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Phase 1 (January 2006 to December 2006, HPCA Part 3 Application submitted August 2007) included the renovation of 
the existing partitioned office spaces in the southern half of the second floor of the Finishing Mill and conversion of 
approximately 35% of the vacant space; consisting of Units 707-714, 101-103, and their respective courtyard entries in 
Weave Shed Nos. 1 and 7 to studio and light industrial use. Estimated costs attributed solely to rehabilitation of the 
historic structures were $3,259,359. 
Completed December 2006 
State Approval 9/10/2007 
Federal Approval 9/17/2007 
 
Phase 2 (January 2007 to December 2007, HPCA Application submitted May 2008) included partial rehabilitation of the 
Finishing Mill, Weave Shed Nos. 1, 2, 7, and 8, and Building 5.  Work completed in the Finishing Mill consisted of the 
renovation of the 1005 Main Street stair tower interior on the basement and first floor levels, the conversion of first floor 
units 1112A-C to restaurant space, the conversion of units 1101-1111 in the basement and first floor to live/work spaces, 
the renovation of existing first, second, and third floor bathrooms in the north half of the building, and the renovation of 
existing office units 1220, 1224, and 1226 and their adjoining hallway in the north half of the building’s second floor.  
Vacant space and corresponding corridor entrances in Weave Shed No. 1, units 104-113, and Weave Shed No. 7, unit 
706, totaling approximately 30% of the available space in these buildings, were converted to studio and light industrial 
use.  The Weave Shed No. 2 monitor soffit, window sash, and window surrounds were restored.  Vacant space in Weave 
Shed Nos. 2 and 8, totaling approximately 15% of the available space and including units 2101-2108, 2201, 2204, 2221, 
2225, 2230, 2250, and 8215 and their corresponding corridor entrances, was converted to retail and commercial use.  
New circulation areas including the transverse hallway connecting the east ends of Weave Shed Nos. 2 and 8, the central 
hallway and Hallway B in Weave Shed 2, and Hallways C and B in Weave Shed No. 8; were constructed or renovated.  
Vacant space in Building 5 was converted to commercial space. Estimated costs attributed solely to the rehabilitation of 
the historic structure were $12,985,667. 
Completed December 2007 
State Approval 6/3/2008 
Federal Approval 4/20/2009  
 
Phase 3 (January 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008, HPCA Application submitted September 2009). A Part 3 Partial Phase 
Completion Report for Phase 3 of the project was submitted in September 2009 for Phase 3 work completed as of 
December 31, 2008.  The partial completion consisted of partial rehabilitation of the Finishing Mill, Weave Shed Nos. 1, 2, 
7, and 8, and Building 5 (indicated as shaded areas on the Part 3 photo keys).  Work completed in the Finishing Mill 
consisted of the conversion of first floor unit 1113 to restaurant space, the conversion of units 1221, 1223, and 1225 on 
the second floor to office space, and the construction of the north stair tower in the building’s northwest corner.  Hallway A 
and its area of refuge between the Finishing Mill and Weave Shed 1 were rehabilitated.  Vacant space and corresponding 
corridor entrances in Weave Shed No. 1, unit 116, and Weave Shed No. 7, units 701-705 and 711B, totaling 
approximately 35% of the available space in these buildings, were converted to studio and light industrial use.  Vacant 
space in Weave Shed Nos. 2 and 8, totaling approximately 30% of the available space and including units 2117, 2118, 
2130, 2205, 2219, 2222, 2224, 2228, 2233, 8101, 8116, 8120 (including a new staircase and basement storage room), 
and their corresponding corridor entrances, was converted to retail and commercial use.  New circulation and utility areas 
in Weave Shed 8 were constructed, including the central hallway, east basement stair, basement corridors, and two 
basement electrical rooms. Estimated Federal qualified rehabilitation expenditures attributed solely to the partial 
rehabilitation of the historic structure were $9,320,377. 
Completed December 2008 
State Approval 11/23/2009  
Federal Approval – 1/5/2010, Positive verbal advisory to RISHPO; requested updated Phasing Statement, sent 10/2/2015 
Federal Approval of Part 3 Phase 3 and Updated Phasing Statement 2/10/16 
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When Buildings Functionally Related Historically May be Treated as Separate Projects   

The rehabilitation of buildings that are functionally related historically and in common or related 
beneficial ownership is generally treated as one project for the purposes of certification, and these 
buildings are certified by the NPS as one project after the rehabilitation of the final building in the project 
is completed. However, there are some limited instances as described below when the rehabilitation of 
such buildings may be treated as separate projects for the purposes of certification.  

A determination by the NPS that the rehabilitation of functionally related buildings may be treated as 
separate projects is generally made at the beginning of the overall project and is based on the facts and 
circumstances of the overall project relative to this guidance and the provided examples. This guidance 
also assumes that the entire property in common or related beneficial ownership will be rehabilitated as a 
KMZ\QNQML ZMPIJQTQ\I\QWV XZWRMK\ WZ XZWRMK\[ IVL \PI\ \PM MNNMK\ WV \PM XZWXMZ\ag[ W^MZITT PQ[\WZQK KPIZIK\MZ 

would be no different whether rehabilitated as one or more separate projects.   

When treated as separate projects, the certification of each project will be issued independently of one 
another, with each project required  to meet the Standards on its own merits to be certified (i.e., not based 
on the cumulative effect of all the work proposed to the entire property). Any other work undertaken on 
the property during or within five years of completion of any individual rehabilitation project, even if 
such work is part of a separate rehabilitation project, would still need to be submitted for review by the 
NPS and could affect the certification of other prior, current, or planned projects. As with any 
rehabilitation project, a certification may be revoked within five years of completion of the project for 
work not undertaken as represented by the owner in the Part 3 application or for work undertaken after 
certification that is inconsistent with the Standards (36 CFR 67.6(e)). Additionally, a property that is 
determined to have lost the qualities for National Register listing may be de-listed, and a building that is 
determined to have lost the qualifies to be designated a certified historic structure may be certified as non-
contributing (36 CFR 67.6(f)).      

Owners of buildings functionally related historically must include with their Part 1 applications a site plan 
showing all the buildings and ownership information for the entire historic property, whether or not in 
common or related beneficial ownership. For those buildings in common or related beneficial ownership, 
the applications must also include exterior and interior photographs of the buildings (whether or not work 
is proposed to the individual building), the timing of the work for each building (i.e., the estimated start 
and completion dates), and other such material identifying the facts and circumstances (e.g., the 
construction dates and historic uses of the individual buildings) as they may relate to this guidance and 
the specific examples below.  

The NPS strongly encourages that projects for which this guidance may be applicable be discussed 
with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) on a preliminary consultation basis prior to 
submitting a Part 1 application so that the SHPO can advise the owner and discuss the project with 
the NPS if necessary. The information identified in the preceding paragraph should be provided to the 
SHPO for a preliminary consultation.  

If this guidance is applicable to the project, the owner must elect whether to submit the proposed 
rehabilitation as one or multiple projects at the start of the rehabilitation. This guidance cannot be applied 
retroactively. An owner cannot assume that the proposed rehabilitation of a multiple-building complex 
will be treated as separate projects for the purpose of certification based on this guidance. Such decisions 
will be based on the specific facts and circumstances of the individual project and are solely at the 
LM\MZUQVI\QWV WN \PM ?AC QV Q\[ ZM^QM_ WN \PM XZWRMK\g[ AIZ\ + IVL , IXXTQKI\QWV[.      
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The examples accompanying this guidance are meant to be read and applied in toto, as the applicability of 
one or more examples to the facts and circumstances of any individual project will vary. Some of the 
M`IUXTM[ IZM LMXMVLMV\ WV UMM\QVO I XTIVVML UQVQU]U eOIXf XMZQWL JM\_MMV [MXIZI\M XZWRMK\[ L]ZQVO 

which no rehabilitation work is occurring on the property. <\ Q[ \PM W_VMZg[ ZM[XWV[QJQTQ\a \W MV[]ZM \PI\ 

MIKP XZWRMK\g[ [KWXM IVL \QUQVO IZM ]VLMZ\ISMV KWV[Q[\MV\ _Q\P \PQ[ O]QLIVKM IVL \PM AIZ\ + IVL , 

applications as approved; otherwise, this guidance may not apply to the project, including whether a 
project continues to qualify as a separate project for the purposes of certification. Separate rehabilitation 
projects must meet the Standards on their own merits and cannot take into account the cumulative effect 
of prior or other work undertaken as separate certified projects. When unforeseen circumstances arise 
involving a project (such as unanticipated market or financing conditions illustrated in the examples 
below that has already received a Part 2 decision by the NPS), any request to change the scope of the 
project should be made in an amendment to the Part 2 application.  

2 \7DR] 3HUXHHP ?SQMHFUT

Functionally related buildings in common or related beneficial ownership rehabilitated as part of a larger 
overall project may be treated as separate projects for the purposes of certification when there is a 
substantial break in rehabilitation activitydi.e., a minimum period of one year during which no 
rehabilitation work is occurring on the property.  

Example 1.  Six buildings of a ten-building historic factory complex are proposed to be 
rehabilitated and two new buildings constructed on the property over a three-year period (Years 1 
to 3). The rehabilitation of the remaining four buildings is planned to commence one year later 
(Year 5). No work will be occurring on the property in Year 4. The first group of six historic 
buildings, the new construction, and any other work proposed for the property in Years 1 to 3 
may be submitted as one rehabilitation project, and a Part 3 certification issued after completion 
of the project. The rehabilitation of the other four buildings and any other work to then occur to 
the property in Years 5 and later would be submitted as a separate rehabilitation project, with new 
Part 1 and 2 applications and a new project number. The second project would receive a separate 
Part 3 certification, provided that there was a minimum period of one year between the 
completion of the first project and the start of the second during which no rehabilitation work 
occurred on the property. If the work that is part of the later project does not meet the Standards, 
it could impact the certification of the first project since the work is occurring within five years of 
completion of the first project.  

Example 2.  A mill complex of eight buildings being rehabilitated for housing received a Part 2 
approval. Five buildings were completed before the project stalled because of a weak housing 
market, and work on the other three buildings had not begun. Eight months after the completion 
of the first five buildings, the owner requested a Part 3 certification for the project, indicating that 
work on the remaining three buildings was not scheduled to begin for another 6 months (thus, a 
14-month break in any rehabilitation activity occurring on the property). The NPS could issue a 
Part 3 certification for the five buildings, and the remaining three buildings could be treated as a 
new, separate project (new Part 1 and 2 applications would need to be submitted and a new 
project number assigned). When the rehabilitation of the remaining three buildings is completed, 
a separate Part 3 certification could be issued. As separate projects, both projects would have to 
meet the Standards independent of the other to be certified (i.e., not based on the cumulative 
effect of the work to all eight buildings). 

Example 3.  Abatement work was completed on a project of five functionally-related historic 
buildings and included the removal of ceilings that were located only on the ground floor of each 
building and were character-defining features of what historically were finished spaces. The 
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rehabilitation of three of the buildings was completed in accordance with the Standards when the 
owner encountered financial problems and decided not to undertake the rehabilitation of the 
remaining two buildings. The owner submitted a Part 2 amendment to change the scope of the 
project along with a Part 3 certification requestdbut was informed by the NPS that historically 
compatible new ceilings would need to be re-installed in the two buildings where work was 
begun, but had not proceeded, before the NPS could certify the project. The owner would have to 
complete this remedial work in order for the project to be certified. If the ceilings had not been 
character-defining and the spaces unfinished historically, no additional work would have been 
required for Part 3 certification.  

Large and Diverse Historic Properties   

The separate guidance developed for Very Large and Diverse Properties Listed in the National Register as 
Historic Districts may also be applied to other large functionally-related complexes where certain 
structures, sites, and environments functioned in effect as separate properties; and for which structures, 
[Q\M[& IVL MV^QZWVUMV\[ IZM KWV[QLMZML \W PI^M JMMV eN]VK\QWVITTa ZMTI\ML PQ[\WZQKITTaf QV I OMWOZIXPQKITTa 

distinct usage-related grouping.  

While the number of buildings alone is not a sole determinant for this guidance to be applicable, such 
complexes would typically have a large number of buildings, and ones serving different and diverse uses 
(i.e., a large and diverse property), for this specific guidance to be applicable. To be treated as a separate 
project for the purposes of certification, the group of buildings must have functioned together historically 
as a geographically discrete, related grouping. For example, a mill would not typically be considered a 
large and diverse property by itself, while a mill complex with separate workers housing might be. 
Military bases and medical, university, corporate, and other institutional campuses are typically examples 
of these properties.       

Individual projects that are part of a large and diverse historic property would generally be certified 
separately and independently from one another.  Work that does not meet the Standards undertaken as 
part of one project would generally not impact the certification of another project. However, if the work 
does not meet the Standards to the extent that it impacts the qualities that caused the property to be 
nominated to the National Register or, for example, the setting and environment of the individual 
buildings of another project, it could impact the certification of other projects and/or the certification of 
their individual buildings as certified historic structures if the work occurs within five years of any 
IXXZW^ML XZWRMK\g[ KWUXTM\QWV (pursuant to 36 CFR 67.6(f)).  

Example 4.  A large, 20-building, former auto-manufacturing complex listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places was historically owned by one company, yet operated as two separate 
car divisions, each with their own separate, geographically discrete production facilities. While 
the buildings on the site were functionally related (owned by one car manufacturer during the 
XZWXMZ\ag[ XMZQWL WN [QOVQNQKIVKM%& IV W_Ver may elect to submit a single application with one 
rehabilitation project covering all the buildings or two separate applications for each of the two 
separate production facilities. If separated into two projects, both projects would be treated as 
separate, independent projects for the purposes of certification, and work could overlap or occur 
on different construction schedules without impacting the timing of when either project could 
apply for certification.  
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Other Project Scenarios 

The following are other examples of projects involving functionally related buildings that may be treated 
as separate projects for the purposes of certification based on the facts and circumstances described 
below, dependent upon the above guidance as well as the other factors identified herein. 

' Functionally-related complex where at the beginning of the project the owner plans to own and 
rehabilitate only part of the complex, begins work, and later, after substantially completing or when 
nearing completion of the project, acquires one or more additional buildings in the complex that were 
not previously planned or anticipated to be part of the original project.  

Example 5.  An owner purchases five buildings in a historic institutional complex and begins 
a multi-year rehabilitation of the buildings as one rehabilitation project. Shortly after 
completing the rehabilitation of three of the buildings, and while work was finishing on the 
final two buildings, the owner acquires an additional building in the complex. Work on the 
newly-acquired sixth building will not begin until after the completion of the work on the last 
of the first five buildings. In this case, the NPS could decide to consider the newly-acquired 
sixth building to be a new project and not require a one-year break between projects. If work 
on this building was undertaken and did not meet the Standards, the new, separate project 
would be denied certification, and it could impact the certification of the original project 
since the work is occurring within five years of completion of the first project.  

' Large functionally related complexes under common ownership and in continuous historic use (such 
as large factories, institutional campuses, and resort properties for which continued operation often 
depends on an ongoing, continual rehabilitation of the property). In such cases where the ongoing 
work involves the substantial rehabilitation of individual buildings or groups of buildings that are part 
of a large and diverse property, the NPS will take into account the specific facts and circumstances 
that relate to the needs of such a continuously operating property in whether to treat such work as 
separate projects for the purposes of certification. These factors include, but are not limited to, the 
scheduling of the rehabilitation work on individual buildings; the proximity, design, and function of 
the individual buildings; and the historic evolution of the property. 

Example 6.  A 300-acre historic resort includes a large hotel building, a nearby conference 
center, 45 guest cottages built at different times and in scattered groups throughout the 
property, two recreation buildings, a stable, and a building used as employee housingdall of 
which are considered historic. The conference center is planned for rehabilitation, to be 
followed within a year by the rehabilitation of the first two groups of guest cottages. 
Maintenance and repair work is ongoing across the property. As part of what essentially is an 
ongoing rehabilitation effort at the resort, each geographically discrete grouping of cottages 
could be considered a separate and independent project for the purposes of certification, 
unrelated to the conference center rehabilitation. Depending upon the specific circumstances, 
work to other individual buildings or groups of buildings could also be treated as separate 
projects.     

' Functionally related complexes under common ownership where the rehabilitation involves multiple 
buildings and will extend well beyond a 60-month phased-project time period.

Example 7.  The planned rehabilitation of a large factory complex is anticipated at the outset 
to take 9-10 years from start to finish of construction. Because plans call for the rehabilitation 
work to extend well beyond a 60-month phased-project time period, the rehabilitation of the 
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buildings could be broken into two projectsdwith the buildings to be completed in Years 1-5 
comprising one project for the purposes of certification, and the work to the remaining 
buildings scheduled to begin and be completed in Years 6-10 comprising a separate project. 
In this instance (i.e., work extending well beyond 60 months), the two projects would not 
need to be separated by a one-year gap between projects when no rehabilitation work would 
be occurring on the property. A Part 3 certification could be issued for the work involving the 
first group of buildings at the completion of that work. If the work that is part of the later 
project does not meet the Standards, it could impact the certification of the first project since 
the work is occurring within five years of completion of the first project. Even if the owner 
decided not to undertake the rehabilitation of the second group of buildings as a tax credit 
project, any work to those buildings would still have to be submitted to NPS for review if it 
occurs within five years of completion of the first project and could, therefore, jeopardize the 
NQZ[\ XZWRMK\g[ KMZ\QNQKI\QWV%.    

' Large housing complexes consisting of many separate or semi-attached houses or buildings, multiple 
streets, and shared land area under common ownership.  

Example 8.  A historic garden apartment housing complex consists of 100 buildings built in 
two separate, contiguous groupings. Initial work involves the rehabilitation of one of the two 
groupings. Work on the second group of houses will not start until shortly after the first group 
of houses is completed. Each group of houses could be treated as a separate project, with 
separate Part 1 and 2 applications, for the purposes of certification. The NPS would issue 
separate Part 3 certifications at the completion of each project if both rehabilitations are 
undertaken consistent with the Standards.  

' Functionally related complexes where all the buildings were originally planned to be rehabilitated, 
but later, because of financing or other reasons, work was never initiated for some of the buildings 
and future plans for the buildings are uncertain.  

Example 9.  A former brewery complex consists of eight 3-story production buildings, an 
office building, a small power plant, a four-truck garage building, and a one-story bottle 
warehouse for shipping. Seven of the eight production buildings have been rehabilitated, one 
was demolished for parking (pursuant to 36 CFR 67.6(b)(5)), and work on the office building 
and power plant has also been completed. Work was never begun on the garage and bottle 
warehouse building, and no work is now planned for them due to changed market conditions.  

(A) The owner submits an amendment to the Part 2 application to change the scope of the project 
to reflect that work is no longer proposed for these two unrehabilitated buildings. Completed 
work to date on the other buildings has been undertaken as originally approved by the NPS. 
The NPS could issue a Part 3 certification for the project since the amended overall project as 
completed meets the Standards.  

(B) The NPS issued a Part 3 certification for the project. Two years after completing the project, 
the owner proposes to rehabilitate the bottle warehouse and demolish the garage building. 
The four-truck garage building is a small, secondary building located at the back of the 
property with little historic or architectural significance. Since the new work is occurring 
more than a year after completion of the original project, it may be submitted as a separate, 
new project for the purposes of certification. In this instance, demolition of the garage could 
be undertaken consistent with 36 CFR 67.6(b)(5)and not jeopardize certification of the new 
project or the prior project (since the work would be undertaken within five years of 
completion of the original project).
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' Functionally related complexes where the proposed rehabilitation cannot be treated as separate 
projects and still meet the Standards. 

Example 10.  An institutional campus consists of eight buildings proposed to be rehabilitated 
as two projects separated by a one-year period during which no rehabilitation work is to occur 
on the property. The second of the two rehabilitation projects involves demolition and other 
work to four of the buildings and the site. After discussing the project with the NPS, the 
SHPO advised the applicant that the demolition and other proposed work would prevent the 
second project from meeting the Standards. If all eight buildings were rehabilitated as one 
overall project, however, the rehabilitation could meet the Standards on a cumulative effect 
basis and be certified. The SHPO advised the owner to submit the rehabilitation as one 
project for the purposes of certification.  

December 2016 
Rev. Preface to example 5 c March 2017




