


DESIGN/DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION 
DESIGN REVIEW DISTRICT 

HISTORIC AGENDA 
EVALUATION SHEET 

Case #6 
 

 
ADDRESS:   2200 Lincoln Street 
 
APPLICANT:   Samuel S. Morton, owner 
 
TAX MAP REFERENCE:  TMS#09012-12-16 
 
USE OF PROPERTY:  Residential 
 
REVIEW DISTRICT:  Elmwood Park Architectural Conservation District 
 
NATURE OF REQUEST:   Request Certificate of Design Approval for unapproved 

exterior changes. 
 
FINDINGS/COMMENTS:   

 The wood sided 2-story house located at 2200 Lincoln Street was built ca. 1908. It was 
originally located at 2124 Lincoln Street, but was moved to its current site in the early 1980s 
when the City of Columbia authorized a packaged sale of the house at 2124 Lincoln Street 
and a vacant parcel at 2200 Lincoln Street. This was obviously done to save a historic 
structure while also providing enough land for the construction of Roy Lynch Park. 

According to early Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, the house at 2124 Lincoln Street 
originally featured a one-story porch on the façade while the house at 2200 Lincoln Street 
featured a two-story wraparound porch. Although the house that was originally located  
at 2200 Lincoln Street is no longer extant, it appears that it may have influenced the 2124 
Lincoln Street house when it was moved to the 2200 Lincoln Street address, since the house 
now features a two-story wraparound porch. This move, coupled with the exterior changes, 
most likely prevented the house from being listed as a contributing structure in the 
Elmwood Park National Register Historic District when it was listed on May 3, 1991. 
However, this does not affect its status as a contributing structure in the local Elmwood 
Park Architectural Conservation District in which design review of all exterior changes  
is required. 

The applicant is requesting a Certificate of Design Approval for a front door that was 
installed without design approval or permits. This request is actually an appeal of staff’s 
decision to deny the proposed door, which staff noticed on a routine site visit in the district 
on October 8, 2014. At that time, the existing door had been removed and the contractor 
was in the process of altering the door frame to accept the new door. The existing door was 
not historic, so an appropriate replacement could have been handled at staff level. Staff 
discussed the design review process with the applicant and indicated several types of doors 
that could be approved at staff level. As the proposed door was atypical for similarly styled 
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houses in the district, staff made a decision that it did not meet the intent of the guidelines 
and urged the applicant to consider exchanging or returning the door since the hinges and 
lockset had not yet been bored into the slab. Staff even showed the applicant a compatible 
door from the manufacturer’s website and offered to provide a letter that may have helped 
increase the chances of exchanging the door. 

Since the doorframe had been altered, the door that was removed no longer fit the 
opening and the applicant felt that it created a security and safety risk. After hearing the 
applicant’s concerns, staff allowed the new door to be installed temporarily with the 
understanding that it must be removed if not approved by the D/DRC. The applicant 
agreed, and has since stated that a door matching the one that was removed will be installed 
if the door currently installed is not approved. 

From a design perspective, the proposed door is a modern variation of a door that is 
usually seen on smaller bungalows or Craftsman influenced houses that were built at a later 
time period than the applicant’s house. The original version of this door features six 
windows in a rectangle without the arched top. Building supply catalogs from the time 
period in which 2200 Lincoln Street was built do not feature any doors with this design. 
Instead, they feature doors that are consistent with original doors seen throughout Elmwood 
Park, which typically feature raised panels and half-glass or larger inserts with square corners. 

While staff is sympathetic to the applicant’s situation, the guidelines present an 
opportunity to allow a more architecturally compatible door to be installed when a non-
historic door is removed. A door that is more compatible with the architecture of the house 
ultimately strengthens the visual cohesiveness of the neighborhood. Prior to the door being 
replaced, staff issued a memo to the Zoning Staff on August 26, 2014 in response to a 
painting inquiry by the applicant’s contractor.  This memo clearly states that no exterior 
changes were to be made. 

Staff was not able to find a photograph of the house that showed the original door.  
If the applicant is able to locate a picture of the house with the original door intact, staff 
would be happy to recommend a door that matches the original. Otherwise, staff would be 
happy to work with the applicant to select a door that meets the guidelines and is compatible 
with the architectural style of the house. If not visible from the public right-of-way, staff 
could recommend relocating the currently installed door to the rear of the house if the 
applicant chooses. 
 
 
PERTINENT SECTIONS FROM CITY ORDINANCE 

Sec. 17-674 (d) Criteria for review of design of structures and sites.  

(1)  Issuance of a certificate of design approval shall be based upon the requirements set forth in the 
standards or design guidelines adopted by the city council for each historic district. For individual 
landmarks, the Governor’s Mansion Protection Area, Elmwood Park Architectural Conservation 
District, and the Landmark District, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, as 
amended and listed below (the “Standards”), shall serve as guidelines until such time as design guidelines 
may be written and adopted by City Council for each local historic district. The Standards are to be 
applied to specific rehabilitation projects, taking into account the designation level of each district. 
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a. For landmark districts and individual landmarks, the historic character of a property shall be retained 

and preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a 
property shall be avoided. 

  Not applicable. 
 

b.  In architectural conservation districts and protection areas, the historic character of a district shall be 
retained and preserved through the preservation of historic materials and features which characterize the 
historic district. 

   The door that was removed was most likely from the 1980s; however, it was a typical 
6-panel Colonial door that did not detract from the house. While not an exact fit for the 
style of the house, this type of door has been used on a variety of house types and would 
have been available when the house was built.  

  Staff researched several door catalogs from the time period in which the house was 
constructed and confirmed that the proposed door is not a typical front door design for 
an early 1900s Folk Victorian style home. Original doors on similarly styled houses in the 
district feature raised panels with half-glass or larger inserts, which is consistent with the 
types of doors shown in these early catalogs. Staff could not locate any doors that 
matched the applicant’s proposed door. In fact, none of the doors featured an arched 
upper glass insert with muntins. 
 

c.  For individual landmarks and the landmark district, each property shall be recognized as a physical 
record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as 
adding conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken. 

  Not applicable.  
 

d.  Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their own right 
shall be retained and preserved.  

  Not applicable. 
 

e.  Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize 
a property shall be preserved.  

  Not applicable. 
 

f.  Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severe deterioration or 
complete loss requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, 
color, finish, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing 
features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence, and character-defining 
features that have been lost due to intentional damage, removal or neglect shall be rebuilt. 

  Doors are character-defining features that help reinforce the architectural style of a 
building. Unfortunately the original door that was installed at 2200 Lincoln Street has 
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long been gone and staff was unable to find any documentation that referenced the 
original design. If the applicant can locate a photograph of the original door prior to its 
removal, staff would be happy to approve a door that matches the original in “design, 
color, finish, texture, etc.” to meet the ordinance. Otherwise staff recommends  
installing a door that is consistent with other original doors on similarly styled houses  
in the district. 
 

g. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials shall not 
be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest means 
possible.  

  Not applicable. 
 

h.  New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that 
characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with 
the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its 
environment. 

  Not applicable. 

i.  New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that if 
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would 
be unimpaired. 

  Not applicable. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:  
Staff finds that the proposal does not meet Section 17-674 (d) of the City Ordinance and recommends that 
the request for a Certificate of Design Approval be denied with the following conditions: 
 

• The door currently installed shall be removed within 60 days 
• The previously removed six-panel door or a new wood door of the same design shall be installed,  

or a new door that meets the guidelines and is compatible with the architectural style of the house 
shall be installed after staff approval 

• All details deferred to staff. 
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2200 Lincoln Street – Elmwood Park Architectural Conservation District 
 
 

1731 Heyward Street – Wales Garden Architectural Conservation Distr

 
2200 Lincoln Street – May 1987  

 
2200 Lincoln Street – May 1987 
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2200 Lincoln Street – Elmwood Park Architectural Conservation District  
 

 

 
View of six-panel wood door that was removed – October 8, 2014 

 
View of proposed door before it was drilled for hinges/lockset – October 8, 2014 
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2200 Lincoln Street – Elmwood Park Architectural Conservation District  
 

 
2200 Lincoln Street – Elmwood Park Architectural Conservation District  

 
 

 

 
Typical rectangular glass door designs from a 1908  

E.L. Roberts & Co. millwork catalog. 
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2200 Lincoln Street – Elmwood Park Architectural Conservation District 
 

 
 

 
Staff recommended door  

Option A 
(vintagedoors.com) 

 
Staff recommended door  

Option B 
(simpsondoor.com) 
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