendleton Street and Sumter Street border the Brown Building to the south and east respectively, 
placing the building in the southeast corner of the complex. The entire complex occupies four 
city blocks and disrupts the continuation of Main Street, which runs parallel to Assembly and 
Sumter Streets, and Senate Street, which runs parallel to Gervais and Pendleton Streets. Despite 
this interruption to the city’s street organization, Main Street continues into the complex by way 
of a pathway system that extends from Pendleton to Gervais Street. The State House interrupts 
this path, forcing it to deviate away from the Main Street axis. The walkway splits into two 
routes that encircle the building around the State House’s east and west wings. While Main 
Street continues into the complex in the form of a pedestrian path, Senate Street is completely 
disrupted by the complex. This system of paths creates as organized system of movement within 
the city’s gridded street plan that connects state buildings and pedestrians to one another. 
 
Situated immediately north of the Brown Building are the John C. Calhoun State Office Building 
and the Wade Hampton State Office Building. The Calhoun Building is the easternmost building 
within the complex and is bordered on the east by Sumter Street. Directly west of the Brown 
Building and across the pedestrian pathway that extends from Main Street is the Solomon Blatt 
Building, an almost mirror image of the Brown Building. The Rembert C. Dennis Building and 
the L. Marion Gressette Building are north of the Blatt Building, with the Dennis Building being 
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the westernmost building within the complex, bordered on the west by Assembly Street. Roughly 
the same distance that separates the Brown and Blatt Buildings divides the Gressette and Wade 
Hampton Building. The final building in the complex is the State House. It is the northernmost 
building within the complex and stands directly in line with Main Street. It is situated between 
the Brown and Blatt buildings, but on the northern portion of the State Capitol Complex. 
 
All seven buildings within the complex, while built in different styles and at different times, 
share similar characteristics. Gray and light brown building materials compose the buildings 
within the State Capitol Complex. They also exhibit classical building materials and possess the 
quality of monumentality. These characteristics designate the State Capitol Complex buildings as 
state buildings. 
 
Some buildings express elaborate and obvious classicism, while other buildings feature more 
abstracted examples of classical elements. For example, almost every building contains a 
classical column, pier, or pilaster feature. Each building designed with these features exhibit 
traditional columns or pilasters in classical orders; the State House has Corinthian columns, the 
Calhoun Building has Ionic pilasters, and the Wade Hampton building has Tuscan pilasters. 
While not as obvious, the Brown, Blatt, and Dennis buildings are also designed with column-like 
piers, however their piers are simplified and abstracted in a style more befitting Modern 
architecture. The Gressette Building, while not possessing columns or pilasters, sits on two 
blocks that mimic abstracted pedestals with brackets along the bottom of the second floor acting 
as the cornice of the pedestal. Each building also exhibits some form of an entablature. The State 
House and the Calhoun Building have the most elaborate entablatures, complete with decorated 
architraves, friezes, and cornices. The Wade Hampton Building is more simplified, but the parts 
of the entablature are still distinguishable. The entablatures on the Brown, Blatt, Dennis, and 
Gressette buildings, however, are completely abstracted and the individual parts of the 
entablature are not identifiable as separate elements. 
 
Four of the buildings within the complex, including the Brown Building, possess even more 
comparable qualities than just similar building materials, monumentality, and abstracted classical 
features. The Brown, Blatt, Dennis, and Gressette buildings appear almost indistinguishable at 
first glance. Designed in the same Brutalist take on Modernism, they sit on the southern half of 
the complex as slightly elevated gray rectangular buildings adorned by rows of windows and 
dark, tinted glass. The windows are deeply recessed within angled jambs, and each building has a 
belt course that emphasizes the horizontal planes of the building. While these four buildings 
appear heavy, they each possess fine details which lighten their solidity and make them more 
approachable and visually interesting. 
 
The Brown Building shares similarities with the other six buildings in the State Capitol 
Complex. However it is almost identical to the Blatt Building, its neighbor directly to the west. 
Along with the similar characteristics listed above, the two buildings have the same number of 
bays, piers, windows, and stories, and occupy the same rectangular footprint. However, the 
ground floor windows are different from one another. The tinted panes of glass on Brown 
Building’s ground floor are bisected vertically by horizontal bands, giving each window a one-
over-one pane appearance. Blatt’s ground floor windows, alternatively, are not bisected except at 
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the entrance points to the buildings; the dark glass, ground floor windows at Blatt are one, 
uninterrupted pane. 
 
The Brown Building is surrounded by a plaza (Figure 3 of 30). The plaza rises six steps on the 
east side of the building from Sumter Street and eleven steps on the south side from Pendleton 
Street. A double staircase leads the visitor from street level up to the plaza. The plaza is 
composed of concrete and metal railings. Planters placed around the perimeter of the plaza are 
also made of concrete. There are two planters on the eastern perimeter of the plaza that flank the 
stairs leading up onto the plaza. Six planters border the perimeter of the southern side of the 
plaza. All of the planters are evenly distributed. The western perimeter of the plaza is separated 
from two pedestrian ramps that lead from Main Street to the State Capitol Complex as well as to 
the Blatt Building and its plaza by one large planter that extends almost the length of the Brown 
Building. This planter does not separate the two plazas completely, however, making the plazas 
feel like one unified pedestrian plaza along the northern side of the Brown and Blatt Buildings. 
The plaza extends into the State Capitol grounds as there are no planters or railings to serve as 
barriers separating the plaza from the rest of the grounds on the northern side of the Brown 
Building. This extension occurs out of necessity, as the hill that the Brown Building sits upon 
slopes downward, negating the possibility for the closure of the plaza on the northern side of the 
building. Instead, the plaza seemingly ends when the concrete ground encounters the grassy area 
separating the Brown Building plaza from a parking lot directly north of the building. The 
ground of the plaza is broken into a grid that aligns with the piers of the Brown Building. 
An underground parking garage that extends three levels below four of the seven buildings 
provides parking to employees and visitors of the State Capitol Complex. The parking garage 
beneath the complex extends beyond the footprint of the Brown Building, west under the Blatt 
Building and north under the Dennis and Gressette Buildings. It ends north of the Brown 
Building and east and south of the Wade Hampton Building. People access the garage by the 
elevators that determine the central core of the  Brown Building. Structural cinder blocks 
surround the elevator lobby in the garage. Concrete pylons, cement floors, and aluminum siding 
for the air vents characterize the rest of the garage. Cars enter the garage by a Pendleton Street 
access point. Cars exit the garage at Senate Street, Pendleton Street, and Assembly Street. These 
parking entrance and exits are restricted by gates that demand keycards to open, and the 
Pendleton Street entrance has a parking attendant booth to restrict access into the garage. Parking 
is also available directly north of the Brown Building, between it and the Calhoun Building, by 
way of a small parking lot that is also restricted by a gate. 
 

The State Capitol grounds present a dichotomy of use. While the grounds and plaza of the State 
Capitol Complex embrace pedestrian use, the buildings are open to those who have a purpose 
being there as evident by certain architectural features. The open, accessible paths and plaza 
dispersed with benches, planters, greenery, statues, and monuments create public spaces that 
welcome visitors. The imposing, monumental state buildings, especially the Modern buildings 
adorned with dark, tinted glass like the Brown Building, however, discourage access. The plaza 
itself offers limitations as it is raised off the street and pedestrians cannot see onto the plaza from 
street level. The closed off and inaccessible parking makes the limited uses even more visible. 
The State Capitol Complex quite obviously limits and discourages public access. 
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Exterior: 
The Edgar A. Brown Building has a rectangular floor plan. The building follows a gridded 
system composed of a steel frame encased in reinforced concrete. The Brutalist building 
emphasizes monumentality and solidity, has domestically-scaled and deep-set window openings, 
features limited ornamentation, and makes extensive use of concrete (Figure 4 of 30). The 
solidity of the building, however, is mediated by fine detailing and articulated edges. The ground 
floor of the building is sheathed in dark tinted plate glass that is broken up by regularly 
distributed concrete piers to create a pattern of alternating voids and solid spaces which softens 
the monolithic character of concrete massing. The building is five stories with a parapet 
obscuring a flat roof and mechanical room from vision at street level. There are four entrances 
into the building, one in the center of each elevation. 
 
A regular grid of structural square piers that follow classical principles of composition 
determines the footprint of the building (Figure 5 of 30). Two adjacent piers define the 
boundaries of a typical bay. Precast concrete slabs are fastened to the steel substructure of the 
piers. The piers express a simplified, unadorned classical design system of base, shaft, and 
capital that are divided by recessed vertical bands. The edges of the pier’s shaft meet at right-
angled notched corners and minimize the building’s monolithic appearance (Figure 6 of 30). A 
six-inch slate plinth establishes the base of a standard pier. 
 
The ground level is recessed on all four elevations by the approximate width of one-third of a 
bay. A regular distribution of piers encircles the building to form a colonnade on each elevation 
and a piazza between the piers and recessed ground floor. A simplified stone entablature between 
the ground floor and first floor is carried around the building above the colonnade. Inscribed in 
the entablature on the north and south elevations above the entryways is “Edgar A. Brown 
Building” (Figure 11 of 30). The footprint of the recessed ground floor of the north and south 
elevations is nine full bays and two end bays that are truncated by a third of a bay. The east and 
west elevations are one three-and-a-half bays. 
 
The one-and-a-half story ground floor is comprised of ten-feet-long dark tinted plates of glass 
encased by steel mullions. The dark tinted glass sheathing of the recessed ground level creates a 
void that gives the appearance that the above floors rest atop the piers. The corner of the building 
is notched like the pier shaft (Figure 7 of 30). Below the plate glass is a slate base that matches 
the slate plinth of the piers. The piazza between the colonnade of piers and the wall of sheet glass 
on the ground floor features recessed lighting that is centrally placed beneath the vertical column 
of windows on the floors above. 
         
The ground level of the north and south elevations is characterized by a central entrance pavilion 
(Figure 8 of 30). The pavilion is one bay and projects from the recessed wall of the ground floor 
to be flush with the piers. The north-facing wall of the entrance pavilion on the north elevation 
features the standard three-over-two configuration of plates of glass of a typical bay. The 
southern-facing wall of the south elevation’s entrance pavilion has twelve plates of glass in a six-
over-two configuration rather than the three-over-two configuration of the north elevation and 
typical bay. The entrance pavilion on both the north and south elevations consists of multiple 
entryways: an outer double-door that is centered on both the east and west elevations of the 
entrance pavilion, and two double-doors inside the enclosed transitional entryway that leads into 
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the interior of the building. The double-doors on the east and west elevations of the pavilion abut 
piers and a smaller pane of fixed glass occupies the space between the doorway and the elevation 
walls (Figure 9 of 30) There are electrical outlets and a fire department access box on the west 
elevation of the entrance pavilion Above the doorway is one large plate of dark tinted glass. The 
central entrance in the enclosed pavilion is comprised of two double-doors that are identical to 
the side entrances (Figure 10 of 30). The concrete ground of the plaza extends into the 
transitional space between the building’s exterior and interior. The darkly tinted reflective glass 
obscures the visibility of the building’s interior. The east and west elevations’ entrances of the 
building, meanwhile, are centered and flush to the wall. The double-door occupies two-thirds of 
the central bay with smaller plates of glass occupying the space between the steel casings and the 
end of the bay. 
 
The north elevation of the Edgar A. Brown Building faces the South Carolina State House 
(Figure 12 of 30). It is comprised of eleven bays. A typical bay is bounded by two piers on the 
ground level between which are six expansive plates of dark tinted glass in a three-by-two 
configuration. Each bay contains three evenly distributed window openings per floor on the 
second through fifth floors for a total of twelve windows. All windows on the second through 
fifth floors of the entire building are identical and regularly distributed in vertical and horizontal 
patterns that delineate floor levels and create bays (Figure 13 of 30). The standard window is 
rectangular and steel-framed, with a single fixed light and a fixed upper transom. The jambs are 
angled and deeply recessed. A slim unadorned lintel spans the opening above the head of the 
window and a lug sill projects beyond the steel casing and is built into the masonry. A thin bead 
runs through the sill. The lintel and the lug sill are engaged with a recessed belt course that 
creates horizontal planes that delineate story levels. Alternatively, each floor is expressed by a 
plane that projects from the building. The belt course creates a void that softens the monolithic 
structure, much like the recessed ground floor. The south elevation faces Pendleton Street and is 
identical to the north elevation except for the difference in number of plate glass windows on the 
south elevation of the entrance pavilion (See Figure 4). 
 
The east and west elevations of the Edgar A. Brown Building are identical. The east elevation 
faces Sumter Street (Figure 14 of 30) and the west elevation faces the Solomon Blatt Building 
(Figure 15 of 30). All floors above the ground level on the east and west elevations are three 
bays. In the center bay of each elevation is a secondary entrance to the main level of the building 
(Figure 16 of 30). The double-doors are the same as those on the façade and rear elevations, but 
there is no liminal entryway space. The subordinate entrances on the side elevations are flush 
with the plate glass curtain wall. 
 
Interior: 
The ground floor of the Brown Building rises one-and-a-half stories. The north and south 
entrances open into hallways that run east to west. These hallways connect and run the circuit of 
the building, and are contained by the windows that constitute the exterior and by interior walls 
that rise floor to ceiling. Doors spaced evenly along these walls lead into office and storage 
spaces (Figure 17 of 30). There are two separate rectangular blocks of these spaces, one in the 
eastern half of the building and the other in the western half. The footprint of these blocks 
composes approximately half of the first floor. They are separated by a hallway that serves as the 
elevator lobby.  
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This lobby transects the first floor north to south. Two pairs of elevators are on either side of the 
lobby. One of the elevators on the east side of the lobby is a service elevator and has a high 
ceiling and a metal interior. The other elevators have lower ceilings and interiors with a 
combination of metal siding and paneling. The elevators form the core of the building’s 
circulation. The Brown Building is roughly symmetrical about this elevator lobby on every floor, 
but this is most apparent on the first floor. Sets of stairs lead to the other four floors at the east 
and west ends of the building. However, the first floor’s chandelier hangs directly above the 
elevator lobby (Figure 18 of 30), and it pulls the eye and body to this central bay, where more 
guidance is given by a floor directory.  The staircases are used primarily by employees, although 
they can be accessed by visitors.  
 
The color scheme of the first floor relies on browns and muted grays. The walls alternate 
between a coffee brown vinyl covering - a hard, textured composite material - and chestnut-
colored wooden doors (see Figure 17). Each wall of siding is divided in two panels; one from the 
ground to approximately hip level and the other from the hip up to the ceiling. A black plastic 
border outlines the sections (Figure 19 of 30). The windows are tinted a golden brown tone. The 
metal of the elevator doors is also painted brown. The floor of the north-south elevator lobby is a 
polished deep grey stone. This stone gives way to a lighter grey carpet around the office blocks. 
The ceiling of the first floor is textured white plaster. The building receives plenty of natural 
light and heat from the sun coming in through the walls of windows, but there are embedded 
light fixtures in the ceiling between each of the office doors. There are also air vents located in 
the ceiling, and they are arranged closest to the windows, most likely to regulate the temperature 
of the glass and keep the interior at a comfortable setting (Figure 20 of 30).  
 
The ground floor has the most open floorplan compared with the rest of the building. The 
hallways, staircases, and elevators occupy a little more than half of the space. These open forms 
of circulation and the fact that just half of the ground floor is devoted to enclosed office space 
contrast with the design of the upper floors. In general, the second through fifth floors follow a 
similar pattern as the ground floor, but they have a greater allotment of space for densely packed 
offices. The east-west hallways are narrower and set further away from the edges of the building 
to accommodate the larger central office bays. This creates space for rooms between the exterior 
wall and the hallway.  
 
In general, the layout of the top four floors is as follows: there are two parallel east-west 
corridors joined at the north and south ends of the building by a stairwell that connects the two 
corridors. In some instances there is also a connector hallway located just past the stairwell. In 
this event, a small office bay lies between the stairwell and this walkway. The elevator lobby 
(Figure 21 of 30) maintains its position in the center of the building, and creates a connection 
between the two east-west halls (Figure 22 of 30). Rough symmetry is apparent about this 
elevator lobby, although there are some deviations from this on every floor. The spaces for 
offices snake around the sides of the building, and there are two central blocks of interior offices 
enclosed by the hallways. Larger rooms are usually in these center blocks and serve as meeting 
or conference rooms, or are artificially subdivided by cubicle partitions or furniture to maximize 
the space. On each floor except the fourth, the west or east portions of the building are reserved 
for a specific department, and access to the hallway(s) into these areas is closed off by a door. 
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The second and fourth floors have a more regular division of space, while the third and fifth 
floors contain more irregularities in hallway shape and workspace. 
 
The systems that appear on each floor include a mail chute (Figure 23 of 30) a dumbwaiter 
(Figure 24 of 30), the air circulation system, and the elevator and stairs. The dumbwaiter is 
located on the northeastern corner of the west central block, right around the corner from the 
elevator lobby. The mail chute is located on the southwestern corner of the east central block, 
right next to the eastern set of elevators. A drinking fountain is located right next to the mail 
chute on every floor. Also off the elevator lobby are restrooms and a janitor’s closet, all of which 
feature in the same location on every floor except the first. They are located in the northern 
section of the building, with the women’s restroom to the east and the men’s restroom to the 
west. The janitor’s closet sits next to the men’s restroom. Fire hoses are set into the walls next to 
both the women’s and the men’s restrooms. 
 
Similar to that of the  first floor, the air circulation system is situated in the ceiling on each floor. 
The vents surround the lighting fixtures, which are covered by plastic panels that measure four 
feet by two feet (unlike the small circular lights of the first floor). The lights are placed within 
every other ceiling tile in the long hallways, short end to short end, and every two ceiling tiles in 
the shorter hallways, long end to long end. Even in the spaces that have installed different 
lighting fixtures, such as in the Administrative Law Courts, these updates accommodate the 
circulation system in the ceiling. The vents and air circulation system located within the light 
fixtures connect to the main air system that is located on the first underground level of the 
parking garage directly beneath the Brown Building. This leaves the walls and floors of the 
hallways clear from visual obstructions (not including decoration), and creates a sense of 
continuity on each floor. On every floor, plastic molding that is either grey or black circles the 
edges of the walls.  
 
Though the floors contain similar systems and layouts, each deserves individual attention. The 
layout of the second floor does not match the symmetry of the first floor. The east end has a 
continuous hallway connecting the interior of the Administrative Law Courts, which takes up the 
entire eastern block of offices. However, the west end of the building, devoted to the Parks, 
Recreation and Tourism department (SCPRT), has a hallway that turns a corner, and continues 
closer to the exterior of the building than does the hallway on the east end. The offices that line 
this section are in a single line instead of two deep as on the rest of the floor. The third floor has 
a similar alteration in office density in its western section.  
 
On the second floor, the Law Courts occupy the eastern portion of the building, including the 
stairwell and north-south hallway. This section can be restricted by doors on the north and south 
sides. However, since this department and others like it immediately off of the elevator lobby 
hosts many visitors, the doors are glass-paned and set into a frame that boasts the name of the 
office in gold lettering above the entryway (Figure 25 of 30). This enhances the department’s 
visibility from the hallway, and ensures that visitors to the courts know where to go upon entry 
into the second floor. Throughout the building, offices that receive more visits from the public 
have higher visibility; for example, the entrances to these sections are right off the elevators, the 
doors are glass-paned which allows passers-by to see into the space itself. This visibility does not 
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extend to less public office space. Many offices are hidden behind solid doors, which discourage 
non-employees from entering.  
 
The interiors of the  Administrative Law Courts’ hearing rooms and offices were renovated in 
recent years. The color scheme generally matches the overall scheme of the second floor, but its 
materials are richer. The hearing rooms’ carpet is a soft, thick blue, and the walls are 
wallpapered instead of painted. The wallpaper extends from the second half of the wall up to the 
ceiling; the lower half of the wall is covered by mahogany-colored wood paneling, and there is 
wood molding around the ceiling as well. The general office spaces have grey carpeting and 
white walls. Throughout the courts, new lighting fixtures have been installed. They appear to be 
the same dimensions as the lighting throughout the building, but employ an open grid pattern of 
mirrored metal strips fitted over the bulbs to distribute the light. It is possible to see the air vents 
in the ceiling through this open grid (Figure 26 of 30).  
 
The SCPRT offices occupy the western section of the building on the second floor, and this 
space cannot be enclosed by doors as in the eastern block. Many of the SCPRT offices lie 
beyond closed, solid doors, but the hallway is free from obstruction. However, the door 
immediately to the north of the elevators resembles the Administrative Law Courts’ glass-paned 
door. It has gold lettering as well that reads “South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation 
and Tourism” (Figure 27 of 30). Instead of an adorned entryway like the courts, there is a 
wooden sign with gold lettering affixed to the wall right next to the SCPRT office door. Just 
beyond the elevators to the west is another visible room where televised conferences are held. It 
is the largest room on the second floor. The walls of the second floor in general are yellow, with 
interior office spaces painted white. One wall of the conference room is painted grey on the 
bottom third and ocean blue on the top two-thirds, the thirds separated by tan chair rail. The rest 
of the walls of the conference room are the grey and maintain separation by the molding. The 
carpeting throughout the entire floor is a blue/grey color.  
 
The third floor deviates from the hallway pattern present on the second floor of the Brown 
Building. The western portion of the floor resembles the rest of the floors except in two ways. 
One, the hallway does not stop at the stairwell. Instead of the stairs being used as the only 
connection between the parallel east-west  hallways, the hallways connect a dozen feet away 
from the stairs in a north-south jog from the tradition floorplan. This creates a miniature office 
block of three offices that are bordered on the east by the stairs and on the west by the hallway. 
There is another irregular north-south hallway in the western block of offices. Usually, the only 
way to cut from one hallway to the other side is through the stairs or through the interior office 
block. On the third floor, there is a direct north-south hallway that connects the two east-west 
hallways and divides the western block in two. It is located just beyond the men’s restroom.  
 
These two abnormal features - the additional north-south hallways--are not mirrored in the 
eastern portion of the third floor. This area resembles the second floor, as it houses a second 
hearing court, this one for the Board of Motor Vehicles. Like the second floor, the hearing courts 
are located in the southwestern portion of the building. But unlike the second floor, the east-west 
hallway is not directly adjoined by the elevator lobby. Rather, there is a short north-south 
hallway that must be entered from the elevator lobby to reach the hallway that leads to the Board 
of Motor Vehicles courts. This north-south hallway can be enclosed by a door in the elevator 
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lobby. The northwest section of the floor is occupied by the Board of Financial Institutions. Its 
glass-paned door set in a wooden frame resembles the entrance of the courts. 
 
Also located on the third floor, right before the door for the Board of Financial Institutions, is a 
canteen (Figure 28 of 30). Here the carpeting of the hallways transitions to white tile, most likely 
to account for spills and more high usage. The canteen is one of the largest spaces on the third 
floor, and contains various furniture items and kitchenware to serve its purpose as a break room 
and meal preparation area. Three walls of the canteen, as well as a short section of the wall 
leading to the canteen in the hallway, is a wood siding painted grey. The fourth wall of the 
canteen is covered by unpainted wood siding. The room is adjoined by an office space for the 
managers of the canteen.  
 
The Board of Financial Institutions, the Board of Motor Vehicles, Administrative Law Courts, 
and the canteen occupy the eastern portion of the third floor, with a small section of space 
devoted to the Department of Revenue. The western portion that contains the jogs in the 
hallways is comprised of four different departments. The Executive Policy and Program division 
of the Governor’s Office occupies the majority of the western portion, and the rest is divided 
between the Secretary of State, the Department of Public Safety, and Judicial office space. 
Overall, the division of office space throughout the entire floor is fairly even; there are no large 
rooms like the conference room on the second floor. The walls are painted white and the rooms 
have what appears to be the same carpeting as the first floor. Since there are so many 
departments represented on the third floor, signage is necessary. There are signs to the courts on 
the south side of the building, and signs for the rest of the departments and the canteen on the 
north side.  
 
The fourth floor shares some features of the third floor, but more closely resembles the second 
floor layout. There is a hallway at the eastern end that extends beyond the stairwell, enclosing 
three offices between it and the stairs. Similar to the second floor, the division of space is 
uneven. The hallway turns a corner to the southeast of the elevator lobby. The floor thus loses 
much of its symmetry, since the hallway continues in its regular position at the east end, but the 
west end’s hallway is pushed closer to the interior. To compare it to the third floor, the division 
of space on the third floor contains one row of offices lining the outer edge of the hallway along 
the south side of the building. The north side consists of rows of offices two-deep. On the fourth 
floor, the north side as well as the southwest sides of the plan have offices two deep. The west 
central block of offices is thus narrower than the east block to accommodate these larger office 
spaces across the hall. This mirrors the second floor plan, but is reversed; on the second floor, the 
east block features two rows of offices.  
 
Because the central blocks of the fourth floor are smaller in size, most of the larger spaces are 
relegated to the corners of the floor rather than the center. There is one large room in the east 
central block. The other two large conference spaces are on either end of the building, one in the 
northeast corner and one to the very west located directly beyond the stairwell. These spaces are 
used as a training space and a conference room, respectively. Unlike the larger spaces located in 
the central blocks, the corner rooms do not have columns interrupting the layout. The entire 
fourth floor houses the Governor’s Executive Policy and Program offices. The walls are painted 
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a light blue, and the carpeting is a tan color around the edges of the halls with a central brown 
stripe.  
 
The fifth floor has the most restricted flow of traffic compared to the other floors. Upon exit of 
the elevators, the south hallway that extends westward is contained by the Secretary of State’s 
office space. There is a reception area just off the elevator lobby, and this leads to the rest of the 
hallway, which branches into different offices of the Secretary of State. The stairwell connects it 
to the northern hallway, but the traffic is one-way: to get into the Secretary of State’s hallway 
from the stairwell, a keycard is required (Figure 29 of 30). The northern hallway is unobstructed, 
and runs the length of the building. The west end of the building does not resemble the layouts of 
any of the previous floors. The north hallway connects to the south hallway by a corridor located 
just beyond the stairs. This hallway services the Senate’s rooms. It connects to the opposite east-
west hallway, but the stairs also function as a go-between. Similar to the third floor, there is a jog 
in the circuit just beyond the restrooms (this time the women’s) that closes this hallway loop and 
encloses a small office block. 
 
The small central block provides more room for a large office section in the southeast of the fifth 
floor plan, occupied by SCPRT. This section resembles the Secretary of State’s complex. It 
contains an independent hallway that connects its various rooms, which extend to either side of 
it. Outside of this office network, SCPRT occupies the northeast corner of the floor, surrounding 
the Senate offices. The Office of the State Budget abuts the SCPRT offices in the east block, and 
its allotment of space extends the length of the northwest hallway. 
 
To direct traffic to the various offices, signage is necessary on this floor. The Secretary of State 
block is located right off the elevators, and the entrance to their reception area is lavishly 
adorned. There are dark wood double doors with gold lettering above the entrance. Past the 
entrance, lettering above the receptionist’s desk reiterates the owner of the space (Figure 30 of 
30). The wall in which the doors are set is painted a deep garnet color. Plain black signs with 
printed white lettering direct visitors to the SCPRT and State Budget Offices. The Senate is not 
advertised. The hallways are white, and the carpet is muted multi-colors.  
 
Aside from the updates made to the Administrative Law Courts on the second floor, it is difficult 
to discern whether the interior has been renovated since the building’s construction. The Brown 
Building used to serve as the office building for the Senate, but the exact date of the transition to 
how it is currently used is unknown. Some alterations made were new paint colors on the fourth 
floor, as well as new carpeting throughout the building. It can be assumed that allocation of 
office space has changed over the years, but these changes may not have physically altered the 
space. Certain aspects of the building have remained unchanged. For example, the ceiling tiles 
used on the upper floors are of particular dimensions, so must be specially ordered if they need to 
be replaced.  
 

  



Edgar A. Brown Building: Architectural Description 

 11 

 
Figure 1 
South side of complex from corner of Pendleton and Main streets 
 

 
Figure 2 
Complex as seen from northeast corner of Brown Building 
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Figure 3 
Eastern side of plaza 
 
 

 
Figure 4 
South elevation 
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Figure 5 
Close-up of square 
 
 

 
Figure 6 
Notched corner of pier 
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Figure 7 
Corner of Brown Building 
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Figure 8 
Projecting entrance pavilion 
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Figure 9 
East elevation of north entrance pavilion 
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Figure 10 
Interior doorway of pavilion 
 
 

 
Figure 11 
Edgar A. Brown Building inscription 
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Figure 12 
North elevation 
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Figure 13 
Window detail 
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Figure 14 
East elevation 
 
 

 
Figure 15 
West elevation 
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Figure 16 
East and west elevation entrance 
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Figure 17 
First floor east-west hallway 
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Figure 18 
First floor lighting and air vents 
 
  



Edgar A. Brown Building: Architectural Description 

 24 

 

 
Figure 19 
First floor wall section materials 
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Figure 20 
First floor lobby chandelier 
 
 

 
Figure 21 
Second floor elevator lobby 
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Figure 22 
Second floor east-west hallway 
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Figure 23 
Mail chute 
 
 

 
Figure 24 
Dumbwaiter  
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Figure 25 
Second floor entrance to Administrative Law Courts 
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Figure 26 
Administrative law courts light fixture 
 
 

 
Figure 27 
SCPRT glass door entrance 
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Figure 28 
Canteen third floor 
 
 

 
Figure 29 
Secretary of State stairwell keycard 
 
  



Edgar A. Brown Building: Architectural Description 

 31 

 

 
Figure 30 
Secretary of State door and reception area 



Edgar A. Brown Building and the State Capitol Complex: History 

 32 

Columbia, South Carolina, the state’s capital, served as the stage for the architecture firm Lyles, 
Bissett, Carlisle and Wolff (LBC&W) to flaunt its well-established planning abilities. Operating 
since the 1940s, LBC&W had finessed its approach to planning prior to the prominent 1960s 
commission to modernize South Carolina’s State Capitol Complex, the center of state 
government in downtown Columbia anchored by the State House. The project arose during a 
period of intense self-reflection for Columbia, as the city had just funded a comprehensive plan 
to inform the transformations it intended to undergo in this period of urbanization. The plan, 
compiled by Doxiadis Associates, LBC&W, and Wilbur Smith & Associates, was advertised as 
the guide that would usher Columbia “Into the Year 2000.”1 The updated State Capitol Complex 
was meant to set the scene for a modernized Main Street corridor, as well as to consolidate state 
operations in the capital city. A product of modern planning in the 1970s, the State Capitol 
Complex centralized the state government and strengthened the city’s core business and 
government area.  
 
The urban geography of American cities underwent serious changes in the mid-twentieth 
century. Driven by a need to improve their immediate surroundings, politicians and business 
sought to impose order on the modern city through redevelopment projects.2 The goal of this 
modern approach extended beyond the introduction of order. Modernist planners intended to 
“solve” societal problems with thoughtful and well-designed urban projects, not only beautifying 
an area but making it functional and rational. Carefully planned complexes made manifest these 
aims, and various types of development projects, from universities to churches to government 
offices, were proving grounds for the ambitious Modern architect, and hopeful catalysts for 
social change.  
 
Planning  
In the late 1960s, the City of Columbia recognized the need to devise a master plan to direct 
future growth and address problems caused by urbanization. Some of the most prevalent 
problems in Columbia included poor usage of available land in the city (especially near the 
Congaree River), a lack of character defining its core, competition from suburbs as the middle 
class increasingly moved out of the city, and the crowding in of low-income family 
neighborhoods.3 Urban renewal projects, initiated by both the city and the University of 
Columbia, presented a solution to Columbia’s problem at the same time that they exacerbated 
issues of congestion and the lack of character. In addition, the surges in population of both the 
city and state government led to more overcrowding and traffic issues in the 1960s, especially 
surrounding the Central Business District in the heart of the downtown area.  
 
The continuous growth of state government and lack of sufficient state offices and parking also 
necessitated a master plan for the city.  A decentralized plan with government offices housed in 
leased office spaces throughout the city weighed on the state’s checkbook as well as made 
cooperation between state offices inconvenient and inefficient. The State newspaper reported that 
“like the state itself, government is growing at a rapid pace and finding office space alone has 

                                                
1 “Final Phase of Report To Be Revealed Today,” The State, 17 December 1969. 
2 Wright, Gwendolyn. USA: Modern Architectures in History. (London: Reaktion Books, 2008), 153. 
3 David W. Bledsoe. “City Business District Plan for 2000 Unveiled: Doxiadis Presents Proposals,” The State, 18 
December 1969. 
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become a continuing headache.”4 General Services Director, Furman E. McEachern, reported 
that the state had been acquiring land and purchasing buildings, including the R. L. Bryan 
Company building at the corner of Sumter and Senate Streets and the Forsythe Building on Main 
Street, for the long-range government plan undertaken in the late 1960s. He continued, 
“Personally, I think that state agencies should be housed in state-owned buildings” and “we’re 
trying to become more management oriented about these things.”5 Accordingly, buildings of 
similar functions were to be grouped together. 
 
Plans for government expansion coordinated with and complemented other contemporary 
planning efforts of the decade, such as the Columbia Area Transportation Study, the East 
Glencoe Urban Renewal Project, and the expansion of the University of South Carolina.6 The 
University supported redevelopment of the city center as it faced similar problems of 
overcrowding and limited space. Harold Brunton, Vice President of Business Affairs, 
represented the University on the Chamber Development Committee and wrote to Thomas F. 
Jones, president of the University, regarding the development plan for the Columbia Central City 
Area: “In my estimation our participation would be highly desirable.”7 In a letter to Mr. M. 
Berley Kittrell of Walter A. Keenan and Company, Brunton expressed the University’s goal to 
centralize its administration that paralleled the city’s intent to centralize the state government: 
“we are extremely desirous of centralizing rather than decentralizing our administration people.”8  

 
Initiation of Planning 
As a result of the concerns caused by urbanization and decentralized government offices, the 
City of Columbia commissioned LBC&W and Wilbur Smith and Associates to develop the 
Central City Columbia Master Plan, published in 1967 or 1968. The plan addressed the problems 
of crowding and shortage of office space caused by the growth in state government and an 
increase in government employees. The city most likely found LBC&W’s bid to co-author the 
Master Plan attractive because of its involvement in other planning initiatives in the state. The 
architectural firm became increasingly committed to planning throughout the 1950s, and in the 
1960s formulated a planning philosophy it promoted as “Total Design.” In this approach, 
LBC&W articulated a vision of planning far more developed than that in its earlier years as a 
firm. LBC&W expressed its new vision in promotional literature: 
 

Design means welding all conditions and influences into the most practical plan. Above 
all the plan must be functional, serving well the purpose for which the building is 
intended. It must be simple and sound from engineering and construction standpoints. It 
must be economical and come within budget limitations of the client. It must satisfy the 
personal likes and dislikes of the client. And, last but not least, it must be architecturally 
correct, a beautiful building.9 

                                                
4 “As Capitol Complex Work Begins: Division Plans for Future,” The State, 28 September 1969.  
5 “As Capitol Complex Work Begins.” 
6 “As Capitol Complex Work Begins.”  
7 Harold Brunton, letter to Thomas F. Jones, 11 October 1968, Thomas F. Jones Papers, Box 4 (1968-69), 
University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, Columbia, South Carolina.  
8 Harold Brunton, letter to M. Berley Kittrell, 26 April 1968, Thomas F. Jones Paper, Box 4 (1968-69), University 
Archives, South Caroliniana Library, Columbia, South Carolina.  
9 LBC&W Promotional Pamphlet, 1960s(?), Mr. & Mrs. Louis M. Wolff Family Archives of the Elsie B. Wolff 
Family Trust, H. Michael Wolff Trustee. (Hereafter referred to as WFA). 
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According to LBC&W, the philosophy of “Total Design” viewed man’s environment 
holistically: the firm considered the buildings, neighborhoods, streets, parks, and additional 
facilities.  
 
One year before LBC&W won the bid for Columbia’s Master Plan in 1967, the firm added a new 
department to its office: Urban Planning, headed by Dennis E. Daye, former director of 
Columbia City Planning and former executive secretary of the Richland and Lexington Counties 
Joint Planning Commission. This appointment strengthened LBC&W’s working relationship 
with the city and most likely reflected a shared vision by the city and LBC&W about the future 
redevelopment of downtown Columbia. Establishing an Urban Planning Department emphasized 
a “‘team’ approach” that provided for clients “not only planning services but also those 
architectural and engineering services which are needed in carrying out plans.”10 The department 
grew from one to four full-time employees in ten years.11 
 
By the time LBC&W established its new Department of Urban Planning, the firm already had 
prepared a ten-year outdoor recreation plan for the city of Florence and had been selected to 
assist the S.C. Wildlife Resources Department in the preparation of a five-year statewide 
comprehensive outdoor recreation plan.12 Additionally, LBC&W’s Urban Planning Department 
and the Municipal Engineering Department were working jointly with the Planning 
Commissions of eight counties in South Carolina to prepare a comprehensive county-wide water 
and sewer plan. The plan was divided into four sections: development of background 
information, including an analysis of population and economic trends; an inventory and 
evaluation of natural resources; an analysis of agricultural production; and an inventory and 
evaluation of existing public utilities.13 The emphasis on these factors addressed the problems 
complex urban life presented to cities in the 1960s and reflected the desire to impose rational 
order on a city through planning.14 
 
In establishing the Department of Urban Planning in 1966, LBC&W committed up-to-date 
planning, future development, and urban renewal projects. Between 1966 and 1973, LBC&W 
were involved in 132 planning and development project throughout the Southeastern United 
States.15 Employees of the firm, citing “imaginative and functional community planning” as one 
of its capabilities, “concern[ed] themselves with the orderly growth and systematic development 
of cities and towns as well as private projects.”16 The firm’s emphasis on planning led to an 
additional reorganization of the company in 1970, and the Department of Urban Planning 
became a subsidiary company of LBC&W known as LBC&W Associations/Planning and 
Development Consultants. By April 1971, the department had fourteen employees, including 

                                                
10 Quote by William G. Roberts, Jr., assistant to the director of Urban Planning, Angles (May 1966), WFA.  
11 “Oldtimers’ Comment on Years with Company,” Angles (October 1966), Vol. I, No. 3, WFA. 
12 Angles (October 1966), Vol, I, No. 3; (Angles, May 1967), Vol. II, No. II, WFA.  
13 Angles (May 1967), Vol. II, No. II, WFA. 
14 Michael Batty. “Models, Methods and Rationality in Urban and Regional Planning: Developments since 1960,” 
Area, Vol. 8, No. 2, 23rd International Geographical Congress (Moscow), 1976, 94.  
15 “U.S. Government Architect-Engineer Questionnaire,” Qualifications Booklet, 1974, WFA. 
16 LBC&W Promotional Pamphlet, 1 April 1969, WFA. 
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professional planners, engineers, geographers, draftsmen, an urban designer, research assistants, 
and secretaries.17 
 
LBC&W’s focus on planning in the late 1960s paralleled the City of Columbia’s efforts to utilize 
city planning as tool to revitalize the city’s central core and to combat blight, create new 
transportation routes to address traffic, and centralize state city and state government around the 
Capitol Complex.18 Between 1967 and 1969, LBC&W consulted on two plans that mapped the 
future development of the city’s core downtown business and government area, both anchored by 
the state government complex. The first was a development plan for the Capitol Complex itself, 
published jointly by LBC&W and Wilbur Smith and Associates. The second was the Master Plan 
for the City of Columbia for which LBC&W served as consultants alongside Wilbur Smith and 
Associates, under the direction of the leading firm of the project Doxiadis and Associates, a 
planning firm with offices in Washington, D.C.  
 
Capitol Complex Development Plan 
The Division of General Services of the South Carolina Budget and Control Board hired 
LBC&W and Wilbur Smith and Associates in June 1967 to propose a development program for 
the South Carolina state government complex. The scope of the study consisted of a fourteen-
block area bounded by Gervais Street on the north, Bull Street on the east, the Seaboard 
Coastline Railroad on the west, and College and Pendleton Streets on the south. The boundaries 
of the study area were delineated based on the location of existing state facilities, the need for 
more government space nearby the State House, and the building type and conditions of the area 
surrounding the government complex (Figure 1). 
 
The project’s division of labor was split between the two hired firms: LBC&W covered planning 
and design, while Wilbur Smith and Associates, an engineering and consulting firm based in 
Columbia, analyzed parking and traffic issues. The plan reported that the effectiveness of 
previous planning efforts initiated by the city, particularly those of the 1950s, were limited by 
two factors: the lack of continuity and emphasis on short-range objectives rather than long-term 
goals.19 The comprehensive plan proposed by LBC&W and Wilbur Smith and Associates 
included three stages that addressed the faults of earlier plans. The published report represented 
the completion of the first stage: providing an analysis of information already available about 
land use and state office needs, conclusions about future needs, and recommendations for future 
development actions. Stages two and three would follow later and include reports, drawings, and 
a polished plan to present to the public.20 
 
Two of the most pressing, related concerns were the lack of government office space, which 
necessitated renting spaces in buildings located a distance away from the State Complex, and the 
high rent the government paid to maintain this decentralized system. In 1966, state agencies in 
buildings within the government complex paid $659,860 for renting 256,650 square feet of state-
owned building in addition to renting 47,600 square feet of non-state-owned buildings at a cost 

                                                
17 Angles (April 1972), Vol. 7, No. 2, WFA. 
18 David W. Bledsoe, “View Of Columbia Of Future Received,” The State, 11 September 1969. 
19 Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle & Wolff (LBC&W), “Proposed Development Program, South Carolina State Government 
Complex,” Columbia, S.C., 1967 or 1968, South Caroliniana Library, Columbia, South Carolina, 1.  
20 LBC&W, “Proposed development plan,” 2.  
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of $130,000 per year.21 Thus, a major impetus for redeveloping the area was to decrease the 
usage of non-state-owned space, centralize state agencies in the city’s core, and construct 
additional parking spaces to accommodate the expected increase due to the proposed 
centralization of agencies as well as projected climb in the number of state employees. Complex 
employment was expected to increase from 2,507 in 1967 to 3,200 by 1972, which was estimated 
to necessitate an additional 103,950 square feet in office space to accommodate the increase of 
693 employees.22 
 
The long-range planning considerations formulated in the plan highlighted the City, LBC&W, 
and Wilbur Smith and Associates’ vision for the state government complex, which would 
inevitably help to articulate an overall plan for the rest of the city center emanating from the 
Capitol Complex. The plan also recommended that the state initiate a program for acquiring 
properties surrounding the core of the complex as they become available to eventually be 
rehabilitated as state facilities. Additionally, the consultants recommended the development of a 
single energy facility to provide heating and cooling to the entire complex.23 Long-range goals 
for the redevelopment of the entire government complex area included:  
 

●  “State buildings should be concentrated along two axes radiating from the 
Capitol, with Senate Street as the major axis and lower Main as the minor axis. 

● The minor concentration of state facilities at Bull and Senate Streets should be 
connected with the major concentration at the Capitol. 

● The State House should be framed on three sides with compatible development – 
governmental or institutional. 

● A sense of enclosure within the Complex should be created by using buildings to 
frame some vistas (e.g. Lower Main Street) and to end others (e.g. Senate Street). 

● To keep the Government Complex compact, off-street parking facilities should be 
integrated with building development. Multiple-use of land should be 
emphasized. (For example, parking should be placed underground with buildings, 
open space or traffic ways above.) 

● Activity and service facilities should be provided within the Complex to serve 
State employees and attract visitors – museums refreshment and notion shops, 
gardens, rest areas, etc.”24 
 

A different set of goals was determined for the more contained Capitol Area, where the State 
House, Highway Department, Wade Hampton, and Calhoun buildings were located (Figure 2). 
Some recommendations and goals for the development of this area, the most concentrated of 
state office buildings, included:  
 

● “The open-space setting of the Capitol should be preserved and expanded to the 
south. 

                                                
21 LBC&W, “Proposed development plan,” 12. 
22 LBC&W, “Proposed development plan,” 15.  
23 LBC&W, “Proposed development plan,” 22.  
24 LBC&W, “Proposed development plan,” 17, 19. 
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● The interior of the four-block area should be designed and developed for the 
pedestrian with all vehicular traffic restrict to peripheral streets. (This would 
require the closing of Main and Senate Streets within the area). 

● Two seven-story office buildings, flanking Main Street at Pendleton, would frame 
the view of the Capitol from the south, as would the proposed eastern addition to 
the Highway Building. 

● Existing and proposed buildings would be connected by a pedestrian plaza 
extending from the south entrance of the Capitol to the rear of the Highway, 
Hampton, and Calhoun buildings. 

● All parking, with the exception of a visitors’ lot off Sumter Street, would be 
underground.”25 

 
These goals and proposed solutions reflect LBC&W’s “total design” philosophy because they 
take into account the complex as a whole, considering the setting, parking, and pedestrian use of 
the space, as well as how it would be integrated with the surrounding city. Like many modern 
planning projects, emphasis on future development sought to unite disparate units of a site and 
impose a cogent order in which buildings and landscapes complemented each other. Some of the 
plans outlined in the study came to fruition. LBC&W designed a pedestrian plaza to organize the 
complex, two identical office buildings were built just south of the Wade Hampton, Calhoun, 
and Highway buildings, and an underground parking facility was constructed beneath select 
buildings. 
 
City of Columbia Master Plan 
In 1969, one year after LBC&W published the proposed development plan for the Capitol 
Complex, another important planning project engaging LBC&W’s service was underway: the 
Central City of Columbia Master Plan.26 The plan was also known as the Doxiadis Plan or 
Doxiadis Report because of its noted author, Constantinos Apostolos Doxiadis, a famed urban 
planner of Athens, Greece, who developed the field of “ekistics,” or “the science of human 
settlement – city planning.”27 Doxiadis and Associates produced the planning report in 
conjunction with LBC&W and Wilbur Smith and Associates. Hired in January 1969 by the 
Greater Columbia Chamber of Commerce after the consultants presented a five-phase Master 
Plan in December 1968, the firms’ objective was to formulate a conceptual plan for the growth 
of the Central City, bounded by the Southern Railway on the east and south, the Congaree River 
on the west, and Elmwood Avenue on the north. According to The State, “public reaction to the 
study...has been so favorable that the Columbia Chamber of Commerce has authorized a 
foundation to receive and administer funds for implementing the plan.”28 The conceptual plan, 
published in December 1969, represented the third phase in the five-step study for Columbia 
Central Development Committee, the first two of which consisted of collecting data and 
producing statistics about the Columbia metropolitan area’s current conditions. The eighteen-
month long study cost $130,000 and was funded by the city, county, and state governments, as 

                                                
25 LBC&W, “Proposed development plan,” 20.  
26 Doxiadis Associates, Inc., Wilbur Smith and Associates, and Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle & Wolff. “Central City 
Columbia S.C. Master Plan.” South Caroliniana Library, Columbia, South Carolina.  
27 “Columbians Get Acquainted With Science of Ekistics,” The State, 12 December 1968. 
28 Carolyn Teague. “Growth Mapped by Doxiadis,” The State, 5-6 July 1970.  
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well as downtown businessmen.29 The State reported that the purpose of the plan was “to make 
the downtown area enticing to business, businessmen and shoppers by removing congestive 
motor traffic and making pedestrian travel safe and convenient.” According to Dennis Daye, 
director of the Urban Planning Department of LBC&W, the plan paralleled the efforts of earlier 
studies, including the 1966 Columbia Area Transportation Study, completed by Wilbur Smith 
and Associates.30 
 
Capitol Complex: 1970s Expansion  
 The 1970s expansion of the State Capitol Complex took many years to build, like most 
comprehensive planning projects of the modernist period (Figure 4). After such meticulous 
planning that resulted in the two LBC&W projects described above, construction of the complex 
took over a decade to complete from the specifications for excavation of the site drafted in 1969 
to the opening of the Rembert C. Dennis Building on Assembly Street behind the Solomon Blatt 
Building in 1981.31 The complex expanded to include four new buildings, an underground 
parking garage, underground pedestrian tunnels, and a new off-site energy facility to serve all 
buildings within the complex.32 These modern additions to the State Capitol Complex centralized 
the state government and advanced the vision for the City of Columbia.33 
 
Parking Garage and Pedestrian Tunnel 
 Many years of planning led to the breaking of ground on the underground parking garage 
beneath the southern half of the State Capitol Complex. Before actual work could begin, 
however, the government had to confirm that the construction of the garage would not disturb 
cultural resources that might have existed underneath the ground. In 1969, LBC&W sent 
specifications for the partial excavation of the complex to potential archaeologists for the 
project.34 The architects complied with section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, which mandates that building projects using any federal funding or requiring a federal 
permit or license must take into account the project’s effect on historic properties.35 The 
compliance with section 106 centered around the possibility of historic archaeological value 
around the site of the South Carolina State House. The State House’s construction began in 1854 
and continued until its completion in 1907. The site of the State House’s  nineteenth century 
origins and the action it saw during the Civil War made it a possible site for unearthing valuable 
historical evidence.36  After excavation was completed and presumably no significant historical 
artifacts were found, construction proceedings began on the underground parking garage and the 
                                                
29 Carolyn Teague. “Growth Mapped by Doxiadis,” The State, 5 July 1970. 
30 Carolyn Teague. “Growth Mapped by Doxiadis,” The State, 5 July 1970. 
31Specifications for Partial Excavation State Capitol Complex Columbia, South Carolina, SC Library, 31 July 1969, 
Box 16. LBC&W collection. & “Capitol Complex to be Dedicated to McNair,” The State, October 23, 198, 14-D. & 
Surratt, Clark, “Capitol’s Newest Facility Ready for Occupancy,” February 22, 1981, 11. 
32 “Invitation to Bid,” The State, December 22, 1974, 14-C. & “Bulldozers Begin Work on Capitol Complex,” The 
State, August 3, 1969, 14. & “The Capitol Complex,” The State, February 26, 1978, 38. 
33 In our research process, we found unequal amounts of sources and information for the different structures and 
buildings within the State Capitol Complex. Therefore, the information presented is not always consistent from 
building to building, structure to structure. 
34 Specifications for Partial Excavation State Capitol Complex Columbia, South Carolina, SC Library, 31 July 1969, 
Box 16. LBC&W collection. 
35 Judith H. Robinson and Stephanie S. Paul, Robinson & Associates, Inc., Growth, Efficiency, and Modernism: 
GSA Buildings of the 1950s, 60s, and 70s (U.S. General Services Administration, Washington, D.C., 2008), 50.  
36 “Public Buildings: The State House Dome,” Review of Architecture, April 1963, v.6 35. 



Edgar A. Brown Building and the State Capitol Complex: History 

 39 

pedestrian tunnel that enabled pedestrians on the Capitol Complex to access the State House 
from different location throughout the complex (Figures 5, 6, and 7).37 Simultaneously, work 
was underway on the underground parking garage along Pendleton Street. Three phases of 
completion for three different parts of the garage transformed the “giant hole-in-the-ground” into 
a $5.5 million, three-story parking garage that could accommodate 1,139 cars in 1972.38 The 
three phases of completion were the Pendleton Street Wing, which was already in use in April 
1972, followed by the Main Street Wing, and finally the Senate Street Wing.39 The completion of 
the Pendleton Street Wing allowed for the next phase of construction within the complex: the 
erection of the Edgar A. Brown Building.  
 
Buildings 
LBC&W designed four Modern buildings in the State Capitol Complex; the Edgar A. Brown 
Building, the Solomon Blatt Building, the L. Marion Gressette Building, and the Rembert Dennis 
Building. While the firm completely designed the Brown, Blatt, and Gressette Buildings, it 
renovated the Dennis Building by essentially giving the building a facelift to match the other 
Modern buildings it had designed. In addition to these four Modern buildings, the State Capitol 
Complex contains three other buildings; the State House, the Wade Hampton Building, and the 
John C. Calhoun Building. 
 
Bordered by Gervais Street to the north, Sumter Street to the east, Pendleton Street to the south, 
and Assembly Street to the west, the complex takes up four city blocks in downtown Columbia. 
The seven buildings of the complex speak to one another architecturally. They all exhibit 
abstracted classical features, consist of materials that make them gray in color, and possess a 
monumentality that designate them state buildings. Even though the State House, Hampton 
Building, and Calhoun Building were all completed in the first half of the twentieth century, they 
visually correspond to the Brutalist buildings of the 1970s expansion of the complex.  
 
Designed in the same Brutalist take on Modernism, the four buildings of the 1970s expansion sit 
on the southern half of the complex as slightly elevated gray rectangular buildings adorned by 
rows of windows and dark, tinted glass. The windows are deeply recessed within angled jambs, 
and each building has a belt course that emphasizes the horizontal planes of the building. While 
these four buildings appear heavy, they each possess fine details which lighten their solidity and 
make them more approachable and visually interesting. 
  
The first building completed during the 1970s expansion of the State Capitol Complex was the 
Edgar A. Brown Building (Figure 8). This building is a steel-framed surrounded by concrete. It is 
eleven bays long on its north and south elevations, and three bays wide on its east and west 
elevations. It features piers that act as abstracted columns, an abstracted entablature, cornice, and 
classical proportions. It sits on the southeast corner of the complex. 
 

                                                
37 Specification Book for State House Pedestrian Tunnel and Elevator: State Capitol Complex, 27 February 1970. 
Book A1-1, LBC&W Records: Specifications Books, ca. 1945-197u. Visual Materials, Box 16, South Caroliniana 
Library, Columbia, South carolina.  
38 “Capitol Complex is Expanding,”The State, 9 April 1972, 9.  
39 “Capitol Complex is Expanding,”The State, 9 April 1972, 9.  
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In 1971, the State Budget and Control Board awarded a $3.7 million contract for the building to 
the Alan M. Campbell Company, a construction firm in Tyler, Texas.40 The Brown Building’s 
budget increased to $5 million by its completion in 1973.41 Project architect Hubert D. Simmons 
of LBC&W designed the building to complement the State House and surrounding existing state 
buildings. Simmons planned for five stories in the building, four of which were solely for office 
purposes. From its initial conception, the Brown Building was meant to be joined by an almost 
identical building on the southwest corner of the complex.42  
  
In March 1973, the House Ways and Means Committee proposed a $7.5 million bond issue for 
the construction of the Solomon Blatt Building (Figure 9).43 The Blatt Building is essentially 
Brown’s visual twin and sits opposite the Brown Building on the southwest corner of the 
complex. The Committee made this proposal before completion of the Brown Building.44 After 
this initial proposal, the architects combined the construction phase for the Blatt Building with 
that of the L. Marion Gressette Building. They were to be constructed, essentially, as one entity 
within this phase of development of the State Capitol Complex, and in August of 1974, the State 
Budget and Control Board approved the call for more bids on the Blatt and Gressette Buildings 
as a joint project. The Board approved this action after the lowest bid came $4.3 million over 
budget at $14.8 million from the Texas firm, Bateman Co.45 Finally, LBC&W drew up the plans 
for the buildings in November of 1974 and set the completion date for 1978.46 The two buildings 
were designed to house the South Carolina Legislature; the Blatt Building initially housed the 
South Carolina House of Representatives and the South Carolina Senate occupied the Gressette 
Building(Figure 10).47 The Gressette Building looks quite similar to both Brown and Blatt, but is 
more square in design than the obviously rectangular Brown and Blatt Buildings. It also, instead 
of piers, exhibits an almost pedestal like feature whose cornice grips the bottom of the second 
floor as if the buildings is only being held up because it sits upon the pedestal. the Gressette 
Building sits immediately north of the Blatt Building and east of the Dennis Building. 
 
In 1978, the year of completion for the Blatt and Gressette Buildings, LBC&W drafted plans for 
renovation of the Rembert Dennis Building, which housed the South Carolina Department of 
Highways and Transportation (Figure 11).48 After its makeover, numerous state agencies moved 
into the building. The Dennis Building faced challenges early in its renovation, as lawmakers in 
the South Carolina House cut funding for the building dramatically. Initially slated to receive 
$8.7 million for renovations, the Dennis Building had to make do with one million dollars.49 
Members of the House opposed the extravagant plans for the renovation of Dennis and deemed 
                                                
40 Robert G. Liming. “State Capitol Complex: Texas Firm to Build Office Building,” The State, 9 July 1971.  
41 Robert G. Liming. “New Tax Section Created,”The State, 30 June 1973, 21.  
42 Robert G. Liming. “State Capitol Complex: Texas Firm to Build Office Building,” The State, 9 July 1971.  
43 “Bond Issue Eyed for State Building,” The State, 16 March 1973, 23. 
44 “Bond Issue Eyed for State Building,” 23.  
45 Clark Surratt. “Board Approves Bid Retake,” The State, 15 August 1974, 57.  
46 “Expanding Capitol Complex,” The State, 20 September 1976, 17; Blatt Building Floor Plans, File Unit 6, 
Container 10, Series 112021, Files, specifications, and architectural drawings of the State Engineer for construction 
and renovation of state buildings, 1920-1996, State Budget and Control Board, Division of General Services. South 
Carolina Department of Archives and History, Columbia, South Carolina.   
47 “The Capitol Complex,” The State, 26 February 1978, 38.  
48 “The Capitol Complex,” The State, 26 February 1978, 38.  
49 Douglas Mauldin. “House Passes Bond Bill, Cuts Dennis Building Funds,” The State, 22 June 1978, 35.  
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possible features such as the marble or stone façade too elaborate. This was especially relevant 
because the reason for renovating the Dennis Building was to save money on rent that the state 
was paying to house stage agencies across the city of Columbia. Tom G. Mangum, the House 
Ways and Means Chairman, surmised that moving other state offices into the Dennis Building 
could save the state $500,000-$600,000 per year on rent.50 While more elaborate renovations 
never materialized, the plans still included remodeling the façade of Dennis to make it 
compatible to the other buildings within the complex, most especially the recent Modern 
additions designed by LBC&W.51 While it visually corresponds with the other buildings of the 
1970s expansion, Dennis does possess differing features; it is not rectangular as the southwest 
section of the building juts out and the piers look slightly different than Brown and Blatt’s as 
Dennis’ piers extend into the cornice and exhibit no capital. 
   
Changes to the Block  
The redevelopment of the State Capitol Complex reshaped the built environment of the city’s 
central core and altered the makeup of its immediate surrounding blocks. Before the City 
implemented the proposed developments to the Capitol Complex, the makeup of the blocks of 
Pendleton, Main, and Sumter Streets reflected the area’s mixed use composition. The varied 
composition of the blocks contributed to the decentralized nature of state government and incited 
the need for the development projects in the first place. Flanked by the University of South 
Carolina to the southeast and state office buildings to the west, the Pendleton-Main corridor 
consisted of a variety of businesses that catered to both state employees and students, as well as 
the general public. With the Wade Hampton and Calhoun buildings at the northern end of the 
block along Senate Street, much of the space along Pendleton was used to accommodate 
employee parking. The spatial arrangement of the block did not significantly change between 
1949 and the late 1960s when construction for an underground parking garage initiated the 
development phase at the Capitol Complex (Figure 3).52 Buildings anchored the corners of the 
blocks at the intersection of Main and Pendleton, Pendleton and Sumter, Senate and Main, and 
Senate and Pendleton. These corner buildings hemmed in parking spaces that were centralized at 
the center of the block. Entrances and exits to this internal parking zone broke up the streetscape 
on Sumter, Pendleton, and Main Streets, respectively.53 
 
The transformation of the blocks composing the Capitol Complex was not as disruptive as one 
might assume, which can be marked as a success of the plan’s goal to integrate the complex with 
its surrounding urban landscape. Additionally, because the development at the Capitol Complex 
was a process lasting several years, changes to the blocks were gradual. The parking facility and 
the Brown Building were completed first in late 1973, four years after the initial ground 
breaking, and the plans for the Blatt and Marion-Gressette emerged in the midst of 
construction.54 These two components did not fully come together until 1978.55 As with the 

                                                
50 Douglas Mauldin. “House Passes Bond Bill, Cuts Dennis Building Funds,” The State, 22 June 1978, 35.  
51 Douglas Mauldin. “House Passes Bond Bill, Cuts Dennis Building Funds,” The State, 22 June 1978, 35.  
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53 “A Photo Intelligence Report on State House.” The State, 7 December 1960.  
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55 Levona Page, “Capitol Complex--A Changing Scene.” The State, 3 July 1977. 



Edgar A. Brown Building and the State Capitol Complex: History 

 42 

Brown and parking garage construction, the erection of Blatt and Marion-Gressette did not 
unduly interrupt the layout of the block. The State Highway Department building that occupied 
that corner of Pendleton and Assembly streets was relocated to a building on Shop Road,leaving 
the site available for redevelopment.56   
 
One other key alteration brought about by the Capitol Complex redevelopment was a change in 
the visual composition of the block. Up until this point, the white stone facades of the State 
House and its flanking office buildings had stood out in contrast to the mostly brick exteriors of 
the surrounding buildings. With the addition of the Brown and the Blatt buildings, the visual of 
Pendleton Street became clean and pristine to match the existing complex buildings (Figures 8 
and 9). Even the complex’s pedestrian plaza surrounding the buildings is a light-colored stone, 
and the entrance to the parking garage is painted a compatible, cream color. These visuals 
imparted the intended effect of the Capitol Complex for the immediate area, but also for the city 
as a whole. Clean lines, shining facades, and imposed order were all supposed to inform the later 
developments in Columbia.57 
 
Conclusion 
Modern planning promised to solve urban problems and the Modernist buildings erected on the 
State Capitol Complex grounds in the 1970s, including the Brown, Blatt, and Dennis buildings, 
were meant to impart a vision of government stability and order. Initially, the city, its residents, 
and The State praised the development concept and the new buildings were considered welcome 
and efficient places to work, fulfilling the goals to centralize state government, to craft a built 
landscape that lent character to the city’s core, and to reorganize parking and pedestrian traffic to 
minimize congestion. By 1986, however, The State reported that “state-built office building have 
been monuments to inefficiency. Even a simple look at the Blatt, Brown, Gressette and Dennis 
buildings at the State Capitol Complex shows that space utilization is well below the commercial 
industry standard of 85 percent.”58 Although the state capitol “superblock” evolved to meet the 
needs of the state, the same way British town planner and architect Gordon Stephenson argued 
that cities changed to meet the needs of the people, its failure to remain efficient echoes 
Stephenson’s lament that buildings sought “perfection rather than change.”59 
 
How did these modern buildings, born from modern planning, quickly shift from being symbols 
of progress and efficiency to icons of government inefficiency in the eyes of Columbia residents? 
Public opinion on how the government spent its money shaped conceptions of the building, and 
perhaps the Brutalist architectural style of these buildings - monumental, austere, and 
commanding - came to be synonymous with government ineffectiveness. Regardless, less than 
twenty years after expansion of the State Capitol Complex began, Columbia no longer heralded 
the redevelopment project as a success. Nonetheless, the execution of LBC&W’s conceptual plan 
was actualized, and it responded to urban problems plaguing the city as well as provided a model 
for the city until the year 2000 that would guide future growth. Despite its unfavorable reception 

                                                
56 “Planning Initiated for SCHD Building.” The State, 18 January 1974. 
57 LBC&W, “Proposed development plan,” 20. 
58 Liming, Robert G., “New Tax Section Created,” The State, 30 June 1973, 21; Fred Monk, “Quit Hammering he 
AT&T Building,” The State, 23 November 1986.  
59 Stephenson, Gordon. “Architecture, Town Planning, and Civic Design,” The Town Planning Review, Vol. 56, No. 
2; Design and Conservation in the City. April 1985, 135-173. 



Edgar A. Brown Building and the State Capitol Complex: History 

 43 

in subsequent decades, the 1970s expansion of the State Capitol Complex centralized the state 
government, revitalized Columbia’s core business and government area, and utilized Modernist 
architecture for its efficient and progressive ideals in an attempt to map the future growth of 
Columbia and its state government.  
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Figure 1 
Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle & Wolff, “Proposed Development Program, South Carolina State 
Government Complex,” Columbia, S.C., 1967 or 1968, South Caroliniana Library, Columbia, 
South Carolina, 4.  
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Figure 2 
Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle & Wolff, “Proposed Development Program, South Carolina State 
Government Complex,” Columbia, S.C., 1967 or 1968, South Caroliniana Library, Columbia, 
South Carolina, 26.  
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Figure 3 
“A Photo Intelligence Report on State House.” The State, 7 December 1960. 
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Figure 4 
Photo caption:‘Capitol Complex Area As It Is Today Left, And An Artist’s Rendition of 
Completed Project’ 
“Bulldozers Begin Work on Capitol Complex,” The State, 3 August 1969. 
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Figure 5 
“Capitol Complex and parking, excavation of the underground parking facility,” August 15, 
1970, Russell Maxey Photograph Collection, Richland County Public Library, Columbia, South 
Carolina. http://digital.tcl.sc.edu/cdm/ref/collection/rmaxey/id/116.   
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Figure 6:  
“Capitol Complex and parking,” August 1, 1979, Russell Maxey Photograph Collection, 
Richland County Public Library, Columbia, South Carolina, 
http://digital.tcl.sc.edu/cdm/ref/collection/rmaxey/id/1187.  
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Figure 7 
Pedestrian Tunnel, April 2015, photograph taken by Casey Lee.  
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Figure 8 
Edgar A. Brown Building, February 2015, photograph taken by Casey Lee.  
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Figure 9 
Solomon Blatt Building, April 2015, photograph taken by Casey Lee.  
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Figure 10 
L. Marion Gressette Building, February 2015, photograph taken by Casey Lee.  
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Figure 11 
Rempert Dennis Building, April 2015, photograph taken by Casey Lee.  
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Summary 
Cornell Arms at 1230 Pendleton Street in Columbia, South Carolina is a conventional high-rise 
apartment building built with funds from the Federal Housing Administration (FHA). While 
Cornell Arms does not represent a formal architectural style, the building exhibits International 
Style influences. With a cross shape footprint, retail space, and flat roof, Cornell Arms also 
expresses typical architectural features of other FHA projects designed in the 1940s and 1950s. 
As the tallest building between New York and Miami when it was built in 1949, Cornell Arms 
was Columbia’s pride in the mid-twentieth century. The apartment’s central location would have 
made it an affordable apartment complex for its intended middle-class family residents. 
 
The subject property is located across from the University of South Carolina’s historic 
Horseshoe and South Carolina’s State House grounds (Figure 1). Cornell Arms resides within an 
urban setting with no current landscaping (Figure 2 and 3). The parcel on which Cornell Arms 
sits is the northeast corner of the intersection of Pendleton Street and Sumter Street. The 
proximity to the South Carolina State House was likely to have been a determinant in the 
apartment building’s construction. The building is eighteen stories tall with a basement 
belowground and roof access. The top seventeen floors consist of 136 apartment units 
surrounding a common lobby area. While some architectural features of Cornell Arms have 
changed over time, the overall structural condition of Cornell Arms is good, and the exterior 
design and original plan of the building have remained relatively unchanged. There have not 
been any significant alterations in the building’s history. 
 
Exterior 
This steel frame structure has a red brick veneer in a stretcher running bond with white masonry 
accents on the north, east, and west elevations (Figure 4). It is a cross-shaped building atop a 
one-story rectangular base that is absent in the southwest quadrant of the cross. An exterior brick 
structure housing the chiller of Cornell Arms is located in the southwest section. This base 
contains the lobby of Cornell Arms and retail spaces with entrances separate from the apartment 
building. The northeast corner of the base is the only portion of the facade that is rounded. The 
base is topped by a white concrete cornice (Figure 5). The building rests on a poured concrete 
foundation set atop a belowground basement. The roof of the building is a level above floor 
nineteen, accessible via the two stairwells that extend from the roof to the ground floor. The 
doors to the roof remain locked. The roof contains mechanical systems of the building, including 
one of the building’s water tanks, but is inaccessible for further detail (Figure 6). 
 
The north elevation of the building, which includes the main entrance, faces Pendleton Street. 
The north elevation includes the northern, eastern, and western portions of the cross-shape 
visible from the north side of the building. The north elevation consists of thirteen bays that are 
defined by the placement of the windows on the facade. Moving from east to west, the first bay 
includes a metal framed one-over-one sash window, the typical window style across the entire 
facade, surrounded by white masonry “quoins.” While not traditional quoins, the design on the 
building’s corners suggests a quoins-like pattern that runs the vertical height of the building 
beginning above the first floor, and is present on all corners of the building, excluding the 
protrusion on the south elevation (Figure 2 and Figure 6). At the edge of the window, there is a 
3-inch wide piece of black-painted metal that runs the vertical height of the building, dividing the 
white masonry and brick veneer. This strip of metal separates all white masonry from the brick 
veneer on the building. The second bay includes two windows, a two-pane window and a slightly 



Cornell Arms: Architectural Description 

 56 

smaller square window. The third bay includes a three-pane window. The wall of the fourth and 
fifth bays protrudes from the face of the building at a right angle, facing east. The fourth bay 
includes a two-pane window. On each floor, the second, third, and fourth bays are surrounded by 
a three-inch thick piece of metal that runs horizontally along the top and bottom of the windows 
to the right edge of the window in the fourth bay. The fifth bay mimics that of the first. The 
sixth, seventh, and eighth bay face the north. The sixth bay mimics the first and fifth bay. The 
seventh bay includes one window in the very center of the building’s elevations. The eighth bay 
mimics the first, fifth, and sixth bay. The wall of the ninth and tenth bays protrude at a right 
angle from the face of the building, facing west, and mirror the fourth and fifth bays. The wall of 
the eleventh, twelfth, and thirteenth bays turns to face north and mirrors the first, second, and 
third bays (Figure 4). 
 
The main entrance is located at the center of the north elevation, set five feet inward from the 
face of the building. An overhang extends from the white concrete cornice that surrounds the 
building and extends three feet towards the sidewalk to create a sheltered space for the entrance 
to the building. Above the entrance is original signage with the name of the building, “Cornell 
Arms” in teal painted metal lettering in Huxley Vertical font, sitting on top of a small two-inch 
ledge at the edge of the cornice (Figure 7). The main entrance is composed of plate glass, divided 
into two doors and a center pane by metal mullions, with a continuous one-light transom 
extending above them. The center pane is accented with three thin horizontal metal bars at the 
height of the door handles running parallel to the 12” high piece of purple quarried rock that rests 
at the base of the center pane. The entire metal framework is painted a deep purple-brown, 
contrasting with the purple-quarried rock (Figure 7).  
 
The west elevation consists of three bays located on the west-facing arm of the building. The 
first bay includes a metal-framed one-over-one sash window, surrounded by white masonry 
quoins, in the same manner described in the north elevation. The second bay consists of a solid 
windowless brick veneer. The third bay mirrors the first (Figure 6). 
 
The south elevation of the building mirrors the size and shape of the north elevation and consists 
of thirteen bays. The south elevation includes the southern, eastern, and western portions of the 
cross-shape visible from the south side of the building. Bays one through four on the south 
elevation are identical to bays one through four on the north elevation. Bays five through nine on 
the south elevation are different than the north elevation, primarily because the southern arm of 
the building does not have the quoins-like design as featured on the other three arms. Thus, bay 
five features one-over-one sash windows, bays six through eight are composed of windowless 
brick veneer and have two exhaust vents at ground level, one connected to the interior laundry 
room and the other connected to the chiller located at the base of bay seven (figures 6 and 8), and 
bay nine mimics bay five. Bays ten through thirteen mimic bays one through four. There are also 
two entrances on the ground floor of the south elevation, which provide access to the parking lot 
on the south and west sides of the building (Figure 9) 
 
The east elevation, facing Sumter Street, consists of three bays located on the east-facing arm of 
the building and mirrors the west elevation (Figure 3). 
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The first floor one-story base is occupied by retail spaces in the southeast, northeast, and 
northwest quadrants of the building. Moving from the southeast to northwest, there is a large 
rectangular window in the southeastern corner of the eastern elevation. The walls of the 
southeast quadrant are tiled with slate, the same material used in the main entryway.  The cornice 
of the southeast quadrant is covered with a black metal awning. Below the awning is another 
cornice, which is painted green and displays the name of the restaurant (Figure 3). The southeast 
quadrant contains four bays. The first bay includes three large metal-framed plate glass windows. 
The frame continues vertically to create a grid pattern. The second bay contains a door, flanked 
by two plate-glass windows set back at a 45-degree angle. The third bay contains four plate glass 
windows in the same style as the first bay. The fourth bay includes two large windows, one 
narrow window, and a glass door. 
 
A tiled slate wall is used to separate the businesses and quadrants. The northeast quadrant is the 
only curved edge of the building, and consists of three bays (Figure 5). The first bay, facing east, 
includes three metal-framed floor to ceiling glass pane windows. The second bay houses the 
entrance, a metal-framed glass pane double door facing the northeast that is at the apex of the 
rounded corner of the building. The third bay consists of four floor to ceiling glass pane 
windows. 
 
The main entrance of the building separates the northeast and the northwest quadrants. The 
northwest quadrant contains two businesses and consists of three bays. The first bay includes a 
metal-framed glass door and two floor-to-ceiling glass pane windows. This is not a retail space 
but a lounge area off the entrance lobby of the apartment building. The second bay again consists 
of a metal-framed glass door and two floor-to-ceiling glass pane windows. The name of the 
restaurant is located on the windows.  The third bay includes one floor-to-ceiling glass pane 
window and a metal-framed glass door. The northeast corner is tiled with slate.   
 
The building’s exterior retains much of its original character and design features. Some of the 
original features include the metal door handles and the base of the windows along the east and 
north elevations. The only alterations that appear to have been made are the addition of air 
conditioning units, the replacement of all windows, and the more extensive alterations to the 
retail spaces that are separate and not publically accessible from the interior of the apartment 
building. 

 
Ground/First Floor 
The ground floor of Cornell Arms is composed of four distinct spaces connected by short, non-
contiguous, north-south hallways. From north to south, these spaces include a vestibule and its 
two adjacent rooms to the east and west, an entrance lobby, an elevator lobby, and a stair lobby. 
These four spaces generally feature lessening levels of ornamentation as they move away from 
the building’s entrance on the north elevation and towards the south. The degree of 
ornamentation helps the apartment staff, guests, and residents distinguish between the different 
functions that these spaces are intended to serve. For instance, the more highly trafficked 
entrance lobby is a more luxurious space than the utilitarian stair lobby designed for fire safety. 
There are some exceptions to this north to south pattern of decreasing ornamentation where 
utilitarian function and later alterations seem to supersede decoration. With the later alterations 
in the two rooms to the east and west of the vestibule and in the office spaces at the west end of 
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the elevator lobby, the altered materials and décor do not reflect the original intended lack of 
ornamentation.  
 
Vestibule and Adjacent Rooms 
The first of these spaces contains a vestibule and two adjacent rooms to the east and west that are 
at the north side of the ground floor and visible from the building’s exterior. The building’s 
lobby is reached through the vestibule, which is publically accessible. The interior of the 
vestibule serves as a transitional space, drawing elements from the building’s exterior in, 
including walls of purple quarried rock that flank the exterior of the north elevation entrance and 
a white and green terrazzo tiling that begins outside of the building extending to the sidewalk and 
moves into the lobby through the vestibule (Figure 7). The vestibule additionally serves as an 
added barrier to prevent the loss of heat and air conditioning from the entrance lobby. Even when 
the building was constructed in 1949, this barrier would have been significant for retaining the 
cool air of the building’s modern chiller system that circulated air throughout the building’s 
common areas. 
 
The southern side of the vestibule has doors that lead into the lobby. Today, these doors require 
keyed entrance and feature a doorbell by the western door for building visitors. When the 
building was constructed in 1949, it is more likely that a doorman controlled access to the lobby. 
Both the lock and doorman serve a similar function of limiting access to the building’s interior, 
marking the lobby as a space intended only for building residents and their admitted guests. The 
southern wall mirrors the exterior northern wall in its placement of glass doors, but unlike the 
northern entrance, the rest of this wall is covered by the purple quarried rock from the building’s 
exterior, which is also used on the eastern and western walls of the vestibule (Figure 10). The 
two glass doors are slightly tinted, further obstructing the view to the interior entrance lobby. 
Unlike the transparent and unlocked entrance to the building from the exterior, a quarried rock 
dividing two glass doors reduces visibility and creates a barrier between the public exterior and 
interior space intended for residents. This barrier suggests that the area beyond the doors is a 
private space and not intended for public access. 
 
The eastern and western walls of the vestibule also provide views to the interior of the building 
through matching fixed windows set in each wall. These square windows are placed in the center 
of each wall with white moulded casing, breaking up the solidity of the quarried rock covered 
walls and allowing visitors a glimpse into some of the interior space of these two small rooms 
adjacent to the lobby.  
 
The two rooms mirror each other in composition, but the size of the western room is slightly 
smaller to accommodate the entrance lobby’s lounge area to the west. Both rooms are accessible 
through a single pane glazed door in their southern wall. The rest of the southern wall of each 
room is a single plate glass window, making the interior of the room clearly visible. The small 
room to the west of the vestibule is a vending room. Most of its space is occupied by two 
vending machines. Though a small space, it has been used in the past as office space. The room 
has wood laminate flooring that appears to be a more recent alteration and off-white plaster 
walls. On its north wall, a small rectangular fixed window opens onto the exterior of the building 
to the west of a structural column that divides the wall. On the opposite side of the structural 
column is a vertical shelving built into the wall, now obstructed by the placement of one of the 
vending machines (Figure 11).  



Cornell Arms: Architectural Description 

 59 

In contrast to the highly visible and publicly accessible nature of the western room, the room to 
the east of the vestibule is hidden from view by window blinds that line the inside the room, 
covering both the southern glass wall and door as well as the window to the room’s west that 
looks in on the vestibule. This room is kept locked and is used as additional office space. 

 
Entrance Lobby 
The entrance lobby of the building and its adjacent lounge area compose the second distinct 
space on the building’s ground floor that retains much of its original character save the addition 
of a desk and the renovated lounge space at the west end of the lobby. The entrance lobby is a 
rectangular room that provides access to the first floor’s amenity and business spaces and to the 
elevator and stair lobbies to the south via a short north-south hallway. The entrance lobby is 
centered around the building’s elevators, which face the elevator lobby to the south of the 
entrance lobby. The back of the elevator bank is at the center of the entrance lobby’s south side. 
The spaces to the east and west of the elevator bank are not solid walls, creating open space 
around the elevator bank that visually connects the entrance and elevator lobbies. To the west of 
the elevator bank is an area defined by a desk made of a matte black laminate and wood. Though 
the desk prevents movement through this space, the open space above the desk serves to visually 
connect the entrance and elevator lobbies (Figure 12). The uneven wood trim used around the 
desk suggests that the desk was an alteration, making it possible that the original entrance lobby 
had access to the elevator lobby through this area.  To the east of the bank is a north-south 
hallway that provides access to the elevator lobby (Figure 13).  
 
The entrance lobby features a number of different textures and materials from the white and 
green terrazzo floor tiles; purple quarried rock on the exterior, in the vestibule, and in the lobby’s 
baseboards; wood paneled walls; and wooden chair rails. These textured surfaces are often 
further divided to create visual interest, such as the terrazzo floor tiles, which draw the eye by 
featuring two squares outlined in darker tiles in the center of the lobby in line with the vestibule 
doors. The southern wall of the lobby is covered in a wood laminate interrupted by a large 
rectangular plaster wall extending from the ceiling to the chair rail in the center of the elevator 
bank. This plaster wall is largely covered with a mirror. Another section of the plaster wall is 
also left exposed in the southeastern corner of the lobby. These exposed plaster spaces allow the 
wood panels flanking the north-south hallway to be of the same height and width, giving them a 
symmetrical and almost column-like appearance (Figure 13). The wood paneling is divided at the 
height of the chair rail and within the north-south hallway, another third of the way up the wall, 
by black painted metal pieces that line the edges where the wood panels meet. The thin wooden 
chair rail found around the rest of the lobby continues through these wood panels and is outlined 
by black painted edges that match the black painted metal pieces. Both the painted edges along 
the chair rail and black metal edging along the wood panels serve to highlight the panels’ edges, 
adding depth to the wood and breaking up the paneling. The black lines add a square geometric 
design to the paneled walls (Figure 13).  
 
The lighting in the entrance lobby is recessed behind terra cotta tiles that are set in a grid pattern 
within a suspended dropped ceiling. The dropped ceiling additionally has three small, square 
lights evenly spaced apart in the center of each third of the dropped ceiling to supplement the 
recessed lighting (Figure 14). On the south wall are two large colonial revival style lanterns Two 
large Colonial Revival style lanterns are attached to the south wall on either side of exposed 
plaster wall on the back of the elevator bank (Figure 13). These lanterns appear to be from a later 
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addition as their style does not reflect the rest of the original details in the building. Despite 
multiple light sources, the indirect light of the recessed ceiling and the tinted doors of the 
vestibule keep the lighting in the entrance lobby dim.  
 
The west side of the entrance lobby extends into a lounge area that differs from the entrance 
lobby both in its use of materials and function.  The terrazzo tiling of the entrance lobby ends at a 
black tile that divides it from the laminate wood flooring of the lounge. The wood laminate 
flooring of the lounge is the same as the vending room and a more recent alteration to the space. 
The entrance of this space is left fully open to the lobby, but can be closed off from it with a 
wooden pocket door built into the room’s eastern wall (Figure 15). A large wood panel 
concealing the door protrudes from the plaster wall. The western and southern walls are both 
painted blue, over plaster on the western wall and over thin, vertical moulded wood strips to the 
south (Figure 16). Blended into the southern wall are two doors, leading to office space and a 
staff break-room. The southern third of this room can be closed off from the rest of it with two 
large wooden folding doors divided into four panels each. Much like the sliding door to the 
lobby, these are generally kept open, yet their presence makes it possible to further partition this 
open space to use for purposes that are more private (Figure 16). 
 
The room features recessed lighting around the edges of the dropped ceiling on a metal grid, 
similar to the lighting style in the lobby, however the quality of the lounge ceiling material is 
cheaper than the lobby’s ceiling feature. During the day, the room is well lit by its northern wall, 
which is composed of plate glass and divided into two large panels separated by metal mullions 
and a doorway to the exterior in the northeastern corner of the room (Figure 17). This door is 
now kept locked, making the only entrance and exit points for residents through the building’s 
vestibule and through a back door at the southwestern corner of the building. This door points 
towards an intended use for this space that may be very different from its current use. The fact 
that this room could be partitioned off from the main lobby by the pocket door and has its own 
door to the exterior almost makes it appear as though it was intended to be a space severable 
from the lobby of the apartment building. The plate glass paneling and the door closely resemble 
the retail spaces that extend along the rest of the northern elevation of the building. It is difficult 
to determine the original intention of this room, but the placement of the door makes it evident 
that it was supposed to provide an additional point of entrance or egress into this separate space. 

 
Elevator Lobby 
A short north-south hallway leads from the entrance lobby to the third distinct space on the 
ground floor, the elevator lobby. This hallway lies to the east of the elevator bank and west of the 
front desk area. The elevator bank opens into this narrow lobby making it a key circulation space 
for access to the apartment floors of the building. Two three-foot-wide elevators are centrally 
located side-by-side on the north side of the elevator lobby (Figure 18). These elevators are the 
original Otis elevators installed when the building was constructed in 1949 and retain their 
original shafts. They have stacking doors, vents, brass fixtures, as well as knotty wood paneling 
that dates to a later alteration (Figure 19).  
 
The elevator lobby features less ornamentation than the vestibule or entrance lobby, yet still 
carries over decorative elements from the entrance lobby. The same wood paneling that begins in 
the entrance lobby and lines the north-south hallway to the elevator lobby is present below the 
chair rail on all walls save the western wall of the elevator lobby (Figure 18). Above the thin 
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wooden chair rail, the walls are painted white or blue plaster. Boxed in structural columns that 
create paneled pilasters flank the two elevators, which are fully paneled in wood. The terrazzo 
floor tiling continues into this lobby, featuring the same large square patterns found in the 
entrance lobby. Rather than use recessed lighting found in the entrance lobby, this space has two 
chandeliers that appear to have been added later.  
 
Mailboxes line the south wall at the east end of the elevator lobby, providing a centralized 
location for mail delivery. These mailboxes are a later addition to the building, replacing the now 
defunct mailboxes located in the elevator lobbies of each apartment floor. The west end of the 
elevator lobby connects to the present office space visible through a single pane glazed door that 
matches the doors to the vending area and office spaces off of the vestibule. The offices are a 
series of connected rooms, simple in decoration, that lie behind the southern wall of the lounge 
space in the entrance lobby. These offices connect to the lounge through the doors in the 
southern wall of the lounge. The walls in these offices are painted plaster with a simple moulded 
chair rail painted white, and imitation stone laminate floor tiles that possibly have replaced the 
original flooring. 
 
Stair Lobby 
The stair lobby is the fourth distinct space on the ground floor, accessible from the elevator 
lobby from both a north-south hallway off the western end of the lobbies, through an enclosed 
space at the eastern end of the elevator lobby by the mailboxes, and an exterior door located on 
the west wall. The western end of the elevator lobby by the offices connects to the stair lobby via 
another short north-south hallway.  The short north-south hallway has plaster walls painted off-
white and an eastern door leading down to the basement. A set of heavy double doors, painted 
white with small rectangular fixed windows clearly designate the stair lobby as a distinct, more 
utilitarian space than the lobbies to its north. Its more utilitarian purpose however, does not mean 
it is completely devoid of textures and points of visual interest. One-inch square mosaic floor 
tiles in bright colors begin at the double doors further emphasizing a break between this space 
and the previous lobbies. The stair lobby’s walls are exposed brick in a stretcher running bond 
pattern also used on the exterior of the building (Figure 20). The baseboards are made of a black 
laminate tile, which provide a contrast from the quarried rock baseboards and walls found 
throughout the other three first floor spaces. The only element that seems to carry over into this 
space from the three others on this floor is the white painted doorways. 
 
The stair lobby features access to the two fire stairwells, a laundry room, two semi-public 
bathrooms, and a set of glass double doors leading to the building’s exterior parking lot. The 
exterior doors are glass doors, outlined in metal, and provide most of the light that illuminates 
this lobby. These doors and the front doors through the vestibule are the only entrances to the 
building that residents may use. At the southernmost point of the ground floor of the building are 
the laundry room and two semi-public restrooms, which are only accessible by keyed access. The 
laundry room and the two restrooms are very long rectangular spaces, the laundry room about 6’ 
wide x 13’ long. 
 
Both stairwells are built into the space south of the elevators. These two stairwells move both up 
and down between the floors and are enclosed fire stairs contained within the buildings central 
core, which provide a utilitarian purpose. The two stairwells provide access from the stair lobby 
to the roof, as well as protection from the possibility of fire. With cinderblock walls and cast 
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concrete stairs and floors, the stairwells use half turns and landings to navigate between floors. 
The floor plan of the stairwells constrains the two separate stairwells into the same rectangular 
space, folding over the ascending and descending stairs.  
 
The first stairwell is accessible from the north side of the stair lobby, situated across from the 
laundry room in the lobby’s north wall. The second stairwell is partitioned off from the rest of 
the stair lobby, likely as an additional fire safety precaution, and can be accessed through the 
double doors at the east end of the stair lobby (Figure 20). The landings on the stairwells as well 
as the stairs between the first and second floors are covered with different laminates, brown in 
the first stairwell and green in the second. Above the second floor landing, this decorative 
laminate disappears and the stairs are left as exposed concrete with plaster ceilings above. There 
are also handrail supports to ascend and descend the stairs. Each floor has access to a fire hose 
from a central water pipe that connects to the water supply in the basement. Each stairwell has a 
hose every other floor, so while floor two has access to a hose through stairwell one, there is no 
hose in stairwell two on this level (Figure 21). When the HVAC system was updated, a metal 
supply air duct was installed that runs the vertical length of the building connecting the basement 
and the roof. 
 
There are doors throughout the ground floor that lead to retail spaces from the interior of the 
apartment building, but they are private access points, leading to kitchens and storage spaces of 
these retailers, not entry points for the public or for residents. The retail spaces are not intended 
to provide access to the apartments, making this outer core of plate glass retail space around the 
building’s north and east facades a separate entity from the apartment building itself.  
 
Basement 
 
The basement is accessible off the east side of the small north-south running hallway that 
connects the elevator and stair lobbies. This floor features a series of open spaces that house 
pipes, provide storage, and serve as workspaces for facilities personnel. The east-west orientation 
of the central hallway that connects these spaces appears to parallel the elevator lobby above it. 
In addition to these open rooms, key building facilities are housed behind heavy doors. 
 
One of these doors leads to the original, currently inoperable, incinerator, which once received 
trash through a chute that ran the height of the building to floor eighteen. The incinerator is 
encased with yellow painted brick (Figure 22). Floor nineteen was the only floor that did not 
have access to the incinerator chute. There is still evidence of the original metal hatch that 
allowed residents to place trash into the incinerator chute in the lobby areas of floors. The 
incinerator hatch measures 11.75” X 8.75,” limiting the potential for larger objects getting stuck 
and obstructing the chute. Located on the east side of the apartment floor lobbies is a 3.5 X 2.5 
foot rectangular room that was built to provide access to the incinerator hatch. Once the 
incinerator was no longer used, the hatch itself was painted over (Figure 23). 
 
The other key facility feature in the basement is the boiler room. This room contains the original 
steel boilers that are responsible for heating and circulating water throughout the building and is 
outfitted with painted yellow cinderblock walls and poured concrete floors (Figure 24). Two 
water tanks, one on the south side of the building on the outside ground level and one on the roof 
of the building, send water here to be heated and re-distributed throughout the building. The tank 
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on the roof provides water to floors nineteen to ten while the tank on the ground level serves 
floors one to nine. This includes not only potable water, but also water circulated through pipes 
embedded in the floors of the building that serve as a radiant heating system. Each apartment 
unit was originally fitted with radiant floor heating, which is still in use today. The temperature 
of the water in these pipes radiates enough heat to warm the concrete floor and thus heat each 
apartment unit. The radiant heating eliminates the need for external radiators or ducts that 
obscure space within the apartment unit. It also explains why the apartment unit floors are 
concrete with a laminate tile over them as opposed to carpet, which would inhibit the heat. 
 
The basement’s water tank is connected to a chiller, located adjacent to the central building, 
which provided air conditioning to the ground floor lobbies and floor lobbies by forcing chilled 
air through a series of air ducts. The apartment units’ doors originally were built with enough 
space between the bottom of the door and the floor to allow circulation from the floor hallways 
to the apartment units (Figure 25). While the building has retained use of the central air 
conditioning, the original doors have since been replaced, largely due to the adoption of window 
air conditioning units. 
 
Residential Spaces 
On each of the seventeen floor lobbies, a typical floor plan consists of six 820 square foot two-
bedroom units, one 585 square foot one-bedroom unit, and one 365 square foot efficiency unit, 
labeled A-H, with apartment A being the northwest unit and winding counterclockwise until 
reaching H, the northeast unit. The eight apartments span across the four arms of the cross-
shaped building, while the core composes access to the floor lobby, elevators, and stairwells. The 
efficiency and one-bedroom apartments on the north side of the building are shorter in length 
than the two-bedroom units that are located on the east, west, and south wings of the building, 
which are of equal length. Originally, apartments A and H were designed as a cohesive three-
bedroom apartment; however, to accommodate the changing clientele, the three-bedroom 
apartment was split into two single room apartments by sealing off the adjoining door and 
making apartment H into a one-bedroom and apartment A into an efficiency. 
 
The materials, fixtures, and paint colors are all consistent throughout each of the different 
apartment units. In each apartment, the walls and ceilings are plaster while the floors are 
concrete with a laminate tiling that allows the radiant heating to pass through. The majority of 
the fixtures in the bathrooms and kitchen are original, and seem to have been replaced only when 
maintenance has been required. 
 
Each floor plan was designed around the most efficient use of the building’s mechanical 
equipment. Placing two apartment units per wing and mirroring the layout of each apartment unit 
allowed the plumbing system to reach both rooms through the adjoining wall. The placement of 
each apartment’s kitchen in the same place for every floor also allows the potable water line and 
gas lines to easily run throughout the building. 
 
While Cornell Arms technically has eighteen floors above ground, due to superstitious belief, the 
numbering of the floors skips the thirteenth floor and thus, the numbering of the floors is one 
through nineteen. Each floor will be referred to as it is labeled by Cornell Arms. 
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Floor Lobbies 
Beginning in the northwest corner, is apartment A, the efficiency unit. Moving counterclockwise 
are apartments B and C, which are two-bedroom apartments. In the southwest corner, adjacent to 
apartment C is a small utility room with a sink that also has a horizontal built-in shelf above. 
Flanking each side of the stairwells on the south wall are apartments D and E, which are inset 
with a small two-foot hallway. These are two-bedroom apartments as well. Apartments F and G 
are located on the east wing and are two-bedroom apartments. Apartment H is located at the end 
of a small hallway that extends north from the floor’s central lobby. On the east side of this 
hallway is a small rectangular room that once provided access to a trash incinerator that is 
located in the basement (Figure 23). The original metal chute is still extant, however it is no 
longer functional and the door to the chute has since been painted over. Above the room with the 
chute is a rectangular HVAC vent that circulates air into the lobby area. Continuing along the 
east side of the small hallway, and halfway between the apartment and room, is a utility closet 
containing wiring and pipes. There is a second, square vent above this door. 
 
The type of ceiling, light fixtures, and electrical panels vary from floor to floor. The drop ceiling 
original to the building is a grid with pinholes made of a light foam material that contains the 
lighting for the hallway (Figure 26). Both the material and design of the ceiling is different from 
the ceiling in the first floor lobby. This ceiling is found on floors two, three, eight, nine, ten, 
eleven, twelve, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, and eighteen.  Floors four, five, six, and 
seven appear to have removed the dropped grid ceiling, as currently there is a plaster ceiling. 
While floor nineteen has a drop ceiling, the original grid pattern was replaced with large grid 
squares. Two electrical boxes on the northeast wall by the elevators are on floors three, six, nine, 
twelve, and sixteen. Three boxes are on the same wall on floors seven and nineteen. 
 
The lobby floors on levels two through nineteen retain the original poured concrete covered with 
laminate tile and the walls throughout the building are of the original plaster. On every floor, 
there are four pilasters that box in the structural supports of the building, two on either side of the 
elevators and two on either side of the stairs. Each of the eight apartments on the seventeen 
floors has a remnant of a doorbell system. The original mailboxes, found on every floor, are no 
longer in use and are painted over (Figure 27). 
 
The nineteenth floor is the most noticeably different. The hallway is covered with carpet, the 
crown moulding is more elaborate than any other floor, and the doors have colonial revival 
details including brass knockers (Figure 28). Since this is the top floor, the more elaborate 
ornamentation potentially caters to the idea of the top floor being the most luxurious. 
 
Two-Bedroom 
Apartment G on the tenth floor is used as the showroom unit, and demonstrates a typical two-
bedroom apartment. The entrance for this apartment unit is on the east end of the floor lobby. A 
rectangular floor plan, apartment G shares its south facing wall with apartment F. The north and 
east wall of the unit share the wall of the north and east exterior elevation. Within apartment G 
are five rooms, three storage areas, and one hallway. 
 
Upon entrance of apartment G is a three-foot long entrance vestibule that leads into the 15x16 
foot rectangular central living/dining room. Along the east wall are pilasters covering the 
building’s structural supports. On the north wall, centrally located, is a triple one-over-one sash 
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window. The west wall contains an entrance into a shallow rectangular storage space. The ceiling 
along the storage space’s west, south, and north walls exhibit the same boxed-in structural 
features demarcated in the living/dining room. Additionally, the north end of the storage space 
has a built-in shelving unit that is three feet wide. 
 
Exiting the living/dining room leads into an L-shaped hallway, which connects the rest of the 
rooms in the apartment. Hanging in the center of the west to east hallway’s ceiling is a light 
fixture. Along the north wall of the hallway are two doorways that lead into two separate rooms, 
a kitchen and bedroom. Directly positioned at the east end of the first portion of the hallway is a 
linen closet with six built-in horizontal shelves. As the hallway takes a ninety-degree turn north, 
there are two entrances into the final two rooms of the apartment unit, a bathroom and second 
bedroom. 
 
The first doorway on the north side of the hallway leads into a rectangular galley kitchen with a 
circular light fixture centered within the rectangular ceiling. Featuring built-in cabinetry on the 
west wall and a sink integrated into the laminated countertop, the elements and fixtures in the 
6x13 foot kitchen suggest that they are the original features. At the center of the west wall amidst 
the cabinetry lies a pilaster covering the structural support. This pilaster dictates the layout of the 
kitchen as it splits the kitchen in half and places the sink on one side and the refrigerator on the 
other. Above and below the sink are wall cabinets that serve as storage spaces. On the other side 
of the pilaster, the wall cabinets are built in a way that leaves room for a refrigerator to fit 
underneath and to the side of the cabinets. Also, there is a gas stove between the refrigerator and 
pilaster. At the center of the north wall is a one-over-one sash window, which provides light into 
the kitchen area. 
 
The second doorway on the north side of the hallway leads into a rectangular bedroom that is 
shorter on the north and south walls and longer on the east and west walls. The evidence of the 
boxed-in structural support columns is seen within the corners of the east wall. Additionally, on 
the eastern wall is a doorway into a walk-in closet that contains a single built-in horizontal shelf 
that spans the width of the closet. Just to the right of the closet entrance on the wall is a breaker 
box for the whole apartment unit. At the center of the north wall is a paired one-over-one sash 
window. 
 
As the apartment’s hallway begins its ninety-degree northward turn, the first door on the east 
wall opens into the apartment’s bathroom. Directly ahead, on the east wall, is the bathtub/shower 
with a rectangular vent towards the ceiling. The south wall has a replacement rounded pedestal 
sink, which is evident through the visible scarring that outlines the once original sink. This 
scarring also gives reason to believe the tile around the sink is original, unlike the different tile 
around the built-in bathtub/shower. Flanking the sink on both the right and left are two soap 
dishes inset within the wall and immediately above the sink is the original rectangular medicine 
cabinet. The bathroom intentionally shares the south wall with apartment F so that the plumbing 
for potable water and waste can be efficiently shared. 
 
The final room in the apartment unit is an 11x12 foot square bedroom in the northeast corner. 
Dividing the northeast corner of the bedroom are two one-over-one sash windows. At the center 
of the room’s ceiling is a light fixture. Along the south wall, there is a doorway at the southeast 



Cornell Arms: Architectural Description 

 66 

corner that leads into a three-foot wide closet. On the east wall of the closet by the doorway is 
another boxed-in structural column. Also, a single shelf spans the width of the south wall. 
 
One-Bedroom 
Apartment H on the eleventh floor demonstrates a typical one-bedroom apartment. The entrance 
for this apartment unit is on the north end of the central floor elevator lobby. A rectangular floor 
plan, apartment H shares its west-facing wall with apartment A. The north and east wall of the 
unit are part of the north and east exterior elevation. Within apartment H are four rooms, three 
storage areas, and a foyer, which all have plaster walls and a concrete laminate flooring. 
 
Upon entrance of apartment H there is a foyer that provides access to the kitchen and living 
room/dining room. Immediately to the right of the entrance is a storage space. With an entrance 
on the east wall, the foyer leads into a rectangular 8x9 foot kitchen space. The kitchen has an L-
shaped floor plan and features built-in cabinets running the length of the south wall with a double 
sink integrated into the laminated countertop. Located on the north end of the east wall and 
directly above the sink is a horizontal one-over-one sash window, which provides light into the 
kitchen. On the southwest section of the kitchen is the refrigerator. 
 
At the end of the foyer is a 15x19 foot square living/dining room that contains three pilasters, 
one on the east wall, one in the northeast corner, and one on the north wall, which cover the 
structural supports. The living/dining room also has two one-over-one sash windows located in 
the northeast corner. There is also a storage area inset into the south wall. 
 
A short hallway provides access from the living/dining room into the bathroom and bedroom. At 
the west end of the hallway is a door that once led to several additional rooms, but after 
subsequent alterations has since been sealed off and would now lead into the efficiency unit. The 
first door on the south wall leads into the bathroom while the door on the north leads into the 
bedroom. Just before entering the bedroom, the east wall has an opening into a hallway closet 
with several horizontal shelves. 
 
The bathroom wall features glazed ceramic tiling over the bathtub/shower and the sink, which 
are located on the east and south wall. The bathroom also contains the original medicine cabinet 
on the south wall. 
 
The last room in the one-bedroom unit is the 9x10 foot square bedroom. Located on the north 
wall in the east corner is a one-over-one horizontal sash window. Along the south wall is an 
entrance into the built-in storage space. 
 
Efficiency 
Apartment A on the eleventh floor is typical of an efficiency unit. This apartment is located on 
the north wing of the building that wraps around the elevators. It shares its eastern wall with unit 
H, the one-bedroom unit. The entrance to this apartment is located at the northwest end of the 
hallway. There is a living room, bedroom, bathroom, two closets, and a space for food 
preparation with shelving and a refrigerator. 
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At the entrance of this apartment is a hallway that leads into the living room. On the eastern wall 
of this hallway is a small room containing shelves for kitchen appliances, food storage, and a 
refrigerator provided by Cornell Arms.  
 
The living room is 10x11 feet with a double two-pane window-facing west. There is a closet just 
to the right of the window on the north wall. A pilaster on the southern wall expresses the 
structural support. 
 
A bathroom is located on the eastern wall of the living room. There is a ceramic tile floor and 
glazed white tile walls that reach partway up the wall. There is a medicine cabinet, toilet, sink, 
and square bathtub (Figure 29). 
 
A short hallway at the northeastern section of the rear wall divides the living room and bedroom. 
The bedroom is 10x12 feet. On the southern wall of the bedroom is a closet. Two windows flank 
a boxed-in structural support column on the northwest corner of the room (Figure 30). Pilasters 
in the southwestern and northeastern corners of the room also express the structural supports. 
 
Conclusion 
Overall, Cornell Arms retains a modest amount of architectural integrity and historic fabric. The 
first floor retains most of its original materials, aside from the sealed-off doorway between the 
efficiency and one-bedroom apartments, the floors above have received only minor repairs and 
alterations as needed. The building’s original mechanical systems are still used to control 
temperature, distribute potable water and gas, and waste water. The exterior of the building 
retains original details and fenestration reflecting its mid-twentieth century heritage. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



Cornell Arms: Architectural Description 

 68 

 

Figure 1 
The view of Cornell Arms from the top of Capstone House on the campus of the 
University of South Carolina.  
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Figure 2 
Cornell Arms from the northwest corner. 
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Figure 3 
Cornell Arms from the southeast. 
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Figure 4 
Red brick veneer in a stretcher running bond with white masonry accents on the north, east, and 
west elevations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Cornell Arms: Architectural Description 

 72 

  
Figure 5 
Rounded northeast corner of the building with white cornice visible. 
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Figure 6 
Cornell Arms from the southwest. 
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Figure 7 
The front entrance to Cornell Arms faces north. 
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Figure 8 
View of the chiller. 
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Figure 9 
View of the southwest entrance. 
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Figure 10 
Vestibule of the north entrance. 
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Figure 11 
Northwest vending room flanking the entrance of the building.  
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Figure 12 
Desk obstructing movement between the entrance and elevator lobbies. 
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Figure 13 
North-south hallway connecting the entrance and elevator lobbies. 
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Figure 14 
Lighting in the entrance lobby. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Cornell Arms: Architectural Description 

 82 

 
Figure 15 
Lounge area to the west of the lobby with a built-in wooden door. 
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Figure 16 
Lounge area to the west of the entrance lobby with vertical wooden paneling and doors that 
partition the room. 
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Figure 17 
Northern wall of the lounge. 
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Figure 18 
Elevator lobby. 
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Figure 19 
Knotty wood paneling inside the elevator. 
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Figure 20  
The stair lobby featuring exposed brick in a stretcher running bond pattern. 
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Figure 21 
Fire hose and pipe in stairwell. 
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Figure 22 
Incinerator in the basement. 
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Figure 23 
Incinerator on a typical apartment floor. 
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Figure 24 
Boiler room in the basement. 
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Figure 25 
Space between the apartment’s door and the floor to allow for increased air circulation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Cornell Arms: Architectural Description 

 93 

 
Figure 26 
Original ceiling located in apartment hallways. 
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Figure 27 
Original mailboxes located on each apartment floor have been sealed with paint. 
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Figure 28 
The nineteenth floor is notably different due to the crown moulding, brass knockers on the doors, 
and carpeted floor. 
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Figure 29 
A typical bathroom in an efficiency apartment.  
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Figure 30 
Bedroom of an efficiency. 
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Introduction  
The housing shortage that swept the country after World War II precipitated a nationwide 
building boom to accommodate returning veterans and their growing families. In order to 
facilitate construction, the government empowered the New Deal era agency, the Federal 
Housing Administration (FHA), to offer loans and other funding to finance both single and 
multi-family housing projects throughout the country. In Columbia, South Carolina, the Cornell 
Arms apartment building emerged as an exemplar of FHA construction projects. Built in 1949, 
the eighteen-story apartment building received attention from the local community for the 
prestige it brought the city and from the FHA as it was the tallest FHA-funded apartment 
building constructed to date. The architectural firm Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle, and Wolff’s 
(LBC&W) modern design combined with the building’s exemplary height and mixed-use 
commercial/residential plan drew considerable attention from the Columbia community. The 
building’s central location in Columbia and proximity to both the South Carolina State House 
complex and the University of South Carolina have additionally insured that the building 
remained a popular residence even after the immediate post-war period. Cornell Arms was a 
successful FHA project from the post-war era that used FHA funding to create a modern, 
efficient, and desirable living space for residents of the city of Columbia.  

 
The Post-War Housing Crisis 
The involvement of the United States in World War II created complications for the American 
housing industry already hurting from the Great Depression. Residential construction was more 
active than ever during the 1920s, but began to slow after 1925.1 The Great Depression hit the 
housing industry hard, and production throughout the 1930s remained low. The lowest 
production year for housing in the United States was 1933 with a mere 93,000 non-farm 
residential units started.2 Population growth was correspondingly slow, affecting the demand for 
housing. Statistics indicate that the American population grew by only .59% in 1933; the only 
slower year in the twentieth century was 1918 with a population loss of .06%. The United States’ 
population growth began to recover throughout the 1930s and by 1942, population growth rose 
to 1.09%. After the War, it peaked in 1950 at 2.05% as veterans of World War II settled down 
and started to raise families.3 
 
As Americans recovered from the war and population numbers increased it became evident that 
the housing shortage would need to be addressed swiftly. The Twentieth Century Fund, a 
nonprofit research organization and think tank, put significant energy into analyzing and making 
recommendations to the federal government on the housing crisis during and after the war. The 
conclusions drawn in their reports help paint of picture of the federal government’s level of 
involvement in the housing situation in the immediate post-war years. During the war, The 
Twentieth Century Fund suggested that the federal government ought to facilitate, but not 
directly involve itself, in housing war workers in major industrial areas where defense production 

                                                
1 The Twentieth Century Fund, American Housing (New York: The Twentieth Century Fund, 1944), 90. 
2 Mason Doan, American Housing Production 1880-2000: A Concise History (New York: University Press of 
America, Inc., 1997), 42. 
3 U.S. Census Bureau, “Historical National Population Estimates:  July 1, 1900 to July 1, 1999,” 
https://www.census.gov/popest/data/national/totals/pre-1980/tables/popclockest.txt. 
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would take place.4 An array of legislation was passed to deal with this crisis, but a significant 
portion of the housing built under such regulations was temporary, only intended to serve 
immediate wartime housing needs. Under the 1940 Lanham Act, which provided federal funding 
for defense and military housing, only 55,000 permanent residential units were built during the 
war compared to 345,000 temporary units.5 Many were afraid that the temporary housing built 
for the war would become permanent slum housing.6 This fear and lack of permanent housing 
constructed during the war created problems for the sudden increase of returning veterans that 
needed housing in which to raise their families. 
 
Another study by the Twentieth Century Fund foreshadowed the coming crisis. This study 
indicated that a sizable portion of the housing available at the start of World War II was in poor 
condition after a decade of neglect due to the Great Depression. Permanent housing production 
remained low throughout the War because industry was focused on producing defense-related 
necessities. New housing was a luxury on which the United States could not spend its resources.7 
The Twentieth Century Fund lamented that, “Housebuilding has, for the most part, been content 
to accept a limited market and to remain in a handicraft, merchant-contractor stage of industrial 
development.”8 To remedy this pressing situation, the Twentieth Century Fund recommended 
that the federal government motivate builders to work with greater efficiency in the housing 
production process.9 Streamlining an archaic, cumbersome system was critical to meeting the 
mass-housing needs of the United States.  

 
The Federal Housing Administration 
The Cornell Arms Apartment building is an example of the housing that resulted from increased 
government involvement in construction in response to the housing crisis through organizations 
like the Federal Housing Administration (FHA). Heeding the recommendations of groups like 
the Twentieth Century Fund, the federal government took on a more active role in the 
construction of wartime and veteran housing by expanding the role of the pre-existing Federal 
Housing Administration (FHA) throughout the 1940s. When the Federal Housing Act created the 
FHA in 1934, the organization’s goal was to help streamline the house-building process during 
the Depression and encouraged builders and architectural firms to be involved in residential 
construction. The federal government began to add amendments and new provisions to the 
Federal Housing Act in the 1940s to expand the role of the FHA. A May 1942 addition to the 
Federal Housing Act created Section 608, a mortgage insurance program initially geared towards 
creating housing for war workers. Financing furnished through this program extended into the 
post-war years, eventually providing the funding for the construction of Cornell Arms in 1948. 
Section 608 increased the number of mortgages the government could insure on rental properties 
from $300 million to $800 million. The government was willing to take more of a financial risk 

                                                
4 National Park Service, “Public Housing in the United States, 1933-1949,” National Register Nomination, 
December 1, 2004, 58-59, 
http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/guidance/Public%20Housing%20in%20the%20United%20States%20MPS.pdf. 
5 Doan, American Housing Production 1880-2000, 47-49. 
6 National Park Service, “Public Housing in the United States,” 61-62. 
7 Twentieth Century Fund, American Housing, 5-6. 
8 Twentieth Century Fund, American Housing, 314. 
9 Twentieth Century Fund, American Housing ,329. 
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with these properties; buildings constructed under this section did not necessarily have to qualify 
as “economically sound.”10   
 
Construction of new housing not only helped to stimulate the real estate market, but also  
provided employment opportunities to individuals struggling after the Depression or to veterans 
returning from the war. The architects of Cornell Arms were beneficiaries of such opportunity 
provided by FHA loans for housing construction. Bill Stork and William Lyles of the 
architecture firm Stork and Lyles were the predecessors of the firm that finished the construction 
of Cornell Arms, LBC&W. While only Lyles worked on the entire Cornell Arms project, 
eventually joining with his firm’s associate architects T.J. Bissett, William Carlisle, and Louis 
Wolff to form LBC&W after Stork’s exit, his partnership with Stork helped them secure work 
through FHA contracts in the immediate post-war years. Stork and Lyles formed their 
architectural firm before the war in 1937, shortly before they both left to enlist.11 During WWII, 
while Lyles served in the office of the Chief Engineer of the European Theatre providing 
facilities for US forces in Europe, Stork served by working for the FHA at home.12 His work 
with the FHA equipped him with a great familiarity with the administration’s programs, 
professional contacts, as well as a favorable opinion of the organization that led Stork and Lyles 
to pursue FHA projects.13 The few privately funded design projects in the post-war era were 
often already given to architectural firms who managed to stay open during the war, so Stork and 
Lyles, who had effectively shut down their firm during the war, seized work on FHA projects as 
an opportunity to gain lucrative contracts for their firm.14 After the construction of several FHA 
sponsored buildings in Columbia including Cornell Arms, Lyles’ new firm, LBC&W, went on to 
work closely with the FHA, eventually completing 22 FHA insured projects under the section 
608 program alone by 1950.15  
 
Section 608 projects like Cornell Arms were aimed to aid in the housing of war veterans in 
desperate need of housing. The United States demobilized quickly after the war. As of June 
1945, there were 12 million active duty soldiers, and a year later, those on active duty were a 
fourth of that number.16 As veterans returned after the war, they needed reasonably priced, 
adequate housing. The government passed the Veteran’s Emergency Housing Act of 1946 with 
this in mind. Veterans were given first choice housing at a low interest rate.17 While the 
Veteran’s Emergency Housing Act was repealed, subsequent amendments to the national 
housing act in 1947, 1948, required veterans’ receive preference in the sale of rental housing 

                                                
10 “A Chronology of Housing Legislation and Selected Executive Actions, 1892-2003,” (Washington, D.C., U.S. 
Government Printing Office) http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CPRT-108HPRT92629/html/CPRT-
108HPRT92629.htm.  
11Anonymous, “William Gordon Lyles,” 3. 
12 Anonymous, “William Gordon Lyles,” 7, 11. 
13 The architectural firm Lyles and Stork would eventually become the incorporated Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle, and 
Wolff after Bill Stork’s departure in 1946. Anonymous, “William Gordon Lyles,” undated manuscript, LBC&W 
file, South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office, 11. 
14 Anonymous, “William Gordon Lyles,” 11. 
15 “$50 Million Rental Units Built Or Going Up Since Birth of FHA 608 Program 3 Years Ago,” The State, 
February 12, 1950. 
16 Doan, American Housing Production 1880-2000, 53-54. 
17“A Chronology of Housing Legislation and Selected Executive Actions, 1892-2003.” 
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until 1950.18 The FHA insured Cornell Arms under section 608 to stimulate the construction of 
post-war housing and required that preference be given to potential veteran tenants. Unlike some 
housing initiatives, structures like Cornell Arms were not intended to benefit lower income 
families. At a rent originally set at $118 a month for a two-bedroom apartment, it is 
representative of the tendency of FHA policies to benefit the middle class. 19 Nevertheless, the 
FHA’s section 608 program succeeded in stimulating the construction of post-war housing by 
incentivizing builders and developers.  
 
Section 608 was discontinued in the 1950s when the FHA program became mired in scandal. 
The section 608 program allowed builders to borrow up to 90% of the cost of their projects and 
builders who intentionally over-borrowed on their projects were able to line their pockets with 
the extra money from the government.20 As the controversy unraveled in 1954, high-ranking 
FHA officials lost their jobs. There was also concern that some section 608 projects  resulted in 
structures that were of poor construction and overly crowded with many “efficiency units” added 
to already cheaply crafted structures both due to FHA requirements that demanded low project 
costs and the maximization of units in a space.21 Section 608 did not solve the nation’s housing 
problems perfectly. 

 
Locating a Site for Cornell Arms 
During the post-war building boom, FHA funds supported the construction of single-family 
homes, walk-up apartments, and elevator apartments. From about 1935 to 1951, the walk-up 
apartment building remained a popular form across the nation and not until 1949 did large, 
single-building high-rise apartments gain popularity.22 As a symbol of growth and social 
progression, developers saw high-rise buildings as a way to embody and fuel post-war social 
change.23 Tall buildings served as visual landmarks that represented the joint efforts of the 
developers of these projects and the people of these cities to improve a city’s living conditions, 
as well as an attempt to boost the local economy by bringing together large numbers of people to 
a city’s downtown.24 
 
Both individuals living in these cities and the developers of these properties envisioned an array 
of benefits these high-rises would provide their cities. By providing new housing opportunities 
close to the city center, people would have access to opportunities of employment. Further, 
bringing together condensed populations allowed for the chance for a community to develop and 
                                                
18 Preference for veterans was affirmed in the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, the Housing and Rent Act of 1948, the 
Housing Act of 1948 and the Housing and Rent Act of 1950. “A Chronology of Housing Legislation and Selected 
Executive Actions, 1892-2003.” 
19 Low rent apartments, such as Washington Carver Village which was built specifically for African Americans, had 
a rent set at eight to nine dollars per week. 
20 Harry K. Schwartz, “Sin and Section 608: I,” The Harvard Crimson, April 27, 1954. 
http://www.thecrimson.com/article/1954/4/27/sin-and-section-608-i-pthis/ . 
21 Gwendolyn Wright, USA: Modern Architectures in History (London: Reaktion Books, 2008), 246. 
22 National Register of Historic Places, Georgia’s Modern Apartment Complexes, Historic Context Report, 18. 
http://georgiashpo.org/sites/uploads/hpd/pdf/Ga_Modern_Apartments_Context.pdf. 
23 Matthew Gordon Lasner, “Architect as Developer and the Postwar U.S. Apartment, 1945–1960,” Buildings & 
Landscapes: Journal of the Vernacular Architecture Forum 21, no. 1 (2014): 28. 
24 National Register of Historic Places, Georgia’s Modern Apartment Complexes, Historic Context Report, 34. 
http://georgiashpo.org/sites/uploads/hpd/pdf/Ga_Modern_Apartments_Context.pdf. 
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blossom. If a large portion of individuals lived on the periphery of a city, they might feel 
detached and alienated.25 While the construction of a large high-rise apartment might cost more 
than a walk-up apartment, the ability to house higher numbers of people who live directly in the 
city center and spend money would be a boon for the city’s economy. Additionally, since the real 
estate value of the land in urban areas was expensive, the most efficient and economical 
construction for apartments was to build high-rise towers. By building high-rise towers, this 
reduced congestion in the center of cities and allowed for better use of the land.26 
 
The people of the city of Columbia could finally witness the benefits of high-rise apartments for 
a city with the construction of Cornell Arms. The central location of the Cornell Arms site at the 
southwest corner of Sumter and Pendleton Streets positioned the apartment complex near the 
heart of the city. One block from the State House and adjacent to the University of South 
Carolina, residents of the building had access to the major cultural, political, and educational 
resources of Columbia. Historically, this 1200 block always consisted of residential buildings. 
Before Cornell Arms, wood frame and brick one-and-a-half and two-story building boarding 
houses occupied the site.27 Many of the homes sat on long, narrow lots with secondary dwellings 
located in the back (Figure 1). By 1940, the 1200 block of Pendleton remained residential, 
however the westward expansion of the University of South Carolina continued to alter the 
surrounding landscape (Figure 2). In a few short years, this landscape was selected for the 
construction of Cornell Arms. 
 
Once constructed, Cornell Arms not only stood as an easily identifiable visual landmark, but also 
represented Columbia’s efforts to improve and increase downtown housing following the war 
(Figure 5). By the early 1950s, the 1200 block of Pendleton began to house commercial as well 
as residential buildings. In addition to the newly constructed Cornell Arms, a mixed-use 
residential and retail space, the block consisted of four additional apartments, multiple 
businesses, residential buildings, and a gas station (Figure 3).28 Directly across the north of 
Pendleton Street, Rogers College Shop, a local restaurant and café, represented some of the local 
businesses in the area before the construction of Cornell Arms (See Figure 4).29  
 
The construction of Cornell Arms was part of a larger housing boom taking place throughout the 
city, state, and country in the post-war years, spurred by FHA funded construction efforts. The 
FHA became involved in a number of new construction projects throughout downtown Columbia 
during the 1940s and early 1950s, including the Myron Manor Apartments which boasted an 

                                                
25 Sam Davis, The Architecture of Affordable Housing, (California: University of California Press, 1995), 3. 
26 Eric Mumford, “The ‘Tower in a Park’ in America: Theory and Practice, 1920-1960,” Planning Perspectives 10, 
no. 1 (1995): 22-25. 
27 While numerous buildings are constructed and demolished on the block over the years, up until the late 1940s, the 
block’s character does not significantly change as it does once Cornell Arms is built. As a note, the 1919 Sanborn 
Fire Insurance Map is the latest date for which an available Sanborn map is in color to determine the materials of the 
buildings, the 1956 Sanborn map is located on black and white microfilm. Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, Columbia, 
South Carolina, 1898, 1904, 1910, and 1919 South Caroliniana Library, Columbia, SC. 
28 Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, Columbia, South Carolina, 1956, South Caroliniana Library, Columbia, SC. 
29 “Cornell Arms, construction,” June 30, 1949, Russell Maxey Photograph Collection, Richland County Public 
Library, Columbia, South Carolina, http://digital.tcl.sc.edu/cdm/ref/collection/rmaxey/id/11.  
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impressive 178 living units, Claire Tower, another LBC&W high-rise completed in 1950, and 
over 228 units of rental housing built just off of the university campus for veterans through a 
partnership between the University of South Carolina and the FHA.30 Demand for housing in the 
post-war years exceeded the ability to construct new housing leading to scrambling efforts to 
erect these new buildings, evident in the FHA’s willingness to sponsor so many simultaneous 
projects in the same city.31 The Housing Act of 1949 also sought to spur further development. 
Title I of this act focused on “Slum Clearance and Community Development and 
Redevelopment”, providing federal assistance for local efforts to purchase and clear “a slum or 
blighted or deteriorating area” for redevelopment. Under Title II of this act, the government 
extended FHA funding related to section 608 projects.32 While treated separately in this act, both 
the Title I basis of the urban renewal program and the Title II extension of section 608 funding 
were tied in a government push for more housing well after the immediate post-war years.  

 
Architecture 
By comparing the FHA’s series of design standards required of all new building projects to 
Cornell Arms’ specifications manual, it is easy to ascertain how LBC&W interpreted the FHA’s 
architectural suggestions during design and construction. While the suggestions provided by the 
FHA argued for the cheapest and most economical materials and designs, LBC&W chose to 
incorporate many “luxury” features that the FHA determined needed to be justified to be a part 
of an approved FHA funded project.  
 
Although the FHA was eager to encourage the rapid construction of housing, they also expected 
the developers and architects they worked with to adhere to certain specifications in the 
construction of their buildings. In 1939, the Federal Housing Administration published a 
document that outlined design standards for projects sponsored by FHA funding. While the 
Administration did not require explicit aesthetic requirements, it highly encouraged specific 
architectural features, as well as proper planning, to create attractive and enduring housing.33 
Through minimal ornamentation and affordable materials, the Administration provided sketches 
and floor plans of what they termed acceptable housing designs. This document included “best 
practices” of everything from the shape of an apartment building to the positioning of bathroom 
fixtures. 
 
One of the FHA’s suggestions about cost efficiency revolved around the shape of the building. 
The shape of Cornell Arms is the shape of a cross, a shape that the FHA believed cost more to 
build and created more unlighted space than the Z-shape. The FHA preferred architects to use of 
one of five different shapes: “the straight line or strip unit, the corner, or L unit, the T unit, the Z, 

                                                
30 The State, July 25, 1948; University of South Carolina Board of Trustees Meeting Minutes, October 22, 1947, 
South Caroliniana Library, Columbia, SC.  
31 Avi Friedman, “The Evolution of Design Characteristics during the Post-Second World War Housing Boom: The 
US Experience,” Journal of Design History 8, no. 2 (1995): 131.; The State, July 25, 1948. 
32“National Housing Act of 1949”, Public Law 81-171, S. 1070 (Washington, D.C.: US Government Printing 
Office, 1949). 
33 Federal Housing Administration, Architectural Presentation and Desirable Physical Characteristics of Projects 
Submitted to the Rental Housing Division under Section 207 of the National Housing Act, (Washington, D.C.: 
Federal Housing Administration, United States, 1939), 6. 
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and the X.”34 According to the FHA, the Z-shaped design represented the most economical shape 
for elevator apartments as this design produced the “highest percentage of desirable space” by its 
prevention of abundant unlighted space (Figure 6).35 However, the architects believed that the 
cross shape of the building would be able to provide the maximum amount of sunlight and open 
view for every apartment. In order to receive approval to use a cross-shape design, LBC&W 
needed to justify the design decision to the FHA before construction could begin. Since the 
1920s, architects had studied the use of the cruciform or cross-shape buildings that Le Corbusier 
proposed in The City of Tomorrow and its Planning.36 Le Corbusier’s work proposed theories for 
an ideal city that included high-rise cruciform office buildings situated amongst apartment 
duplexes that formed a centralized community as a solution to the increasing congestion of cities. 
Known as the “towers-in-the-park” philosophy, Le Corbusier believed high-rise buildings could 
mitigate the effects of overcrowding and urban pollution. As Le Corbusier expanded and refined 
his theories on urban centers, he argued that high-rise towers would shelter residents, and 
provide “all the necessary services” and bring “efficiency and economy of time and effort.”37 
While Cornell Arms was not part of a larger complex of buildings or isolated on a “superblock” 
like LeCorbusier’s towers in the park, it does incorporate living functions and commercial spaces 
(Figures 8 and 9). It is likely that LBC&W used components of Le Corbusier’s well-known 
“towers-in-the-park” philosophy as part of their justification to the FHA in the creation of 
Cornell Arms. 
 
The FHA’s largest concern about the use of the cruciform shape was that it created extra public 
space that required additional money for upkeep. As per the FHA guidelines, the typical floor 
plan included stairs, an access hall, space for the elevator and incinerator, and a utility closet.38 
FHA classified any additional features as belonging to luxury apartment homes. For instance, a 
“swank” apartment home included “extensive and elaborate foyer space on the entrance floor, 
with a guard at the door to prevent unwelcome intrusion.”39 LBC&W included the use of this 
additional foyer and lobby space. Their inclusion of this space made it evident that the firm 
intended Cornell Arms to be more luxurious than the more austere complexes recommended by 
the FHA’s design standards.   
 
As a symbol of social progress for the city and state, LBC&W incorporated features of the 
International Style of architecture into the design of Cornell Arms (Figure 7). Even though 
LBC&W used inexpensive materials to keep construction costs low, the materials reflected the 
modern design of the building. The architects mixed concrete and brickwork alongside gypsum 
tile and terrazzo to create rich details and contrasts amidst the FHA’s suggested inexpensive 
materials.40 From the cruciform shape to the rich details, LBC&W found multiple ways to 
personalize the FHA’s encouraged architecture. 
 
                                                
34 FHA, Architectural Presentation and Desirable Physical Characteristics of Projects, 14. 
35 FHA, Architectural Presentation and Desirable Physical Characteristics of Projects, 16. 
36 Le Corbusier, The City of Tomorrow and its Planning, (Architectural Press, 1947). 
37 Le Corbusier, Towards a New Architecture, (London: Dover Publications, 1985), 58. 
38 FHA, Architectural Presentation and Desirable Physical Characteristics of Projects, 16. 
39 FHA, Architectural Presentation and Desirable Physical Characteristics of Projects, 17. 
40 For further details of the building’s specifications see, Stork & Lyles, “Specifications, Commission No. 634, 
Cornell Arms, Columbia, S.C.,” May 19, 1948, Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle & Wolff Visual Materials Collection, Box 
13, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina. 
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Local Prestige 
While one of several FHA buildings constructed in Columbia in the late 1940s and early 1950s, 
Cornell Arms’ section 608 sponsorship combined with its exceptional height gave it prominence 
among Columbia’s FHA projects and made it the object of attention from the FHA on a national 
level. When the building was still under construction in 1948, it was the tallest building yet to be 
constructed through the FHA’s rental housing program.41 At eighteen stories, the building was 
considered important even to national FHA officials. The opening of South Carolina’s “tallest 
building and first skyscraper apartment” had local, state, and federal FHA officials in attendance, 
including Clyde L. Powell, the assistant commissioner of rental housing, and the commissioner 
of the FHA, Franklin D. Richards.42 The presence of high-ranking officials at this opening 
signifies the importance this building’s exceptional height carried within the FHA. 
 
The building additionally held great local importance and was hailed as a hallmark of progress 
for Columbia. As part of a much larger housing boom throughout the state and especially in the 
city, businesses were quick to associate themselves with the FHA due to its newfound 
prominence in the building and construction industry.43 An advertisement placed by the 
mortgage bankers August Kohn & Company in 1948 announced that they were proud to have 
closed ten FHA mortgage loans in the past year totaling over six million dollars, the Cornell 
Arms loan accounting for $1.2 million of that total.44 Cornell Arms’ connection with the FHA’s 
Section 608 mortgage program allowed it to be counted among this listing of local projects and 
connected it with citywide growth. 
 
Yet, the apartment building was not only praised and admired by those involved in the FHA or 
business that dealt with FHA projects, but became the nexus of all sorts of local attention 
throughout its early history. Cornell Arms was highly anticipated to be one of the most 
prestigious addresses in Columbia in 1949. As the tallest building in the southeast at 182 feet, 
“the 18-story, elevator type apartment hotel [was] expected to be the tallest of its kind in both the 
Carolinas and Georgia.”45 The $1.5 million dollar structure boasted an impressive location within 
just 200 feet of the state’s geographical center and was predicted to be the most modern 
apartment building in the southeast.46 The building’s owner, C.G Fuller had high expectations for 
Cornell Arms. He was a wealthy road contractor from Barnwell and served as mayor to the city 
of Barnwell.47 As a man who was active in local business, politics, and the community, he 
expected Cornell Arms to establish a precedent for the city and surrounding area, bringing 
modern design standards and mixed-use residential/commercial housing to central Columbia.48 
There were a multitude of amenities included within the building itself, such as ample closet and 
storage space, elevator lobbies, janitor facilities, and incinerators, as well as radiant heat and 

                                                
41 “Workers Clear Site for New Cornell Arms,” The State, May 24 1948,  
42 “Cornell Arms to be opened November 4,” The State. October 21, 1949. 
43 “Columbia Riding Merrily on Crest of a Building Boom,” The State, August 14, 1949. 
44 The State, July 25, 1948.  
45 “$1.5 Structure,” The State, February 8, 1948. 
46 “$1.5 Structure,” The State, February 8, 1948. 
47 “Fuller Comes Down in Field: For First Time Motor Fails at 20,000 Feet,” The State, June 25, 1932. See also: 
“Barnwell Mayor Thanks The State,” The State, May 12, 1933.  
48 “$1.5 Structure,” The State, February 8, 1948. 
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mechanical ventilating equipment. As a luxury apartment complex, Cornell Arms expected to 
provide a wide variety of amenities to the building’s residents, both in the building itself and 
through the building’s central location.  
 
Part of Cornell Arms’ appeal was the building’s proximity to shops, restaurants, and other 
businesses of downtown Columbia, many of which were located in the retail space on the 
building’s ground floor. Upon the building’s opening in 1949, there were seven different 
business establishments on the ground floor, which included a cafeteria, pharmacy, florist shop, 
barber shop, gift and art shop, and a men’s clothing store. These shops were “designed to afford 
occupants most of the necessary shopping facilities without leaving the building.”49 The cafeteria 
was known and advertised as the Cornell Arms Buffet. Owned and operated by the Cornell 
Holding Company and managed by E Graham Thompson, this restaurant featured an expert chef 
and a cafeteria-style layout that catered to the residents of the building, as well as the 
surrounding community. The Cornell Arms buffet was open for breakfast, lunch, and dinner 
every day except Sunday. It appears that this restaurant operated from 1949 until sometime in the 
late 1960s or early 1970s as that is when advertisements stop appearing in the local newspaper. 
 
Prior to completion of the construction in February of 1948, The State called the apartment hotel 
“a fine addition to Columbia,” and saw “no difficulty for the owners in filling it up. Rather it is 
likely that the demand will exceed the space.”50 Residents of Columbia seemed eager to live in 
Cornell Arms. The State’s ‘Seen Here and There’ column of February 1948 reported, “A lot of 
people chattering about the new apartment hotel which will start its 18-story climb next month; 
some determined to rent the penthouse, others saying they’re willing to go hungry to get their 
mail addressed to ‘Cornell Arms.’”51 
 
Through newspaper advertisements and promotional material, the owners and operators of 
Cornell Arms declared the apartment building open for occupancy on November 1, 1949.52 
Eager to fill the building’s rooms with residents, the advertisements explained that this luxurious 
apartment building included appliances such as, “new radiant heat, electricity, hot water, [and a] 
General Electric stove and refrigerator.” The building also provided janitorial services for the 
floors and windows, launderette facilities, and a rooftop garden. Victor B. John, the building’s 
manager in 1949, operated Cornell Arms as much like a hotel as possible. John stationed a 
uniformed doorman on duty at the main entrance on Pendleton Street, who welcomed residents 
and guests into the “swanky lobby, finished with Tennessee marble, mahogany paneling, and 
terrazzo floors.”53 
 
As a luxury apartment complex, the building’s monthly rent was in a middle class price range. 
Requisite with FHA housing requirements to meet post-war housing needs, an early 
advertisement for indicated that interested veterans were given preference.54 Only a month after 
the building opened rent was reduced to only $100 a month for a two-bedroom unit. A local FHA 

                                                
49 “$1.5 Structure,” The State, February 8, 1948. 
50 “$1.5 Structure,” The State, February 8, 1948. 
51 “Cornell Arms,” The State, February 9, 1948. 
52 “Cornell Arms Apts,” The State, October 12, 1949. 
53 “Cornell Arms to Be Opened November 4,” The State, October 21, 1949. 
54 “Cornell Arms to Be Opened November 4,” The State, October 21, 1949. 
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official explained that the reduced rate was due to operating costs being lower than anticipated. 
He insisted that they were having no trouble finding tenants; the apartments were renting “as fast 
as cleared by his agency [the FHA]”.55 Even with this reduced rate, Cornell Arms appealed to a 
more affluent middle-class clientele.  
 
The first tenant to live in Cornell Arms was A. D. Barnes, a Sumter cotton broker, who rented 
space in Cornell Arms for himself and his family. Another early tenant was the owner of a $400 
watch, which she reported missing from her apartment.56 In addition to serving as a residence for 
these middle-class families, the building was also a popular place to hold parties and events, such 
as an extravagant party for 100 guests hosted by two Cornell Arms residents on the rooftop of 
the building in 1950.57  
 
Advertisements for Cornell Arms in The State highlighted the building’s convenient location in 
the middle of downtown Columbia. One advertisement noted that it was located in a “desirable 
neighborhood, close to Post Office and State office buildings” and excitedly claimed that 
potential tenants had the opportunity to live in a “New York Apartment Bldg. here in the heart of 
Columbia!”58 Such an attractive location so close to local businesses was intended to appeal to 
the building’s desired middle class clientele. Business opportunists, such as Jacqueline Maxwell, 
saw Cornell Arms as a means to reach this middle class clientele as a way to promote their 
business. Maxwell, an interior decorator housed in the Tapps building, designed and decorated a 
model unit within Cornell Arms that she happily showed interested residents or future tenants of 
Cornell Arms, with the hope of designing additional apartment units.59 The location of the 
building catered to the University of South Carolina as well, as the proximity to campus made it 
a desirable location for faculty members. An article in the university’s newspaper, The 
Gamecock, from November 1950 highlighted a visiting professor’s pleasant experience during 
his stay at Cornell Arms.60 
 
Throughout its early history, the businesses at Cornell Arms were marketed towards Columbia 
residents and University of South Carolina students alike. Advertisements for the drug store and 
men’s clothing shop began appearing in the university’s newspaper, The Gamecock, as early as 
1949. “Cocktales” a gossip column in The Gamecock reported students using the rooftop of the 
building to host fraternity and sorority events, among other social occasions throughout the 
1950s and 60s. A September 1967 issue of The Gamecock advertised the Cornell Arms business 
complex, emphasizing the proximity to campus. Some businesses, such as the Cornell Arms 
Buffet, even offered discounts to students.61 While students were using the businesses and other 
public spaces, it does not seem as if they were occupying the building as residents at this time. 
By June 1984 however, The Gamecock began advertising discounted housing rates for graduate 
students at Cornell Arms, promoting the “convenience of living on campus without the 

                                                
55 “Cornell Arms Rent Slashed,” The State, December 11, 1949.  
56 “Woman Reports $400 Watch Is Missing,” The State, July 12, 1950. 
57 “Mr. and Mrs. Dabney Entertain on Cornell Arms Roof,” The State, July 8, 1950.  
58 Advertisement, The State, January 29, 1950. 
59 The State, November 9, 1949. 
60 “Cocktales,” The Gamecock, November 3, 1950. 
61 Advertisement, The Gamecock, September 1967. 
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atmosphere of dormitory living” as Columbia’s finest all adult high-rise, marking a shift from 
family living.62  

 
Conclusion 
The rapt attention of newspapers to the construction, opening, and attention paid to residents of 
the building demonstrates the high level of interest in Cornell Arms within the Columbia 
community. The excitement of businesses to associate themselves with Cornell Arms, rather 
through FHA connections or by situating their locations within the actual complex, additionally 
demonstrates how Cornell Arms was viewed as a driving force for economic opportunity in mid-
century Columbia. By encompassing modern ideas of design and working within, but going 
above and beyond FHA design standards, LBC&W were able to design a model FHA high-rise 
apartment complex. 
  

                                                
62 Advertisement, The Gamecock, June 20, 1984 
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Figure 1 
Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, Columbia, South Carolina, 1919, South Caroliniana Library, Columbia, 
SC. 
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Figure 2 
“1940 Aerial View of the University,” University Archives Photograph Collections, South Caroliniana 
Library, University of South Carolina, 
http://library.sc.edu/socar/images/imevol/aerial%20of%20campus%201940.jpg. 
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Figure 3 
Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, Columbia, South Carolina, 1956, South Caroliniana Library, Columbia, 
SC. 
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Figure 4  
“Cornell Arms, construction,” June 30, 1949, Russell Maxey Photograph Collection, Richland County 
Public Library, Columbia, South Carolina, http://digital.tcl.sc.edu/cdm/ref/collection/rmaxey/id/11. 
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Figure 5 
“View of Cornell Arms Apartments during construction and South Main and Sumter Streets, aerial,” 
February 20, 1949, Russell Maxey Photograph Collection, Richland County Public Library, Columbia, 
South Carolina, http://digital.tcl.sc.edu/cdm/ref/collection/rmaxey/id/514. 
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Figure 6 
Federal Housing Administration, Architectural Presentation and Desirable Physical Characteristics of 
Projects Submitted to the Rental Housing Division under Section 207 of the National Housing Act, 
Washington, D.C.: Federal Housing Administration, United States, 1939, 

 



Cornell Arms: History 

 115 

 
Figure 7 “Cornell Arms, architectural renderings, LBC&W,” July 8, 1949, Russell Maxey Photograph 
Collection, Richland County Public Library, Columbia, South Carolina, 
http://digital.tcl.sc.edu/cdm/ref/collection/rmaxey/id/1283. 
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Figure 8 
“Campus” [ca. 1955], University Archives Photograph Collections, South Caroliniana Library, University 
of South Carolina, http://digital.tcl.sc.edu/cdm/ref/collection/UI/id/242 
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Figure 9 
“Campus,” January 1959, University Archives Photograph Collections, South Caroliniana Library, 
University of South Carolina, http://digital.tcl.sc.edu/cdm/ref/collection/UI/id/247. 
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Overview 
The Carolina Coliseum stands at 701 Assembly Street as part of the western end of the 
University of South Carolina campus in Columbia, South Carolina. Taking up most of the 700 
block of Assembly Street, the building is bordered by Blossom, Park, and Greene Streets. The 
arena is the center of the Coliseum; everything is built to either service it, or built around its 
dimensions. Since it was built primarily to house an arena used for sports and entertainment, the 
massive structure is a Modern abstraction of Classical architectural elements with its columns, 
balustrades, cornice-like features, and of course its name. The main floor is the concourse level 
that provides access from the street into the arena. Above the concourse is a floor devoted to the 
mechanical needs of the arena. The lowest level of the building provides space for storage needs 
and locker rooms. Both the mechanical level and the lowest level support the main function of 
the building, the arena. Below the arena level, the Coliseum also houses a level of classrooms 
and academic offices to incorporate another function for the structure. This academic level, like 
all floors of the building, is built around the arena to accommodate the main attraction of the 
building. Constructed of poured concrete panels, steel framing, and glass ribbon windows along 
the concourse level, the beige-colored building is typical of other Brutalist buildings of the 
1960s. By being situated on a hill, the different levels and uses of the building are both hidden 
and revealed on each elevation. The variations on each elevation give an idea that there are 
distinctive uses for this structure. 
 
The general structure of the Carolina Coliseum is similar on all four of the elevations and 
perfectly symmetrical. Glass ribbon windows wrap around the concourse level allowing a 
glimpse of the interior from the outside. Three-high rectangular concrete panels extend upwards 
from ribbon windows. In the center panel there is a large circular garnet seal of the University of 
South Carolina with “Carolina Coliseum” beneath it in black writing. This seal appears on the 
north, east, and south elevations. This element indicates that this space was designed and built to 
cater primarily to the university. Twelve steel abstract columns encased in rectangular concrete 
panels wrap around the four elevations of the building’s exterior. However, the concrete panels 
do not run the entire length of the steel beam, but leave the top and bottom of the steel column 
exposed.  The panels’ corners meet and create a beveled edge. A focal point of the building is the 
textured steel pagoda-like roof that sits atop the concrete panels of the Coliseum. The abstract 
columns hold up the deep eaves of the roof. The ceiling of the eaves is gridded with square 
concrete ceiling tiles that feature circular recessed lighting along the edge of the overhang. The 
building is built upon a concrete platform adding to its temple-like design. A concrete covered 
steel balustrade surrounds the platform. 
 
Since the building has multiple floors and is built on a hill, there are a number of stairs that 
connect the different stories of the Coliseum. This description traces the levels and uses of the 
building. Each elevation corresponds to a level and use of the building.  This description begins 
with the foremost use of the building-the arena. Following the arena are the levels that service it, 
including the athletic and academic levels.  The east elevation has two sets of stairs that face 
each other and connect the concourse level to the academic level. The stairs are situated in the 
center of the elevation. The north elevation also uses two sets of stairs to descend to the 
academic level. A concrete-covered steel balustrade surrounds the stairs, which lead down to a 
hidden entrance to the classroom level. Similar to the east, the south elevation also features two 
sets of steel stairs that lead from the main entrance of the classroom level up to the concourse 
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level. The west end of the south elevation has a set of concrete stairs heading down to the west 
elevation, which is at a lower level than the other three elevations. The northeast corner of the 
Coliseum’s lot features a pedestrian tunnel, which crosses under Assembly Street, indicating that 
the north and east elevations are targeted to students of the University. 
 
East and North Elevations - Arena Entrances  
The east elevation faces Assembly Street, a main thoroughfare in Columbia, and is one of the 
main entrances for the concourse and arena. Perhaps because it is the most visible elevation, this 
elevation seems the most monolithic. There are seven sets of two glass double doors along the 
ribbon windows. One sits in perfect line with the seal of the University in the center and is 
flanked by three sets on each side to create a symmetrical appearance. Each set of double doors 
is situated beneath a textured steel awning that juts out from the glass curtain and each awning 
contains three circular recessed lights. This elevation is easily accessible from Assembly Street 
as the sidewalk connects with the building’s platform (Figure 1). 
 

 
(Figure 1 - Exterior East Elevation) 
  
The north elevation’s primary function is to provide an entrance to attend arena events. In the 
center of the elevation is a ticket booth that features twelve windows to service customers and a 
steel awning that hangs over the ticket booth (Figure 2). Three sets of double doors are evenly 
distributed across the curtain wall on each side of the ticket booth, each with an awning, to create 
a symmetrical entrance. This is the only elevation that does not border a street, but instead faces 
the Darla Moore School of Business, another University of South Carolina building. Since the 
north elevation is so close to the business school, it has become almost obstructed from view 
when looking from Assembly or Greene Streets. 
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(Figure 2 - Exterior North Elevation, Ticket Stand) 
 
Concourse Level 
 The concourse level of the Carolina Coliseum serves as an entrance to the arena for sporting and 
cultural events. This floor has entrances on all four sides of the building, with six sets of glass 
double doors on the north and south elevations, and seven sets on the east and west elevations. 
Ribbon windows that make up the majority of the building’s wall supplement transparent doors. 
The transparent nature of the walls of the concourse level adds an outdoor feel to an indoor 
environment, allowing a visitor comfort while being connected to the neighborhood’s 
surroundings and aesthetics. Being able to see the building’s surroundings from the inside gives 
an indoor environment an outdoor feel. The concourse level of the Carolina Coliseum feels like a 
part of the city rather than being separated from it. Contributing to the connections between 
interior and exterior, the concourse level shares an aesthetic of concrete and columns, making it 
an indoor extension of the platform it is surrounded by. The exterior walls of the concourse level 
are rectangular, with an oval set of interior walls adjoining the arena. The appearance of the 
columns is different between the indoor and outdoor parts of the coliseum. While the outdoor 
coliseums are steel covered with concrete panels creating a square appearance, the indoor pilotis 
are circular and painted white. (Figure 3) While the outdoor columns are arranged in a 
rectangular formation that surrounds the building, the indoor ones, which are all structural, 
follow two formations. There is an outer set of columns close to the north and south walls, with 9 
columns parallel to each wall, which follows the oval shape of the central arena. In addition, 
there is one column located at a distance from each corner entrance to the arena seating, arranged 
in a manner which matches the building’s rectangular footprint.There is also an inner set close to 
the entrances to the arena floor, with one column in front of each bathroom and staircase 
entrance, and two flanking each concession stand. The inner columns are equipped with lights. 
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The ceiling of the concourse level, which is at the level of the building’s roof, is concrete with no 
ornamentation except for ample recessed fluorescent lighting. 
 

(Figure 3 - Concourse Level East Elevation) 
 
The overall plan of the concourse level is symmetrical in both the east-west and north-south 
orientations, except for some additional rooms on the north side that will later be described. The 
doors and windows in the exterior walls of the Coliseum are identical on both orientations, in 
size, shape, and number. The interior oval of the concourse level, which adjoins the arena, has a 
consistent pattern of use. There are twenty-four sections of seating, labeled from A to Z, with I 
and O being skipped. The entrances to the arena seats are between sections of the interior oval 
occupied by concession stands and restrooms, which consist of red wooden double doors in 
black metal frames that lead to a downward ramp to the arena. The entrance to Section A of 
seating is in the cardinal north. Each section of seating is shared between two entrances, and each 
entrance leads to two sections. As such, there are twenty-four entrances to the arena seating from 
the concourse level. (Figure 4) There are twelve restrooms on the floor, six designated for men 
and six designated for women. These restrooms alternate between male and female designation. 
On the northern and southern sides of the interior oval, there are 4 bathrooms. On the eastern and 
western sides there are two. 
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(Figure 4 - Concourse Level Stands Section Entrance) 
 
Each of the four corner arena seating entrances is flanked by two concession stands, making for 
8 total. The concession stands have red pull-down metal accordion sheet coverings that indicate 
whether or not they are open for business. (Figure 5) Each concession stand has six red square 
wooden panels below the counter, and six red rectangular wooden panels that extend from the 
top of the stand to the ceiling. At the cardinal north and cardinal east points of the interior oval, 
there are stairs. The north stairs lead down to the athletic level of the building, and the east stairs 
lead down to the academic level of the building. At the cardinal west point of the interior oval is 
a freight elevator that connects with the athletic level. 
 

 
(Figure 5 - Concession Stand) 
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The south section of the concourse level features a custodial and electric room, as well as a 
staircase that leads to the mechanical level above the concourse level. In the north, there is a 
matching staircase, as well as an elevator that goes to the academic and athletic levels of the 
building. To the right of these facilities is a clear display room for athletic awards with a single 
entrance. The concourse level of the Carolina Coliseum is meant to facilitate access to the arena 
floor for sports games and events, as well as celebrating the university’s athletic culture. It is 
connected by stairs and elevators to the other levels of the building, and is the part of the 
building most easily seen from the street. 
 
Arena Level 
The arena ascends to the roof passing through the academic, concourse, and mechanical levels. 
Raised apart from the floor is the permanent seating, reached through the concourse level. There 
used to be retractable stands on each side of the arena floor, but all were removed in 2014, save 
for those on the south elevation. The seating surrounds the entire floor from about one story 
above it, reaching 24 rows up from the north elevation (beginning after the removed nine rows), 
19 on both the east and west elevations, and 33 along the south elevation, adding six rows with 
the retractable seats on that side. The seating squares off along the edges of the upper walls, but 
rounds off each corner with 31 rows each. The arena has been used for countless events, 
including college basketball games, concerts, and graduation ceremonies. The 20,662 square 
foot, poured concrete floor is open, which allows for flexibility of usage, such as basketball court 
floor or concert stage. As of now, it is a permanent practice facility for the men and women’s 
basketball teams with removable wooden court flooring.  
         
There are 12 access points to the arena floor, five on the north elevation, five on the south, and 
two on the west. The west side access points are one large steel roll-up door, and one elevator, 
through which equipment can be easily moved to and from the arena floor.  
 

 
(Figure 6-Arena, Oblique of West Elevation).  
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There are also two steel retractable doors on the south elevation, each flanking storage room 205 
on the east and west ends, but these are much smaller than the large west elevation door. One 
door in the middle of the south elevation, behind the retractable stands, leads to an electrical 
room. The other two south elevation access points are two sets of three steel framed doors on the 
outside of each small roll-up door, and lead to ramps that descend to the athletic floor. On the 
north elevation, there are two ramps on the east and west sides that also descend to the ground 
floor. These ramps used to have doors facing the south elevation, but the 2014 alterations took 
down the walls that closed them off on the east and west sides, to which now they open up to. 
The 2014 renovation also opened up two more doors to the arena in the center of the north 
elevation wall. These doors connect the arena to the stairway that ascends to the concourse level. 
Perpendicular to the east side ramp is a hall with two small staircases that used to connect the 
ramp and the athletic level, but now leads directly to the arena floor. 
 
The arena walls are a mixture of concrete block and poured concrete, painted black, with some 
exposed electrical and other mechanical elements along them. Along the north end are a few 
boards of wood that have been drilled in place to cover up holes from the 2014 renovation, such 
as the boarded up doorways that used to lead to the men’s bathroom 427 on the east, and the 
women’s bathroom 137 on the west. The old supports for the removed permanent seating are still 
visible.

(Figure 7-Arena, Oblique of North Elevation with view of stands) Arena, Oblique of North  
 
Elevation with view of stands Besides the electrical conduits along the west elevation, there is 
also athletic wall padding on the corners of a rectangular alcove on the north side of the large, 
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steel roll-up door, and the square column in the center of it. This padding is also found along the 
northwest elevation wall, and the corner of the north and east elevations. The walls on the south 
elevation surrounding the steel frame doors and the steel retractable door are painted white, save 
for the barrier between the stands and the floor below them, which is painted black. A concrete 
frame, also painted black, surrounds the cove where the retractable stands are hidden, covered by 
a black fabric curtain. 
 

  
(Figure 8-Arena, Oblique of South Elevation).  
 
The south side of the east elevation has an electrical box, and then in the center is a mounted 
basketball goal. 
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(Figure 9-Arena, Oblique of East Elevation). 
         
When it was finished, the Coliseum held 12,401 seated spectators, but the number has 
diminished due to extensive alterations in 2014. Not only were three sets of retractable stands 
removed, but the first nine rows of permanent seats were removed from the north elevation to 
make more room for the floor to be able to hold two full basketball courts in the center, running 
north to south, and two smaller practice courts on the radius of the larger court, one along the 
east elevation and the other along the west. The permanent seats are typical stadium seats, made 
of metal and red fabric upholstery. On the north in south ends, there are a number of seats that 
are black instead of red, and have been designed to spell out “USC” (Figure 7). The retractable 
seats are also stadium style, made of metal and fabric upholstery, but are able to fold down so 
that they can lay flat between the flooring to which the seats are attached.  
         
The seating in the corners ascends toward the space frame ceiling along the stamped concrete 
walls. The space frame supports the coliseum roof, but also provides a grid to support the arena 
lighting, sound system, and catwalks.  
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(Figure 10-Arena, Close up of Space Frame Ceiling)  
 
The frame beams are off white, and the roof is black. The roof slants toward a center, and the 
slanted supports hold the flat top, rectangular roof cap. 
 
Mechanical Level 
The Carolina Coliseum’s mechanical level, which contains air conditioning equipment for the 
arena and the concourse level, is situated on top of the concourse, located behind the  upper seats 
in the arena. The mechanical level is built in an oval around the arena, and is accessible by two 
sets of stairs from the concourse, one in the center-north of the building and the other directly 
opposite it on the south side. The mechanical level, being set behind the arena seating, has the 
tiered staircase-like structure of the arena seating clearly visibly in the interior oval. (Figure 11) 
This floor’s walls, floor, and ceiling are all unadorned concrete. Air conditioning vents run 
throughout the floor, along with metal pipes. (Figure 12) The south and north walls of the floor 
contain control panels for the operation of the building’s air conditioning. Even though the floor 
makes a complete oval that surrounds the entire arena, its north and south halves are effectively 
separated by air conditioning vents and equipment. (Figure 13) To access both the north and 
south sides of the floor, one would be forced to head down to the concourse level to use both 
staircases. Because this floor is not meant for public access, merely serving a functional purpose, 
it is bare-bones and not decorated. The mechanical level is simple and effective, designed to 
serve the needs of the arena, rather than being accessible or easy to traverse.  
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(Figure 11 - Mechanical Level Behind Seats) 
(Figure 12 - Mechanical Level North End) 
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(Figure 13 - Mechanical Level Blockage) 
 
West Elevation - Entrance to Athletic Level 
The west elevation, which faces Park Street, is drastically different than the others. There are 
clearly multiple stories and uses of the building from this elevation. The concourse level is 
visible from this elevation and contains a concrete covered steel balustrade to keep visitors safe 
since it is elevated. The concourse level elevation of this floor is similar to the north and east 
elevations, and like the east, has seven sets of double doors along its glass ribbon windows. The 
academic level of this elevation, which is a slightly different color than the building, features 
three sets of ribbon windows in the center of the elevation and two square windows on the north 
end of the elevation and three square windows on the south end. The west elevation is the only 
side where an observer can see the athletic level from the outside; the other elevations are built 
into the hill.There is no public entrance, only service entrances such as three garage door bays on 
the lowest level, two of which have been replaced with seven steel doors. The three garage bays 
are located directly beneath the ribbon windows on the second floor (Figure 14). There are two 
sets of stairwells, one to the north of the garage doors and one to the south, both of which are 
“hidden” behind walls, probably to deter entrance from Park Street. South of the stairs are two 
sets of double doors, both made of steel, which have an overhanging marquee reading “Elephant 
Room/ Graduates Only.” 
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(Figure 14 - Exterior West Elevation) 

 
Athletic Level 
The athletic level of the Coliseum serves many purposes. Its most conspicuous entrance is on the 
west elevation, and serves as a loading area for arena events. Its plan radiates around the arena 
floor, and about the majority of the rooms were built to either service the arena in some way, or 
have some direct connection to it. These rooms include storage for arena equipment, dressing 
rooms and locker rooms for arena events, utility rooms, business administration offices, and even 
a weight room for athletes. The remaining spaces hold administrative offices and a classroom for 
the University’s Hospitality, Retail and Sports Management (HRSM) school on the northwest 
section. The room numbers for this level are divided into quadrants: the 100s on the north and 
west elevations, the 200s beginning on the west and south elevations leading to the east 
elevation, the 300s in the south and east elevations, and the 400s in the east and north. The 
majority of the materials used for the floor are poured concrete and concrete blocks for the walls, 
poured concrete and industrial tiling for the floors, many steel frame doors, and lay in ceiling 
panels. 
 
There are two areas where one can enter the athletic level from the west elevation. The largest 
one is in the center, consisting of two sets of eight steel frame doors, painted grey, surrounding a 
large unpainted steel roll up door. In this same area are two steel framed doors on the north end 
that open up to a stairwell and a room that leads to Park Street on the west, and then one on the 
south end that also leads to a stairwell. The large roll-up door opens up to a large ramp that runs 
west to east, and leads to the large black steel roll up door on the west elevation of the arena.  
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(Figure 17-Athletic Level, large equipment ramp leading up to the arena, west elevation)  
 
The main hallway of the west elevation has three different floor heights, the highest one on the 
north end, the lowest in the middle of the hall, and the area between the north and middle and the 
middle to south are the highest. The lay in tile ceiling covers the mechanical workings of the 
level, but some tiles have been removed and the workings are left exposed. The floor is made of 
poured concrete. The hall opens to the HRSM offices in the north, and the Elephant Room, room 
305, in the south. 
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(Figure 18-Athletic Level, West Elevation hall, north to south)  
 
The offshoots of the hall are two electrical rooms, a mechanical room, exits to the outside, 
stairwells, a trash receptacle, communications rooms, an equipment elevator, elevator equipment 
room, four ramps, and four other rooms on the south end. The walls are concrete blocks and 
poured concrete with square concrete columns in a line along both sides, mirroring each other. 
These columns are part of a grid that is relatively consistent throughout the entire level. 
 
The Elephant Room is a central part of the south elevation. It can be reached through two sets of 
double doors that lead outside on the west elevation, or a roll up door that leads to the west 
elevation. The Elephant Room is a long hallway that extends up the south elevation, has a row of 
square columns through the middle, and leads to several mechanical rooms, dressing rooms and 
locker rooms, and lots of storage areas. 
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(Figure 19- Athletic Level, Elephant Room/Hallway 305, West to East) 
 
The ceiling is a lay in tile, but it is transparent so that the fluorescent lighting attached to the 
poured concrete ceiling above the ceiling lights the hallway. There are four mechanical rooms 
along the south side, a men and women’s bathroom in the center of the south side, and another 
large room. The north side has a small electrical room on the west end and a small mechanical 
room on the east end, the stage department in 219A, women’s basketball and volleyball dressing 
rooms, and two ramps leading to storage room 205, which is adjacent to the arena. 205 is 
separated into two parts by a chain link fence that creates a cage in the room. 
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(Figure 20-Athletic Level, Storage 205)  
 
The Elephant Room flows into the east elevation hallway that serves as a storage space, but also 
a laundry unit that is not separated in a room, but is installed on the north side of the Men’s 
Athletic Training room 417. It runs along the entire east end north to south, the unpainted walls 
and floor are made of poured concrete, but the ceiling is of plywood that seem to be held 
together by cement and supports connected to the square columns that run along the east wall. 
 
There are two chain linked cages like that of room 205 in the north end, one that forms room 
414A and the other that closes off the majority of room 414. The mens locker room is between 
this hallway and the arena, as are several other rooms and two stairways that lead to either the 
academic level or the concourse. 
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(Figure 21-Athletic Level, East Elevation Hall, North to South)  
 
Room 414 is also part of the north elevation, and connects to the main hallway that runs through 
it. This sector is divided into two main parts: the Coliseum Business Offices on the east (Figure 
22), and the HRSM offices on the west (Figure 23). 
 

  
(Figure 22-Athletic Level, Oblique of Administration Offices and North Elevation Hall, West to 
East) 
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(Figure 23-Athletic Level, North elevation hall, east looking west)  
 
The hallway walls are made of concrete blocks, painted white on the north side and covered in 
garnet wallpaper on the west. The floor is constructed of white commercial tiling, and the ceiling 
is a lay in tile. The two sides are divided by entryway V101, which can be entered from the 
outside by two mirroring stairways on the north elevation that lead up to the academic level and 
the north exterior. On the west wall is an elevator and its mechanical room, and on the east wall 
is the entrance to the Coliseum business offices. On the west end is a stairwell that leads to the 
arena and concourse level. The east hallway has a large men’s room and a mechanical room on 
the south side, another entrance to the business offices and two smaller restrooms, both men and 
women’s, in the center of the north side. The west hall has a weight room, two entrances to the 
HRSM offices, and classroom 115 on the north side. The south side has a women’s room and 
mechanical room that mirror those of the east side of the hall, a small office, and two smaller 
men’s and women’s rooms on the far west side. The hall corners off at room 120, and then 
finally leads back to the west elevation hallway. 
 
South Elevation - Entrance to Academic Level 
The south elevation faces Blossom Street and exposes a third use for the building: classrooms. 
Keeping in line with the primary intention for the Coliseum, the College of Hospitality, Retail 
and Sport Management as well as the School of Journalism and Mass Communications both 
reside within the Coliseum, beneath the concourse level. The entrance to the classrooms is only 
visible from the south elevation. The concourse level is nearly identical to the east elevation’s 
same level, except that there are only six sets of double doors spaced across the elevation, three 
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on each side of the University of South Carolina seal. On the academic level, the walls that hold 
up the concourse level platform are a different color than the Coliseum, just as it is different on 
the west elevation. These platform holding walls have seven large rectangular bays that 
correspond to the intercolumnation of the concourse level columns above. There are four square 
windows on the far western side of the south elevation on the academic level, similar to the 
square windows of the west elevation (Figure 16). 
 

 
(Figure 16 - Exterior South Elevation) 
 
Academic Level 
 The south entrance to the academic level consists of six glass doors flanked by two ribbon 
windows. The carpet in the lobby is garnet with thick black lines, and the walls are covered with 
garnet wallpaper. (Figure 24) The room features two structural columns, which are placed 
directly along the center in a north-south orientation. These square columns are decorated in 
garnet and black, with the colors alternating on each of the four sides. On the east, north, and 
west sides of the room are doorways that lead to offices for different academic departments. The 
doors that lead into these offices are, like all doors in this building, black and made of wood. The 
east and west offices are accessible by a single door at the south end of the wall, adjoined by five 
panes of glass separated by black metal to the north and one to the south. The northern office has 
two doors for entrance, but the one to the right is commonly used with the left being blocked off. 
At the north end of the room, there is a black sign hanging from the ceiling pointing to the south 
door labeled “Blossom St Exit 1.” This style of sign is common around the floor, denoting the 
street that the exit leads to, in addition to giving the exit a number. 
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(Figure 24 - Academic Level Entrance) 
 
The academic level of the Carolina Coliseum is built on top of the building’s athletic level. The 
floor of the academic level is located between the arena floor and concourse level, being around 
seven feet higher than the floor of the arena. Its interior walls are adjacent to the walls of the 
arena level, with the ceilings of the central part of the floor being underneath the seating section 
of the arena. This level houses classrooms, offices, and a student lounge. It features an interior 
hallway built in an oval shape that follows the contours of the arena floor, as do all of the other 
floors of the building. The walls throughout this level of the building are made of concrete block, 
and are painted white, leaving the concrete block clearly and easily visible. In the central curved 
hallway, the walls are left unadorned, with no wallpaper. The wall of the hallway that is closest 
to the central arena is decorated with a painted line that wraps around the entire inside wall of the 
building. In the eastern half of the building, this line is garnet, and in the western half, it is black. 
Being a building whose main purpose was to hold on arena for sporting events, the decoration of 
the academic level is heavily reliant on garnet and black, the University of South Carolina’s 
school colors, though some office segments feature a divergence from this color palette. Apart 
from this line, there is no permanent decoration on these interior walls. This painted feature 
highlights the school’s sports program, which is characterized by garnet and black. Some of the 
corner office and classroom areas feature wallpapers that diverge from the relatively bare walls 
that characterize most of the building. There are classrooms and offices on both sides of this 
hallway, and the interior walls of rooms on the inner sides of the hallway adjoin the arena floor 
itself.  
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Each corner of the building forms a triangular space apart from the oval mold of the center, 
featuring hallways leading to further rooms. Throughout the building, there are square tiles on 
the floor, though in some sections of the building, there are either different tiles, or the ground is 
covered in carpet. The ceiling is also tiled, with regularly-spaced fluorescent lights that come in 
three varieties: they are either recessed squares, squares that stand out from the ceiling, or 
hanging rectangular fluorescent lights. Three of the four corners of the level feature extensive 
office sections for different academic departments, and the fourth corner has more classrooms. 
The academic level of the building has relatively few windows, which are confined to the west 
and south elevations. Because of this, in combination with the curved nature of the interior 
hallway, interior signage guiding visitors to an exit is relatively prolific, allowing for easier 
navigation of a floor plan that could be very easily labyrinthine. There are six exterior exits from 
this floor, and they are numbered on signs that point to each exit door. The numbers progress in a 
clockwise fashion around the floor.  
 
The classrooms on the academic level are not uniform in size or shape. There are two lecture-hall 
style rooms on this floor, with built-in ascending levels. The classrooms are spread out 
throughout the floor, and are mixed in with offices, meeting rooms, and custodial, mechanical, 
and electrical rooms. Most of the classrooms are accessible from the centralized hallway, but 
some are located off of the branching triangular corner sections. There are eight bathrooms on 
the floor, four designated for men and four designated for women. There are a pair of large 
bathrooms on the inner part of the inner oval hallway of the building. In addition, there are is a 
small men’s room in the southwest and northeast, and a small women’s room in the northwest 
and southeast. 
 
A double set of black wooden doors at the northeast of the entrance room leads to the building’s 
central curved hallway, which has offices and classrooms on both sides. The doors to these 
rooms, all black and made of wood, are not set in a parallel formation. There is no pattern to the 
placement of the doors. The central garnet painted line runs along the northern curved wall of 
this hallway, interrupted by doors. At the center of the southern curved wall, at the 
southeasternmost point of the hallway, there is a fork. Continuing along the curve leads to the 
eastern elevation, while heading south leads to a straight hallway that heads into the offices of 
the College of Mass Communications and Information Studies. This hallway has offices on both 
sides, and after reaching the southern end of the hallway, one can either go west into the office of 
the Dean of the program or head east to another north-south hallway that connects to a meeting 
room, the offices of the school newspaper, and classrooms. This hallway reconnects with the 
curved hallway at a set of black wooden double doors that lead into a small room that serves as 
an entrance as well as an area for the display of objects. This room features a set of doors and 
windows identical to those in the southern exit, as well as a sign labeled “Assembly St Exit 2.” 
These doors lead out to an outside area with four sets of stairs, two of which lead up to street 
level, and two of which lead down to the athletic level. This outside area is located below the 
center of the building’s Assembly Street elevation. Across from the doors of Exit 2 on the 
Assembly Street elevation are two double-doors that lead to a set of stairs that access the 
concourse level of the building. This set of stairs, which is usually locked, is the only direct 
access from the academic level to the parts of the building used for sports and entertainment. The 
stairs room up to the concourse level has garnet walls, again highlighting the University of South 
Carolina Gamecocks sports program. (Figure 25) At the north end of this junction room lies an 
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identical set of doors to those that lead into the room from the south, again connecting to a 
curved hallway with a straight fork along the east elevation. 
 

 
(Figure 25- Academic Level Stairs to Concourse) 
 
The northeast section of the academic level is very similar in form to that of the southeast, 
though not being a dedicated office section. The north elevation of the building has two exits, 
labeled “Green St Exit 3” and “Green St Exit 4.” (Figure 26) Each of these exits leads outside, 
with a staircase that heads down to the athletic level and another that heads up to the concourse 
level. Upon entering the building from Greene Street Exit 3, a visitor would immediately notice a 
black arrow that is painted on the east wall, with a painted icon denoting the presence of The 
Carolina Agency, an outreach program of the College of Mass Communications and Information 
Studies. This sign also features the painted signatures of students who graduated from the 
program. (Figure 27) The black arrow heads south along the east wall, then heads east along the 
north wall of the curved hallway leading to Room 306A. At the center of the north elevation of 
the curved hallway lies a short hallway painted beige that leads to the only elevator in the 
building, which requires a key to operate from this floor. 
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(Figure 26 - Academic Level Green Street Exit Sign) 
 

 
(Figure 27 - Academic Level Carolina Agency Sign) 
 
At the center of the northern section of the floor’s inner oval hallway, the garnet line on the south 
wall turns black and remains so heading to the west. This part of the building features offices and 
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classrooms for the College of Sport and Entertainment Management. At the northwest section of 
the curve of the inner oval, the walls and floor, which are white through most of the building, are 
painted garnet. (Figure 28) The black line is painted instead on the eastern wall of the western 
straight hallway. The western hallway, like the northern one, has two exits, which are labeled 
“Park St Exit 5” and “Park St Exit 6.” These exits lead to concrete rooms featuring only a 
downward-leading staircase with a black door exit to Park Street. (Figure 29) Between the two 
staircase exits is a student lounge area that is made up of two rooms. The northern room is large 
with a tiled floor, and features one large glass window along the western wall. It also has a single 
structural column that is painted white. (Figure 30) The room to its south is a café with another 
large glass window. The southwest section of the building is very similar in design to the 
southeast and northeast, and is the home to the School of Hospitality, Retail and Sport 
Management. The western hallway continues to the same extent southward that its eastern 
counterpart does. On this side of the building, five of the offices on the western elevation have 
small windows, as do four of the offices on the southern elevation. The offices in the other 
sections of the building have no windows. The southwest section of the inner oval is very much 
the same as the southeast section. However, the door layout is not a mirror image of the eastern 
half of the building. The curved hallway leads to black wooden double-doors and the entrance 
room for the southern elevation of the academic level. 
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(Figure 28 - Academic Level Northwest Garnet and Black Line) 
 

 
(Figure 29 - Academic Level West Side Exit Stairs) 
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(Figure 30 - Academic Level Student Lounge) 
 
Landscape 
The landscape surrounding the Coliseum, not just the structure itself, is also indicative of the 
many uses of the building. The west elevation landscape is closely tied to Park Street since 
service vehicles greatly utilize the bottom level of this elevation. The south elevation is the only 
site within the block that features parking as well as picnic tables, both of which can be utilized 
by students. 
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Introduction 
The University of South Carolina was determined to put itself on the map when it started 
building the Carolina Coliseum in 1968. The new structure would be the ultimate cultural and 
entertainment venue for the City of Columbia and the state of South Carolina as a whole. Part of 
the University’s western expansion in the late 1960s, the Coliseum was the focal point of a new 
development to lead the University into a new age. A predominantly working-class African 
American neighborhood, Ward One, stood in the way of this new vision. With the help of the 
University, the building erased a “blighted” black neighborhood, and replaced it with a gleaming 
white Modern building. Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle, and Wolff, a prominent architecture firm based 
in Columbia designed the building in what is now referred to as Mid-Century Modern, and 
intended it to be a symbol of progress for the community. The Carolina Coliseum, built through 
an urban renewal partnership between the city and university, was both a symbol and agent for 
change. 

 
Campus Expansion and Ward One 
During the 1950s and 1960s, the University of South Carolina, along with many other colleges 
and universities across the country, was growing at a rapid pace. Thanks to the G.I. Bill, a 
college education was more accessible than ever before in the United States. The population of 
the University grew from an average of 4,307 students in the 1950s to 14,484 in 1970.1 With this 
massive growth came the need for more facilities to accommodate the new students, and the 
University began to explore options for where to expand its campus. The original intent of 
university planners was to extend east of the Horseshoe, the historic central section of campus, 
towards the University Hill neighborhood to the south and east. However, the University met 
resistance. After the construction of Capstone House, a new high-rise dormitory on Barnwell 
Street, raised concerns among the neighboring citizenry, the University halted development of 
the eastern end of campus. Many of the residents in the area surrounding Capstone were 
“Carolina professors, students, and some of Columbia’s most prominent families,” giving them a 
strong voice for which to oppose the University.2 Their efforts were successful as Capstone was 
the farthest east that the University developed. The opposite was true for the residents of Ward 
One on the western end of the planned campus expansion. 
 
By the 1960s, Ward One was a predominantly African American neighborhood of working class 
citizens. These residents lived and worked within the confines of present day Huger, Gervais, 
Main, and Heyward Streets. The area surrounding where the Coliseum currently stands was 
primarily residential buildings, but also quite a few large warehouses and manufacturing plants 
(Figure 1).3 The proximity of both factories and private homes suggests a close-knit community 
in which most people either lived or worked together, and depended upon each other. However, 
the City of Columbia and the University of South Carolina saw Ward One as a neighborhood 
filled with crime and blight. With the help of housing director Joseph Winter, they were able to 

                                                
1Henry H. Lesesne, A History of the University of South Carolina, 1940-2000 (Columbia, SC: University of South 
Carolina Press, 2001), 137. 
2 Lesesne, A History of the University of South Carolina, 185. 
3 Russell Maxey, “View of downtown Columbia and the Carolina Coliseum, aerial,” photograph, 1968, Richland 
County Public Library, accessed March 31, 2015, 
http://digital.tcl.sc.edu/cdm/singleitem/collection/rmaxey/id/323/rec/1. 
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convince the community outside of Ward One that it would be better for the neighborhood and 
city if the residents were relocated, and the University could use the land for its own benefit. 
 

 
(Figure 1 - “View of Downtown Columbia and the Carolina Coliseum, aerial” by Russell Maxey, 1968) 

 
Urban renewal policies promoted such fights against blight and crime, and played a large role in 
wiping out the Ward One community and creating space for the new Coliseum. Funded by the 
federal government, Columbia took advantage of urban renewal projects not only in Ward One, 
but also Wheeler Hill, a neighborhood just south of the campus. University and city officials 
portrayed themselves as doing something good for both the community by removing blighted 
areas, and also the people living in those conditions. Harold Brunton, Vice President of Business 
Affairs for the University during the planning of the Coliseum, said that “The urban renewal 
project will wipe out a slum area and give the people that live there decent living quarters.”4 This 
attitude infers that officials at the time may have viewed predominantly African American 
neighborhoods and how they were not as important as this new vision of progress that the 
Coliseum represented. Part of the reason that many leaders might have taken this view is because 
of the photographic evidence of Ward One.  
 
Joseph Winter, who would soon become director for the Columbia Urban Rehabilitation 
Commission, documented the living conditions in Ward One.5 To be sure, Winter had a specific 
agenda for how to portray the area he was documenting. The photographs of where the Coliseum 
now stands show primarily dilapidated structures with broken windows, missing porch 
floorboards, and overgrown lawns.6 The stark contrast of these houses with the massive off-
                                                
4 Lesesne, A History of the University of South Carolina, 186-87. 
5 “About the Collection-Joseph E. Winter (1920-1992) Collection,” University Libraries Digital Collection, 
University of South Carolina. 
6 713 Assembly Street, August 3, 1966, box 1, Accession No. 13025.25, Joseph Winter Collection, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina. 
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white structure of the Coliseum was meant to distinguish the “progress” being made by both the 
University of South Carolina and the City of Columbia as they partner together to “fight blight.” 
 
Despite falling victim to displacement from the urban renewal project of Ward One, the residents 
of the area banded together to resist the demolition of their beloved neighborhood. Most were 
unsuccessful, but few were able to garner media attention of the events and save their homes.7 
Unfortunately, these people were just a small faction and sharply contrasted with the residents of 
University Hill across town, who were able to keep their community. While the majority of 
Ward One residents lost their homes, they shifted their focus in the years following urban 
renewal to a different kind of resistance: the memory of their community. Instead of leaving 
behind the legacy of a “blighted” area, former residents sought, and continue to seek, the truth 
that “people lived there and were happy.”8 Their neighborhood was not as bad as the way Joseph 
Winter and Harold Brunton painted it. They proved that the Coliseum was not a benefit to 
everyone. A whole neighborhood was leveled so that the University could expand its horizons 
and provide entertainment to those who could afford it, and of course to make money. Despite 
the resistance, the City and University continued with their plans, and to this day the Coliseum 
stands as reminder to some of the neighborhood that once stood. 
 
The Planning and Construction of a State Institution 
In 1965, when the initial plans for the Carolina Coliseum were released, University of South 
Carolina President Thomas F. Jones envisioned the building as a cultural center for South 
Carolina. By design, the building’s intention was to fulfill many cultural and logistical roles, 
providing a location for sporting events, concerts, civic activities, as well as classroom space. 
This multi-purpose activities building, originally named Memorial Hall, would thus serve the 
university, the city of Columbia, and the state of South Carolina. Despite the high potential of the 
building to serve many communities simultaneously, the initial intention was first and foremost 
to be a university structure to serve the needs of the school. Dr. Jones, quoted in the May 2, 1965 
issue of Columbia’s The State newspaper, said that “its principal purpose will be to serve student 
needs, but, of course, broader uses will be allowed and even encouraged, as long as it does not 
interfere with USC programs.”9 While the primary focus of the Coliseum was the students’ 
needs, University leadership had grand plans and expectations for the building as an arena. 
 
Before the University originally put plans for the Carolina Coliseum into motion, the University 
of South Carolina used the Field house as its basketball arena. The University quickly outgrew 
the 1927 facility, with its seating capacity of 3,200, but by the mid-1960s, the Carolina student 
body had increased to over 8,000 with more growth to be expected. The construction of a new 
basketball arena would fill the logistical needs of a growing university and its student body, 
while providing the opportunity for a new academic and cultural resource that could enrich the 
school and community.  
 
The Carolina Coliseum’s design was meant to provide the university with the opportunity to 
offer new services. According to The State, Jones envisioned the building as being “available to 
                                                
7 Ashley Nichole Bouknight, “‘Casualty of Progress:’The Ward One Community and Urban Renewal, Columbia, 
South Carolina, 1964-1974 (master’s thesis, University of South Carolina, 2010), 27.  
8 Carrie Bell Tucker, quoted in “‘Casualty of Progress,’” 26. 
9 Thomas N. McLean, “The Cultural Center for the Entire State,” State (Columbia, SC), May 2, 1965. 
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the community for scientific, industrial and horticultural events, plays and concerts.”10 While 
Jones’ stated intention was to use the building to improve the educational opportunities for 
college students, he saw the academic space in the Coliseum as being the center of a long-range 
plan for “Continued Education” programs. The plan was to offer adult educational opportunities 
consisting of “three or four-day workshop sessions designed to focus attention on new concepts, 
ideas, and methods in the field.”11 University officials saw the Coliseum facilities as a campus 
improvement that would not only expand their educational plan for typical students, but also add 
new types of learning and teaching to the school. The University of South Carolina would grow 
in utility and reach as a result of a massive new building. 
 
The estimation of the overall cost in the early days of the Carolina Coliseum project was around 
$4 million, with the school looking for the state legislature to cover half the cost of construction 
through state revenue bonds. The cost of design and construction increased to over $10 million 
as the project progressed.12 President Jones’ estimate for the Coliseum’s future annual revenue 
was $90,000 from USC alone, with community events providing additional financial support.13 
 
The Coliseum, in addition to its design as something to enhance the cultural opportunities of the 
university, city, and state, was also the beachhead for the city’s urban renewal process in the area 
to the southwest of the state capital. In 1965, in response to plans for multiple state building 
projects, including the Carolina Coliseum, the city of Columbia approved an application from the 
Federal Housing and Home Finance Agency for $48,000 dollars to undergo a general 
neighborhood study. From this study, USC hoped that “an overall plan could be derived which 
would serve as a basic guide for redevelopment of this area.”14 In short, this survey would 
attempt to identify structures that would be deemed dilapidated for removal, and well-established 
buildings that would be preserved and protected. This survey would also identify locations 
suitable for demolition to make way for projects for the urban renewal effort, which included the 
Carolina Coliseum and two parking structures. In response to the Coliseum’s role as part of a 
massive urban renewal effort, the University of South Carolina and the city of Columbia teamed 
up to create a joint advisory committee to plan for the building’s role in the built environment. 
According to the plan, the structure would be the size of a city block and would have a capacity 
of over 14,000 people. An article in The State announcing the creation of the advisory committee 
notes that the size and inclusiveness of the multi-purpose building would “entail an enormous 
flow of urban traffic and could create chaos in the heart of the community if it is not properly 
handled.”15 The advisory committee was made up of men active and powerful in Columbia’s 
business scene, as well as two lawyers and a former city engineer. The committee was tasked 
with choosing a location for the building, as well as accounting for parking and traffic problems. 
It is clear that the Coliseum was a monumental project, and the city of Columbia did not want to 
make any mistakes in its design or construction. The goal of all stakeholders was to maximize 
the utility of the structure. 
 
                                                
10 McLean, “The Cultural Center.” 
11 McLean, “The Cultural Center.” 
12 Lesesne, A History of the University of South Carolina, 188. 
13 Lesesne, A History of the University of South Carolina, 188. 
14 Eugene B. Sloan,“Housing Official Proposes Renewal Study of City Area,” State (Columbia, SC),  July 22, 1965. 
15 “Group to Plan USC Memorial Hall,” State (Columbia, SC), July 22, 1965. 
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The committee, by January 1966, had decided on a location for the building. It was bounded by 
Blossom, Assembly, Park, and Greene Streets. One block of Devine Street was closed to make 
room for the building. Columbia councilman Hyman Rubin called it “one of the most important 
projects for public use that has ever come forward in Columbia.”16 The school was lauded for its 
multi-purpose use, most notably activities with large crowds, such as basketball games and 
graduations. The original plans for the building intended to host the School of Journalism and the 
School of General Studies. The site was chosen because the block of Devine Street that had to be 
closed was less used than other potential street closings in other locations. By May of 1966, the 
projected cost of the Coliseum project had jumped to almost $7 million, due to an increase in the 
space devoted to academics in the plan. Although athletics and entertainment were the main 
focus of the building, academics was still a major component of the plans. The Dean of the 
Journalism school, Albert T. Scroggin, Jr., said that the new structure would give the university 
“one of the best facilities for journalism and communications in the nation.” The college’s school 
of General Studies was coalesced in the plans for the new building, having previously lacked a 
central location.17 The Coliseum, within walking distance of the traditional campus, would 
organize student life, both academically and socially. The construction of an underground tunnel 
beneath Assembly Street, a busy road to the east of the building, eased student access to the new 
building. This was the city’s first understreet tunnel.18 This design element highlights the fact 
that the Coliseum, as an agent of the University’s westward expansion, had a profound impact on 
the way students could traverse the city. The new part of campus was intended to be easily 
accessible by the old, having a seamless connection to the older parts of the university. 
 
In order to purchase the land for the Coliseum, the University of South Carolina entered into an 
arrangement with the city of Columbia. Rather than following the usual urban renewal 
government procedures, which would have taken years, the city and university worked together 
to purchase the land on which Coliseum would stand. The city supplied the money to purchase 
the land, with the university being listed as the land purchaser and owner. In return, the city 
gained the ability to claim the building’s spaces for arranged events.19 The city and university 
were eager to start the project as soon as possible, and took matters in their own hands in order to 
do so. The Carolina Coliseum was a university building, but both the school and city were 
invested in it. 
 
The cost of purchasing the land was estimated at $600,000 for nineteen parcels. The 
city/university partnership applied to the land that the building itself would occupy, not its 
attendant parking lots. The total land purchased by the university and city added up to 600,000 
square feet. The city and university paid $125,000 per acre.20 The lots varied in size and shape, 
with the largest being that belonging to Union Baptist Church on Devine Street, for which the 
partnership paid $175,000. While the city and university obtained most of the lots without issue, 
two holdouts were acquired through eminent domain.21 Ten houses that were purchased to make 
way for the Coliseum were moved by tractor-trailer to nearby Hopkins. The university 
                                                
16 “City Council Presented Plans for USC Coliseum,” State (Columbia, SC), January 6, 1966. 
17 “Cost Reported Up for USC Coliseum,” State (Columbia, SC), May 12, 1966. 
18 “Understreet Tunnel to be Feature of Hall,” State (Columbia, SC), January 6, 1966. 
19 “Council Approves Municipal Pay Hike, USC Land Purchase,” State (Columbia, SC), March 17, 1966. 
20 “Cost of Coliseum Close to Estimate,” State (Columbia, SC), October 22, 1966. 
21 “Cost of Coliseum.” 
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demolished the rest. The process of clearing the land was described by newspapers as slum 
clearance, replacing blight with a useful building and improving the community, thus proving the 
Coliseum’s transformative powers.22 
 
The Coliseum not only transformed Ward One, but also Assembly Street as a whole. Before the 
Coliseum arrived, Assembly Street only had smaller buildings lining it.23 Once the University 
built the Coliseum, other businesses followed suit by building near the building, wanting to 
experience fringe benefits of being located next to such a high-profile establishment. Developers 
took advantage of urban renewal funds and built modern structures to replace empty lots and 
“dilapidated” buildings, further elevating the status of Assembly Street and the Coliseum itself as 
a new area for business. The scale of the Assembly Street buildings also changed after the 
building of the Coliseum. While many of the buildings surrounding the new Coliseum were 
small residential structures, there were also numerous warehouses which seemed large until the 
construction of the Coliseum. The new buildings that would replace the old were much grander 
in scale. Large hotels frequently replaced the miniscule houses in the neighboring area of the 
Coliseum. At least two hotels planned to situate themselves in the vicinity of the growing 
commercial space, the Sheraton and the Statler-Hilton, both of which would contain 160-units 
and 300-units, respectively, with the Sheraton replacing a muffler shop.24 An artist’s rendering of 
what the new Sheraton would look like shows how its size is much larger than what had once 
stood there (Figure 2).25 
 

  
(Figure 2 - Artist’s rendering of Sheraton Hotel, State, April 25, 1968) 
 

This trend of constructing buildings of more massive scale along Assembly Street has continued, 
but on an ever-growing scale. The 2014 Darla Moore School of Business is the latest gargantuan 
                                                
22 “One Way to End a Slum… Move it Somewhere Else,” State (Columbia, SC), October 12, 1966. 
23 Maxey, “View of downtown Columbia and the Carolina Coliseum, aerial.” 
24 “New Hotel is Sought for City,” State (Columbia, SC), October 31, 1967. 
25 Edward B. Borden, “$2.5 Million Sheraton Hotel Will Be Built In Columbia,” State (Columbia, SC), April 25, 
1968.  
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addition to Assembly Street, but before it came the Koger Center for the Arts which opened in 
1988 and the Arnold School of Public Health Research Center, which is nearly 105,000 square 
feet, in 2006.26 The Coliseum is what prompted the shift from quaint to monumental. The ability 
for one building to accomplish such a feat as influencing an entire landscape speaks to its 
importance as a landmark in Columbia. However, the effects of the Coliseum did not last long as 
the University need a larger arena by 2002, thus Colonial Life Arena, then Carolina Center, was 
built two blocks away. 
 
The Coliseum’s Glory Days 
The Coliseum opened for business in November 1968, with a basketball game between the 
University of South Carolina and Auburn University. This opening was concurrent with the 
beginning of the basketball season.27 The Gamecocks were able to play their full 1968-1969 
season at the Coliseum, replacing the Field House, which burned down during the construction 
of the Coliseum. In January of 1969, the Coliseum held an NBA match between the Atlanta 
Hawks and Phoenix Suns.28 The Coliseum hosted the glory days of USC men’s basketball, under 
head coach Frank McGuire, for whom the arena was named in 1977.29  The arena held a capacity 
of 12,401, exactly one seat more than the Gamecocks’ ACC rival NC State’s Reynolds Coliseum 
at the time.30 In a column he wrote for The State, Frank McGuire stressed how the Coliseum was 
a recruiting tool for his basketball team, as the size would attract better players who wanted to 
play in front of a larger audience.31 This recruiting tool was successful, as during their tenure in 
the arena, both the men’s and women’s teams held a 73.3 winning percentage, also 
demonstrating that the atmosphere of the Coliseum gave the University of South Carolina teams 
a home court advantage.32 The Coliseum utilized its basketball functions from the building’s first 
months. However, its other uses would take longer to come to fruition. 
 
The dedication of the Carolina Coliseum took place on October 12, 1969. The event was huge 
and elaborate, with many luminaries invited. The West German Finance Minister, Franz Josef 
Strauss, gave a speech. In introducing him, the city and state aimed to make a point. Strauss’ 
speech concerned itself with foreign investment, rather than the Coliseum, but his introducer, 
President Jones, said that “we feel that the Coliseum can also be a forum for ideas.”33 Having 
such a high-profile speaker at the dedication, and connecting the works of the mind to the arena 
which had already hosted a full season of college basketball as well as a professional game, 
encapsulated the building’s multiple constituencies. 
 
The Coliseum contained the largest amount of classroom space, the running of which cost about 
fifty-five percent of the total budget in 1982, so the building relied on the arena to make a 
profit.34 To maximize profit, the arena held a large variety of events, including USC men’s and 
                                                
26 James T. Hammond, “USC’s Health Research on Display at Opening,” State (Columbia, SC), October 28, 2006.  
27 “USC Coliseum Sees First Game,” State (Columbia, SC), December 1, 1968. 
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women’s basketball, concerts, the annual circus, hockey games, college and high school 
graduations, job fairs, and many others. Former Director Bob Hornung said it best when he 
described how the Coliseum tried to serve a diverse crowd, as “no two people are alike.”35 
During the 1970s and 1980s, the Coliseum was also one of the most popular venues along the 
east coast for musical acts, such as Pat Benatar and Alabama who played to sold-out crowds in 
1983, and the Bee Gees making a stop there on their final tour.36 The Pat Benatar and Alabama 
concerts brought in a total of  $641,849 in one week, being the sixth and twelfth top grossing 
concerts in the United States for the week ending the 15th of February.37 While the arena was an 
important venue for cultural events, the second floor of the Coliseum is home to two of the larger 
colleges at the University of South Carolina.  
 
On January 31st, 1969, the second level of Carolina Coliseum opened the classrooms for the 
School of Journalism and the School of General Studies, which turned into the present day 
School of Hospitality, Retail, and Sport Management.38 Created in 1923, the University of South 
Carolina’s School of Journalism and Mass Communications is one of the oldest in the United 
States.39 The school moved to the Coliseum in 1969 due to the growth it had experienced since 
its beginnings in parallel with “the development and expansion of media in America.”40 The 
School of General Studies in 1969 contained the nursing program, “secretarial sciences, 
continuing adult education, cooperatives with government agencies,” and all university 
seminars.41 The new classrooms not only provided more space for the two schools, but also 
provided some updated facilities, such as dark rooms and TV studios for the School of 
Journalism, and new labs for the usage of both schools.42 The Coliseum helped transform the 
University of South Carolina by providing modern facilities for the use of two of its largest 
schools, but it also had a large influence on the architectural design of the surrounding area. 
 
The Decline 
The increase in the student body created a need for a larger arena, thus Colonial Life Arena, then 
Carolina Center, was built two blocks away. Opening November 26th, 2002, a new arena built 
for about $86-9343 million dollars, the largest in South Carolina, was created to replace the 
outdated Coliseum arena.44 The seating in Colonial Life was designed with the home court 
advantage of the Coliseum in mind, as the distance between midcourt to the last seat(s) [are] 
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roughly the same” in both arenas.45 For basketball games, Colonial Life had seating installed for 
about 18,000 fans, and 19,000 for other events.46 About 1,700 of those seats were reserved for 
students during home games, 500 of which were placed on the sideline, compared to the 
Coliseum which had 833 student seats, and 198 on the sideline.47 Most of the business that the 
Coliseum used to attract went to the new arena, such as concerts, USC basketball games and 
graduation ceremonies, amongst others.48 The Coliseum still kept busy, and once the Columbia 
Inferno, a minor league hockey team, moved out in 2008, the administration was able to book 
more events than they could have due to scheduling conflicts, increasing their annual revenue 
from $50,000 a year to $200,000.49 However, the total revenue was a large decrease from before 
the days of Colonial Life. Beginning in Fall 2014, the arena had several rows of permanent 
seating taken out to convert it into a permanent practice facility for the volleyball, and men’s and 
women’s basketball teams.50  
 
Future use of the Coliseum remains uncertain due to the planned departures of both the School of 
Journalism and Mass Communications and the School of Hospitality, Retail, and Sports 
Management by 2019, due to lack of sufficient, up-to-date space, and from a large increase in 
enrollment since 1969.51 By the Fall Semester of 2014, the journalism school had increased its 
enrollment, with 1,502 undergraduate students, and 58 graduate students.52 Recent numbers for 
the HRSM School could not be found. The J-School will be moving to the old School of Public 
Health building in the Fall of 2015,53 while the HRSM School is weighing options for their next 
move.54 The new Darla Moore School of Business building also brings to question of 
possibilities for the Coliseums future. Its architect, Rafael Vinoly, attempted to integrate 
architectural elements of the Coliseum into the contemporary building by including simplified, 
rounded columns, so that if the Coliseum was to be repurposed, the two buildings would not be 
so different.55 Yet, it was also designed to stand alone.56 While President Harris Pastides is 
adamant for the repurposing of the Coliseum, Darla Moore has said herself that she is “a fan of 
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taking it down… Just because something is old does not mean it’s worth preserving.”57 However, 
the new business school might not exist at its current location without the land the Coliseum 
acquisitioned for the purposes of urban renewal. 
 
The Carolina Coliseum has had a long and colorful history in Columbia since its construction. It 
has hosted some of the hottest musical acts, been home to basketball and ice hockey franchises, 
and been a site of magic when the circus came to town. As an agent of change, the Coliseum 
transformed the small scale neighborhood of Ward One into the bustling Assembly Street of 
present day, complete with buildings that match the scale of the Coliseum. The building 
symbolized a shift from a “blighted” area to one that “progressed” the city toward a more 
exciting and cultured image. Both the University of South Carolina and the City of Columbia 
were integral in creating this change, as both parties stood to benefit from a “sanitized” and 
modernized look embodied by the Carolina Coliseum. 
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Modernism is predominantly associated with high-profile, international architects and their 
buildings. While the introduction of Modern architecture was slow to materialize in the 
American South, American society demanded a new kind of architectural thinking following 
WWII. As cities grew and suburbs developed, a need arose for single- and multi-family housing. 
Universities expanded their campuses and government agencies planned major complexes to 
centralize operations. Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle & Wolff Architects and Engineers of Columbia, 
South Carolina provided that new conceptual vision. LBC&W’s streamlined operational 
structure, atypical employment numbers, and varied portfolio made it the foremost architecture 
firm in the mid-century South. 
 
Each of the firm’s senior partners functioned as the heads of four separate operational 
departments. This assembly line mechanism allowed LBC&W to take on multiple projects at 
once. Bill Lyles oversaw administration and legal services. T.J. Bissett organized production and 
engineering. Bill Carlisle functioned as an on-site supervisory agent. Louis Wolff directed 
design. It was unusual for an architectural firm to be broken up this way, but Lyles’s biography 
alluded to the fact that the divisions applied at the firm sprang from the senior partners’ days in 
the military.1 With each step of the process handled by a designated sector, LBC&W had the 
ability to address every detail in planning more fully than a smaller, more conglomerate firm 
could. 
 
LBC&W’s sheer size set them apart from other firms in the South at the time. In 1950, the firm 
employed 58 people, and by 1970, that number rose to over 200.2 Some employees at LBC&W 
went off to start their own firms or to work for more nationally-known companies. Notably 
Stephen Carter, who had his own firm by 1977, credited his own career to the mentorship of 
Louis Wolff.3 LBC&W was also the first and only firm in the South to own a company plane as 
well as a fleet of company cars. The fleet was used for site visits around Columbia and across the 
state. Their offices were large and accommodating for draftsmen and others on staff, boasting 
“3,600 feet of air-conditioned space.”4 During its lifetime, the firm occupied three different 
offices of its own design. This allowed the firm to showcase its talent. With the ability to travel 
quickly, delegate work among a 200-man team, and free site appraisal, LBC&W was able to 
undertake several projects at one time. Such a multifaceted approach enabled the firm to advance 
their reputation as Modern architects.5 
 
The firm’s status as Modern architects maintained outside of the state of South Carolina. In fact, 
each partner, except Lyles, began his career outside of South Carolina. Therefore, the unified 
LBC&W had ties to existing corporations and firms across the United States. In 1950, one year 
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after its creation, LBC&W had satellite offices in North Carolina and Georgia.6 Later, the firm 
established offices in Washington, DC and Virginia. The senior partners were collectively 
licensed to practice architecture in South Carolina, North Carolina, Georgia, Washington DC, 
Kentucky, Mississippi, Alabama, Florida, Arkansas, Virginia, Maryland, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, Delaware, and Tennessee.7 More than their preexisting out-of-state ties, 
LBC&W’s ambition drove them to establish such a wide-reaching net. Modernism was foreign 
to many in the South and the firm’s designs often met with local resistance.8 It is to their credit 
that they peddled a modern aesthetic into uncharted territory. 
 
While LBC&W functioned well collaboratively, each senior partner had previous experience 
working for architecture firms across the United States. These prior connections contributed to 
the firm’s profile and breadth. Lyles was the lead designer at Stork & Lyles, LBC&W’s 
predecessor in Columbia. He served as the president, vice president, and secretary of the South 
Carolina chapter of the American Institute of Architects (AIA), as well as president of the 
Clemson Architectural Foundation.9 Lyles was also one of the founding members of the 
Richland County Historic Preservation Commission.10 Bissett was also a member of the AIA and 
served as director of the South Carolina chapter for a number of years. Prior to LBC&W he 
served as a draftsman and headed the construction of several government buildings in Georgia. 
In addition to his role as senior partner in Columbia, he also acted as executive director and 
treasurer of the firm. Carlisle, like Lyles, served as president and vice president of the South 
Carolina chapter of the AIA and as president of the Clemson Architectural Foundation. He spent 
the majority of his military career as a draftsman and area engineer in the southwest Pacific. At 
LBC&W, he acted as vice-president and spent the majority of his time in the field in a 
supervisory capacity. Wolff too served as president, vice president, and secretary of the South 
Carolina chapter of the AIA, and as president of the Clemson Architectural Foundation. Wolff 
worked for Bill Lyles at Stork & Lyles before becoming a senior partner. Wolff served as 
secretary of LBC&W.11 Both Wolff and Lyles published articles characterizing the goals of 
modern architecture, and how those aims were reflected in the firm’s repertoire.12 
 
In addition to LBC&W’s geographic reach, the firm’s design versatility was critical to their 
significant place in the history of Modern architecture. During the post-war housing boom, the 
firm was responsible for the construction of more than 500,000 individual housing units. By the 
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late 1970s, the firm had designed more than 7,000 projects.13 Among those buildings were 
schools collegiate dorms, libraries, student unions, government complexes, office buildings, post 
offices, military facilities, private homes, apartment complexes, factories, corporate 
headquarters, and at least one fallout shelter.14 The majority of these structures were built in a 
modernist style. However, several buildings such as the Palmetto Club in Downtown Columbia 
and several single family residences were designed in a more traditional Colonial Revival style 
that was also popular throughout the twentieth century. Even with projects for more conservative 
clients, the firm was able to adhere to its principles of total design while taking into account the 
needs of their patrons. 
 
LBC&W was able to transform the built environment of the South into a Modernist landscape. 
Their magnitude and versatility, coupled with their atypical organizational structure and breadth 
of work gave them the competitive edge needed to reshape the skyline of the South time and 
again. 
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Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle, and Wolff Associates (LBC&W) experienced its initial success with 
singular building projects in the 1940s. In the following decades, the firm expanded its scope to 
include planning projects. Planning emerged as a prominent field within Modern architecture as 
architecture firms, including LBC&W, began to take on urban renewal projects, campus 
development projects, and city master plans.1 LBC&W engaged in all such types of planning 
projects, and developed a planning philosophy the firm promoted as “Total Design.” This 
holistic planning philosophy stressed attention to the total environment of a project and came to 
define the company’s approach to planning initiatives. 
 
As of October of 1963, LBC&W claimed 520 completed projects. The firm listed none of these 
projects under the heading of planning, but sixty-eight of them were housing developments.2 The 
housing developments indicated initial interest in the field of planning. This interest developed 
quickly and by May of 1966, LBC&W added an urban planning department with Mr. Dennis E. 
Daye appointed the director and Mr. William G. Roberts as his assistant. Both of these men 
possessed previous planning experience and each held Master’s degrees in Regional Planning.3 
By 1971, the planning department grew from a three to a fourteen person staff, which included 
seven professional planners, engineers, urban designers, and geographers, in addition to three 
draftsmen, two research assistants, and two secretaries.4 Altogether, the firm completed sixty-
eight projects designated as ‘planning projects,’ in addition to eighty-four housing developments 
and other projects that included planning elements. LBC&W produced this information only 
eleven years after it featured zero planning projects in its list of completed works.5 Planning 
became integral to the firm’s success, growing exponentially in less than ten years after the firm 
implemented its planning division. 
 
With LBC&W’s promotion of its planning philosophy  “Total Design,” the firm articulated a 
vision of planning that was not as developed in its earlier years as a firm, before it had a planning 
department and when it constructed mostly singular building projects. LBC&W conveyed its 
new vision in promotional literature: 
 

Design means welding all conditions and influences into the most practical plan. Above 
all the plan must be functional, serving well the purpose for which the building is 
intended. It must be simple and sound from engineering and construction standpoints. It 
must be economical and come within budget limitations of the client. It must satisfy the 
personal likes and dislikes of the client. And, last but not least, it must be architecturally 
correct, a beautiful building.6 

 
According to LBC&W, the philosophy of “Total Design” viewed man’s environment 
holistically: the firm considered the buildings, neighborhoods, streets, parks, and additional 
facilities all together. The firm’s Architecture, Engineering, and Planning departments 
                                                
1 Gwendolyn Wright, USA: Modern Architectures in History (Reaktion Books, February 2008), 130, 141, 147-148, 
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coordinated efforts to devise the best design plan to respond to “the increasing complexities of 
modern living” that “have made it necessary to take a new approach toward achieving this age 
old goal.”7 Regarding architecture, which LBC&W heralded as “the guiding force of total 
design,” the firm paid close attention to the overall site of a project, its landscaping, exteriors, 
interiors, and furnishings. Engineering, meanwhile, was the science of total design that made the 
project feasible and produced “safe, serviceable, and practical structures and systems.” Planning, 
considered “the unifying force” of a project, “molds architectural and engineering ideas and 
creations into an orderly and efficient environmental pattern to meet the physical, social, and 
economic needs of man.”8 LBC&W also recognized the importance of forming an expert design 
team of electrical, mechanical, and structural engineers, as well as landscape architects, interior 
designers, and soil experts. A mandate was that these specialists have “a genuine appreciation of 
and basic understanding of one another’s problems – with a collective objective to produce 
excellence in an over-all solution rather than in its various components.”9 
 
Exemplary of the firm’s “Total Design” philosophy was LBC&W’s 1973 campus development 
plan for Columbia Bible College, later renamed Columbia International University. The college 
needed to expand due to the increase in student enrollment, and it retained LBC&W’s planning 
department to devise a ten-year plan for the campus. In the plan, the firm established a set of 
goals including to develop additional housing to accommodate the increased number of students, 
to promote an environment that contributed to the “spiritual and intellectual growth” of those 
who studied and worked at the college, to utilize undeveloped parts of the campus, to limit the 
impact of vehicle rerouting roads, to enhance the environment through attention to landscaping, 
and to design a “network of pathways” to allow for access to the wooded areas of college’s 
campus.10 Through the firm’s design of athletic buildings, housing facilities, a library, academic 
buildings, and the overall built environment of the campus, LBC&W showed its dedication to the 
“Total Design” philosophy by adhering to its predetermined, all-inclusive goals that focused not 
just on architectural design, but landscaping and traffic considerations as well.11 
 
The State Capitol Complex could be considered the ultimate realization of LBC&W’s planning 
achievements and philosophy. The State Budget and Control Board hired LBC&W and Wilbur 
Smith and Associates in June of 1967 to provide the framework for the planning of the South 
Carolina State Capitol Complex. In the firm’s initial report, it considered traffic characteristics of 
the site, parking, building and environmental appearances, employment projections, and 
landscaping to propose a development plan for the complex.12 Over the next fifteen or so years, 
LBC&W worked to ensure that the complex’s needs were met within its holistic planning design 
of the site. The firm designed three new buildings and renovated one to complement design 
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elements of existing buildings on the site, including the nineteenth-century State House.13 The 
Brutalist architectural style of the buildings situated them in conversation with one another. The 
state ordered archaeological excavations to be conducted under the State Capitol Complex in 
order to construct the underground parking garage that would provide for the complex’s parking 
needs. LBC&W oversaw the construction of the pedestrian tunnels that enhanced pathways of 
pedestrian flow and the energy facility.  Even though the energy facility was located off-site, it 
was an integral part of the complex’s plan.14 The plan for the State Capitol Complex embodied 
the comprehensive approach of LBC&W’s “Total Design” philosophy as it emphasized 
architectural cohesion, landscaping, parking and traffic, and necessary functional elements to 
ensure that the complex suited the state government’s needs. 
 
After embracing planning completely in the 1960s, LBC&W developed a “Total Design” 
planning philosophy that ensured its success within the field. Whether working on urban renewal 
projects, campus development plans, or city and governmental projects, the firm approached its 
planning projects by looking holistically at the bigger environment and larger concerns of its 
projects. While still maintaining the architectural design elements of Modernism, LBC&W 
obtained more and larger projects by incorporating planning into its repertoire. 

                                                
13  Robert G. Liming. “State Capitol Complex: Texas Firm to Build Office Building,” The State, 9 July 1971. & 
“The Capitol Complex,” The State, 26 February 1978, 38. 
14 Specifications for Partial Excavation State Capitol Complex Columbia, South Carolina, 31 July 1969, Box 16, 
LBC&W collection, SCL. & “Invitation to Bid,” The State, December 22, 1974, 14-C. & “Bulldozers Begin Work 
on Capitol Complex,” The State, August 3, 1969, 14. & “The Capitol Complex,” The State, February 26, 1978, 38. 
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The Columbia-based architecture firm of Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle, and Wolff grew into one of the 
preeminent firms in the Southeast during the post-war period. They quickly developed a rapport 
with local high-ranking community members, enabling them to get commissions all over the city 
of Columbia and even South Carolina, while also gaining access to some of these boards and 
committees. Because of their clout in the local community, LBC&W was able to “beautify” and 
modernize Columbia with their architectural and planning skills through urban renewal projects.  
 
Beginning in the post-World War II period, the federal government funded projects to “fight 
blight” and modernize in cities across the country, which many referred to as urban renewal. The 
ideology behind urban renewal reinforced the link between race and poverty, as these “blighted” 
areas were predominantly African American communities.1 The federal government fully 
supported this ideology by creating the All-American Award, given by the National Civic 
League, to incentivize modernization.2 LBC&W intended to modernize Columbia, so during this 
early period of urban renewal, the firm, particularly William G. (Bill) Lyles, began to involve 
themselves in these projects, which bolstered their reputation in Columbia as builders and 
designers of shining, new, modern buildings that replaced the the old, “blighted” neighborhoods. 
This reputation gave LBC&W more influence and prestige, which helped them gain access to 
community organizations and therefore more projects, many backed with urban renewal funds. 
 
Through Bill Lyles’ connections, LBC&W gained access to many projects with the University of 
South Carolina and the City of Columbia. In 1948, the young firm helped develop the Carolina 
Gardens apartment complex south of the University in conjunction with a smaller urban renewal 
project.3 By working on this project, Lyles met a number of University officials with whom he 
remained connected. These connections brought him membership to the Greater Columbia 
Chamber of Commerce’s Citizens Design for Progress, a program made up of a “20-man 
steering committee of local citizens.”4 Bill Lyles was one of those members. The idea was to 
create a committee that would involve University officials and local community members to 
accommodate the “urgently needed physical expansion of that institution.”5  
 
William G. Lyles established himself among Columbia’s foremost supporters of urban renewal 
from at least 1960. Lyles, along with twenty-one other leaders of business and government in 
Columbia, visited three cities in Florida that seemed to be putting into action the types of 
advancement and construction that Columbia's elites had envisioned. Gainesville, Jacksonville, 
and Tampa had each pursued extensive construction, demonstrating the power of cooperation 
between private business, government, and universities.These three examples forced those who 
partook in the excursion from Columbia as being quite effective in advancing the economy and 
improving the lives of city citizens. Gainesville, with its prominent state university, served as a 
model for Columbia’s leaders who visited the Florida cities where urban renewal seemed 
                                                
1 Lewis C. Jones and Paul R. Mullins, “Race, Displacement, and Twentieth-Century University Landscapes: An 
Archaeology of Urban Renewal and Urban Universities,” in The Materiality of Freedom: Archaeologies of 
Postemancipation Life, ed. Jodi A. Barnes (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 2011), 257. 
2 Ashley Nichole Bouknight, “‘Casualty of Progress:’ The Ward One Community and Urban Renewal, Columbia, 
South Carolina, 1964-1974” (master’s thesis, University of South Carolina, 2010), 7. 
3 “LBC&WCola-July/August 2011,” Items from SHPO/City of Cola, August 2011.  
4 Gus J. Chigges, “‘Citizens’ Design for Progress,’” State (Columbia, SC), May 13, 1969. 
5 Letter, S. J. Latimer, Jr. to Dr. Robert L. Sumwalt, September 7, 1960, Box 2, Sumwalt Presidential Papers, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina.  



LBC&W in Context: Urban Renewal 
 

 162 

successful. Lyles himself was very impressed by what he saw in Florida. Although intrigued by 
the large buildings that Columbia planned, such as a new airport and sports stadium, Lyles 
carried a more general perception of what urban renewal would require and entail. He said that 
“what we really need is long-range planning by people who are willing to subordinate short-
range, personal aims to the overall goals and who have the will to carry them through.”6 He 
believed that urban renewal should be the “long-range” plan for the physical improvement of 
Columbia’s new buildings and city planning.  
 
The largest and most well known urban renewal project that LBC&W completed is the Carolina 
Coliseum, which the University built during the tenure of President Thomas F. Jones, who 
served on the Columbia Community Relations Council headed by Bill Lyles in 1969.7 Much 
more invasive than the projects in Wheeler Hill, USC and Columbia wiped out the entire Ward 
One community which stood on the grounds of the new University structure. Although the 
residents of Ward One were wholeheartedly opposed to the project, Columbia, USC, and 
LBC&W continued on with the building of the Coliseum. Despite the opposition, the firm and 
the University believed that they were helping the people of the community. By replacing their 
“substandard” housing with updated structures that were complete with heating, electricity, 
sewage disposal, and natural light in a location far from view, the leaders of the urban renewal 
cause believed they were doing something good for the people of the city.8 However, their main 
goal was not to help the poor by providing better housing, but to make money. University 
officials believed that by building the Coliseum, downtown businesses would benefit from the 
Coliseum. The Chamber of Commerce had recently placed regional and national advertisements 
in the media to garner more attention for the city..9 This press coverage for the Coliseum would 
stimulate the economy and thereby help modernize Columbia by putting it on the map as a 
destination for visitors in the Southeast. The design of the building would also help Columbia be 
on trend with the growing desire for Modern buildings across the country.  
 
LBC&W took part in “beautifying” the city by transforming the block where the Coliseum is 
located on Assembly Street. Instead of seeing dilapidated houses and overgrown yards portrayed 
by housing inspector Joseph Winter, Columbia residents and visitors to the city would see a 
massive, clean, Modern building.10 The goal of those planning the Coliseum was that it would 
make the Assembly Street corridor more beautiful, not just by replacing that one block, but by 
encouraging further development of the area. Therefore, the area surrounding the Coliseum 
demolished more blocks of the “blighted” Ward One and chic buildings replaced them, creating 
a more visually appealing Columbia. USC Vice President of Business Affairs Harold Brunton 
saw the Coliseum as “a truly magnificent structure...an excellent piece of architecture of which 
the University and the State are justly proud.”11  
                                                
6 “Columbia Leaders Develop,” State, March 25, 1960. 
7 Letter, Thomas F. Jones to William G. Lyles, August 7, 1969, Box 8, Jones Presidential Papers, South Caroliniana 
Library, University of South Carolina. 
8 “Local Standards for Determining Acceptability of Rehousing Resources,” Housing Authority of the City of 
Columbia, 1961, Box 2, Sumwalt Presidential Papers, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina.  
9 Letter, Lee Herbert to Harold Brunton, July 7, 1967, Box 5, Jones Presidential Papers, South Caroliniana Library, 
University of South Carolina.  
10 Joseph Winter Collection, University Libraries Digital Collection, University of South Carolina.  
11 Letter, Harold Brunton to William Lyles, January 7, 1969, Box 7, Jones Presidential Papers, South Caroliniana 
Library, University of South Carolina.  
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LBC&W was a highly successful firm that built Columbia into what it is today. However, many 
of those projects were the product of urban renewal funds, giving the buildings a contentious 
past. Perhaps the firm would not have been as successful had it not been for the unfortunate 
people who lost their homes to new federally funded projects. To LBC&W, they were helping to 
“beautify” and improve the city by designing Modern buildings to replace “blighted” areas. 
These projects might not have happened if the firm did not have the clout in the community 
necessary to gain leverage and help enact these urban renewal policies.  
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The architecture firm Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle, and Wolff (LBC&W) achieved its midcentury 
prominence by establishing an early, successful relationship with the Federal Housing 
Administration (FHA). William Lyles and William Stork, Jr., worked together as partners under 
the firm Stork and Lyles, which was the predecessor of the firm LBC&W. Stork’s advantageous 
connections with the FHA enabled the firm Stork and Lyles to prosper and led to LBC&W’s 
success in securing FHA housing contracts throughout the southeast. 	  
 
The FHA was established under the 1934 National Housing Act passed by Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt’s administration. The United States was in the depths of the Great Depression, and 
Roosevelt was searching for means by which the government could stimulate America’s sluggish 
economy. Early New Deal housing legislation created agencies such as the Home Owners Loan 
Corporation (HOLC), which aided homeowners who otherwise would have been forced to 
foreclose on their homes, and the Public Works Administration (PWA), which aimed to clear 
slums and build public housing that would be affordable.1 The FHA was unique when created in 
1934 because it allowed for the insurance of private loans rather than directly using federal 
funds.2 	  
 
During World War II, the FHA concerned itself with housing war workers who were in desperate 
need of decent housing. In order to help this focus, Title VI was added as an amendment to the 
National Housing Act in 1941 to allow for the insurance of $100 million worth of mortgages.3 In 
fact, it was Title VI legislation that helped to alleviate the housing shortage, and brought housing 
to major defense areas where workers had flocked for jobs.	  
 
Bill Stork and Bill Lyles met just after Lyles graduated from Clemson University with his degree 
in architecture in 1934. They worked temporarily with another local architect, Heyward Singley, 
on a PWA project. The United States was mired in the Depression and work was scarce at the 
time; the two continued networking to find jobs once the PWA project was completed.4 When 
Stork informed Lyles of a job opportunity in Columbia shortly after their stint working with 
Singley, Lyles took the job and even lived with the Stork family for a time. Between 1934 and 
1937, Lyles continued to work with Bill Stork and his brother Bob Stork, who was with the firm 
Wessinger and Stork, on a variety of architectural projects. Lyles got more opportunities to work 
through his association with Bill Stork and became a member of the family in 1937 when Lyles 
married Bill’s sister, Louise Stork.	  
 
Aside from some time Bill Stork spent in Washington, D.C. working for the United States 
Treasury Department, he and Lyles remained close business associates throughout their careers. 
In 1940, Lyles was offered a job as assistant constructing quartermaster at Fort Jackson in 
Columbia, SC, and became a First Lieutenant; he continued to work with Stork in addition to his 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Mason Doan, American Housing Production 1880-2000: A Concise History (New York: University Press of 
America, Inc., 1997), 38-39.	  
2 Twentieth Century Fund, American Housing: Problems and Prospects (New York: Twentieth Century Fund, 
1944), 265.	  
3 The Congressional Research Service, “A Chronology of Housing Legislation and Selected Executive Actions, 
1892-2003,” http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CPRT-108HPRT92629/html/CPRT-108HPRT92629.htm.	  
4Anonymous, “William Gordon Lyles,” undated manuscript, LBC&W file, South Carolina State Historic 
Preservation Office, 3.	  



LBC&W in Context: The Federal Housing Administration 

	   165 

duties at Fort Jackson.5 In 1941, Lyles was assigned to duty as constructing quartermaster in 
Augusta, Georgia for Camp Gordon.6 The next year he was assigned Chief of Design for the 
Chief Engineer of the European Theater of Operations, and was responsible for the design of 
camps and hospitals in the European theater for forty-one months. On November 13, 1945, Lyles 
returned to Columbia as a full colonel and was awarded the Bronze star and Legion of Merit for 
his efforts in Europe.7 Lyles resumed his work with Bill Stork when he returned to Columbia. 8 	  
 
Throughout World War II, Bill Stork remained in the architectural field and worked with the 
FHA in the early stages of its efforts to provide housing for war workers. Stork’s connections 
and knowledge of the agency proved to be valuable to the firm in the years following World War 
II. To encourage housing veterans, the FHA extended section 608, an amendment to the National 
Housing Act passed in May 1942 that aided in housing war workers after the war. Stork and 
Lyles sought out housing projects under section 608 that other architects scorned as they realized 
the opportunities created by FHA legislation. Many architects were frustrated by the restrictions 
that came along with section 608 which provided insurance for up to 90% of the cost of a 
building. They considered the guidelines of the FHA’s “Administrative Rules and Regulations 
for Rental Housing Insurance under Section 608 of the National Housing Act” to be too 
constrictive. Yet, with so few other architectural projects available for firms that shut down 
during the war years, these FHA projects were often some of the only work to be had, especially 
for a fledgling firm like Storks and Lyles. Due to both the shortage of available projects and their 
ability to perceive the value of the FHA’s work despite its stringent restrictions, Stork and Lyles 
pursued such projects.9 
 
The members that eventually made up the partnership of LBC&W—William Carlisle, T.J. 
Bissett, and Louis Wolff— joined Stork and Lyles in 1946.10 According to one account, Bill 
Stork left the firm in 1946.11  However, articles in The State suggest that the partnership lasted at 
least until 1947 with Bissett, Carlisle, and Wolff as associates. In September 1947, The State 
announced that Stork, Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle, and Wolff would be involved in building the 
Wales Garden Apartments under section 608.12 Bill Stork remained actively involved in 
architecture for a number of years after this.13 	  
 
LBC&W was by far the most active firm under the section 608 program in South Carolina. 
Under this program, LBC&W completed 22 projects insured by the FHA at $16,836,400 by the 
end of the program in 1950. The closest competition was David Cevil of Spartanburg with a 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Ibid., 4. 	  
6 “City Architect Supervises Camp Construction Job,” The State, May 18, 1941, 5. 	  
7 “William Gordon Lyles Is Now Full Colonel,” The State, January 11, 1946, 12. 	  
8 “Columbian Who Directed Billion Dollar ETO Construction Returns,” The State, December 16, 1945.	  
9 Anonymous, “William Gordon Lyles,” undated manuscript, LBC&W file, South Carolina State Historic 
Preservation Office, 11.	  
10 “LBC&W History, 1946-1975,” undated manuscript, LBC&W file, South Carolina State Historic Preservation 
Office.	  
11 “William Gordon Lyles,” 11. 	  
12 “Wales Gardens Apartments Begun; to Cost $675,000,” The State, September 14, 1947, 1.	  
13 “Registered Architects Directory,” The State, May 20, 1949, 8. See also: Advertisement, The State, April 24, 
1955, 55. 	  
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mere six projects insured at $3,492,500. Stork and Lyles only completed one FHA project of 
which $195,900 was insured by the FHA. Stork is reported to have completed three projects on 
his own, of which $1,381,500 was FHA insured.14 	  
 
Cornell Arms was one of the gems of LBC&W’s FHA housing projects. As the tallest FHA 
insured project to date upon its 1948 construction, Cornell Arms was received with enthusiasm 
from both national FHA officials who attended the building’s opening and by the local 
community in Columbia that followed the construction and opening of the building with rapt 
attention.15  Cornell Arms was not the only FHA project LBC&W constructed in Columbia, but 
it garnered the most attention. Claire Towers, an FHA-funded apartment building constructed 
only a few blocks away, was a larger structure in square feet, but it was only twelve stories 
compared to Cornell Arms’ soaring eighteen. Many of the FHA projects by LBC&W were noted 
in The State for being “fireproof” and very “modern.” Papers reported that LBC&W frequently 
used steel, brick, and cement in these structures, which is what made them so fire-resistant and 
sturdy.16 But Cornell Arms was not the largest FHA project LBC&W constructed. The massive 
Darlington Apartments in Atlanta, Georgia, contain 612 units; Cornell Arms has 119 units.17 
Both buildings have a cross shape which LBC&W favored because it allowed for more of the 
coveted corner apartments with windows to appreciate the view.18 Many of these shared 
characteristics between the firm’s FHA projects were due to adherence to FHA guidelines that 
stipulated everything from use of fireproof construction materials and acceptable building 
shapes.19 Yet, in spite of sharing some similarities with other FHA sponsored buildings, Cornell 
Arms stands out from the rest of LBC&W’s FHA work. It is Cornell Arms’ contribution to 
Colombia’s skyline that gives the building its legacy, and helped to launch LBC&W to success.	  
 
LBC&W was able to reach the prominence they did due to their early connections with the FHA. 
Bill Stork was a critical connection to the FHA and its programs that were so lucrative to the 
housing industry. One can only speculate as to why Bill Stork left the firm, but he was 
instrumental getting LBC&W through its “learning to walk” phase.20 The buildings designed by 
LBC&W under the FHA shared some similarities, but Cornell Arms stands out for its height in 
the midst of a city with a relatively low skyline. High profile projects such as these apartments 
led LBC&W into the 1950s on a successful note as the firm found ways to diversify after section 
608 came to an end in 1950. While the firm moved on to other types of projects, their partnership 
with the FHA endured, allowing them to produce things like FHA approved architectural plans 
for developers of single-family homes. By the mid-1950s, they proudly touted themselves in a 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14 “$50 Million Rental Units Built Or Going Up Since Birth of FHA 608 Program 3 Years Ago,” The State, 
February 12, 1950, 36. 	  
15	   “Cornell Arms to be opened November 4,” The State. Oct. 21, 1949. There are a number of newspaper articles 
that follow the construction and opening of Cornell Arms, but a few examples of the fervent attention paid to its 
minor developments are listed here: “Cornell Arms,” The State, Feb 9, 1948.;  “Cornell Arms Apts,” The State, Oct 
12, 1949.;  “Workers Clear Site for New Cornell Arms,” The State, May 24 1948, 	  
16 “12-Story ‘Claire Towers’ Will Contain 121 Units; Parking Lot, Laundry, Incinerator Planned,” The State, 
November 21, 1948, 1.  	  
17 “Now 5,250,000 Atlanta Apartment House Turns Into Quasi SC Project,” The State, April 15, 1949, 23. 	  
18 Ray Dilley, “South Carolina’s Tallest Building Reaches for the Sky,” The State, January 16, 1949, 57.    	  
19	  Federal Housing Administration, Architectural Planning and Procedure for Rental Housing, (Washington, D.C.: 
Federal Housing Administration, United States, 1938).	  
20 “LBC&W History, 1946-1975.”	  
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book of such architectural plans as knowledgeable and experienced with the FHA due to their 
work on over 12,400 living units costing over $83 million.21 As the firm continued to grow it 
was undoubtable that their early FHA work gave them the ability to gain exposure and begin 
their rise to prominence in the southeast. 	  

	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21 William G. Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle, and Wolff, “Small Homes for Development Builders,” c. 1952. From the Mr. 
& Mrs. Louis M. Wolff Family Archives of the Elsie B. Wolff Family Trust, H. Michael Wolff Trustee.	  
	  



Bibliography 

	  168 

Archival Sources 
 
City of Columbia Historic Preservation Office 
 Grantham, Anjuli. “LBC&W and the Making of Modernist Columbia.” Internship Report 
 
 
Mr. & Mrs. Louis M. Wolff Family Archives of the Elsie B. Wolff Family Trust, H. Michael 
Wolff Trustee. 
 
Richland County Public Library, Columbia, SC 

Columbia, South Carolina City Directory, Hill Directory Company Publishers, 1968. 
Columbia, South Carolina City Directory, Hill Directory Company Publishers, 1971. 
Columbia, South Carolina City Directory, Hill Directory Company Publishers, 1974.  
Russell Maxey Photograph Collection. 

  
South Carolina Department of Archives and History, Columbia, SC 

Container 10, Series 112021, Files, specifications, and architectural drawings of the State 
Engineer for construction and renovation of state buildings, 1920-1996, State 
Budget and Control Board, Division of General Services.  

 
South Carolina Historic Preservation Office 

 “LBC&W History, 1946-1975,” undated manuscript, LBC&W file 
“LBC&WCola-July/August 2011.” 
 “William Gordon Lyles,” undated manuscript, LBC&W file 

 
South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC 

Doxiadis Associates, Inc., Wilbur Smith and Associates, and Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle and 
Wolff. “Central City Columbia S.C. Master Plan,” Columbia, S.C., 1969.  

Jones, Thomas F., Papers. 
Joseph E. Winter Collection. 
Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle & Wolff Visual Materials Collection 
Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle & Wolff, “Proposed Development Program, South Carolina State 

Government Complex,” Columbia, S.C., 1967 or 1968.  
Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps.  
Specification Book for Partial Excavation State Capitol Complex Columbia, 31 July 

1969. LBC&W Records: Specification Books, ca. 1945-197u, Visual Materials, 
Box 16. 

Specification Book for State House Pedestrian Tunnel and Elevator: State Capitol 
Complex, 27 February 1970. Book A1-1, LBC&W Records: Specifications 
Books, ca. 1945-197u. Visual Materials, Box 16. 

Sumwalt, Robert L., Papers. 
University of South Carolina Board of Trustees Meeting Minute 

 
 
  



Bibliography 

	  169 

Primary Sources 
 
AIA Architects Roster, William G. Lyles, Bisset, Carlisle, & Wolff (Corporation), January 7, 

1953 
 
“A Chronology of Housing Legislation and Selected Executive Actions, 1892-2003.” 

Washington, D.C.: GPO. http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CPRT-
108HPRT92629/html/CPRT-108HPRT92629.htm. 

 
Congressional Research Service, “A Chronology of Housing Legislation and Selected Executive 

Actions, 1892-2003,” http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CPRT108HPRT92629/html/CPRT-
108HPRT92629.htm.	  

 
Federal Housing Administration, Architectural Planning and Procedure for Rental Housing, 

Washington, D.C.: Federal Housing Administration, United States, 1938.	  
 
Federal Housing Administration. Architectural Presentation and Desirable Physical 

Characteristics of Projects Submitted to the Rental Housing Division under Section 207 
of the National Housing Act. Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1939. 

 
The Gamecock, Columbia, SC.  
 
Le Corbusier, The City of Tomorrow and its Planning. Architectural Press, 1947. 
 
Le Corbusier, Towards a New Architecture. London: Dover Publications, 1985. 
 
“National Housing Act of 1949.” Public Law 81-171, S. 1070. Washington, D.C.: US 

Government Printing Office, 1949. 
 
The State, Columbia, SC.  
 
Twentieth Century Fund. American Housing: Problems and Prospects. New York: Twentieth 

Century Fund, 1944.	  
 
University of South Carolina’s Capital Planning Committee and Capital Operations	  and Planning 

Subcommittee. “University of South Carolina: Vision for a Sustainable Future, 2010 
Master Plan.” University of South Carolina. http://www.cpc.sc.edu/downloads/master-
plan.pdf.	  

 
U.S. Census Bureau. “Historical National Population Estimates: July 1, 1900 to July 1, 1999.” 

https://www.census.gov/popest/data/national/totals/pre-1980/tables/popclockest.txt. 
 
Wolff, Louis, “Modern Architecture: Its Purposes and Aims,” South Carolina Magazine (January 

1953): 8-11, 68-70. 
 
 



Bibliography 

	  170 

Secondary Sources	  
	  
“About the School.” School of Journalism and Mass Communications, University of South	  

Carolina. Accessed April 8, 2015.	  
http://www.sc.edu/study/colleges_schools/mcis/journalism_and_mass_communications/a
bout/index.php.	  

	  
Batty, Michael. “Models, Methods and Rationality in Urban and Regional Planning: 

Developments since 1960,” Area, Vol. 8, No. 2, 23rd International Geographical 
Congress (Moscow), 1976.  

 
Bouknight, Ashley Nichole. “‘Casualty of Progress’: The Ward One Community andUrban 

Renewal, Columbia, South Carolina, 1964-1974.” Master’s thesis, University of  South 
Carolina, 2010.	  

 
“Colonial Life Arena.” South Carolina Gamecocks. Accessed April 8, 2015,	  

http://www.gamecocksonline.com/facilities/colonial-life-arena.html.	  
 
Davis, Sam. The Architecture of Affordable Housing. California: University of California Press, 

1995. 
	  
Division of University Relations. “Buildings as History” in The Buildings of USC. May	  1990. 

http://www.sc.edu/uscmap/bldg/buildings_history.html. 	  
	  
Doan, Mason. American Housing Production 1880-2000: A Concise History. New York: 

University Press of America, Inc., 1997.	  
 
Friedman, Avi. “The Evolution of Design Characteristics during the Post-Second World War 

Housing Boom: The US Experience.” Journal of Design History 8, no. 2 (1995). 
 
Jones, Lewis C., and Mullins, Paul R. “Race, Displacement, and Twentieth-Century University 

Landscapes: An Archaeology of Urban Renewal and Urban Universities.” In The 
Materiality of Freedom: Archaeologies of Postemancipation Life, edited by Jodi A. 
Barnes (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 2011). 

 
Lasner, Matthew Gordon. “Architect as Developer and the Postwar U.S. Apartment, 1945–

1960.” Buildings & Landscapes: Journal of the Vernacular Architecture Forum 21, no. 1 
(2014): 27–55. 

 
Lesesne, Henry H. A History of the University of South Carolina, 1940-2000. Columbia, SC:	  

University of South Carolina Press, 2001.	  
	  
Mihalik, Dr. Brian, Dr. Sheryl Kline, Dr. Ercan Turk, Dr. Marianne Bickle, Dr. Bob Brookshire,	  

Dr. Andy Gillentine, Dr. Sandy Strick. College of Hospitality, Retail, and Sport	  
Management Blueprint for Academic Excellence at USC, 2009-2014. Accessed Apr. 8,	  
2015.	  



Bibliography 

	  171 

http://www.sc.edu/about/offices_and_divisions/provost/docs/blueprints/2011_hrsm_blupr
int.pdf.	  

 
Mumford, Eric. “The ‘Tower in a Park’ in America: Theory and Practice, 1920-1960.” Planning 

Perspectives 10, no. 1 (1995): 22-25. 
 
National Register of Historic Places. “Georgia’s Modern Apartment Complexes, Historic 

Context Report.” 
http://georgiashpo.org/sites/uploads/hpd/pdf/Ga_Modern_Apartments_Context.pdf. 

 
National Park Service. “Public Housing in the United States, 1933-1949.” National Register 

Nomination, December 1, 2004, 58-59. 
http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/guidance/Public%20Housing%20in%20the%20Unite
d%20States%20MPS.pdf. 

 
“Our History-College of Hospitality, Retail, and Sport Management.” University of South	  

Carolina. Accessed April 14, 2014,	  
http://sc.edu/study/colleges_schools/hrsm/about/our_history/index.php.	  

 
Robinson, Judith H. and Stephanie S. Paul, Robinson & Associates, Inc., Growth, Efficiency, and 

Modernism: GSA Buildings of the 1950s, 60s, and 70s (U.S. General Services 
Administration, Washington, D.C., 2008). 

 
Schwartz, Harry K. “Sin and Section 608: I.” The Harvard Crimson. April 27, 1954. 

http://www.thecrimson.com/article/1954/4/27/sin-and-section-608-i-pthis/. 
 
South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office “Why Are We Looking at That? Mid-Century 

Modern Architecture in South Carolina.” (2014).	  
 
Stephenson, Gordon. “Architecture, Town Planning, and Civic Design,” The Town Planning 

Review, Vol. 56, No. 2, Design and Conservation in the City (April 1985): 135-173.  
 
“William G. Lyles of Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle & Wolff, Columbia,” Review of Architecture 7, no. 

1 (1964): 23-34. 
 
Wright, Gwendolyn. USA: Modern Architectures in History. London: Reaktion Books, 2008.  
 
 
 



Professor	  Lydia	  Ma.ce	  Brandt
Email:	  brandtlm@mailbox.sc.edu
Office:	  McMaster	  328,	  803.777.2362
Office	  Hours:	  Tuesday/Thursday,	  1.30-‐2.30	  
PM	  or	  by	  appointment

This	  seminar	  will	  explore	  the	  architecture	  of	  
America,	  with	  a	  special	  focus	  on	  modern	  
architecture	  in	  Columbia,	  SC,	  and	  especially	  
the	  Columbia-‐based	  firm	  of	  LBC&W.	  
ConsisSng	  of	  William	  Gordon	  Lyles,	  Thomas	  
J.	  BisseW,	  William	  Carlisle,	  and	  Louis	  M.	  
Wolff,	  the	  firm	  was	  based	  in	  Columbia	  and	  
acSve	  naSonwide	  from	  1946	  through	  the	  
late	  1970s.	  By	  carefully	  documenSng	  and	  
researching	  this	  firm’s	  body	  of	  work	  on	  a	  
number	  of	  field	  trips,	  students	  will	  learn	  to	  
"read"	  buildings,	  to	  uncover	  their	  histories,	  
to	  develop	  compelling	  narraSves	  for	  their	  
significance,	  and	  to	  make	  arguments	  for	  
their	  preservaSon.

LEARNING	  OUTCOMES

Over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  semester,	  students	  will:
✓ criScally	  analyze	  and	  discuss	  buildings	  and	  spaces;	  hone	  visual	  literacy.
✓ learn	  and	  apply	  the	  methods	  of	  architectural	  survey.
✓ develop	  skills	  in	  architectural	  research.
✓ crae	  a	  historical	  narraSve	  based	  on	  original	  research,	  purposefully	  chosen	  methodologies,	  and	  first-‐hand	  knowledge	  

of	  a	  building	  and	  present	  this	  narraSve	  in	  polished	  wriWen	  and	  verbal	  forms.

InstrucSonal	  delivery:	  50%	  class	  discussion	  and	  field	  work,	  25%	  in-‐class	  group	  work,	  25%	  individual	  readings.

TEXTS

Required	  Readings:
✓ Gwendolyn	  Wright,	  USA:	  Modern	  Architectures	  in	  History	  (London:	  ReakSon	  Books,	  2008).	  

	   ISBN-‐13:	  978-‐1-‐86189-‐344-‐4
✓ Course	  reader	  available	  for	  purchase	  at	  The	  Copy	  Shop	  (1620	  Gervais	  Street).

Regularly	  check	  your	  USC	  email	  account	  for	  class	  updates.	  Documents	  (including	  copies	  of	  anything	  handed	  out	  in	  class),	  
readings	  (other	  than	  those	  required	  for	  purchase),	  and	  PDFs	  of	  any	  lectures	  will	  be	  posted	  on	  Blackboard.	  

You	  will	  also	  be	  required	  to	  join	  and	  parScipate	  in	  a	  class	  Google	  Drive	  folder	  so	  that	  you	  may	  share	  documents	  with	  
your	  classmates	  and	  instructor.

AMERICAN	  ARCHITECTURE	  (ARTH	  542/HIST	  700)
W	  4.40-‐7.45	  .	  McMaster	  310	  .	  Spring	  2014

The	  New	  Yorker, 1948
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REQUIREMENTS

Par$cipa$on	  and	  A-endance

Because	  this	  is	  a	  team-‐based	  course,	  the	  first	  –	  and	  most	  important	  –	  requirement	  in	  this	  class	  is	  for	  students	  to	  
complete	  all	  assigned	  readings	  and	  to	  aWend	  all	  class	  meeSngs.	  More	  than	  one	  unexcused	  absence	  will	  negaSvely	  
impact	  your	  parScipaSon	  grade.	  Your	  parScipaSon	  will	  be	  evaluated	  halfway	  into	  the	  semester,	  allowing	  you	  Sme	  and	  
feedback	  to	  improve	  if	  necessary.

Semester	  Research	  Project

Beginning	  early	  in	  the	  semester,	  you	  and	  your	  classmates	  will	  be	  divided	  into	  teams	  and	  will	  then	  select	  one	  of	  four	  
buildings	  on	  which	  to	  focus	  your	  research	  for	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  semester.	  Aeer	  1)	  ge.ng	  to	  know	  the	  building	  through	  
survey	  and	  documentaSon,	  each	  team	  will	  2)	  research	  and	  develop	  an	  original	  argument	  about	  its	  architecture,	  history,	  
and/or	  rehabilitaSon,	  and	  3)	  develop	  contextual	  analysis	  for	  the	  building.	  The	  class	  will	  then	  regroup	  to	  	  4)	  synthesize	  
and	  present	  this	  research	  publicly.	  I	  will	  provide	  more	  detailed	  explanaSons	  of	  the	  requirements	  for	  each	  assignment	  as	  
the	  semester	  progresses.

1)	  Survey	  and	  Documenta?on:
In	  order	  to	  familiarize	  yourself	  with	  your	  building	  and	  to	  generate	  a	  permanent	  record	  of	  its	  physical	  characterisScs,	  you	  
and	  your	  team	  will	  conduct	  a	  survey	  complete	  with	  photographs	  and	  wriWen	  descripSons.	  This	  first	  phase	  of	  the	  project	  
will	  result	  in	  a	  completed	  SURVEY	  FORM	  and	  an	  illustrated	  12+	  page	  ARCHITECTURAL	  DESCRIPTION	  that	  covers	  both	  
the	  interior	  and	  exterior	  of	  the	  building	  and	  its	  surrounding	  landscape.	  The	  survey	  form	  will	  take	  the	  format	  dictated	  
by	  the	  South	  Carolina	  State	  Historic	  PreservaSon	  Office	  and	  the	  architectural	  descripSon	  will	  follow	  the	  guidelines	  for	  
the	  NaSonal	  Register	  of	  Historic	  Places	  and	  the	  Historic	  American	  Buildings	  Survey.	  

2)	  Researching	  and	  CraDing	  an	  Argument	  for	  the	  Significance	  of	  Your	  Building:
We	  will	  spend	  considerable	  Sme	  discussing	  the	  methods	  for	  researching	  and	  analyzing	  the	  history	  of	  modern	  
architecture	  in	  both	  primary	  and	  secondary	  sources.	  Your	  team	  will	  cull	  these	  resources	  to	  craP	  an	  original,	  15+	  page	  
NARRATIVE	  about	  your	  building’s	  history,	  its	  na$onal	  context,	  and	  its	  significance.	  Each	  report	  will	  include	  a	  
bibliography	  and	  footnotes	  in	  Chicago	  Style,	  as	  well	  as	  properly	  aWributed	  illustraSons.	  These	  reports	  will	  be	  deposited	  
with	  the	  South	  Carolina	  State	  Historic	  PreservaSon	  Office	  and	  the	  City	  of	  Columbia,	  and	  distributed	  to	  other	  
stakeholders.

3)	  Contextualizing	  your	  research:
Each	  building	  opSon	  has	  been	  chosen	  as	  a	  representaSve	  of	  a	  theme	  in	  LBC&W’s	  larger	  body	  of	  work.	  As	  part	  of	  your	  
research	  on	  your	  chosen	  building,	  your	  team	  will	  develop	  a	  mini-‐narraSve	  for	  a	  parScular	  aspect	  of	  the	  firm’s	  history.	  
Your	  team	  will	  write	  a	  3-‐4	  page	  report	  exploring	  this	  theme	  that	  will	  contribute	  to	  the	  larger	  LBC&W	  history	  compiled	  
by	  the	  class.	  Each	  report	  will	  include	  a	  bibliography	  and	  footnotes	  in	  Chicago	  Style.

4)	  Presenta?on	  of	  your	  research:
The	  class	  will	  unite	  in	  the	  final	  weeks	  of	  class	  to	  bring	  together	  the	  semester’s	  research	  in	  both	  wri-en	  and	  verbal	  
forms,	  consisSng	  of	  3	  parts:	  1)	  the	  class	  will	  give	  a	  20-‐30	  minute	  presentaSon	  on	  the	  history	  of	  LBC&W’s	  architecture	  
and	  2)	  tours	  of	  select	  buildings,	  followed	  by	  3)	  a	  Wikipedia	  arScle	  on	  LBC&W	  synthesizing	  the	  class’	  research	  findings.	  

Workshops,	  scheduled	  periodically	  over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  semester,	  will	  serve	  as	  informal	  check-‐ups	  on	  your	  work,	  
allowing	  you	  to	  share	  your	  progress,	  learn	  what	  your	  classmates	  are	  working	  on,	  troubleshoot	  problems,	  and	  find	  
opportuniSes	  for	  collaboraSon.	  The	  more	  prepared	  you	  are	  for	  the	  workshops,	  the	  more	  feedback	  you	  will	  be	  able	  to	  
receive.



Addi$onal	  Expecta$ons	  for	  Graduate	  Students

Over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  semester,	  graduate	  students	  will	  read	  two	  addiSonal	  surveys	  of	  modern	  architecture	  (may	  be	  
global	  or	  American)	  that	  must	  be	  previously	  approved	  by	  the	  instructor.	  For	  each	  survey,	  students	  will	  write	  a	  500-‐word	  
review	  and	  post	  it	  on	  that	  book’s	  page	  on	  Amazon.com.	  Students	  must	  complete	  their	  first	  review	  no	  later	  than	  spring	  
break	  and	  the	  second	  must	  be	  submiWed	  by	  our	  final	  class	  meeSng.

Graduate	  students	  will	  also	  serve	  in	  leadership	  roles	  within	  their	  teams.	  They	  are	  responsible	  for	  keeping	  track	  of	  tasks	  
once	  the	  team	  has	  determined	  a	  workflow	  and	  communicaSng	  with	  me	  should	  there	  be	  any	  problems.	  Their	  iniSaSve	  in	  
leadership	  posiSons	  will	  be	  considered	  part	  of	  their	  parScipaSon	  grade.

Grade	  Breakdown

%	  of	  total	  -‐	  ugrads %	  of	  total	  -‐	  grads Due	  Date
ParScipaSon 20% 15% -‐
Architectural	  DescripSon 25% 25% 2/25
NarraSve	  and	  LBC&W	  Context 40% 40% 4/15
ContribuSon	  to	  Final	  PresentaSon/Tour/Report 15% 15% 5/4

Amazon.com	  Reviews n/a 5% 3/6	  and	  4/22

Except	  for	  your	  parScipaSon	  grade	  (and	  book	  reviews	  for	  grad	  students),	  all	  grades	  will	  be	  given	  to	  enSre	  groups.	  All	  
students	  in	  each	  group	  will	  receive	  the	  same	  grade	  unless	  there	  are	  extenuaSng	  circumstances	  discussed	  before	  the	  day	  
the	  assignment	  is	  due.	  You	  will	  be	  asked	  to	  evaluate	  yourself	  and	  your	  teammates	  according	  to	  a	  rubric	  we	  will	  agree	  
upon	  as	  a	  class	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  semester.

GENERAL	  EXPECTATIONS

As	  the	  class’s	  instructor,	  you	  can	  expect	  me	  to:
✓ provide	  content	  and	  guide	  class	  discussions	  and	  acSviSes.
✓ evaluate	  your	  criScal	  and	  creaSve	  thinking,	  wriSng,	  parScipaSon,	  and	  knowledge	  of	  the	  class’s	  content	  according	  to	  

the	  guidelines	  listed	  above.	  
✓ be	  available	  to	  you	  in	  office	  hours	  and/or	  for	  one-‐on-‐one	  consultaSons	  regarding	  the	  class’s	  content	  and	  assignments.	  	  
✓ answer	  your	  emails	  within	  24-‐hours	  on	  weekdays.

As	  a	  parScipant	  in	  this	  class,	  your	  classmates	  and	  I	  can	  expect	  you	  to:
✓ be	  a	  team	  player	  and	  think	  creaSvely!
✓ ask	  quesSons,	  be	  respectul	  and	  thoughtul	  in	  discussions	  with	  your	  classmates	  during	  class,	  faithfully	  and	  criScally	  

complete	  all	  readings,	  and	  seek	  addiSonal	  assistance	  outside	  of	  class	  when	  necessary.
✓ arrive	  to	  class	  on	  Sme	  (arrivals	  more	  than	  10	  minutes	  late	  will	  count	  as	  absences).
✓ adhere	  to	  the	  Carolinian	  Creed,	  including	  the	  secSon	  on	  plagiarism.	  Failure	  to	  do	  so	  will	  result	  in	  my	  prosecuSng	  to	  

the	  fullest	  extent	  of	  University	  policy.	  If	  you	  have	  quesSons	  about	  plagiarism	  at	  any	  Sme	  during	  the	  semester,	  
please	  ask.



CLASS	  SCHEDULE

DATE ACTIVITIES READINGS	  AND	  DUE	  DATES

1/14 IntroducSon

1/21 The	  Roots	  of	  Modernism ✓ Wright,	  USA,	  7-‐111
✓ Marvin	  Trachtenberg	  and	  Isabelle	  Hyman,	  Architecture:	  

From	  Pre-‐History	  to	  Postmodernism,	  2nd	  ed.	  (2003),	  
464-‐484.

1/24 SATURDAY	  -‐	  SITE	  VISITS	  AS	  A	  CLASS
Guest	  Speaker:	  Andy	  Chandler,	  SHPO

✓ Norman	  Tyler,	  et.	  al.,	  “IntervenSon	  Approaches,	  
DocumentaSon,	  and	  Technology,”	  in	  Historic	  
Preserva?on,	  2nd.	  ed.	  (2009),	  189-‐236.

1/28 Modernism
Guest	  Speaker:	  Tom	  Savory,	  architect

✓ CHOOSE	  BUILDING	  FOR	  SEMESTER	  PROJECT
✓ Wright,	  USA,	  112-‐193
✓ David	  P.	  Handlin,	  American	  Architecture,	  2nd.	  ed.	  (2004),

197-‐231.

2/4 The	  End	  of	  Modernism? ✓ Wright,	  USA,	  195-‐278
✓ Dell	  Upton,	  Architecture	  in	  the	  United	  States	  (1998),	  

chapter	  5.
✓ reviews	  of	  Wright’s	  USA	  in	  Journal	  of	  the	  Society	  of	  

Architectural	  Historians	  (2009)	  and	  The	  Journal	  of	  
American	  History	  (2008).

2/11 NO	  CLASS	  -‐	  SITE	  VISITS	  WITH	  DR.	  B	  
THIS	  WEEK

✓ HABS	  reports	  on	  the	  Farnsworth	  House	  (1984	  and	  2009).

2/18 Methodologies	  I:	  Case	  Study	  -‐	  The	  
Seagram	  Building

Workshop	  I

✓ William	  Jordy,	  “The	  Laconic	  Splendor	  of	  the	  Metal	  Frame:	  
Ludwig	  Mies	  van	  der	  Rohe’s	  860	  Lake	  Shore	  Drive	  
Apartments	  and	  his	  Seagram	  Building,”	  in	  American	  
Buildings	  and	  their	  Architects,	  vol.	  5	  (1972),	  221-‐77.

✓ William	  Whyte	  et.	  al.,	  The	  Social	  Life	  of	  Small	  Urban	  
Spaces	  (1979)	  -‐	  film,	  watch	  online	  via	  link	  on	  
Blackboard.

✓ Felicity	  D.	  ScoW,	  “An	  Army	  of	  Soldiers	  or	  a	  Meadow:	  The	  
Seagram	  Building	  and	  the	  ‘Art	  of	  Modern	  
Architecture,’	  ”	  Journal	  of	  the	  Society	  of	  Architectural	  
Historians	  70,	  no.	  3	  (September	  2011):	  330-‐53.

2/25 VISIT	  TO	  LOCAL	  HISTORY	  ROOM
Guest	  Speakers:	  Margaret	  Dunlap	  and	  

Debbie	  Bloom

✓ ARCHITECTURAL	  DESCRIPTION	  AND	  SURVEY	  FORM	  DUE



DATE ACTIVITIES READINGS	  AND	  DUE	  DATES

3/4 Methodologies	  II:	  Cultural	  Landscapes ✓ Richard	  Longstreth,	  “IntroducSon:	  The	  Challenges	  of	  
Cultural	  Landscape	  for	  PreservaSon,”	  in	  Cultural	  
Landscapes:	  Balancing	  Nature	  and	  Heritage	  in	  
Preserva?on	  Prac?ce	  (2008),	  1-‐22.

✓ Daniel	  Bluestone,	  “Chicago’s	  Mecca	  Flat	  Blues:	  
Architecture,	  Music,	  and	  Race	  in	  the	  PoliScs	  of	  Place,”	  
in	  Buildings,	  Landscapes,	  and	  Memory	  (2011),	  184-‐209.

✓ Diane	  Ghirardo,	  “Public	  Space,”	  in	  Architecture	  ADer	  
Modernism	  (1996),	  43-‐106.

3/11 NO	  CLASS	  -‐	  SPRING	  BREAK

3/18 Methodologies	  III:	  Case	  Study	  -‐	  The	  
Modern	  House

Workshop	  II

✓ Lynn	  Spigel,	  “The	  Suburban	  Home	  Companion:	  Television	  
and	  the	  Neighborhood	  Ideal	  in	  Postwar	  America,”	  in	  
Sexuality	  and	  Space	  (1992),	  185-‐217.	  

✓ KrisSna	  Wilson,	  “Modern	  Modes	  of	  Dining,”	  in	  Livable	  
Modernism:	  Interior	  Decora?ng	  and	  Design	  During	  the	  
Great	  Depression	  (2004),	  59-‐100.

✓ Dianne	  Harris,	  “Seeing	  the	  Invisible:	  Reexamining	  Race	  
and	  Vernacular	  Architecture,”	  Perspec?ves	  in	  
Vernacular	  Architecture	  13,	  no.	  2	  (2006/2007):	  95-‐105

✓ Each	  group	  will	  submit	  an	  arScle	  or	  book	  chapter	  for	  the	  
class	  to	  read	  as	  an	  example	  of	  the	  methodology	  they	  
are	  using	  for	  their	  historical	  significance	  (to	  be	  read	  
next	  week)

3/25 Methodologies	  IV:	  Choose	  Your	  Own	  
Adventure

✓ Readings	  posted	  by	  your	  classmates	  on	  Blackboard
✓ Post	  an	  arScle	  or	  blog	  post	  (reputable,	  please)	  on	  

Blackboard	  discussing	  an	  example	  or	  the	  problems	  of	  
preserving	  Modern	  buildings	  (to	  be	  read	  next	  week)

4/1 Preserving	  Modernism	  Discussion
Guest	  Speakers	  TBD
Workshop	  III

✓ Kelli	  Shapiro,	  “From	  Modernism	  to	  McDonald’s:	  Ideology,	  
Controversy,	  and	  the	  Movement	  to	  Preserve	  the	  
Recent	  Past,”	  Journal	  of	  Architectural	  Educa?on	  61,	  no.	  
2	  (2007):	  6-‐14.

✓ Look	  over	  the	  links	  your	  classmates	  posted	  last	  week

4/8 Work	  on	  Final	  PresentaSon/Tours/Wiki	  
ArScle

4/15 NO	  CLASS	  -‐	  NCPH ✓ NARRATIVE	  DUE

4/22 Work	  on	  Final	  PresentaSon/Tours/Wiki	  
ArScle

5/4	  @	  4	  PM FINAL	  PRESENTATION/TOURS/WIKI	  
ARTICLE



BUILDINGS	  AND	  THEMES

1. 	  	  2.	  
	  

1. Carolina	  Coliseum	  /	  701	  Assembly	  Street	  /	  1968-‐9	  /	  Urban	  Renewal
2. Louis	  Wolff	  House	  /	  6336	  Westshore	  (private)	  /	  1962-‐3	  /	  Biography
3. Cornell	  Arms	  /	  1230	  Pendleton	  Street	  /	  1949	  /	  Housing
4. Edgar	  Brown	  Building	  /	  1205	  Pendleton	  Street	  /	  1973	  /	  Planning	  and/or	  Style

3. 4.
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