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Abstract 
 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Buildings promote 

repair rather than replacement of deteriorated features when possible. Though replacement and 

retrofitted elements may provide improved energy efficiency with a minor impact on appearance, 

there is currently no guide for objectively considering the potential benefits of such treatments for 

historic buildings. In an effort to provide decision-making tools to those seeking to balance both 

preservation and economic/ sustainability concerns, this thesis will present an approach to weighing 

treatment options specifically for windows, including modifications for energy efficiency that are not 

specifically endorsed by the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. This thesis explores the critical 

decision processes involved in selecting to repair or replace deteriorated historic windows, and 

examines those of the Main Building Tower of the University of Texas as a case study.  

The steel windows of the Tower, which was completed in 1937, suffer from corrosion and 

are not performing optimally in terms of energy efficiency. An understanding of the history and 

significance of the building, the current condition and performance of the windows, balanced 

against project-specific goals and an evaluation of current treatment options for historic windows 

helped narrow the potential options for the Tower. Including a “decision tree” that assists users in 

selecting an appropriate treatment, this thesis maps the considerations necessary to arrive at an 

informed solution, which may be applied to other projects with varying existing conditions and 

project objectives.  
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Introduction 

The distinctive windows of the bell tower and icon of the University of Texas at Austin were 

designed for ease of maintenance. A design patented by Richard B. Browne in 1916, the steel 

casement windows have a center pivot, allowing the user to clean both sides of the window from 

the inside.1 Besides a regular cleaning of the glass, the steel windows also require regular 

maintenance of their protective coating. The Browne windows and spandrel panels of the Tower, 

which will celebrate its 75th anniversary in 2012, now suffer from significant corrosion. Though 

most deterioration appears to be superficial, the university intends to address the condition of the 

windows within the next few years. Selecting a solution for the treatment of the Tower windows is 

complicated by many factors, as is the decision to repair or replace deteriorated elements in other 

historic buildings. Repair is the favored approach of preservationists, and the benefits of keeping 

historic fabric intact and preserving the exact appearance of the building are well-documented. In 

view of sustainability concerns, however, the debate becomes more complex. Specifically 

considering windows, the potential for replacement units to improve energy performance while also 

offering a close match in appearance make the determination less clear-cut. Even if rehabilitating 

the existing Tower windows to optimize their performance is economically feasible, what are the 

energy performance implications? This thesis explores the critical decision processes involved in 

selecting to repair or replace deteriorated historic windows, and examines those of the Main 

Building Tower of the University of Texas as a case study. 

 Gaining consensus on the appropriate treatment of historic buildings has long been a 

difficult struggle, dating at least to the nineteenth century. The contrasting theories of early 

preservationists Eugene Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc and John Ruskin have become part of the core 

curriculum in the history of preservation philosophy. While Viollet exercised his artistic vision, often 

reconstructing buildings to “a state of completion such as may never have existed at any given 

                                            

1 Richard B. Browne, “Casement-Window,” United States Patent Office, Patent No. 1,999,868, 3 October 1916. 
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moment,” Ruskin fought for an entirely hands-off approach, valuing historic buildings for their age 

and believing that “the richness of their beauty is enhanced when seen as ruins.”2 Today, the 

National Park Service (NPS), within the Department of the Interior, has developed guidelines for 

various approaches to the treatment of historic buildings. Though adherence to these guidelines and 

standards is only required for certain federally-funded programs, the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards are endorsed by other preservation agencies, the preservation community, and have 

become “the definitive sourcebook for appropriate building intervention techniques.”3  

 There are four treatment approaches as defined by the Secretary of the Interior: 

preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruction. The various goals of the treatment 

options provide differing guidelines for the approach to historic materials, but the Standards 

generally encourage the least intrusive means for treatment and assume preservation as the primary 

goal for many projects. The Standards promote repair rather than replacement of deteriorated 

features when possible, but there is currently no guide for objectively considering the potential 

benefits of replacement. This idea may seem anathema to preservationists, but we must recognize 

that many projects involving historic buildings may value preservation as one goal but are not 

exclusively preservation-focused. The difficulty comes in weighing various objectives with 

preservation, especially considering the growing importance of sustainability, and the potential for 

replacement to provide a visually identical replica as well as the most economically feasible 

solution.  

 Exploring the potential partnership between preservation and sustainability has been a 

popular topic over the past several years. Preservationists point to the savings of embodied energy 

when reusing a historic building; a frequently quoted statistic presented by former National Trust 

                                            
2 Eugène-Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc, “Restoration,” in The Foundations of Architecture: Selections from the Dictionnaire 
raisonné (New York: George Braziller, 1990), 195; John Ruskin, “The Lamp of Memory” in The Seven Lamps of Architecture 
(New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1986), 184, 186. 
3 Norman Tyler, Historic Preservation: An Introduction to Its History, Principles, and Practice (New York: W.W. Norton & 
Company, 2000), 22. 
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President Richard Moe illustrates the magnitude of energy required for construction: “recent 

research indicates that even if 40% of the materials are recycled, it takes approximately 65 years for 

a green, energy-efficient new office building to recover the energy lost in demolishing an existing 

building.”4 Preservationists are also fighting the stereotype that historic buildings are energy 

inefficient. Though they may not have been built with the most current energy-saving technology, 

historic architectural design often reflects traditional building techniques like response to site 

orientation, daylighting, and natural ventilation, including features like shutters and awnings.5   

 The treatment of windows has become an especially contentious topic for both 

preservationists and those primarily concerned with energy efficiency. Windows are very often 

considered a character-defining feature for historic buildings, integrally linked to the structure’s 

visual identity and representing workmanship and design that arguably cannot be replicated today. 

Preservationists fear that window replacement or retrofitting will significantly alter the appearance of 

the building and also oppose the loss of historic materials. Sustainability proponents often believe 

windows are the primary problem contributing to energy inefficiency. Both groups have room for 

compromise. Installing replacement windows as well as retrofitting original windows with upgraded 

glass and/or interior storms to match the profile and appearance of the original are both possible 

options. Those concerned with energy efficiency may be surprised to learn that infiltration of outside 

air, rather than loss of heat through glass is the largest factor affecting energy. Infiltration can 

account for as much as 50% of the total heat loss of a building, but is relatively easily addressed, 

involving restoring the original integrity of the fit between the frame and the building wall.6 

Tradeoffs for preservationists include subtle differences in appearance, the loss of historic material 

and the potential loss of operability, while many green builders are not convinced that lifecycle 

                                            
4 Richard Moe,“ Sustainable Stewardship: Historic Preservation’s  Essential Role in Fighting Climate Change,” (speech, First 
Church of Christ Scientist, Berkeley, CA, 27 March 2008).  
5 Constantine A. Valhouli, “Natural Allies: Preservation and Sustainable Development?” Urban Land (June 2008): 144. 
6 Walter Sedovic and Jill H. Gotthelf, “What Replacement Windows Can’t Replace: The Real Cost of Removing Historic 
Windows,” APT Bulletin 36:4 (2005): 27. 
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costs (including both energy and maintenance costs) will be lower for rehabilitated windows when 

compared to replacement units.  

While the inherently sustainable nature of preservation is increasingly becoming 

recognized, it is also important to be open to ideas for modification that will allow historic buildings 

to become even more energy efficient, even when interventions may not be specifically endorsed by 

the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  In an effort to provide decision-making tools to those 

seeking to balance both preservation and economic/ sustainability concerns, this thesis will present 

an approach to weighing options specifically for windows.  

The inputs into the decision making process for the treatment of deteriorated historic 

windows may be understood in terms of two different categories: project data and project goals. Part 

I of this thesis will discuss the data needed to inform decisions about window treatment, including 

the history of the building, method of construction, significance (of both the building as a whole and 

the windows as character-defining features), current condition and performance of the windows, a 

discussion of energy use and windows, and regional considerations. Part II provides information 

about various treatment options for windows, including benefits, drawbacks, and commentary on 

the situations in which each treatment has potential for application. Part III provides the framework 

to evaluate the information gathered in Part I in order to make a decision on the appropriate 

treatment from the choices explored in Part II. While Part I is essentially a fact-gathering exercise, 

Part III discusses various project goals, which may shift in importance, depending on the owner or 

user’s objectives. Considerations in this category include preservation philosophy, regulations, 

energy use goals and position on sustainability, use of space within the building, and economics. In 

each chapter, a general discussion of the topic will be followed by application to the Tower as a 

case study. Using the information gathering and decision-making path for the windows of the Tower 

at the University of Texas at Austin, this thesis will map the considerations necessary in order to 

arrive at an informed solution reflective of varying contexts and goals.  
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Chapter One: Evaluating Building History, Significance and Integrity 

History and Significance 

The first step in selecting a treatment for a historic structure is an understanding of the 

history, significance, and integrity of the property, including the element or elements requiring 

treatment.  The National Park Service provides excellent resources for researchers to develop a 

context and evaluate the significance of a historic building, under the auspices of the National 

Register of Historic Places nomination process. However, one need not intend to list a building on 

the National Register to find the NPS framework useful. The criteria for consideration include an 

evaluation of the building’s significance in relationship to: important events in history, important 

people, significant architectural design, and/or its potential to yield important information in 

history.1  The NPS guides also provide helpful information researching historic properties.2 In the 

case of the Tower, both the building and windows are historically significant and their treatment 

requires sensitive attention.  

The Main Building and Tower: A Brief History 

The site of the Tower and Main Building has long been the center of the University of 

Texas. UT’s former main building, a gothic structure built between 1882-99 and now known as Old 

Main, stood on College Hill until it was razed in the 1930s to make way for a new, Texas-infused 

Beaux Arts plan for the university. Between 1925 and 1935, the University of Texas was transformed 

from a cluster of buildings largely characterized as wooden shacks, and emerged as a sophisticated 

campus with a master plan by nationally known architect and several masonry buildings of high 

architectural style.  Securing the French-born and Beaux-Arts-educated Paul Philipe Cret (1876-

1945), as consulting architect was central to the development of a mature campus architectural 

identity and brought an air of urbanity to the rapidly growing institution. Appointed in 1930, Cret 

                                            

1 For more information, see National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation; 
http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/ 
2 See National Register Bulletin 39, Researching a Historic Property; http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb39/ 
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came from Philadelphia, where he was a longtime faculty member at the University of 

Pennsylvania. Other notable projects include Washington DC’s Pan American Union Building 

(1910) and Folger Shakespeare Library (1932). 

Cret’s first task at the University of Texas was to design a new master plan for the campus. 

Working with the Board of Regents and William James Battle, chairman of the Building Committee, 

the group ultimately decided that a new library was an indispensible element of the new building 

program, and that it should replace Old Main at the heart of campus.3 Cret proposed to construct 

the new building in three units; the first of which would be built behind Old Main, thereby delaying 

the controversial demolition of the old building and allowing the new building to prove its worth 

and necessity. An E-shaped building, with the base (first 10 floors) of the Tower in the central leg of 

the E, was built behind Old Main as the first unit, between 1931-33. A loan from the Public Works 

Administration and the federal government enabled the construction of the second unit sooner than 

expected. Built between 1934-37, this phase was comprised of a U-shaped wing added to the south 

of the new building and the addition of 18 stories to complete the Tower.4 The third unit, to be 

constructed north of the existing building to provide more stack storage, was never built.5  

As the first building he designed at UT, The Main Building and Tower were conceived as 

the centerpiece of Paul Cret’s master plan for the university. In initial drawings completed in 1931, 

Cret sketched several schemes, all with low towers or no tower at all.6  Later that year, he presented 

the Regents with a choice of two tower heights, and they approved a height that was more than 

three times taller than the earlier sketches.7  

Paul Cret intended the Tower at the University of Texas to be "the image carried in our 

                                            
3 Carol McMichael, Paul Cret at Texas: Architectural Drawing and the Image of the University in the 1930s (Austin: Texas, 
Archer M. Huntington Art Gallery, College of Fine Arts, the University of Texas at Austin, 1983), 54. 
4 Ibid, 55. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid, 60. 
7 Ibid. 
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memory when we think of the place."8 As the icon of the university, the centerpiece of the campus 

master plan, and an important work of a renowned architect, the Tower’s significance is 

unquestionable. McMichael recognizes Cret’s work at the University of Texas, “one of the most 

extensive collegiate ensembles ever built in America under the direction of a single architect,” as 

important for the study of campus planning in the early twentieth century, as well as comprising the 

largest collection of Cret’s building in one place.9 Preserving the Tower and its historic character is 

of upmost importance.  While the option to demolish the structure or disregard its character-

defining features was never considered in the case of the Tower, in other historic buildings these 

options might be deliberated more carefully. 

 

Figure 1.1. View looking north of the Main Building and Tower, presiding over the South Mall at the  
University of Texas at Austin. Photograph used with permission, courtesy of UT Public Affairs. 

 

                                            
8 Paul Cret, “Report on the Library,” included in “Report Accompanying the General Plan of Development,” March 1930, 18. 
9 McMichael, 23. 
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Integrity 

An evaluation of the integrity of the building will aid in the decision making process for 

treatment; a historic building that has already lost much of its integrity may have a less compelling 

argument against the replacement (versus rehabilitation) of deteriorated features. The National Park 

Service defines integrity as “the ability of a property to convey its significance.”10 The seven aspects 

of integrity include: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.  

Each of these aspects will have varying degrees of importance for different properties. Evaluation of 

whether a property has retained its integrity is often a subjective decision, but essentially depends 

on whether changes over time have allowed the property to continue to communicate the identity 

for which it is significant. Several factors can lead to a determination that a property has not retained 

its integrity, including moving a structure from its original location, removal of historic material, and 

alteration of significant features due to rehabilitation or remodeling.  

The Integrity of the Tower 

The Tower has not seen significant changes since it was completed in 1937. There have 

been few exterior modifications 

to the entire Main Building 

complex, and those made to 

the Tower portion certainly 

allow the building to continue 

to convey its significance. The 

minor modifications include the 

removal of a balustrade 

bordering the 10th floor of the 

                                            
10 Rebecca H. Shrimpton, ed., National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (U.S. 
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 2002). 

Figure 1.2. 1936 Construction photography showing original 
balustrade. Photo from the Alexander Architectural Archive University 
Buildings Collection, Austin, Texas. 
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Tower, seen in Cret’s plans and early construction photographs (see Figure 1.2). At some point it 

was infilled with a cementitious material, though the reason for the modification and date that it 

occurred remain unclear. The large clock faces currently feature gold leafing at the shroud, hands, 

and central sunburst design, as they did historically. Cret’s renderings and an undated photograph 

show additional gold leaf work applied to the limestone ornamentation surrounding the clock faces, 

which are not present today. The gold leaf on the masonry was intentionally removed by wet 

aggregate cleaning in 1966 when the masonry received a waterproof coating and has not been 

restored.11 

An infamous incident in the Tower’s history also affected its current appearance. In 1966, 

Charles Whitman went up to the publicly accessible observation deck on the 27th floor, armed with 

three rifles, and killed 14 people and wounded 32 others. The shoot-out between Whitman and the 

police left multiple bullet holes in the limestone walls of the south and east side on the 27th floor, 

and the scalloped-shell ornament below the clock face on the south face, which have since been 

patched. The observation deck was closed until 1998, when the current safety fence was installed 

and the Tower re-opened to the public.12 The windows and spandrel panels are the original 

installations, though the windows on the west elevation were coated with a film13 at the same time 

that some glass was replaced in the wake of a hailstorm in May 2008.  

The use of the Tower has changed over time, but still reflects the building’s role as an 

administrative hub for the campus. The Tower was utilized as designed, as a book stack for the 

university’s main library until 1977, when the Perry Castaneda Library (PCL) was constructed as a 

much larger and more accessible replacement. (While housed in the Tower, the library was a 

closed-stack system, requiring students to request materials, which were then retrieved by staff from 

                                            
11 “Specifications for Restoration and Waterproofing of Stonework, Main Building Tower,” (University of Texas at Austin 
Department of Construction and Maintenance, 1966), 8. 
12 The observation deck was closed after the shooting until 1968. After re-opening briefly, the observation deck was closed 
again in 1975 following several suicide attempts. 
13 N10-35 Bronze, manufactured by LLumar 
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the stacks. The PCL library followed an emerging trend in library usage, offering an open stack 

system and therefore providing students with direct access to materials.) Cret designed the Tower to 

house several functions besides book storage (floors 2-14), including seminar rooms (15th- 17th 

floors) and offices (18th -26th floors).14 Though the Tower no longer houses book stacks on its lower 

floors as it did in its earliest days (these have been replaced primarily by storage for a herbarium, a 

collection of preserved plant specimens), the office spaces that now occupy its upper floors reflect a 

very similar interior configuration to the original, with low ceilings and compact spaces deferential 

to the structural system of the building. The interior uses and configuration of the Tower have not 

changed significantly, and building certainly retains its integrity as judged by its exterior 

appearance, arguably the most important aspect of the Tower’s identity.  

 

 

                                            
14 The inclusion of classroom and office spaces in the Tower was included at the behest of the regents, against Cret’s wishes; 
he felt that office space there could only be temporary, and that elevator access would not be compatible with classroom 
usage. See McMichael, 66. 
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Chapter Two: Understanding The Type and Significance of the Windows 

 Aside from the history and significance of the building as a whole, the significance of the 

window design and the windows’ potential as a character-defining feature must also be assessed. 

Special consideration should be given for windows that are an important part of the building’s 

identity or represent a relatively unique design, work of craftsmanship or era in architectural history. 

The earliest windows were made of wood, and the first metal windows emerged in the 

middle ages, made of wrought iron.  In the early 18th century, wood windows again enjoyed 

popularity in domestic architecture with the rise of Palladian windows.1 In the mid 18th century, 

advances in cast iron enabled the development of metal sash windows, and at the turn of the 

century, cast iron casement windows.2 Steel windows were developed in the late 19th century and 

replaced cast iron windows. Two important steel window manufacturers were Henry Hope and W. 

F. Crittall. With the introduction of standard sections in 1918-20, Crittall became well known for 

steel windows, which gained popularity in the 1920s and 30s.3 Steel windows were also the 

window of Art Deco and the International Style, extending their popularity through the mid-

twentieth century.  

Because of their ease of maintenance, aluminum windows have captured the largest share 

of the window market of combined residential and commercial uses since the 1970s.4  Additionally, 

the windows of today’s commercial and educational buildings rarely have operable units. The wood 

or steel windows of historic buildings represent a less common window material that also frequently 

include special operating mechanisms like casement windows, hopper windows, and jalousie 

windows, among others. Window design often reflects the technology and style of the time while 

                                            

1 Peter Clement, “Metal Windows,” The Building Conservation Directory (1997). Available from: 
http://www.buildingconservation.com/articles/metalwin/metalw.htm 
2 Ibid. 
3 Michael Tutton, Elizabeth Hirst and Jill Pearce, Windows: History, Repair and Conservation (Dorset: Donhead Publishing, 
2007), 339. 
4 Stephen J. Kelley, James N. Chiropolos, and Delph A. Gustus, “Window Systems: Repair Versus Replacement,” in ASTM 
Standards for Preservation and Rehabilitation, ed. Stephen J. Kelley (West Conshohocken, PA: ASTM, 1996), 237. 

12



 

 

also playing an important role in the building’s appearance. 

Along with representative period styles and craftsmanship, the NPS’s Window Handbook 

points out another factor to consider when evaluating the significance of windows for a building: 

their degree of visibility. In buildings with only one primary façade, the impact of altering or 

replacing windows on side party walls or a secondary rear elevation could be less noticeable than a 

building like the Tower, where all elevations are equally articulated and highly visible.5  

NPS Preservation Brief 13, “The Repair and Thermal Upgrading of Historic Steel Windows,” 

provides a relatively simple rule of thumb for determining the importance of windows to a building. 

If the overall appearance of the building would be changed noticeably if the windows were to be 

removed or radically altered, then the windows are important in defining the building's historic 

character.6 

Windows of the Tower 

There are a total of 380 steel casement windows in the tower, of five different types. The 

materials in the university’s Alexander Architectural Archive only include specifications from the 

second phase of the Main Building, from 1934 forward, for the construction of the upper part of the 

tower, where it begins to rise away from the base of the building. This includes documentation for 

the Browne windows and a smaller version of this window type installed on the top floor. Based on 

my inspection of the archive, the university does not have detailed documentation for the 

construction of the base of the tower (1931-33), where three other types were installed. Below is a 

summary of the window types and their location.  

 

 

                                            
5 Charles E. Fisher, ed., The Window Handbook: Successful Strategies for Rehabilitating Windows in Historic Buildings (U.S. 
Department of the Interior National Park Service Technical Preservation Services and The Center for Architectural 
Conservation, Georgia Institute of Technology, 1990), 1. 
6 Sharon C. Park, “Preservation Brief 13: The Repair and Thermal Upgrading of Historic Steel Windows,” Preservation Briefs 
(National Park Service Technical Preservation Services, 1984). Available from: www.nps.gov/hps/tps/briefs/brief13.htm 
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Windows: Base of the Tower (floors 1-11; built 1931-33) 

• Type 1: First floor on north, east, and west elevations: 3’6” square windows with grilles and 

no spandrel panels beneath (17 total) (see Figure 2.1) 

• Type 2: Characterized as a 3’6” x 3’8.5” steel casement window with visible seam down 

the center mullion and spandrel panel with gilded letter beneath on floors 1-9 (143 total; 

one has been replaced by a door for access to the 10th floor deck) (See Figure 2.2)  

• Type 3: Very similar to Type 2, but slightly more narrow; located in one column on the east 

and west facades; measure 3’0” x 3’8.5” (16 total) 

 

Windows | Upper Portion of Tower (floors 12-27; built 1934-37)  

• Type 4: 12th  - 27th floor:  Browne, or “Type T” windows, as called out in the original 

specification drawings, measuring 4’2” x 4’9” with double-panel spandrel panels below, no 

letters (3 per floor on each elevation for a total of 192) (See Figure 2.3) 

• Type 5: 27th floor: On the double-height 27th floor, the window assemblies are comprised of 

Type T windows with a rectangular spandrel panel separating them from smaller Type T 

windows above, which measure 3’3” x 4’0” (3 windows on each façade, for a total of 12) 

(See Figure 2.3) 

 

Correspondence dated 1934 and later in the Alexander Archive indicates that the windows 

at least for the upper portion were supplied by Universal Building Products of Dallas, an authorized 

distributor of Browne windows, which were made by Richey, Browne, and Donald of New York.7 

The windows are also likely comprised of steel formulated with a higher proportion of copper to 

protect against rust.8 

                                            
7 Box D175, “MBLE: Folding Steel Windows and Venetian Blinds” folder, University of Texas Buildings collection, 1882-
[ongoing], Alexander Architectural Archive, Austin, Texas. 
8 There was some discussion between the University and RBD about the specifications for the steel to be used in the 
windows. Paul Cret called for the steel to be used to meet ASTM standard A-933T, which did not match exactly the formula 
used by RBD. In a letter to the architect, RBD argued that the ASTM specifications were intended for structural steel, and that 
RBD’s formulation for the steel windows was actually superior for steel that needed to be bent and welded into certain 
shapes. The ASTM standard called for a higher carbon content, which would make rolling the steel into certain shapes more 
difficult. RBD argues for the use of their steel formula, which has an average carbon content of 0.20%. They state that besides 
the difference in carbon content, the chemical properties remain the same compared to the ASTM standard, except that they 
use a proportion of copper to protect against rust. Though no correspondence from the architect to RBD or Universal 
Building Products has been found explicitly authorizing the use of RBD’s formulation, it can be inferred from other 
correspondence that this formulation was indeed approved. See Box D175, “MBLE: Folding Steel Windows and Venetian 
Blinds” folder, University of Texas Buildings collection, 1882-[ongoing], Alexander Architectural Archive, Austin, Texas. 
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Figure 2.2. "Type 2" window and spandrel 
panel 

Figure 2.2. “Type 1” window 

Figure 1.3. "Type 4" windows comprise the majority 
of the windows of the Tower. "Type 5" windows are 
the smaller, upper portion of the windows on the 
27th floor. 
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Original specifications called for waterproofed, pure wool felt weatherstripping for the 

windows. The windows are fitted with 1/8” single-pane plate glass, according to original drawings, 

which indicate that the windows of the Tower also were to have venetian blinds. The guardrail 

installed in each of the windows is original; this design was initially conceived to be installed on the 

face of the inside wall, but was moved in between the window jambs in order to allow clearance for 

the venetian blinds.9 

Behind the blinds, which still exist in some 

windows (though they are not likely original), the university 

recently installed a system of shades manufactured by 

Mecho. These shades, model “Mecho/5,” were selected 

primarily for their ability to block light for the Tower’s 

lighting program, and do not feature any special thermal 

properties.10 The opaque vinyl/fiberglass/vinyl laminated 

shades are light gray in color, and are manually operated.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
9 C.R. Harrison to R.L. White, 19 May 1936, Box D175, “MBLE: Folding Steel Windows and Venetian Blinds” folder, 
University of Texas Buildings collection, 1882-[ongoing], Alexander Architectural Archive, Austin, Texas. 
10 To mark special occasions like athletic victories and commencement, the university lights select offices in the Tower, 
while specifying closed blinds for others, in order to create a various lighting configurations, for example, creating a number 
“1” with illuminated windows. 

Figure 2.4. Interior view of “Type 4” / 
Browne window in Tower.  
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Browne Windows 

The majority of the Tower’s windows are Browne windows, which are significant for their 

patented design. These windows feature bronze hardware and two single panes of glass separated 

by a center mullion, where the window pivots. In his patent application, Richard Browne identifies 

the objects of the design: “to 

provide… a substantially full opening 

and to permit the sash glasses to be 

washed on both sides from within the 

apartment…” as well as providing 

improved support for the sashes and 

improved means for keeping the 

sashes in certain open positions and 

locking them in the closed position.11 

The patented Browne window is a 

well-designed assembly that still operates with ease at nearly all of the Tower windows.  

The firm of Richey, Browne, and Donald was based in New York, but Browne windows 

were also popular in Texas and the Midwest. Browne windows were installed (and remain today) in 

at least two other University of Texas buildings of the same era, Welch Hall and Waggener Hall 

(both 1931). An advertisement for Browne windows appeared in the 1931 University of Texas 

Cactus Yearbook, touting their accomplishments as “not duplicated by any other window.”  

Browne windows of a different type were also used for the 1930 Travis County Courthouse 

in downtown Austin (though these were replaced with aluminum units in 1975), and the Austin 

                                            

11 Richard B. Browne, “Casement-Window.” 

Figure 2.5. Detail of Tower window showing operating 
mechanism.  
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National Bank Building (since demolished).12 Further north, Browne windows of the same type as 

the Tower were selected for the Jackson County Courthouse and City Hall in Kansas City, Missouri 

(1934 and 1937, respectively), and the County Courthouse in Oklahoma City (1937).13 Amarillo’s 

1932 Potter County Courthouse and Pampa’s 1928 Gray County Courthouse also feature Browne 

windows. 

Considering the special design of the Browne windows, their contribution to the building’s 

character and appearance, with all of its windows highly visible, making changes to the Tower that 

could negatively affect its appearance or character will have to be very carefully considered. 

 

 

 

                                            
12 Victoria Green Clow and Elizabeth Burson, “Austin U.S. Courthouse National Register Nomination Form,” March 2001, 8. 
Available from www.nr.nps.gov/nomination/01000432.pdf. 
13 Browne window advertisement, University of Texas at Austin Cactus Yearbook, 1931, 518; Oklahoma City Downtown 
Design Review Committee, “Staff Report,” June 2009. 
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Chapter Three: Window Assembly and Related Building Systems 

The manner in which the windows are installed with respect to the building system is also 

important information to ascertain. The assembly sequence and relationship to surrounding systems 

will be important for evaluating replication and repair possibilities, as well as ease of removal for 

treatment. 

 For example, window frames embedded directly in the masonry surround without an 

intermediary subframe would make removal for off-site treatment very difficult, requiring cutting the 

frames free from the anchors. This was the case for the 1928 Sears Roebuck and Company Mail 

Order Store in Boston. The restoration of this building (1996-2000), with over 1,100 steel industrial 

windows, was the subject of a National Park Service Preservation Tech Note.1 As the windows 

required extensive repair that would not have been possible in-situ, rather than destroy the integrity 

of the system (among other factors), the team opted to replace the windows.  

 Other work in the project scope, or work that should be considered for simultaneous 

treatment, should also be factored in to the decision-making process. Restoration and replacement 

treatments for windows in occupied buildings can be time consuming and disruptive to productivity 

inside, and tenants must often move into “swing” space while work is undertaken. Another costly 

factor that can be involved for window treatments on large buildings is the need for scaffolding 

installation. A treatment plan should be organized so that tasks which require vertical access can all 

be completed at the same time. Coordinating all maintenance work to be done on the building is 

important to minimize cost and may also influence the treatment decision. In the case of the Empire 

State Building, which recently underwent a renovation to improve energy efficiency, a window 

“factory” was established inside the building. By working on a floor-by-floor basis, and working 

                                            
1 Chad Randl, “Preservation Tech Notes No. 20: Aluminum Replacement Windows for Steel Projecting with True Divided 
Lights and Matching Profiles,” Preservation Tech Notes (National Park Service Technical Preservation Services, November 
2003).  Available from: http://www.nps.gov/history/hps/tps/technotes/ptn48/intro.htm. 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through the night, workers were able to remove, rebuild, and reinstall about 50 windows per day.2  

Windows of the Tower 

The UT Tower presents an interesting case. The windows of the tower have continuous-

extension jambs, going up the height of the tower. According to correspondence, these jambs were 

to be erected after the spandrel panels were in place, after the masonry was complete, and before 

the installation of the windows.3  

The cast iron spandrel panels, overlapped by the window frames, are a complicating factor 

in the treatment of the windows. The spandrel panels also suffer from significant corrosion, if not 

worse than the conditions observed on the window frames. Like the multiple window types, the 

Tower also features five different spandrel panel designs. Again, archival documentation is only 

available for the spandrel panels seen on the top 18 floors of the building, which feature a double 

panel and no ornamental letter. Shop drawings suggest that this type of spandrel panel is attached to 

the building with two steel “fins,” cast perpendicular on the back of the panel about 1/3 of the way 

up the panel on either side. The fins are bolted to L-clips, which are bolted to a structural I-beam 

and encased in concrete (see Figure 3.1).4 Indeed, the specifications call for the spandrel panels to 

be “securely anchored to masonry walls and bolted to structural members,” and early construction 

photographs show the spandrel panels attached to the structural steel before any concrete had been 

poured or masonry installed (see Figure 3.2).5  

                                            
2 Denis Du Bois, “Empire State Building: Monumental Energy Retrofit,” Energy Priorities, November 30, 2009. 
http://energypriorities.com/entries/2009/11/empire_state_building.php 
3 Letter from W.S. Bellows Construction, 19 July 1935, Box D175, “MBLE: Folding Steel Windows and Venetian Blinds” 
folder, University of Texas Buildings collection, 1882-[ongoing], Alexander Architectural Archive, Austin, Texas. 
4 Box 58B, University of Texas Buildings collection, 1882-[ongoing], Alexander Architectural Archive, Austin, Texas. 
5  Paul Cret and Robert Leon White, “Specifications for the General Contract, Main Building and Library Extension,” 1934, 
98, University of Texas at Austin Project Management and Construction Services Archive, Austin, Texas. 
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Although the spandrel panels arguably require more immediate attention than the windows 

because of their condition, a coordinated treatment plan would be prudent. The fact that the 

spandrel panels will not likely be easily removed for treatment or replacement prompts the 

consideration of economies of scale for a simultaneous window treatment. If the spandrel panels are 

to be treated in-situ, this will likely require scaffolding, and the windows may be able to be treated 

at the same time for possible cost savings.  

 

 

Figure 3.2. Spandrel panels can be seen as directly 
connected to structural steel in a 1935 construction 
photograph. Photo from the Alexander Architectural 
Archive University Buildings Collection, Austin, Texas. 

Figure 3.1. Shop drawing showing 
assembly of spandrel panels of the 
Tower. Drawing from the Alexander 
Architectural Archive University 
Buildings Collection, Austin, Texas. 
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Chapter Four: Existing Conditions  

The existing condition of a building’s windows is a key factor in determining the 

appropriate treatment action. Besides determining the extent of window damage and whether units 

have deteriorated beyond repair, a conditions assessment may reveal patterns related to the source 

of the deterioration (i.e. leaks, improper drainage, etc) as well as identifying the presence of 

materials like lead and asbestos that may complicate treatment action with the need for abatement 

procedures.  

A survey of window conditions should include inspection of all of the parts of the windows 

and the unit’s relationship to the building. While glazing may be cracked or broken, deterioration of 

the rest of the window system primarily stems from three sources of moisture: rainwater driven 

against exterior surfaces or joints, standing rainwater, and condensation formed on interior sources.1  

Paint failure is exacerbated by moisture, and the loss of this protective coating leaves the substrate 

vulnerable to corrosion in metal windows.  

Corrosion 

 Almost all newly cleaned metals form a thin film on the surface as a result of the interaction 

of the elements in the metal and the oxygen in the atmosphere (oxidation). The coating formed by 

some metals (e.g aluminum) is protective and aids in the prevention of further corrosion. With iron-

containing metals, however, rust can promote the continued corrosion of the metal. Not only does 

corrosion of ferrous metals cause further deterioration, the formation of rust often involves a 

substantial increase in volume. In steel windows, failure to maintain protective coatings results in 

rusting, which can lead to an unsightly appearance as well as substrate deterioration, breakage, 

failure, or inoperability.  

 

                                            

1 New York Landmarks Conservancy, Repairing Old and Historic Windows: a Manual for Architects and Homeowners (The 
Preservation Press, 1992), 63. 
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Other Conditions 

Window sealants and weatherstripping also degrade over time, and exposure to moisture 

shortens their already limited service life. Other possible forms of damage to windows include 

racking, warping and misalignment of frames, which are most often attributable to structural issues.  

Windows of the Tower: Previous Maintenance Work 

The maintenance record for the tower is incomplete; we do not know with certainty what 

treatment procedures have been undertaken in the past. Specifications and drawings from the 

university’s records indicate plans for “cleaning and painting of all metal windows and frames and 

metal spandrel panels” on all floors of the Tower, as well as cleaning and gold leafing the letters of 

the lower spandrel panels in 1953, 16 years after the Tower’s completion.2 The specifications called 

for the metal surfaces to be sanded to remove all paint “down to a clean hard surface,” repainting 

with two coats of “Armorize” paint “to match the present original color,” and replacement of glass 

where necessary.3 The work was undertaken utilizing platforms hung by steel cables from the 

parapet wall of the 29th story deck.4  

In 1969, again 16 years later, almost identical specifications called for another cleaning of 

the exterior metal elements, including re-application of gold leaf. The metal surfaces were again 

specified to be cleaned down to a clean hard surface, but for this project, they were to receive one 

coat of “machinery enamel undercoater” and two coats of paint.5 Neither the 1953 or 1969 work 

plans called for replacement of the weatherstripping; the existing material may be original. 

No other definite records of cleaning and painting have been found for the Tower, though 

as part of an Exterior Maintenance Plan from 1985 (note, 16 years after the 1969 work), potential 

tasks included replacing all missing or broken glass and repainting all painted surfaces for the 

                                            
2 “Specifications for Painting of Exterior Metalwork on Main Building Tower,” Office of the Supervising Architect, University 
of Texas at Austin, 1953, 7. University of Texas at Austin Project Management and Construction Services records. 
3 Ibid. 
4 Ibid. 
5 “Specifications for Painting of Exterior Metalwork on Main Building Tower,” Office of the Supervising Architect, University 
of Texas at Austin, 1969, 8. University of Texas at Austin Project Management and Construction Services records. 
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windows of the building. However, the Tower portion of the work was only included in the scope of 

one of three bids, and it is unclear which bid the university accepted.6 It appears that the exterior 

metal elements may have been on a sixteen-year maintenance schedule, though no evidence has 

been found reflecting work undertaken in 2001. Industry experts recommend repainting more 

frequently, every seven to twelve years, and this maintenance lapse may explain how the windows 

and spandrel panels have reached their current condition. Certainly the windows and spandrel 

panels of the first floor have been maintained more rigorously than the rest of the Tower; most of the 

windows at this location exhibit almost no corrosion and appear to have been recently painted.  

Conditions Assessment of the Windows of the Tower 

The windows and spandrel panels of the Tower are currently a disconcerting sight. The 

unsightly corrosion products visible to passersby was the subject of an article entitled, “A Blight on 

the Icon,” in the January 2009 issue of Alcalde, the 

university’s alumni magazine.  

I conducted a visual survey in the spring of 2009 

and a more comprehensive conditions assessment from 

inside the Tower during the fall of 2009. Due to the large 

number of windows in the building, a representative 

sample of about 10% of the windows were inspected, 

including windows on all four façades and at various 

floor levels. Almost all windows and spandrel panels 

display some corrosion, though there is a wide variety in 

the conditions. As mentioned above, the windows and 

                                            
6 “Exterior Maintenance Project: Main Building,” Project No. 4-2683, University of Texas at Austin Division of Physical Plant 
Architectural and Engineering Services, July 1985. University of Texas at Austin Project Management and Construction 
Services records. 

Figure 4.1 The corrosion is more severe on 
the upper levels of the Tower, when 
compared to the first floor. 
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spandrel panels of the first floor courtyards are in markedly better condition, likely due to ease of 

access for maintenance. Above this level, conditions are generally much worse, though there does 

not appear to be an obvious pattern to the deterioration.  The north façade does appear to have a 

larger concentration of corrosion, perhaps due to the fact that it is often in the shade, where 

moisture evaporates more slowly. Despite the corrosion visible on most of the assemblies, the 

windows are generally in excellent working condition, with most hardware intact. The felt weather-

stripping has become hardened, and/or missing or detached from the units. The sealants have also 

become hardened and deteriorated. 

Paint samples from the windows and spandrel panels were examined in both spring and fall 

conditions assessments with the goal of learning more about the type and number of layers of 

coatings.  The samples revealed varying layers of coatings, averaging around 4, though the number 

and character of the sequences were widely varied. This suggests that the maintenance and 

application and/or removal of coatings were not conducted systematically for all of the Tower’s 

windows and spandrel panels.  Original specifications called for a red lead primer, and the paint 

samples indeed revealed what appeared to be visual evidence of this type of coating. In some cases 

the red lead layer appears intact, while in others it appears that some surface preparation disturbed 

the layer. It is unclear whether the original red lead coating would have been entirely removed in 

previous maintenance treatments, which called for cleaning the metal to a “clean hard surface.” A 

microchemical test for the presence of lead using nitric acid and potassium iodide was positive.  
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Though it may not help explain the corrosion patterns, construction photos also appear to show that 

the panels and windows of the lower part of phase II of the Tower developed rust products even 

before construction was completed. This suggests that the metal elements were not shop-coated, 

and did not receive a final coating until construction of the entire Tower was finished, when 

everything could be painted at once. Photos dated one month after those appearing to show 

corrosion present a uniformly freshly painted tower (see Figure 4.2). It is unknown what method, if 

any, was used to remove the accumulated rust before applying the new coatings.  

According to a 2006 report by VFA (a university-commissioned engineering firm), the 

corrosion on the spandrel panels and peeling paint and gold leafing was to be addressed in years 4-

6 of a maintenance plan. The specified actions included restoring the gold leaf, and stripping and 

repainting the spandrel panels.7 Following a visual inspection of the windows, VFA concluded that,  

The overall appearance of the windows is poor. The windows are difficult to operate, few 

                                            
7 VFA, “Requirements Detail Report,” 2006, 960. 

Figure 4.2. On the left, construction photo dated July 1936, showing what appears to be corrosion on the 
spandrel panels. On the right, construction photo dated August 1936, with improved appearance of spandrel 
panels. Photos from the Alexander Architectural Archive University Buildings Collection, Austin, Texas. 
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have any weather-stripping, the glazing is deteriorated, and in many locations the windows 
are leaking water during wet weather. The existing window assemblies have reached the 
end of their expected useful life and should be replaced with new energy efficient 
units…The estimated annual payback is expected to be 15 years.8 
 

The windows were specified to be replaced with aluminum units, fitted with tinted, double-glazed 

insulating ¼” glass, at an estimated cost of $2.6M.9 The university has not implemented this plan, 

and in fact, recently hired a preservation-focused architecture firm, ARCHITEXAS to undertake an 

exterior envelope feasibility study for the entire Main Building, including an evaluation of the 

windows of the Tower. 

In October of 2009, ARCHITEXAS conducted their assessment, and while noting the 

pervasive loss of protective coatings and rust, determined the windows to be “very restorable,” in 

contrast to VFA’s recommendation for replacement, and quoted a similar cost for restoration to 

VFA’s estimate for replacement.10 ARCHITEXAS also employed an independent agency to conduct 

testing for the presence of lead and asbestos, finding that lead-based paint exists generally on all 

metal components of the building except the bronze bells and structural steel bell frame.11 Testing 

also determined that the glazing sealants at doors and windows and the perimeter window-to-stone 

sealants contain asbestos, which would require abatement if disturbed.12  

The conflicting assessments of the Tower windows’ operability and potential for repair 

illustrate the differing perspectives owners or contractors may bring to the table. VFA likely arrived 

at their recommendation based upon the application of a formula where windows nearing 75 years 

of age equate to windows beyond their service life. However, historic materials are very durable, 

usually offering longer life spans than their contemporary replacements. The Secretary of the 

Interior’s Standards do not recommend replacing windows “solely because of peeling paint, broken 

                                            
8 Ibid., 1022; The determination that the windows are difficult to operate conflicted with my own assessment. The supporting 
data for analysis of the payback period was not provided by VFA. 
9 Ibid., 1023. 
10 ARCHITEXAS, Exterior Envelope Feasibility Study, October 2009, 3. 
11 ARCHITEXAS, 4. 
12 ARCHITEXAS, 4. 
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glass, stuck sash, and high air infiltration. These conditions, in themselves, are no indication that 

windows are beyond repair.”13 Except for cases of extreme neglect, windows are rarely in a non-

repairable condition; the issue is more often whether or not the windows can be repaired 

economically, and if the repaired windows can provide the desired level of energy performance.  

 

 

 

                                            
13 “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation & Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings—
Windows,” National Park Service Technical Preservation Services. Available from: 
http://www.nps.gov/hps/TPS/tax/rhb/windows01.htm. 
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Chapter Five: Windows, Sustainability, and Energy Performance 

 The potential partnership between preservation and sustainability has received a great deal 

of attention in the past few years, as preservationists strive to illustrate the importance of the 

embodied energy saved in reusing historic buildings, and that historic buildings can be energy-

efficient in everyday operations as well. The cover of the March/April 2010 issue of the National 

Trust’s magazine, Preservation, screams, “Old is the New Green!” One of the issue’s articles 

highlights the recent energy-efficiency focused restoration of the Empire State Building and another 

discusses the idea of “tension” between green architecture and historic preservation, but concludes 

that the two fields are “natural allies.”1 

 In reality, some tension must be acknowledged. Many advocates of green building do not 

share an appreciation for historic buildings, or do not see problems with treatments that 

preservationists would argue negatively affect the integrity of the building. Preservationists point to 

misalignments between the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification 

program and the Secretary’s Standards. A white paper prepared in advance of the November 2008 

Symposium, “Sustainability and Historic Preservation—Making Policy” identified other potential 

incompatibilities, including LEED points for green roofs and photovoltaic panels (which can obscure 

the historic character of the roofline), and increased insulation (which may sometimes only be 

possible to install by disrupting original interior wall and ceiling finishes).2 LEED also awards points 

to recycling, which can include demolition debris from historic elements or entire buildings.3 

 To their credit, the U.S. Green Building Council has made modifications to recognize the 

value of historic properties for its most recent iteration (LEED v3 2009). The LEED program most 

often accommodates historic buildings under the LEED for New Construction and Major Renovation 

                                            

1 Blair Kamin, “Historic Preservation and Green Architecture: Friends or Foes?” Preservation 62:2 (2010): 28-33. 
2 “Green Building Practices and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation: A White Paper prepared in 
advance of the 2008 Pocantico Symposium” (draft). Available from: 
http://www.preservationnation.org/issues/sustainability/additional-resources/pocanticowhitepaper.pdf 
3 Valhouli, 144. 

29



 

 

(LEED-NC) category and in 2009 has increased the number of credits earned for using existing 

buildings in dense, urban areas, a move preservationists hope will encourage the use of older 

properties. Also new in 2009 and beneficial for historic buildings is the introduction of an optional 

path to earn credits based on the durability and embodied energy of existing materials as 

determined through lifecycle analysis.4 Though the changes in LEED v3 (rolled out in April 2009) 

may have not yet had adequate time to impact many projects, results compiled in October 2009 

from a National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers survey showed that conflicts 

between preservation and sustainability goals for projects actually increased in 2009.5 

 As the general conversation about the compatibilities between green building, 

sustainability, and preservation continues, windows often find their way to the center of the debate. 

The treatment of windows has been deemed, “perhaps the greatest bone of contention between the 

two groups.”6 Replacement of old windows is often perceived as the easiest solution, with the 

usually higher cost conceded for expected savings in energy consumption and maintenance work. A 

U.S. Department of Energy webpage advises readers, “If you have old windows in your home, the 

best way to improve your home's energy efficiency is to replace them with new, energy-efficient 

windows.”7 Despite statements like these, the architecture community has not reached consensus 

about the “best” or most energy efficient solution; current research on the energy and economic 

efficiency of repairing versus replacing windows is lacking, and in many cases offers a frustratingly 

superficial discussion. Materials available to preservationists as “ammunition” for combating the 

                                            
4 Barbara Campagna, “How Changes to LEED Will Benefit Existing and Historic Buildings,” National Trust for Historic 
Preservation Forum News VX:2 (November/December 2008). Available from: 
http://www.preservationnation.org/magazine/2009/march-april/Forum_News-Campagna.pdf. 
5 “NCSHPO Green Preservation Survey 2009,” October 13, 2009, 6. Available from:  
http://www.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/ncshpo%20sustainability%20091013.pdf 
6 Kim A. O’Connell, “Finding Common Ground,” Clem Labine’s Traditional Building (June 2007): 18. 
7 U.S. Department of Energy,“ Energy Savers: Storm Windows,” 
http://www.energysavers.gov/your_home/windows_doors_skylights/index.cfm/mytopic=13490. 
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attacks of green builders on historic windows speak in generalities and rarely provide citations or 

references to scientific studies.8  

Window replacement informational materials, often provided by preservation-focused 

groups (often formatted as “myths and facts” about windows), are some of the only sources 

discussing the debate but generally provide a set of information that is difficult to apply to a decision 

making process. A primary argument in these documents is the savings of embodied energy in the 

existing windows. While this may be good for the planet, for building owners, this is a sunk cost not 

directly impacting their balance sheet. This type of literature also almost always mentions the non-

recyclability of vinyl windows, and the high embodied energy of aluminum (along with the 

unsightly profiles of the latter). But what about replacement in kind, or use of materials like wood 

and steel for replacement windows? We are also told that the energy savings don’t come close to 

offsetting replacement costs, but real numbers are rarely included (and when they are, do not 

include source information, and/or have been estimated for residential buildings only). This leaves 

many questions for the project manager who is primarily concerned about personal cost, has a 

commercial project, and is not considering vinyl replacement windows. 

Commonly cited window energy studies include a 1996 Vermont field analysis9 of the 

performance of windows with original wooden sash versus replacement windows, and a 1992 

laboratory study comparing the winter performance of existing windows with an added storm 

window with a low-e coating and a replacement window with a low-e coating. The Vermont study 

concluded that “the difference in annual energy savings between renovating an old sash and 

replacing it with a new one was very small,” and the 1992 study concluded that there was no 

                                            
8 See Jim Crouch, “Top Myths About Replacement Windows,” Louisiana State Historic Preservation Office; Peter Roos, 
“Windows: Do the Math and Save Some Real Money,” Newport Restoration Foundation; “Position Statement: Weatherizing 
Existing Windows,” National Trust for Historic Preservation, and others. 
9 Funded by the National Center for Preservation Technology and Training 
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significant difference in performance between the new and replacement low-e coated windows.10 

While these findings are encouraging, they cannot be generalized to make a judgment about the 

performance of different window types in different climates in different buildings.  

In summary, the few scientific studies that have been discussed are very dated, and are 

primarily analyses of wooden windows in residential buildings in cold climates. As a 2007 White 

Paper, “Making the Case: Historic Preservation as Sustainable Development,” acknowledges, there 

is little information on assessing repaired versus replacement windows in commercial buildings or 

addressing the implications for various climate regions.11 Perhaps the maxim, “if it were easy, 

someone would have done it already,” applies here. In reality, the myriad complicating factors 

make issuing generalizations about window performance extremely difficult. As residential buildings 

are small in terms of square footage, have single-use occupancy, represent simpler construction 

techniques and have easily digestible energy use records, it is clear why this building type has often 

been selected for analysis. It is also understandable that the disseminated information is simplistic 

and concentrated on residential buildings; individual homeowners considering window 

replacements are a primary audience. However, when the application shifts to commercial 

buildings, which can have hundreds of thousands of square feet, accommodate a wide range of 

uses, feature complex building skin systems, and are often served by a complicated web of 

mechanical systems and energy grids, it becomes very difficult to parse out window-related 

performance, much less apply conclusions to other buildings.  

 Accepting that there will probably never be a straightforward, generalized conclusion, the 

appropriate treatment must be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Even if one treatment could be 

                                            
10 Andrew M. Shapiro and Brad James, “Creating Windows of Energy-Saving Opportunity,” Home Energy (September/October 
1997); J.H. Klems, “Measured Winter Performance of Storm Windows,” Windows and Daylighting Group, Building 
Technologies Department, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Berkeley, California, 1992. Available from: 
http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/berkeley%20storm%20window%20research.pdf.  
11 Patricia Frey, “Making the Case: Historic Preservation as Sustainable Development” (draft), White Paper presented in 
advance of the Sustainable Preservation Research Retreat, October 2007, 13. Available from: 
http://www.preservationnation.org/issues/sustainability/additional-resources/DiscussionDraft_10_15.pdf 
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demonstrated as the most energy efficient, every project includes other considerations beyond 

energy use and sustainability. Nevertheless, the need for precise climate control as well as the desire 

for maximizing energy efficiency motivate the examination the performance of window assemblies 

as one factor, and often a significant one, in making a decision for treatment of windows in historic 

buildings. 

Factors Impacting Window Energy Performance 

 The energy performance of most old buildings is often largely determined by the effects of 

heating and cooling on the exterior envelope: the exterior walls, windows, doors, and roof.12 It is 

important to remember that windows play a small part in the heat loss of a building as a whole. 

Energy efficiency experts say replacing windows is "one of the last things you want to do," as 

addressing other aspects of the building envelope, like insulating walls and attic spaces, can have a 

larger impact on building energy use than windows.13   

In windows, energy is primarily lost through (1) infiltration; (2) solar heat gains in the form 

of radiation; and (3) non-solar heat transfers through radiation, conduction, and convection. Air 

infiltration, often the most serious energy problem, occurs when outside air enters the building, 

usually at places of sealant or caulking failure where the window meets the wall, where the glass 

meets the sash, and where the sash meets the frame.14 While up to 25% of heat may be lost through 

leaky doors and windows, when the proper fit between the frame and building wall is restored, the 

total effective percentage of heat loss from windows themselves is only 12.5%.15 

Heat from the sun radiated into or out of buildings through glass is another source of energy 

loss attributable to windows. In air-conditioned buildings, the heat entering from outside adds to the 

cooling load the system must support. At night, heat escapes through the glass and can make the 

                                            

12 New York Landmarks Conservancy, 80. 
13 Terri Rupar, “Windows Aren't Always A Clear Path for Savings,” Washington Post, 16 May 2009. 
14 New York Landmarks Conservancy, 82. 
15 Sedovic and Gotthelf, 27. 
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building more difficult to keep warm in winter. The Solar Heat Gain Coefficient (SHGC), a number 

between 0 and 1, is a measure of the rate of solar radiation transmitted through the window, 

including the glass, frame and sash; the lower the SHGC, the less solar heat it transmits.  

Conduction, the process by which non-solar heat is transmitted through building materials 

due to temperature differentials, is measured in U-values, generally between 0.2 and 1.20, where a 

higher U-factor is correlated with a greater flow of heat loss and gain (R-values are the inverse of U-

values and represent the resistance of a window to heat flow). U-values are often misleadingly 

quoted for replacement units as representing the entire window, when it may be the value through 

the center of the glass, not including the sash and frame.16  

Evaluating Energy Performance of Existing Units 

 The various components of energy performance of existing units can be assessed in several 

ways. The American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) has developed applicable standard 

test methods and procedures for evaluating air infiltration that can be conducted in the field. ASTM 

E 783 “consists of sealing a chamber to cover the interior or exterior face of a test specimen, 

supplying air to or exhausting air from the chamber at a rate required to maintain the specified test 

pressure difference across the specimen, and measuring the resultant air flow across the 

specimen.”17 It should be noted that this test method only addresses the issue of the air leakage of 

the unit itself, not the leakage through the joint between the frame and the adjacent surrounding 

construction, which can be a significant source of air infiltration in historic windows.  

 Tests for conductive loss have only been developed for laboratory application, and 

therefore are primarily helpful for evaluating new window units, not existing assemblies in the field. 

Estimates of the thermal performance, including U-values and SGHCs, are available for new 

windows, though these values for older window materials are more difficult to obtain. Estimates 

                                            
16 Sedovic and Gotthelf, 27. 
17 ASTM International, “Standard Test Method for Field Measurement of Air Leakage Through Installed Exterior Windows and 
Doors,” Designation: E 783 – 02, 2002. 
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may not be provided for the particular combination of materials in a historic window assembly. For 

example, the 2009 American Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air-Conditioning Engineers 

(ASHRAE) Handbook, one of the most often cited guides for thermal performance information, does 

not include information specifically for steel-framed window units. Even if the thermal ratings are 

obtainable, these values are reflective of the material properties as newly installed, and do not 

reflect changes in performance due to deterioration over time.  

Energy Modeling and Historic Buildings 

The U.S. Department of Energy’s Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory has developed 

software called WINDOW 5.2 that allows one to calculate the U-value of existing windows and 

various retrofit scenarios. However, this modeling program is unfortunately not well-suited for 

evaluating historic buildings. One selects items from a library of materials, which, for example, does 

not include steel as an option for window frames. WINDOW also does not currently have the 

capability to model the impact of the addition of storm windows or shading devices. Though storm 

windows typically provide similar energy benefits to insulated glass, the two scenarios cannot be 

compared in this application. The energy performance of historic windows is also significantly 

affected by air infiltration. While WINDOW may provide an estimate of an assembly’s U-value and 

SGHC, these values cannot be used to predictably evaluate a historic window assembly’s 

performance, because conditions like deteriorated weatherstripping and sealants will significantly 

affect the overall energy efficiency. 

The Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory has also assisted in the development of another 

program, eQUEST, which has the capability of modeling energy use for entire buildings. One could 

theoretically modify only the window specifications to determine the impact of various assemblies 

on overall energy use. However, this software also has drawbacks for historic buildings. Like 

WINDOW, eQUEST also does not include historic materials, storm windows, or shading devices as 

possibilities for describing the existing window assembly. The program also does not include steam 
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heating as a possibility, making the program unable to accurately model many older buildings, 

including the Tower, which are heated by steam.   

These accuracy drawbacks aside, providing accurate details about other aspects of the 

building is also difficult. Users must provide detailed specifications about the building, including 

type of insulation, lighting loads per square foot, HVAC zones, the configuration of the heating and 

cooling system (including number and size of boilers, pumps, etc). While one problem is that 

historic materials are not available for modeling, simply gathering the information about building 

specifications can also be very challenging for large, historic buildings with a complex and rarely 

documented maintenance and renovation history. Historic buildings have often undergone several 

upgrades and modifications over the years, the details of which may not be available. For example, 

dropped acoustical ceilings were added to some floors of the Tower at some point in its history, but 

the university does not have the specifications for the project. The current ceiling height is not the 

same as that indicated on the original drawings. Insulation may have also been added at the same 

time, though whether this happened or not, what type was installed, and whether that type is 

available to select from the eQUEST database is unknown. These two examples are just a handful of 

the myriad specifications that would need to be researched and/or physically examined throughout 

the entire building in order to effectively and confidently use the modeling software. For large, 

complicated buildings like the Main Building (comprised not only of the Tower but also a large four-

story lower building, totaling over 350,000 square feet), with varied conditions but interconnected 

systems, this becomes a formidable prospect.  With more time and information, this modeling tool 

could be utilized for an estimation of energy consumption tailored to the Tower/ Main Building, but 

is outside the scope of this thesis. 

Evaluating the Window Performance of the Tower 

Energy Modeling 

The windows of the Tower are almost certainly not performing optimally, as the 
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weatherstripping has deteriorated and there is likely a large amount of air infiltration due to lack of a 

proper seal. The 1/8” single-pane glass and steel frames with no thermal breaks mean that the 

windows have high U-values, typically around 1.20 for this type of assembly (compared with 0.65 

for double glazed windows with a thermally broken metal frame). The film recently applied to the 

windows on the west elevation is N10-35 Bronze by LLumar. This type of film is categorized by the 

manufacturer as a “neutral film,” which is made with sputtered technology and, “reduce glare, 

provide moderate heat rejection and are specified where a soft, neutral appearance is desired.”18 

With an SHGC of 0.36, the film has certainly improved performance compared to clear glass, but 

does not meet the Efficient Windows Collaborative’s minimum SHGC standard for the Austin 

climate, 0.27.19 

Using the WINDOW software, a very rough estimation of the current assembly (substituting 

un-thermally-broken aluminum for steel and not accounting for the film on the western windows) 

predicts an overall U-value of 1.19 and an SGHC of 0.78.  Upgrading the glass from single pane 

clear glass to insulated glass would bring the values for the window as a whole to 0.79, and 0.65, 

respectively. 

As the modeling software currently available to me is not particularly well-suited for historic 

buildings, I recommend commissioning an energy audit specific to the Tower and its actual 

conditions. Understanding how much energy the building consumes (and if the Tower’s use can be 

separated from the rest of the Main Building) as well as the current performance of the existing 

assemblies will provide an important baseline for any upgrades.  

Energy Engineering Associates (EEA) was recently employed by the university to develop an 

energy-modeling program to assist in the selection of a new air handler for the Tower. This model 

incorporates the Tower’s unique specifications along with the university’s current utility rates, and is 
                                            

18 “LLumar Architectural Window Film Performance Data,” Available from: 
http://www.llumar.com/en/PerformanceData.aspx. 
19 Ibid; Efficient Windows Collaborative, “Fact Sheet: Selecting Energy Efficient Windows in Texas,” January 2010. Available 
from: http://www.efficientwindows.org/factsheets/Texas.pdf. 

37



 

 

designed to provide lifecycle cost analysis. The model currently assumes the existing steel frames 

with 1/8” clear glass, but this input could be modified with data for a variety of alternatives for 

window assemblies. Using this already-designed program, the energy savings and life cycle cost of 

several window treatment options could be compared. 

Performance Testing 

 The university may be able to undertake two types of performance testing: in-situ evaluation 

of the existing windows’ performance, or testing conducted on models designed to replicate the 

existing assemblies or upgrades to the Tower’s windows. Engineering companies, such as Simpson 

Gumpertz Heger, have the capabilities to execute sophisticated on-site testing to evaluate 

performance. The university’s School of Architecture recently installed a thermal lab, where existing 

or constructed windows may be tested. This latter option, however, will provide less information on 

how a certain assembly would function as installed in the Tower; testing examples or 

reconstructions will only give an approximation of how an assembly would perform as part of the 

Tower’s entire exterior envelope system. 
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Chapter Six: Regional Considerations 

Climate  

Regional climate considerations add to the complexity of evaluating the energy 

performance of window assemblies and selecting the most appropriate treatment. To be most 

thermally efficient, windows in hot and cold climates will need different thermal characteristics. U-

factors, which measure non-solar heat flow, generally have a larger impact on heating needs than 

cooling needs because temperature differentials between outside and inside are greater during the 

heating season in most climates in the United States.1 In regions like most parts of Texas, however, 

where energy use is dominated by cooling loads, managing solar heat gain is more important than 

mitigating conductive heat loss. A window’s SGHC measures the amount of solar radiation able to 

penetrate the assembly, and is more important in regions that must expend energy to keep buildings 

cool. Therefore, climate will dictate the most appropriate U-factor, SGHC, as well as low-e coating, 

which may be for high or low heat gain.  

The Implications of the Texas Climate 

 While the increased heat loss resistance offered by the insulating air space of double-

glazing can have a dramatic effect on energy use in cold climates, the relatively small differential 

between inside and outside temperatures during most parts of the year in Texas make this heat loss 

less significant. Here, energy loads are most affected by solar heat gain in the form of radiation; the 

SGHC as well as low-e coatings and shading devices will be most useful in reducing energy use for 

Texas windows. Solar transmission through windows may account for 30% or more of the cooling 

requirements in climates like ours.2 

 The Efficient Windows Collaborative (EWC)3 has recognized the importance of tailoring 

                                            

1 U.S. Department of Energy, “Selecting Windows for Energy Efficiency.”  
2 Ibid. 
3 Developed with funding from the US Department of Energy's Windows and Glazing Program by Lawrence Berkeley 
National Laboratory and the University of Minnesota's Center for Sustainable Building Research. 
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window specifications to climate, and offers recommendations for window properties for four 

climate zones in the United States. The EWC also provides state-level recommendations with case 

studies in cities across the state. The fact sheet for Texas includes three climate zones; Austin falls 

into the Southern Zone, and as a cooling dominated region, the SGHC is recognized as the most 

important window property. The EWC recommends U-factors of 0.60 or better and an SHGC of 

0.27 or better for windows in the Southern Zone.4  

Workforce and Materials 

 The availability of specialized workers for preservation work is another regional 

consideration. Though we live in a globalized economy and have wide access to goods and 

services, skilled labor is not always available locally. Preservation projects often rely heavily on 

specialized tradesmen, and the quality of the work is non-negotiable, or at least less flexible for 

compromise than new construction projects.5 A “Practice Points” article published by the 

Association for Preservation Technology lists quality along with cost and schedule, as the primary 

categories of risk to be mitigated in project planning; to ensure quality, a project manager must 

ensure that there is sufficient availability of skilled trades to complete the work satisfactorily.6 

Restoration projects are nearly twice as labor-intensive as new construction projects; securing a 

qualified workforce is very important.7  Selecting a treatment for windows, especially repair, may 

require specialized labor that may be costly to procure. Deteriorated wooden windows, for 

example, may be salvageable with the work of specialized tradesmen to skillfully apply expoxy 

and/or splice in new parts. Matching the existing design and profiles with new pieces is a 

specialized service that not all woodworking mills may provide. For metal windows, skilled 

                                            
4 Efficient Windows Collaborative, “Fact Sheet: Selecting Energy Efficient Windows in Texas.” 
5 Ronald D. Staley, “Successful Preservation Implementation: A Planned Approach to Risk Management,” Association for 
Preservation Technology Practice Points 01, [nd]. 
6 Ibid. 
7 Sedovic and Gotthelf, 27. 
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tradesmen may also be required to repair significantly deteriorated parts with techniques like “cold-

stitching,” a method of pinning fractures in cast iron.  

 Fortunately, the Tower windows do not appear to be in such a condition that especially 

skilled labor will be required to repair the windows. The cast iron spandrel panels, also do not 

appear to be significantly deteriorated, with no cracks observed. However, further investigation, 

especially of the spandrel panels and the conditions present behind the exterior-facing panel, is 

recommended. 
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Part II: Treatment Options for Historic Windows 
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Chapter Seven: Treatment Options 

There are several options for treating deteriorated windows, including combinations of 

treatments. Before deciding whether repairing/ retrofitting or replacing windows will be the best 

solution, it is important to understand the available alternatives and the appropriate applicability for 

each.  

Options for Repairing or Retrofitting Existing Units 

 Window repair for metal units may involve simply improving the existing condition of the 

unit, including cleaning and recoating the sash and frames, applying new sealant to glass and sash 

connections, and installing new weatherstripping. While one choice is to repair and rehabilitate 

windows to an optimized original condition, there is also an opportunity to improve window 

performance through upgrading some elements beyond original performance, without replacing 

units entirely. Options in the retrofitting category include the following: exterior and interior storm 

windows, high performance glass, and shading devices.  

 Additional panes of glass in a window assembly reduce U-values by creating air spaces that 

increase the insulating value.1 Double glazing, however, is often difficult to achieve within frames 

that originally held single-pane glass, especially in the thin sections of historic rolled steel windows. 

In cases where there is room for two panes of glass in the original sash, the space between may not 

be optimal for ideal energy performance. To get around this issue, the window assembly may be 

altered to accommodate a larger width, or the team may elect to install storm windows. Storm 

windows are secondary windows that may be placed on the interior or exterior of the original 

window. Providing a layer of air between the original unit and the storm, R-values can be improved 

while also insulating against noise. 

                                            

1 U.S. Department of Energy, “Selecting Windows for Energy Efficiency,” January 2007, 2. Available from: 
http://windows.lbl.gov/pub/selectingwindows/window.pdf. 
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 The use of exterior storm windows is the “traditional” method of achieving double glazing, 

and typically results in a U-value similar to that of insulated glass.2 Exterior storms often have a 

greater impact on the visual appearance of windows than interior storms, but are sometimes 

desirable because they can protect fragile original units and are removable.3  

 Interior storms generally better preserve the visual qualities of historic windows, and are 

available in a variety of different mounting methods that may be operable or fixed. Piggyback storm 

panels were utilized in the 1980 window retrofit for the wooden double-hung units of the Colcord 

Building in Oklahoma City, profiled in the NPS Preservation Tech Note 8. A relatively deep original 

sash provided enough room to cut away a small section to accommodate a new storm panel behind 

each original pane of glass. The new frame was recessed to fit flush with the interior side of the 

original sash. The piggyback installation allowed the units to retain their original operability; instead 

of installing one large storm window blocking access to the original unit, panels were attached to 

each of the two sashes of the double-hung units. Drawbacks include the increased weight that the 

sash must accommodate, and potential condensation problems. These issues were addressed in the 

case of the Colcord Building by using lighter-weight aluminum for the interior frames and drilling 

vent holes in the stiles.4 While popular a few decades ago, this solution has been phased out of 

treatment consideration for more recent projects because of the leakage that remains around the 

edges of the divided lights; storm panels that cover the entire window, while sometimes affecting 

operability, provide much better insulation. 

 Interior storms may also be removable, intended to be attached to the interior frame in the 

winter, and then stored in the summer, or for removal for cleaning.5 Storms with a magnetic seal are 

easily removable and do not damage the fabric of historic window with intrusive screws or cuts. 

                                            
2 Fisher, The Window Handbook, 4. 
3 New York Landmarks Conservancy, 120. 
4 Sharon C. Park, “Preservation Tech Note 8: Thermal Retrofit of Historic Wooden Sash Using Interior Piggyback Storm 
Panels,” Preservation Tech Notes (National Park Service Technical Preservation Services, September 1984).  Available from: 
http://w3.gsa.gov/web/p/HPTP.NSF/gsagovAllProceduresDisplay/0861004S. 
5 New York Landmarks Conservancy, 123. 

44



 

 

This type of double glazing was selected as a design solution at Colonial Williamsburg for a project 

upgrading the thermal performance of more than 20 buildings in the early 1980s.6 A steel strip was 

attached to the existing window with adhesive, and formed a magnetic seal with the interior storm 

(also fitted with a magnet). In order for the magnetic seal to support the storm, the unit must be 

lightweight. In Williamsburg, this required the use of acrylic glazing, which is easily scratched.  

 Sliding interior storms are another assembly to consider. This type of storm allows original 

windows to retain their operability, but with much less ventilation capacity due to blockage from 

the slider window. Sliding storms were selected in 1997 as a solution for the Kansas City, Missouri 

City Hall, which has the same Browne windows as the Tower. Apparently, the installation has 

reduced drafts, but the windows suffer from condensation on the original window side. 7 Generally, 

however, compared to exterior-mounted storms, condensation is less likely to be an issue with 

interior storms. In order to avoid condensation, the innermost glass layer must be made airtight; it is 

easier to ensure a tight fight with the newly installed interior storms than it is to make the existing 

historic windows airtight (which become the innermost layer in applications of exterior storms). 

 Enhanced-performance glass, which can be retrofitted in the original frames with varying 

required modifications, is yet another possibility. Low-emissivity (low-e) coatings are 

microscopically thin metallic oxide coatings, which can be applied to one or more of the glazing 

surfaces facing an air space, or may be present as a thin plastic film inserted between panes.8 There 

are two types of low-e coatings: high-solar-gain coatings, which primarily reduce heat conduction, 

and are best suited for cold climates, and low-solar-gain coatings (for hot climates), which reduce 

solar heat gain by blocking the infrared portion of the solar spectrum. As the ASHRAE Handbook 

explains, “There are two ways of achieving low-solar-gain low-e performance: (1) with a special, 

                                            
6 Charles E. Fisher, “Preservation Tech Notes 9: Interior Storm: Magnetic Seal,” in The Window Handbook: Successful 
Strategies for Rehabilitating Windows in Historic Buildings, ed. Charles E. Fisher (U.S. Department of the Interior National 
Park Service Technical Preservation Services and The Center for Architectural Conservation, Georgia Institute of Technology, 
1990). 
7 Oklahoma City Downtown Design Review Committee, “Staff Report.” (commenting on Kansas City’s City Hall) 
8 U.S. Department of Energy, “Selecting Windows for Energy Efficiency,” 2. 
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multilayer solar-infrared-reflecting coating, and (2) with a solar-infrared-absorbing outer glass.”9 

One benefit of low-e coatings as a treatment option is that coatings can be applied to single-pane 

glazing and easily installed within original sash. Low-e coatings may be applied to single pane glass 

for improved thermal performance, but work best in conjunction with an insulated glass unit. This 

combination was selected for the recent restoration of the wooden windows of Garrison Hall at the 

University of Texas at Austin; the original sash was retained, though it was routed in order to accept 

the wider insulated glass pane. 

 Insulating glass (IG) is an assembly with at least two panes of glass, hermetically sealed and 

held together with a spacer, usually containing a desiccant material. The space between may be air 

or may be filled with inert gases to further reduce energy transfer. This type of upgrade was selected 

for the recent retrofit of the 6,500 windows of the Empire State Building. The original frames and the 

double-pane glass in the double-hung units were retained and reused, with an added spacer, UV-

protecting mylar sheath, and krypton argon gas between the panes.10 However, insulating glass may 

not easily fit within the original glazing pocket, and increased weight from additional panes may not 

be structurally supportable in the original sash.11 The team rehabilitating the Sears Roebuck 

warehouse mentioned in Chapter Three eliminated the consideration of the use of insulated glass 

because the original steel muntin sections could not support the added weight of new dual-paned 

glass units.12 Insulated glass also has a limited lifespan. When the desiccant becomes saturated, 

sometimes as soon as 25 years after installation, the unit can experience condensation. Though the 

window still performs thermally, the condensation can cause moisture damage and obscure the 

                                            
9 2009 ASHRAE Handbook Fundamentals (Atlanta: American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning 
Engineers, Inc, 2009), 326. 
10 Lara Pellegrinelli, “Empire State Building Goes Green — For Good?” 30 September 2009, 
http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=113349177. 
11 Kelley, “Window Systems: Repair Versus Replacement,” 245. 
12 Randl, “Preservation Tech Note 20.” 
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view. Other drawbacks of IG for historic buildings include the visual impact; insulated glass may 

cause confusing reflections. 

 The following table summarizes the thermal performance of some of the treatment options 

discussed above. The data was obtained from the 2009 ASHRAE Handbook; the values are for 

aluminum operable casements with no thermal break. The Handbook does not provide values for 

steel assemblies, but this can be used as a conservative proxy, as aluminum conducts heat more 

readily than steel.  

Glass type  U-factor SGHC 
1/8” Single-glazed clear 1.23 0.78 
Double-glazed clear, ¼” air space 0.81 0.64 
Double-glazed with low-solar-gain low-e coating (e= 0.05), ¼” air space 0.70 0.34 
Double-glazed with low-solar-gain low-e coating (e= 0.05), ¼” space 
filled with argon 

0.64 0.34 

Table 7.1. U-factors and Solar Heat Gain Coefficients for various glass types. Source: 2009 ASHRAE 
Handbook. 

 Shading devices are sometimes the least intrusive way to add energy efficiency to windows 

and reflect traditional building practices. Shutters may be installed on the interior or exterior, and 

though they have historically been made of wood, they may also be enhanced with insulation 

and/or reflective materials. A 2008 laboratory study conducted for Historic Scotland demonstrated 

that traditional shutters were able to reduce heat loss by 51% and insulated shutters provided an 

additional 9% reduction in heat loss.13 The secondary glazing system they also tested provided 

comparable performance, reducing heat loss by 63%, though at a much more expensive cost.14 

 Roll-up shades are also available in traditional finishes like fabric or plastic as well as 

insulated and solar control materials. Shades can more easily be stowed than shutters when not in 

use. Shades with reflective film laminates or sunscreens provide benefits similar to solar control 

films mounted directly to glass and can achieve shading coefficients as low as 0.13.15  Insulated 

                                            
13 Paul Baker, “Improving the Thermal Performance of Traditional Windows,” Prepared for Historic Scotland, October 2008, 
11. Available from: http://www.historic-scotland.gov.uk/thermal-windows.pdf. 
14 Ibid. 
15 NYC Landmarks Conservancy, 129. 
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shade options include window quilts (heat resistant barrier covered on either side by insulation 

material) and though more bulky than solar-reflective shades, they perform more efficiently.16  

 Blinds, consisting of horizontal or vertical slats and available in a variety of materials, are 

also used for solar control. In the Historic Scotland study, blinds were able to reduce heat loss by 

22-28% and modern roller blinds fitted with a low-e coating on the window side of the blind was 

almost as effective as shutters, offering a 45% reduction in heat loss.17  

 Shutters, shades and blinds all have potential to shield the building’s windows from 

unwanted heat gains and losses, but at the price of reducing the amount of light admitted. The use 

of these components provides a potentially relatively inexpensive and less invasive option for 

significantly improving R-values in window units. Though removable, these types of installations 

also have the potential to dramatically affect interior and exterior appearance. 

Older editions of the ASHRAE Handbook provide additional standard U-values, including 

shading devices and storm windows. Below are U-values from the 1985 edition for a window with a 

metal frame.18 

Window assembly type (including metal frame) No storm Exterior Storm 
(1” air space) 

Interior Storm 
(1” air space) 

Single-glazed clear 1.21 0.70 0.70 
Single-glazed clear, low-e = 0.2 0.87 0.56 0.52 
Double insulating glass, 0.25” airspace  0.75 0.53 0.53 
Double insulating glass, 0.25” airspace, low-e= 0.2 0.42 0.36 0.38 
Table 7.2. U-values of various window assemblies. Source: 1985 ASHRAE Handbook. 

Window assembly type (including metal frame and 
opaque white roller shade) 

No storm Exterior Storm 
(1” air space) 

Interior Storm 
(1” air space) 

Single-glazed clear 0.90 0.58 0.58 
Single-glazed clear, low-e = 0.2 0.69 0.48 0.45 
Double insulating glass, 0.25” airspace  0.62 0.46 0.46 
Double insulating glass, 0.25” airspace, low-e= 0.2 0.37 0.33 0.34 
Table 7.3. U-values of various window assemblies, including roller shade. Source: 1985 ASHRAE Handbook. 

                                            
16 Ibid. 
17 Baker, 13. 
18 1985 ASHRAE Handbook Fundamentals (Atlanta: American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning 
Engineers, Inc, 1985), 27.10-11, 27.35. 
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From this data, we can see that window assemblies featuring single glazed primary windows with a 

storm window compare favorably to double insulating glass, especially when paired with a shade. 

Additionally, U-values for interior and exterior storms are strikingly similar to each other.  

Replacement 

 Window replacement is typically considered in two scenarios: the windows have reached 

the end of their service life and cannot be economically repaired, or the project goals include 

energy savings that may be most readily achieved with new assemblies (or are impossible to achieve 

with existing units, even when retrofitted with upgrades). Whether windows have in fact reached the 

end of their service life is often a subjective decision, as illustrated by the differing conclusions 

drawn by VFA and ARCHITEXAS for the windows of the UT Tower. Likewise, the tipping point for 

when repair or replacement in-kind becomes economically infeasible is also subjective; for some 

building owners, anything but the least expensive option may be “infeasible.” 

 Replacement in-kind essentially duplicates the original unit, with the same materials, 

profile, and sightlines. As the possibilities to upgrade the energy performance in in-kind replacement 

is relatively limited, this type of replacement is most often motivated by preservation concerns and a 

desire to retain the historic appearance of the windows. However, some alterations to the design, to 

include a deeper section to accept insulated glazing, for example, may be accommodated. If 

windows must be replaced, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards call for using the same sash and 

pane configuration in an effort to match the design detail of the original.19  

 Alternately, windows may be replaced using substitute materials, a practice that is accepted 

by the Standards only if replacing the original material is not technically or economically feasible 

and the substitute material is judged to be compatible. Benefits for substitute materials include 

potential for improved performance of not only the glass, but the frame and sash as well. For metal 

                                            
19 “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation & Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings—
Windows,” available from http://www.nps.gov/hps/TPS/tax/rhb/windows01.htm. 
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windows, thermally broken frames may replace original windows that had no thermal breaks, 

increasing the R-value of the frames. Aluminum is often a candidate for replacing steel windows, 

though because it is not as strong as steel, aluminum units will have to have larger frame members 

in order to achieve the same strength characteristics as steel in a replacement window.20 Wood is a 

better insulator than metal windows; insulated vinyl replacement windows for wood units would 

not significantly increase R-values, but the use of vinyl-clad frames does have the potential to 

reduce maintenance requirements. 

 The alternative materials extend beyond the frames to the type of glass used as well. New 

windows offer the benefit of being specifically designed to accommodate the selected glass system 

(for example, insulated glass). Some would argue that new units are also desirable because tight 

seals and snug fits can be more easily achieved in creating a new unit from scratch rather than 

trying to restore these properties in the original.   

Selective replacement with insert windows provides an option that removes historic 

material but requires little alteration to the outside wall. This solution removes the operating sash, 

leaving only the existing frame, and a new replacement window product is then installed onto the 

frame.21 This is an option for projects considering replacement but seeking to avoid the common 

problem of fully and effectively removing the original frames from the surrounding wall system, a 

process that can be especially difficult for masonry surrounds. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
20 Kelley, “Window Systems: Repair Versus Replacement,” 237. 
21 Bill Mattinson, Ross DePaola, and Dariush Arasteh, “What Should I Do About My Windows?” Home Energy (July/August 
2002): 29. 
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Treatment options for the Tower 

There are several treatment options to be considered for the Tower:  

1. Refurbish (necessary) 

2. Utilize existing shades 

3. Upgrade shades with low-e foil or other solar properties 

4. Add low-E coated laminated or plate glass in existing frames 

5. Add magnetic interior storms 

6. Add screw-in interior storms 

7. Add piggy-back panels 

8. Add exterior storms 

9. Add insulated glass to existing frames 

10. New steel frames with IG and/or low-E; match appearance & operation 

11. New aluminum frames with IG and/or low-E; match appearance & operation 

12. New steel frames with IG and/or low-E; match appearance but not operation 

13. New aluminum frames with IG and/or low-E; match appearance but not operation 

At this point, a few treatment options can be eliminated based on physical specifications 

and performance. The first treatment that can be eliminated for the Tower is screw-in interior 

storms. This type of storm window results in the unnecessary modification of the original units with 

intrusive screws, damaging historic material. Screw-in storms are also difficult to remove, which 

poses problems for ventilation, cleaning, and maintenance. Magnetic storms offer the same benefits 

without these drawbacks.  

As mentioned above, while piggy-back panels are attractive for the preservation of original 

operating mechanisms, they represent a dated technology. The leakage around the edges leads to 

unnecessary air infiltration and potential problems with condensation.  

Next, we can eliminate the consideration of exterior storm windows. This type of 
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installation would dramatically affect the exterior appearance of the Tower, and given the windows’ 

flush connection to the spandrel panels below, there is limited space for an exterior storm. Further, 

installation and maintenance can be difficult, requiring vertical exterior access. Interior storm 

windows provide comparable U-values, so there is no compelling reason to leave exterior storms on 

the list. 

Finally, the width of the frames, made to hold the original 1/8” glass, does not leave room 

for inserting insulated glass without modifying the original assembly. The glass is held in place by 

angle stops, which could not be extended backward beyond a certain extent without affecting the 

operation of the windows.  

With these treatments removed from consideration, the remaining options will be weighed 

with their performance potential and cost in the last chapter. 
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Part III: Goals & Objectives 

 Part III of this thesis examines the considerations that may vary by project, depending on 

differing goals and objectives. This section will provide discussion and guidance on selecting a 

treatment option from Part II using the data gathered from Part I. 
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Chapter Eight: Preservation Philosophy 

 For historic buildings, the preservation philosophy selected for a project has perhaps the 

largest impact on the consideration of window treatment options. Establishing a coherent 

philosophical approach to the treatment of buildings, whether it is specifically deemed a 

“preservation philosophy” or not, is an important first step for any organization or owner. 

Establishing values about the stewardship of historic properties, balancing this with other, 

sometimes competing factors (budget, energy use, use, etc) and gaining consensus among several 

stakeholders and team members is necessary. The determined philosophy may then be recorded in 

writing, distributed to participants, and/or included in standard operating procedures or architectural 

guidelines. Once a group has determined a general stance on preservation goals, an appropriate 

treatment can be selected (which also may vary by building when an owner controls more than one 

property).  

Though sometimes compliance with the law may dictate that the treatment adhere to the 

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, this set of recommendations is also valuable for projects which 

are not required to follow the guidelines. One of the four treatment scenarios as defined by the 

Standards may be selected, or a project team may decide to take a different path, including some 

preservation goals or none at all.  

 The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards map out four possibilities for treatment of historic 

buildings: preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruction. Preservation aims to 

essentially keep the building in its present state, stabilizing the structure so that further deterioration 

does not occur. Restoration calls for the revival of the appearance of the building at a certain period 

in history, the period of significance. Elements that have been lost are restored, while existing 

features that were not part of the structure during the restoration period are removed. In 

rehabilitation treatments, alterations and additions are permitted so long as the historically 

significant features are preserved. Reconstruction duplicates a no longer extant property by means of 
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new construction.  

Window replacement solely for energy efficiency would not be acceptable in preservation 

treatments, which call for limited replacement in-kind only if absolutely necessary. Window 

replacement is permitted in restoration treatments, but only if the window replacement is 

undertaken as part of an effort to return the building to its appearance during a certain period of 

significance, not for energy performance. The standards for rehabilitation, the most common 

treatment for continually operating buildings and adaptive reuse projects, provide the most 

flexibility; rehabilitation is the treatment with the most potential to allow energy upgrades while 

adhering to the Standards. Window replacement may be permitted if the windows are deteriorated 

beyond repair, or are not character-defining features. Most energy efficiency-improving retrofits 

would also be permitted, provided that the appearance is not drastically changed, though the 

Standards encourage the use of shading devices and/or storm windows before replacing single pane 

glass with double-glazed, for example. 

 Project managers may decide to adhere to the Standards for several reasons. While some 

may adopt these strategies simply as models of good practice, others may be complying with 

regulation requirements, or may be motivated by the desire for tax incentives. Section 110 of the 

1966 National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to assume preservation 

responsibilities for properties owned or under its control, and to undertake preservation actions in 

accordance with the Secretary’s Standards. Under Section 106 of the same act, which applies to 

projects involving a federal undertaking that may negatively affect historic properties, a review must 

be conducted to identify historic resources and to consider the impact of the project on any 

significant properties. The project team must work with the State Historic Preservation Officer, and 

compliance with the Secretary’s Standards may be required as part of an agreement. Federal tax 

credits are only offered to income-producing (for-profit) projects that qualify as Certified 

Rehabilitations, which must comply with the Standards. 
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 One important piece of information that subsequent decisions may hinge upon is the 

significance of the property. Under Section 106, the area of potential affect must be surveyed for 

historic resources, but the process only moves forward if these resources are determined to be on or 

eligible for the National Register of Historic places. Likewise, in order to qualify as a Certified 

Rehabilitation for federal tax credits, a property must not only undertake only renovations that are 

consistent with the historic character of the building, but it must also be a certified historic structure. 

A Certified Historic Structure is defined as “a building that is listed in the National Register of 

Historic Places, either individually or as a contributing building in a National Register historic 

district, or as a contributing building within a local historic district that has been certified by the 

Department of the Interior (National Park Service).”1 Some states also offer tax incentives that 

require compliance with the Standards, often also requiring the projects to be Certified Historic 

Structures. 

 Thus, the first question might be, “is the property in question listed on or eligible for the 

National Register individually or as part of a historic district?” If the project falls under Section 106 

or 110, or the project is seeking tax credits, complying with the Secretary’s standards will define the 

framework for considering window treatments. If the structure is not eligible for the National 

Register (or in some cases may be eligible but has not been listed), and receiving tax credits are not 

important to the project, there is more leeway for treatment options in terms of compliance. 

 Preservation philosophy for the project is also closely tied with aesthetic considerations. 

Window treatment decisions may be informed by how the selected strategy will affect the 

appearance of the building. Often, this appearance is judged against the historical look of the 

property. In some cases, window decisions may be made based on whether the alternatives are not 

aesthetically pleasing, either because they do not represent the historic character of the building, or 

                                            

1 National Park Service, “Federal Preservation Program Notes,” June 2006. Available from: 
http://www.achp.gov/docs/BRAC/Federal_Historic_Preservation_Tax_Incentives_Program-June_06.pdf 
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because thick sections or dark screens make the windows unsightly.  

Preservation strategy for the Tower 

 Though the Main Building at the University of Texas (and therefore the Tower) is not listed 

on the National Register of Historic Places, it would likely be deemed eligible. A National Register 

nomination has been prepared, but not submitted for the Main Building, and proposes that the 

building is eligible under Criterion A, as a structure associated with events that have made a 

significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history.2 I would argue that the building could 

also be significant under Criterion C, representing the work of a master and possessing high artistic 

values. The Main Building would certainly be on the list of the most impressive projects renowned 

architect Paul Cret ever designed. The building is also significant for its role in defining the 

orientation and design of the entire campus plan.  

The university has not published an official preservation philosophy (though this would 

need to be considered in conjunction with the existing sustainability policy, discussed in the next 

chapter), but has generally demonstrated a concern for the campus’ historic resources, even when 

not obligated by law, and is currently working to incorporate guidelines on the treatment of historic 

elements in a forthcoming update to the campus architectural standards. Although the Main 

Building is not under federal ownership, the university could receive federal funding for a project to 

address the maintenance needs of the Tower. If so, the project may be subject to compliance with 

section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. If the project is financed without federal 

funds, renovation work on the building will not have to comply with the Secretary’s Standards by 

law, though this is not to say that the university would therefore ignore the significance of the 

building in a treatment solution. The Tower is revered as the icon of the university, and those in 

positions of administrative power recognize and appreciate this fact. Though adherence to the 

                                            
2 Tenaya Hills, “National Register Nomination Form: Main Building,” December 2007; this nomination was written as an 
exercise for a course in the Historic Preservation program curriculum. 
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Standards is not mandated, the university will likely advocate a sensitive treatment of the Tower’s 

windows, eliminating considerations of any solutions that would dramatically affect the appearance 

of the building.  
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Chapter Nine: Energy and Sustainability 

Goals for energy use and one’s commitment to sustainability clearly contribute to the 

decision in selecting a window treatment. Like establishing a preservation philosophy, a definitive 

position on sustainability (which should be compatible with preservation concerns) is an important 

part of making a methodical decision for treating deteriorated windows. Mangers have several 

aspects of the term “sustainability” to consider, including energy consumption (which can be related 

to operating cost), as well as preservation of embodied energy and conservation of resources, which 

may or may not result in direct financial benefits to the owner. In fact, using sustainable products 

and systems incorporating the latest technology may be more expensive than typical construction 

materials and system designs. 

Just as some owners may not be concerned about preservation, for some projects, 

improving energy efficiency may not be a goal at all. This was the case for the restoration of the 

Nebraska State Capitol, which has windows similar to the Tower, a few decades ago. Though the 

energy crisis of the 1970s motivated some changes in energy use strategy, often including 

replacement windows, some major projects executed in the following decades did not seek to 

upgrade energy efficiency. These types of projects, however, are likely in the minority today. As 

evidenced by the growing popularity of LEED certification and the increasing number of 

interdisciplinary conversations about green building, sustainability is a significant force in our 

society today. Sustainability, including consideration of the types of materials used as well as energy 

consumption, is a consideration for a large percentage of new construction and renovation work 

taking place in the built environment.  

LEED certification is becoming a requirement for the projects of some organizations, and 

more stringent energy codes have also been adopted at the state and national level. Whether the 

goals for the project include reducing energy and a concern for conserving resources outside of 

those that directly impact individual balance sheets will inform window selection. 
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Energy Use and Sustainability at the University of Texas  

The University of Texas at Austin has developed an official Sustainability Policy, which is 

currently somewhat vague about goals and requirements. The UT System, encompassing all of the 

University of Texas campuses, has a somewhat more explicit policy, drafted in August of 2009. The 

UT System policy requires each institution to update Energy Management Plans with energy 

consumption reduction goals quarterly. New projects or major renovations must meet the latest 

energy efficiency and design principles as established by ASHRAE, and project planners are also 

instructed to consider life cycle costs. This document also describes the System’s commitment to 

many sustainable practices beyond those related to buildings, including transportation and waste 

management. The UT System encourages new construction and renovation projects to meet LEED 

standards, but does not currently require official certification, arguing that the cost of this process 

could be applied to other needs.1 The balance between preservation and sustainability is not 

immediately clear in UT’s policy. The UT-Austin policy states that decisions and actions will be 

“reflective of the university’s resources,“ but whether “resources” include historic properties is 

unclear.2  

 Boston University, a campus which has also demonstrated a clear interest in sustainability, 

has a “window replacement program,” categorized as  “green building” imitative. The first window 

replacement took place in 1988, and since then the university has replaced about 6,000 windows. 

The buildings in question were described by BU as “iconic architecture,” along Commonwealth 

Avenue, may of which are over 50 years old. Slated for future replacement are the windows of the 

historic Cram and Ferguson College of Arts and Sciences buildings and the 1960s-era Warren 

                                            

1 “Sustainability Practices,” August 20, 2009. Available from: http://www.utsystem.edu/policy/policies/uts169.html 
2 “Campus Sustainability Policy,” April 22, 2008. Available from: http://www.utexas.edu/policies/hoppm/01.A.03.html. 
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Towers.3  The program is framed as an energy-saving measure, installing thermally-broken 

aluminum frames with insulated glass. As the Boston climate is primarily heating, these 

modifications have potential to considerably impact energy consumption.  

 Though preservationists may not agree with their practices, it can be inferred that the BU 

window replacement program was developed based on an objective evaluation of the value of 

historic material, the energy efficiency of the window units, and the desire to save heating costs. In 

fact, Boston University was graded a “B” by the College Sustainability Report Card (a website which 

grades higher education institutions on sustainability activities based on both publicly available 

documentation as well as surveys), while UT received a “B-.”4 Sustainability and preservation 

philosophies will vary considerably between owners/actors/communities, but officially identifying 

values and using the resulting policy to make an informed decision is most important.  

 

                                            
3 http://www.bu.edu/sustainability/what-were-doing/green-buildings/window-replacement-program/ 
4 “College Sustainability Report Card 2010,” http://www.greenreportcard.org/report-card-2010/schools/boston-university; 
http://www.greenreportcard.org/report-card-2010/schools/university-of-texas-austin. 
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Chapter Ten: Use 

 The use or program of a building is also a very important factor to consider when 

determining the most appropriate treatment action for windows. A property that will be vacant, used 

to house offices or homes, or used for storage will have different environmental requirements 

affected by window treatment selection.  

Energy  

Perhaps the most obvious environmental variable is heating and cooling. If a building or 

part of a building will be empty, the temperatures inside can remain closer to those outside, perhaps 

reducing the need for particularly energy efficient window assemblies. Environmental controls for 

human occupancy will require more energy. If the space is used for storage, depending on the 

requirements, this may require more or less energy use than if the space were to be occupied by 

people. For example, archival materials may require cool temperatures and low humidity, often 

lower than would be necessary for human comfort. In very warm regions, maintaining this interior 

environment could be more costly than if people occupied the space. 

Light 

Lighting requirements also differ based on use. Office workers desire natural daylighting 

from windows in their work environment. LEED guidelines also encourage daylighting measures, 

and reward points for maximizing natural light. These requirements mean that shutters, shades and 

blinds that need to remain closed to reap thermal benefits will cost human occupants the benefits of 

light from the outside. For vacant or storage spaces, dark interiors may either be a neutral or 

preferable situation. Some materials in storage may be UV-sensitive, and the radiation would also 

increase the temperature in areas where it may need to remain cool. Shading devices or window 

coatings that reduce visible light transmittance would be acceptable if not preferable for windows 

servicing storage space. 
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Sound 

Sound insulation is another property affected by window assembly materials that also has 

varying requirements. Like the scenarios above, spaces for human occupancy will have the greatest 

need for sound reduction, particularly in urban areas.  

Use plans for the Tower 

 Currently 18 of the Tower’s 27 floors are used for office space, with five floors each 

dedicated to storage for library resources and preserved plant specimens. The university is in the 

process of renovating the Flawn Academic Center (FAC), and plans to move several floors of office 

workers from the Tower to FAC, filling the emptied Tower floors with more herbarium specimens. 

University administration members have suggested that eventually the Tower will only be used for 

storage; despite the fantastic views, the small spaces, low ceilings, and difficulties complying with 

fire and life safety codes make the Tower a relatively non-desirable place to work.  

The fact that the Tower may be mostly storage space within the next few decades suggests 

that a window treatment especially sensitive to the comfort of human occupants may not be 

necessary. The use of the space for storage means that the besides egress requirements, the windows 

will not need to be operable for the temperature control and enjoyment of office inhabitants, nor 

will there be a particular need for daylighting or sound insulation. These factors suggest that simply 

utilizing the shades may be a good treatment option.  
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Chapter Eleven: Economics 

 As all projects have a budget, economics figures prominently in making a treatment 

decision for any project. Economic concerns may be primary or secondary, however, depending on 

the nature of the project. For example, projects with a mission to preserve the original appearance 

may be willing to spend more money on exact replica replacements, while those less concerned 

with preservation may opt for the least expensive treatment, even if this alters the appearance or 

removes historic materials. 

 While many projects unwisely only consider the cost of manufacture and installation, or the 

“first cost” of the treatment action, there are several other economic factors to consider. When 

calculating overall costs, the figure should include associated operation and maintenance costs for 

each option in addition to the initial expense. Maintenance should be included in the cost of 

replacement; modern materials may have a shorter lifespan than existing building components. 

Additionally, the total cost of the project should reflect the potential savings in utilities due to 

increased energy efficiency. Selecting the treatment may come down to balancing the cost of the 

treatment versus expected savings over time, or the payback period.  

 In terms of “first cost,” repair is generally less expensive than replacement. This is 

particularly true when replicating the appearance of historic windows is important for replacement 

units. Exact replicas (or even close matches) must often be custom designed and manufactured, 

significantly contributing to the cost. Besides being labor intensive (requiring both the removal of 

the existing windows and the installation of new units), replacement also simply requires more 

material, which makes the prospect expensive. Replacement units generally make sense 

economically only when the savings from reduced energy use and/or reduced maintenance needs 

outweigh their cost.  

 Repair and retrofit options should also be considered with regard to their cost. Interior 

storms, which can be installed from inside, are often cheaper to install than exterior storms, which 
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may require scaffolding. Maintenance is also more costly for exterior storms, which also may 

require scaffolding or other special access for cleaning and routine maintenance. 

Economics of Treatment for Tower windows 

First Cost 

 Quotes have been obtained from vendors to provide a rough estimate for the cost of various 

treatment options for the Tower.  

One option is to replace the recently installed roller blinds with shades featuring insulating 

properties. Kennady & Company, who installed the blinds, recommended shades made with 

SilverScreen-backed solar fabric (shades with a thin layer of aluminum), which would cost about 

$355 per window. In a gray color similar to the Tower’s existing shades, SilverScreen fabric would 

provide an R-value of 1.43 and an SHGC of about 0.14.1 Hunter Douglas’ Architella Honeycomb 

shades can achieve very high R-values2 and a SHGC of 0.15 (with a 0.76 window), but would cost 

around $600 per window.  

A rough calculation from Restorhaus, a Lubbock-based construction firm with experience in 

working with historic windows, estimates that refurbishing the windows will cost about $1,600 per 

window. Unless the windows are replaced, this work will need to be carried out under any 

scenario.  According to Restorhaus estimates, upgrading the glazing from the existing plate glass to a 

laminated low-e coated assembly would cost an additional $1,045 per window.3 Including 

installation, adding interior magnetic storms (furnished by Allied Window) would cost about $255 

per window, going up to $292 if the storm was coated with a low-e coating. Magnetic storms that 

include a sliding mechanism to allow for ventilation would cost about $283 per window with 

                                            

1 According to technical data, which measures these values in conjunction with “high performance glazing;” shades paired 
with Tower’s windows would achieve less dramatic results. Source: http://www.silverscreen-fabrics.com/index/3/technical-
data. 
2 According to project literature, these shades provide a total R-value of up to 7.86, including a double-glazed, low-e coated 
window assembly with an R-value of 3.5; the total R-value for the Tower’s single-glazed windows would be lower. Source: 
http://www.hunterdouglas.com/starter-guide-advantage-energy-efficiency.jsp. 
3 These figures were provided in a “back of the envelope” estimate and may vary from actual cost. 
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annealed glass, and $320 with low-e glass.  

 Replacement would be significantly more expensive. Replacement steel windows, furnished 

by Hope’s and designed to match the Browne design exactly, fitted with insulated glass, would cost 

about $6,600 per window, including installation and removal of the old units. If the replacement 

units were fixed but resembled the original design from the exterior, the cost would be about $5,142 

per window. 

The information about potential benefits and drawbacks for these treatments from Part II 

will be synthesized with the costs presented in this section to make a recommendation for treatment 

in the next chapter.  
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Conclusions 

 There are perhaps three principal categories into which project philosophies may fall: those 

first and foremost concerned with preservation, those primarily motivated by economics, and a third 

category, preservation-focused projects with strong economic concerns. This categorization is not to 

say that preservation-driven projects may not also have energy efficiency and cost savings as a sub-

goal, but projects in this first group are distinguished by their primary allegiance to preservation and 

maintaining historic appearances.  

Preservation-focused projects generally involve National Register-eligible properties which 

are federally-owned or seeking federal funding. Projects in this group will adhere to the Secretary’s 

Standards, which are not especially accommodating of energy efficient upgrades. Windows may 

only be replaced if they are beyond repair, and must be replaced in-kind, unless doing so would not 

be economically feasible. If windows are repairable, recommended energy-saving upgrades are 

limited to storm windows and shading devices (which also must not compromise the historic 

appearance).  

Economics-focused projects are generally properties that would not be eligible for the 

National Register, or are not federally owned or seeking federal tax credits. If preserving the 

appearance of the property is not important to the owner/community, or if the windows are not 

character-defining features, project decisions may be made solely on cost. Economic considerations 

here include weighing the cost of the treatment, maintenance, as well as energy savings. Decisions 

for projects in this category may be made without regard for the historic appearance of the building 

or preserving historic materials or features. 

The third, hybrid, category comprises projects which are important to preserve, but are not 

limited in their treatment options by the Secretary’s Standards. This means that projects in this group 

are free to refurbish units with a more invasive method (for example, insulated glass in modified 

frames). Additionally, a project team may consider replacement, even if the existing units are not 
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beyond repair. In this category, replacement may also include substitute materials or assemblies that 

do not precisely match the original design (for example, windows that appear the same as original, 

operable units on the exterior, but are non-operable or operate with a different mechanism). While a 

primary goal is monetary savings, design selections will also be sensitive to the historic appearance 

when possible. 

The decision tree on the next page provides a map for identifying the appropriate treatment 

options based on project facts and objectives. Considering the Tower, which is likely National 

Register-eligible, but not federally owned or (currently) seeking federal funding, the decision moves 

to the value of preserving the building in the community. Assuming that the preservation of the 

appearance and integrity of the Tower is important to all, and considering that the windows are 

indeed character-defining features, the treatment options for the Tower project arrive in the 

preservation-focused but economically-minded hybrid category. 
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Figure 12.1. Decision tree for window treatment strategy and options developed by the author. 

69



 

 

Treatment Possibilities for the Tower 

The Tower project falls into the third, hybrid category. The university will likely not be 

required to adhere to the Secretary’s Standards by law, and though decisions are sure to be sensitive 

to the building, the university is free to consider a larger range of options. As the Tower is an 

especially important landmark, while considering economics, the treatment will also value 

preservation. The options for the Tower, considering all possibilities, include the following, first 

listed in Chapter Seven (when items 6-9 were eliminated based on physical specifications and 

performance). The remaining possibilities will now be analyzed, along with their cost. 

1. Refurbish (necessary in any scenario except replacement) 

2. Utilize existing shades 

3. Upgrade shades with low-e foil or other solar properties 

4. Add low-E coated laminated or plate glass in existing frames 

5. Add magnetic interior storms 

6. Add screw-in interior storms 

7. Add piggy-back panels 

8. Add exterior storms 

9. Add insulated glass to existing frames 

10. New steel frames with IG and/or low-E; match appearance & operation 

11. New aluminum frames with IG and/or low-E; match appearance & operation 

12. New steel frames with IG and/or low-E; match appearance but not operation 

13. New aluminum frames with IG and/or low-E; match appearance but not operation 

Refurbishing the units, which would include removing corrosion products, repainting, 

applying new sealant, and installing new weatherstripping, is necessary in any scenario except for 

replacement. Moving in order of least invasive to most invasive, the above options will be evaluated 

for their applicability to the Tower as well as benefits and drawbacks.  
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The existing shades do not feature any special solar properties, but even so, offer thermal 

benefits when drawn. The least invasive (and least expensive) option would be to simply utilize the 

existing shades. Currently, as office workers occupy much of the Tower spaces, drawing the shades 

in the daytime would eliminate natural light, which could have implications for productivity and 

may trigger increased energy usage to compensate for the loss of lighting source. Installing new 

roller shades that do have solar properties would increase the insulating power of the shades, which 

could reduce energy use, but would also involve a significant investment to replace shades that are 

in excellent condition, and would have the same drawbacks as the existing shades. 

Replacing the existing glass with low-e coated glass would reduce the heat gain that the 

units experience, though perhaps not by much. A film has been applied to the existing windows on 

the west façade in the past few years; therefore, the side of the building that is most vulnerable to 

heat gain has already been addressed with a treatment that has many more years remaining in its 

service life. Replacing the film-coated windows with low-e coated windows would improve the 

SGHC from approximately 0.36 to 0.28,1 which may not be worth the cost. Another alternative 

would be to replace the plate glass with laminated low-e glass. Besides providing a low-e coating, 

laminated glass provides better insulating properties to mitigate heat loss in the winter. Laminated 

low-e glass offers a U-value of 1.0 (compared to the estimate of 1.19 for the existing and 0.94 for 

the windows already coated with a film).2 Both plate glass and laminated glass with low-e coatings 

could be installed in the existing frames of the Tower windows without modification, an undeniable 

benefit both for cost/labor as well as preserving historic materials. If the cost proves to be over 

$1,000 per window (as Restorhaus has estimated), however, adding the laminated low-e may never 

pay for itself in energy savings over the already relatively efficient film-coated windows. 

Magnetic interior storms offer a considerable improvement in U-values at a relatively low 

                                            

1 Calculated from WINDOW; AGC Glass Co. Ti-AC 23 soft coat Low-E glass, 1/8” thickness. 
2 Based on product specifications for Cardinal Glass laminated Low-E glass, 1/4” thickness. 
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cost. The sliding option also provides ventilation if desired, and is only slightly more expensive. 

Though Texas is primarily a cooling climate, the storm windows would still improve energy 

efficiency. Additionally, even if the units are refurbished, the interior storm will significantly reduce 

air-infiltration for further savings. A return-on-investment analysis suggests that the Allied Window 

low-e coated magnetic storms have a payback period of less than 3 years.3 

Replacement windows should be considered if units are beyond repair, or if the energy 

savings will justify the cost. The windows of the Tower are fortunately not beyond repair. In the case 

of the Tower, the energy-saving benefits that replacement windows offer are thermally-broken 

frames and the capability to hold insulated glass. All other treatments could be accommodated with 

the existing units. According to the WINDOW software, a double casement window with single 

pane clear glass and thermally broken aluminum frames offer a total-window U-value of 1.0, while 

unbroken frames offer a value of 1.19. The steel windows of the Tower conduct heat less readily 

than unbroken aluminum frames, further narrowing the gap.  As storm windows offer similar U-

values to insulated glass, installing replacement windows for the marginal increase in U-value does 

not make sense at more than three times cost. Additionally, replacement windows mean the loss of 

historic material, and potentially, a subtly different appearance.  

Of course, refurbishing the windows and spandrel panels will be a necessity in conjunction 

with any of the options discussed above, except replacement. Investigating further the severity and 

pervasiveness of corrosion should be a first priority. Special attention should be paid to the 

possibility of hidden corrosion and moisture penetration behind the spandrel panels. In order to 

assess whether currently unseen corrosion is present, nondestructive methods of evaluation should 

first be exhausted. Evaluation of material thickness can be useful in detecting uniform corrosion; 

ultrasonic technology is typically used for this approach.  The use of a boroscope may also provide 

                                            
3 This payback period was calculated using a formula provided by Allied Window (available on their website), which 
appeared to have reasonable inputs and was customizable to the Tower’s existing units and the climate of Austin. 
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further information about the conditions behind the spandrel panels. Unlike uniform corrosion, 

localized corrosion is not easily detected by nondestructive thickness measurement and typically 

requires direct inspection of the corrosion surface. For the Tower, this will likely require disassembly 

of a panel.  In this case, it may be appropriate to take a sampling of a few panels, perhaps those that 

are most likely to have corrosion damage.  Hidden corrosion and its sources must be ruled out or 

addressed before any other treatment can take place. The restoration of the cast iron spandrel panels 

should also be coordinated with the refurbishment of the windows. 

Following further investigation into the assembly and condition of the spandrel panels, I 

recommend that the university move forward in obtaining official price quotes, modeling, testing 

and mock ups for 1) adding interior magnetic storms (low-e coated for all façades but the west, 

which already has a coating on the primary window), 2) installing low-e coated glass in the existing 

frames, 3) installing low-e coated laminated glass in the existing frames, and 4) replacing the 

windows with thermally broken aluminum units which replicate the appearance of the original 

(simply for comparison). 

I believe that considering cost and performance, installing interior storm windows may be 

the best option. Installing new, low-e coated glass (laminated or otherwise) should be considered 

carefully. Low-e coatings would be most effective on the west façade, which has already been 

treated with a film that offers respectable performance and has many remaining years of service life. 

The university should consider waiting until a more definitive plan is in place for the use of the 

Tower before investing in new glazing. If the space is destined to become storage space, the existing 

roller shades can be used to significantly improve thermal performance.  

Determining the appropriate treatment for windows of historic buildings is a complex task 

that requires analyzing not only specific information about the building and its windows but also 

considering project objectives, including preservation and sustainability values. This thesis provides 

a map for collecting the information necessary to make a guided, informed selection. Once armed 
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with the pertinent data and consensus on preservation and sustainability policies, the decision tree 

offers guidance on selecting a treatment philosophy, which can then be used to narrow the options. 

I have included treatments for historic windows that are not specifically endorsed by the Secretary’s 

Standards but address energy efficiency while also respecting historic integrity. I hope that pursuing 

such options may help preservationists and sustainability advocates find common ground in the 

treatment of historic windows. 
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