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First, and foremost, a Historic Sructure Report (HSR) should be a reference
document that can be used in conjunction with other information to minimize the loss of
significant material or character when making decisions that will affect a historic structure.
The effort dedicated to preparation of a HSR should reflect the level of significance of the
structure, the potential impact of a pending decision on the structure, and the availability of
information about the structure. Flexibility should be encouraged in formatting HSRs to
allow reuse of existing research and to maximize communication between CRM
professionals and park managers.

In January, chief historical architect Michael Adlerstein and chief historian Ed Bearss
convened atask force to assess the ways in which the National Park Service prepares
Historic Structure Reports (HSRs) and to draft recommendations for improvement, for
consideration of the NPS-28 task force. The HSR task force was asked to respond to three
guestions: When are HSRs needed? What information is essential for aHSR? What isthe
relationship between HSRs and HSARsS?

Implicit in creating the task force was the assumption that either the current guideline
(NPS-28, Release No. 3) does not adequately answer these questions or the guidelineis
misunderstood. The challenge for the task force was to examine this assumption and
identify profitable changes that might be made in either the guideline or its application.
Some modifications were clearly in order because of program developments since NPS-28
was last revised in 1985. For example, Historic Structure Assessment Reports
(HSARs)were introduced to the Servicein 1989 as part of the Inventory and Condition
Assessment Program (ICAP).

Although rereading the guideline was an essential part of the work of the task force, a
more critical aspect of their work was to judge how it is being applied. With thisin mind,
Adlerstein and Bearss brought together a small group of professionals who had first-hand
experience in preparation and review of HSRs, and provided geographic diversity and
different institutional contexts— from parks to regions to the service centers.

The following people served on the HSR task force:

Billy Garrett, chair (Southeast Region)

Ric Borjes (Golden Gate Nationa Recreation Area)

Blaine Cliver (North Atlantic Region)

Rick Cronenberger (Rocky Mountain Region)



Dave Snow (Denver Service Center)

Stephanie Toothman (Pacific Northwest Region)

Randy Biallas, assistant chief historical architect (WASO), served as staff liaison to
the task force. Ed Bearss; John Debo, superintendent of Cuyahoga Valley National
Recreation Area; and Michadl Adlerstein served as an advisory committee.

The task force did not approach itswork as atheoretical exercise but as a practical one.
Thisbiasis evident in anumber of basic topics which were addressed repeatedly by the
group: What is the intent behind creation of aHSR? How are HSRs normally prepared and
what new ways might be explored? Why has the existing guideline not been successful in
limiting the scope of HSRs? From the answers to these questions the task force gradually
developed a comprehensive impression of the interface between theory and practice in
preparation and use of HSRs. Analysis of thisinformation and resultant recommendations
have been summarized in the form of a conceptual mode.

The task force report and four commentaries comprise aspecia group of articles
prepared for thisissue of the CRM Bulletin. This author first explains the current HSR
guidelines and then describes the conceptual model, along with a discussion of the task
force recommendations. The following questions should be considered while reading these
recommendations.

* Does the proposed model strike an appropriate balance between use of the HSR asa
reference document for researchers and use as decision guide for managers?

* Servicewide, there are massive amounts of fragmented information aready in
existence about historic structures. Would the concept of a""reference file" help give order
to that information on a structure-by-structure basis, or would it add to the confusion by
creating another bureaucratic label ?

* The Task Force proposes that individual HSRs be prepared for interim aswell as
ultimate treatments, and for building features as well as the entire structure. Would this be
cost effective? Would it better protect historic structures?

* After appropriate changes have been made to the guideline, how should it be
implemented? Would training and distribution of exemplary documentsreally change the
ways in which managers make decisions and professionals use information?

* Should the level of effort for a given HSR be determined on the basis of professional
judgment or prescriptions set out in the guideline? How can we set limits on research and
"design” without loss of professional credibility or adverse effect on the resources?

* Should HSRs contain preliminary drawings or stop at the level of detailed
schematics? Would this reduce the cost of HSRs? Would there be any "hidden costs'?

While the report addresses most of the conclusions of the task force, it does not
contain al of the issues discussed by the group nor does it represent a consensus position.
Neither doesit outline specific changes which might be made in NPS-28. More than
anything else, the report is an attempt to provide a comprehensive look at the way this key
document functionsin the preservation process. Individual parts of the model might be
modified beforeit is "ingtitutionalized,” but it is hoped that this practical viewpoint will not
be lost.

In this spirit, the four articles which follow the task force report address related issues.
Randy Biallas provides a brief chronology of the development of the HSR by the National
Park Service with specific attention to changes in the organization and content of the
document. Michael Adlerstein updates the context of HSRs with areminder that computers,
databases, and systems theory are no longer something of the future but are basic to
contemporary preservation work. Stephanie Toothman discusses the ways in which HSRs
might help address our responsibilities for compliance with preservation law. And finaly,
Dave Snow dealsin some detail with the levels of design that are appropriate to HSRs.

Thefact that the task force did not reach complete agreement on all of the relevant
guestionsisless of an indictment against the group than it is areflection of the complexity
and sensitivity of the issuesthat are involved. All of the participants on the task force
agreed that one of the benefits of this assignment was a better understanding of how our



individual practices differed from one another and from the guideline. From these
differences came a greater appreciation for the variety of circumstancesin which HSRs are
produced and countless ideas for improvements. The work by the task forceisonly afirst
step toward potential changes. We urge you to participate in this process by submitting
your comments in the form of |etters or articlesto the editor of the CRM Bulletin.

Billy Garrett is the chief of the Historic Architecture Division, Southeast Region,
NPS. He wrote the HSR task force report and coordinated the preparation and publication
of therelated articlesincluded in thisissue of the CRM Bulletin.



Current Guidelines for HSRs

One of the basic planning documents used by the National Park Servicein
management of historic structuresis the Historic Structure Report, usually referred to asthe
HSR. Genera direction for preparation and use of HSRs is contained in NPS-28, the
servicewide guideline for cultural resource management. Release No. 3 of NPS-28 states
that an HSR "... is prepared whenever there isto be amagjor intervention into historic
structures or where activities are programmed that affect the qualities and characteristics that
make the properties digible for inclusion in the National Register (NPS-28, Chapter 2,

Page 21)."
Purpose, Content, Restrictions

The guideline not only states when an HSR is to be prepared, it also lays out what
kind of information isto be included in the document and how that information isto be
organized. According to the guideline, an HSR isto consist of three elements: an
administrative data section, a physical history and analysis section, and an appendix. The
content of each section is described in the Technical Supplement to NPS-28 (Chapter 5,
Page 12). Because it is the prevailing reference for preparation of HSRs by NPS
personnel, this portion of the guideline isworth reviewing in detail.

The administrative data section is devoted to two topics: institutional references and the
relationship between the HSR and other planning documents. References include the name
of the structure, its management category, and structure number, as well as identification of
the planning document in which the ultimate preservation treatment of the structure was
established. The section goes on to address such issues as storage of archival material
collected during preparation of the report and justification for the proposed treatment or
recommendations for changes in the proposed treatment. The bulk of the HSR is contained
within the second section. As outlined in the current guideline, this section is required to
address the following topics: 1. The significance of the structure and its setting. 2. The
appearance, occupation, and use of the structure and its setting. 3. A description and record
of existing conditions. 4. An evaluation of the impact of the proposed use on the integrity
of the structure. 5. An engineering report on safety and load-bearing limits. 6.
Identification and analysis of significant factors affecting preservation of the structure. 7.
Recommended steps for preservation treatment, the basis for such recommendations, and
preliminary design drawings. 8. The impact of the proposed action on the structure with
recommendations to avoid or mitigate potential adverse effects. 9. Estimates of the cost to
carry out recommendations. 10. Recommendations for further study. The appendix
contains information about materials analysis, assessment of future research potential, an
annotated bibliography, and information about historic furnishings uncovered during the
study but unrelated to the treatment discussed in the report. Although a great deal of time
would be needed to meet all of the requirements outlined in the Technical Supplement,
common sense suggests that the level of effort devoted to an HSR should vary from one
situation to another. In fact, NPS-28 states that research effort in cultural resource planning
should reflect (@) the adequacy of existing information, (b) the need for additional
information, (c) the nature and significance of the affected resources, and (d) the extent to
which the resources may be affected by proposed plans or actions (NPS-28, Chapter 2,
Page 11).

To aid in implementation of this concept, the guideline identifies three levels of historic
investigation and three levels of structure investigation (Technical Supplement, Chapter 4,
pages 6 & 8). In both systems the levels are characterized as. "exhaustive,” "thorough,"
and "limited." Significance, condition, and level of treatment are given as the primary
factors upon which alevel of effort should be selected. For example, exhaustive structure
investigation is to be used when the proposed treatment is restoration or reconstruction,



thorough non-destructive investigation is called for when the treatment is preservation, and
limited non-destructive investigation is appropriate when ... dealing with a particular
feature or aspect.”

Inter pretation of the Guideline

As currently outlined, NPS-28 provides a broad, flexible framework for preparation
of HSRs. Thisframework takes into account the planning system used by the Service, the
financial constraints, and the sometimes disparate needs of managers and their cultural
resource specialists. The clear intent of the guidelineisfor HSRs to be cost efficient, well
defined, and professionally solid. HSRs are also intended to be "action" documents—
spanning the gap between planning and implementation. Unfortunately, these intentions are
flawed in two significant respects.

First, it is hard to limit an HSR using the provisions of NPS-28; they can be read to
justify the content of almost any HSR. For example, one section of the guideline seemsto
call for an exhaustive approach to information gathering, whereas another allows variable
levels of effort based on management needs. This basic contradiction is confused even
further by language in one chapter which suggests that there should be asingle HSR
prepared to guide the ultimate treatment of the entire structure and language € sewhere
which suggests that several HSRs should be prepared to guide a number of interim
treatments on various portions of the structure. The one requirement about which there
seems to be no question is that the report should be written as an integrated narrative by an
interdisciplinary team.

In spite of these ambiguities NPS staff have produced many HSRsthat are of high
quality, acceptable to management, and within reasonable budgets. There have also been a
number of HSRs which were extremely expensive, of questionable value to management,
and of poor quality. Because of these problem cases, many managers seem to think of
HSRs as large, costly documents that are essentially a bureaucratic impediment to their
work plans.

Given a shortage of funds, limited staff time, and nagging doubts about the value of
HSRs, there is adanger that some historic structures might receive treatment without
sufficient research and analysis. This would be poor resource management and put the
Service outside of good preservation practice, if not in violation of preservation law.
Meanwhile, the workload for HSRs shows no indication of lessening. In fact, with the
addition of new units, such as the Presidio, and the implementation of Servicewide
construction initiatives, such as the current housing program, the demand for HSRsis
likely to increase substantially over the next few years.

The second magjor problem with the guideline isthat it places the HSR in anarrow dot
between planning and construction. Thisis perfectly logical given the function of an HSR
as adecision document. That isto say, one of the purposes of an HSR isto specify
preservation work on a given resource. But that is not the only function of an HSR. Itis
also adocumented reference about the evolution of a structure, its historical integrity, the
nature of its materias, its character, and the potential effects of treatments on the structure.

Of course, documentation and recommendations for treatment are two sides of the
same coin. The physical history and properties of a structure help explain the condition of a
structure and restrict the range of actions that are appropriate for its preservation. Thiskind
of information is useful at anumber of points aong the planning-construction continuum as
decisions are made increasingly more specific about the use, treatment, and meaning of a
structure in overall park development.

Of all specia resource studies addressed in NPS-28, only HSRs contain information
about the physical integrity and condition of a structure which might limit its devel opment.
Y et, according to the guideline, planning is to be based on Historic Resource Studies
(HRSs) not HSRs. The potential for initial misdirection is significant and should be a



serious concern given the number of new units with historic structures that are being added
to the system.

In summary, NPS-28 provides a good basis for developing HSRs but failsin two
critical areas. (1) it does not contain adequate guidance for setting upper and lower limits on
acceptable HSRs and (2) it does not alow for development and use of HSRsin al those
situations in which the integrity of a structure should be a serious planning concern. These
problematic issues are most apparent when dealing with resources at both ends of the
significance spectrum. What is the "minimum™ HSR for rehabilitation of a contributing
structure in alocally significant historic district? When do we have enough information
about a cultural World Heritage site? How can information about the integrity and condition
of astructure be incorporated in the general planning process so that proposed uses are
appropriate and compatible? These are the most important of the questions that must be
answered if we are to improve the preparation and use of HSRs.

—BGG



A New Conceptual Model

Preservation of significant qualitiesis at issue whenever adecision is made that could
affect a historic structure. Determination of use, selection of paint colors, and approval of
measures to provide handicapped accessibility are representative of thistype of activity.
Although these decisions can be viewed as simply selection of a course of action, in
practice decisionmaking usualy involves two other activities—initial consideration of
information about the structure, and subsequent devel opment of implementation
documents.

Contextual Considerations

Consider, as an example, the "management issue" of handicapped accessibility to a
historic structure. The decision that the park superintendent must make is how best to
accomplish this objective. Idedlly, staff would analyze the problem in terms of both
accessibility requirements and preservation concerns for the building in question. They
would then generate alternative solutions to the problem, evauate the aternatives, and
make a recommendation to the superintendent. The superintendent might follow the
suggestions of staff, pick another of the alternatives, or choose a course of action that was
not identified by the staff. Once a solution had been approved, staff would refine and
develop it to the point that it could be accomplished. Preparation of design development
drawings, construction documents, cost estimates, funding requests, and compliance forms
would all need to be done. The point is that although decisionmaking can be viewed
narrowly as the selection of a handicapped lift * can also be viewed as a broader activity
extending from research to implementation.

The information associated with this broadened view of decision making (fact-finding,
selection of action, implementation) closely parallels the content that is expected in HSRs
(physical history, development alternatives, treatment). Y et it isimportant to note that
management of a historic resource does not consist of a single decision—for example, to
install alift—but is an on-going process composed of many decisions—what use will go in
the structure, will it be restored or adaptively used, etc. It should aso be recognized that the
types of information needed in different places of decisionmaking are notably different
from one another, in large part because they are used by people in quite different roles.

Two basic conclusions can be reached after consideration of the context within which
HSRs are used. First, it is apparent that these documents are part of alarger planning
process. This processis hierarchical and dynamic, but it is also integrated in the sense that
past decisions have implications for future action and that information generated as part of
an earlier decision is available as background for subsequent consideration. Second, the
information needs of individuals involved in resource management vary according to their
respective positions and their concomitant authority. For example, managers usually need a
succinct presentation of aternatives and their genera implications, whereas an architectural
conservator or preservation specialist may require exhaustive, detailed technical data.

The value of these contextual insights is that they provide for refinement of the HSR
without erosion of its primary values. The great danger in setting limits on the content of
historic structure reportsis that decisions will be made on the basis of inadequate
information and that information about current treatments will be lost to future
investigators. Related problems are inherent in any attempt to define when an HSR is
needed.

These concerns can be effectively nullified if proposed changes focus on specific
information needs and recognize that HSRs are only one part of the overall information
base available to managers. What is more, afocus on essential information is inherently
economical because, by definition, it reduces excessive and redundant material.



In conclusion, changes in the guideline that would improve preparation and use of
HSRs should be grounded in an appreciation of the document as a reference for and record
of decisionmaking. Refinements should attend to the variety of information that is needed
in the decisionmaking process and to the information base that is generated by the park
planning process. Finally, and perhaps most important, no change should be considered
which would diminish the ultimate purpose of an HSR—to maximize retention of historic
character and minimize loss of historic fabric.

Task Force Recommendations

Given the preceding discussion, how might the National Park Servicereviseits
approach to preparation and use of HSRs? The task force on HSRs has identified nine
measures as follows:

Define an HSR as a reference document that contains any of three types
of information about a historic structure: (a) physical history and
condition, ~b) alternative ways of meeting management objectives, and (c)
specifics of actual treatment.

Thisprovision isadirect reflection of the expanded view of decisionmaking discussed
above. There are, of course, close parallels with the content called for in the current
guideline.

What is different is the concept that an HSR does not need to contain all three
categories of information. Thisis not to say that a single HSR might not address the entire
physical history of a structure, recommend aternatives for its ultimate use, and document
that treatment. However, it would be equally valid for another HSR to focus on one period
in the physical history of the structure, or to address just one major management issue.

Of course, there are a number of conditions which would apply to the more restricted
HSRs. These conditions are discussed later in this article. However, as a matter of
clarification, it may be helpful here to point out that limits of content should be based on the
significance of the resource, pending management issues, and the availability of necessary
information. For example, in the case of an HSR that is concerned only with asingle
management issue, it would have to be assumed that relevant information about the history
and condition of the structure was readily available elsewhere. A brief synopsis of that data
would be appropriate as background for the discussion of aternative program
developments. The heart of the document would be the aternatives proposed as solutions
for the issue and the evaluations of those aternatives. In effect, that particular HSR would
function as arecord of the planning process.

Oneimplication of this recommendation is that the content of an HSR should be
organized to reflect the use and nature of the information categories. This could be
accomplished by dividing the report into three basic sections. The task force suggests that
the first section should be a management summary. It would contain a concise summary of
the findings, recommendations, or accomplishments elaborated upon in the body of the
document. The second section of the report would focus on one or more of the three HSR
information categories (physical history, program development, and program
implementation). The primary emphasis of this section should be expressed in the sub-title
of the report. The final section would be an appendix containing technical data and research
notes. Thisisthe place for administrative data, research notes, materials analysis, etc.

Restrict the content of HSRs to information that bears directly on
historic fabric and character.

Earlier guidelines have al discussed the respective roles of historical architects,
historians, archeologists, and curatorsin preparation of an HSR. Since the interdisciplinary
nature of cultural resource management seems to be well established at thistime, no
specific changes appear to be needed in this area. However, al potentia contributorsto an
HSR should be guided by a proscription against research that does not contribute to an
understanding of the condition and integrity of a historic structure. In particular, historical
research should focus on the devel opment and use of the structure and restrict broader scale



investigations to the minimum needed to establish or confirm the significance of the
structure.

Limit the scope of an HSR according to the availability of information
in other convenient sour ces.

Every park and regional office has abody of existing information about historic
structures. Thisinformation base might include old HSRs or parts of HSRs, research
notes, measured drawings, photographs, condition assessments, National Register
nominations, compliance documentation, specifications for preservation treatments,
mai ntenance guides, and completion reports for construction projects. These information
sources can be profitably thought of as areferencefile. To maximize its use the reference
file should be well organized and easily accessible. HSRs should not have to repeat any of
the information contained in the reference file except for succinct excerpts or summaries.

Require that an HSR be prepared whenever ~a) existing infor mation
about the physical history and condition of the resource does not provide
an adequate basis upon which to address anticipated management issues and
(b) alternative courses of action for impending development could have a
significant adver se effect on a historic structure.

As stated above, the requirement for an HSR depends on two factors: a need for
specific, essentia information and the availability of that information. Information needs
are likely to be triggered by a number of management issues that could effect the character
and fabric of a historic structure. These include: determination of general use, changesin
use, how to provide handicapped accessibility, how to provide for life safety, how to deal
with hazardous materials such as lead paint and asbestos, development or use of adjacent
sites, whether any- missing historic features should be restored, how best to preserve the
structure, how to provide adequate and appropriate mechanical and electrical systems, how
to repair deteriorated elements, when to remove additions, and when to permit demolition.

Confronted with any one of these issues, management and staff should try to find the
alternative course of action that best meets the respective program objectives while
minimizing or avoiding adverse effects on historic structures. To most effectively and
efficiently approach this problem, staff might prepare a case study which summarizes
available information and assesses the likely effect of obvious alternatives. In effect, this
case study provides alink between the technical information in the reference file and the
decisionmaking process.

The form of the case study is not important. What mattersisthat it should state the
nature of the management issue, summarize relevant information from the referencefile,
identify likely courses of action, provide a preliminary assessment of effect, and identify
any deficienciesin the reference file which should be corrected. In effect, the case study is
abriefing statement. If additional research or analysisis needed it could easily be converted
into atask directive for an HSR; if not it could become the basis for compliance
documentation.

Require that an HSR be prepared whenever actions have been taken that
directly effect the character or fabric of a structure.

As outlined above, recommendations 1 through 4 would encourage preparation of
numerous, issue-oriented HSRs for each historic structure. Such an approach would build
on the results of past research and continue the practice common during the 1950s and
1960s of writing narrowly focused reports. It would aso complement the traditional
concern for documentation of preservation treatments. Thisis at the heart of Article 16 of
the Venice Charter (International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of
Monuments), which has provided general guidance for preservation activities around the
world. Although the current guideline calls for documentation of treatments, the task force
concluded that greater emphasis needs to be placed on this function. Without such
information, future research will be hampered in two major respects. First, it will not be
possible to adequately assess the long term effects of our preservation work; second, the
distinction between historic fabric and replacement material may be blurred. HSRs that are



to servein this capacity should contain as-built drawings, specifications, and photographs
of work-in-progress. This information would go in the appendix.

Take design of development alternatives no further than schematics.

While apreliminary purpose of the HSR is to provide information needed for
decisionmaking, another function is to document the process by which decisions are made.
Al- though the process from issue identification to implementation is a continuous flow, a
break needs to be made between HSRs and construction documents. Of late, this division
has been made at preliminary design. The Task Force recommends that the division be
moved back to schematics. This would underscore the function of the HSR as areference
document and help strengthen the importance of decisionmaking at the conceptual level.

Asamatter of further clarification, information about proposed changesin the form
and character of a structure and information about materials should both beincluded in
HSRs. Information of thefirst typeis normally presented in the form of schematic
drawings and diagrams. Schematics should be produced in an economical, informal
manner to maximize consideration of aternatives. They may show plans, elevations,
sections, or details. On the other hand, material data should be presented in the form of
photographs, analytical tables, and specifications.

Limit the research effort for an HSR according to (a) the specific
development issues that can be anticipated for a given resource, and (b) the
significance of the resour ce.

While there is no simple way to define an adequate level of effort for preparation of an
HSR, this should not lead to the same research strategy for all historic structures. Every
property listed in the National Register must be recognized for its historic qualities during
the planning process, but thisis not to say that a higher level of confidence is not
appropriate for information about National Historic Landmarks or nationally significant
structures. Properties specifically associated with the legidated purpose of a park might
also deserve a more thorough investigation. Other variationsin effort should be based upon
the specific features of a structure that are likely to be effected by a proposed undertaking
and the information which is already available to staff.

Although professional judgment should play a major part in establishing the level of
effort for an HSR, some independent guidance might be helpful. With thisin mind, the
task force developed an information matrix which outlines the type of information which
might be considered appropriate for a decision making given specific types of management
issues and various levels of resource significance. One problem with the matrix isthat it
may come across as cumbersome and too rigid. Worse yet, use of the matrix could
undercut the process of preparing case studies, looking into existing reference files, and
thinking through actual information requirements. In spite of these shortcomings, the
matrix is worth serious consideration because it clearly specifieslimits for research on
HSRs.

Write for the primary audience; maximize use of information prepared
by other reliable sources; minimize reformatting available infor mation.

The primary consideration in setting stylistic requirements for an HSR should be the
primary readers who are to use the information. These readers consist of two groups:
managers and staff professionals. Managers are concerned principally with general issue
resolution. The management summary and program devel opment sub-sections should be
written specifically for them. Staff professionals can be further subdivided into historical
architects, architectural conservators, curators, historians, preservation specialists,
landscape architects, and archeol ogists. People in these positions are typically concerned
with the physical history of a structure, its treatment, and material components. Sub-
sections and appendices addressing these topics should be tailored to meet their needs.

Given this general constraint, every effort should be make to format new information
in such away that it can be directly uploaded into existing databases. In recent years, the
NPS has made a mgjor effort to improve the ways in which cultural resource information is
recorded and stored. The agency has also initiated a servicewide computerized system for



management of maintenance activities, including treatment of historic structures. As aresult
of these initiatives, awide variety of information is available out of computerized
databases. HSRs should draw from and complement those systems.

Finally, existing information should be used inits original form if at al possible.
Reformatting is costly and should be discouraged in most HSRs. Where material does need
to be reworked, traditional standards for graphic presentation and narrative style should be
considered if it is not to be computerized. Thisis particularly important when the report is
to be printed and distributed.

Restrict the number of HSRs copied and broadly distributed.

Although printing and distribution of HSRs is not amajor factor in most project
budgets, the work required in editing and writing for publication does inflate schedules and
increase costs. Remembering that the purpose of HSRs is to guide preservation, * would
make sense to limit the number of copies made unless the content of a particular report was
either exemplary in form or the content was broadly applicable. Accordingly, in most
instances, the number of copies of an HSR might be limited to 10. Thiswould alow for a
distribution of three copiesto the park, two copiesto the region, one copy to the state
historic preservation officer, two copies to Washington, and two copies to the Denver
Service Center. The distribution for amodel report would depend upon its special qualities
and range of ana ogous application. One specia type of model HSR might be based on a
synthesis of many years of preservation work. Thiswould probably be appropriate only
for mgjor cultural resources. A more formal style of illustrated text should be employed in
such a document.

Summary and Conclusion

The problem with HSRs today is that they are commonly viewed as too costly,
irrelevant, and of dubious quality. To this end the task force on HSRs has identified nine
measures which should increase the timeliness and efficiency of report preparation. The
group has emphasized that HSRs must function within a dynamic, decisionmaking context
and has refocused the content and style of the document to better meet itsintended use. The
effect of these suggestions should be an increase in quality, an increase in the number of
HSRs produced, and a decrease in average cost.

If these ideas meet with general approval, the next step in their realization should be
revisionsto NPS-28. Thisis essential, but taken alone it would not be effective.
Underlying the redefinition of HSRsis a new operational assumption: each report isa
unique document developed in response to specific management concerns, focused on the
integrity and character of one particular historic structure, and limited by the availability of
necessary information. Guidelines alone will not alter existing ways of doing business. Old
habitswill still serve asthe basisfor interpretation of the guideline and therein liesa
potential roadblock to constructive change.

Therea challenge inherent in the task force recommendations is that they are grounded
not in reports, as such, but in the way information is used. Within this process-oriented
context, cultural resource specialists would have to be highly flexible and responsive, while
retaining their dedication to resource preservation. Expectations for managers would
change too. In particular, they should consider frequent structured discussions with their
professiona staff, both before and after decisions are made about major management
issues. To help advance these changes, training should be offered for historical architects,
architectural conservators, historians, and managers who produce or use HSRs. In
addition, avariety of new model HSRs should be circulated for reference.

Although the objective of thisimplementation strategy would be to facilitate use of the
guideline, it should carry another more basic message. It isthat without good information
and clear thinking we risk making decisions that will adversely effect our cultural
resources, but without a proper balance between thoughtful consideration and action the
resources will suffer aswell from lack of treatment. This messageis centra to the findings



and recommendation of the task forcee HSRs are a means to an end, not an end in
themselves.
—BGG



Evolution of Historic Structure Reports
Randall J. Biallas

In 1935, following the Moore House restoration at Colonial National Historical Park,
Charles E. Peterson prepared a report entitled The Physical History of the Moore House,
1930-1934. Thisreport initiated the Historic Structure Report (HSR) concept and was the
first completed in the National Park Service. To record documentary and physical research
concerning the evolution of a structure, its condition before physical work, and finally the
physical work itself established a NPS precedent. It underscored the importance of
documenting such projects for future researchers.

Although many Historic Structure Reports were prepared in the decades following
1935, it was not until 1957 that the director of the NPS sent a memorandum to field offices
the subject of which was Historic Building Report Form. This established a Servicewide
organizational structure for preparing the HSR then called a "Historic Buildings Report. "

Such administrative activity partly developed out of the tremendous growth of the Park
System following World War 11. Furthermore, historical architects were usually stationed
in design offices, whereas historians and archeol ogists worked in parks and regional
offices. To assure some professional standard of quality and administrative order
throughout a diverse, decentralized organization, a Servicewide organizational structure and
approval process became necessary.

Asnoted in Lee H. Nelson's retrospective introduction to Peterson's republished
Moore House Report, many people are not aware of the Historic Structure Report'srolein
NPS preservation programs. The purpose of thisarticle is not to present a detailed
administrative history of HSRs, but ssmply to briefly trace their evolution and structural
devel opment.

The 1935 Moore House report was prepared after restoration had been compl eted.
However, beginning in 1956, Field Order 11-56 required that a" Survey Report™” outlining
the history, condition, and proposed work on a historic structure be prepared and approved
by park management before the physical work began. This resulted in the evolution of a
rather complicated HSR approval process and organizationa structure as outlined in the
director's memorandum of February 12, 1957, the associate director's memorandum of
October 24, 1958, the Inventory with Classification and Work Code for Historic Buildings
and Structures... issued in November 1960, and the Historic and Prehistoric Sructures
Handbook issued in April 1963.

The director's 1957 memorandum was the first Servicewide management document
outlining a multidisciplinary approach to the preparation of an HSR. The organizational
structure outlined included an administrative data section, historical data section,
architectural data section, archeological data section, landscape data section, and a
furnishing and exhibits data section. The associate director's 1958 memorandum was the
first document to use the term "Historic Structure Report. "

The organizational structure of HSRs changed in 1971 with the issuance of the
Activities Sandards. Only an administrative section, historical data section, archeological
data section, and a architectural data section were required. The physical work wasto be
recorded in a new report called a"Historic Structure Preservation Guide" which also
contained information regarding the maintenance of the structure.

With the issuance of Release No. 1 of the Cultural Resources Management Guideline
(NPS-28) in October 1980, the organizational structure of a Historic Structure Report was
changed to include only three sections. an administrative data section, a physical history
and analysis section, and an appendix. Release No.2 of this guideline in December 1981
and Release No. 3 in August, 1985 continued this practice.

The guideline, in contrast to the organizationa structure of the 1971 Activities
Sandards, integrated the three professional discipline sections—historical data,



archeological data, and architectural data—into one physical history and analysis section.
This change encouraged a multidisciplinary working relationship that would lead to
integrated recommendations to park management.

From Charles Peterson's precedent setting report, the HSR concept has expanded to
fill acrucia role in NPS management.

Randall J. Bidllas, AlA, isassistant chief historical architect for the National Park
Service.



The HSR: A Static Report in a"Systems' World

Michael Adlerstein

For many of the same reasons that the National Park Service Master Plan evolved into
the General Management Planning processin the 1970s, the HSR is due for areevaluation.
The HSR should be one of management's most effective tools for decisionmaking for
historic structures. It should answer management's most pressing concerns —what is
significant about the structure and why isit significant, which fabric has integrity and what
isthe condition of that fabric, and how will aspecific proposed use or intervention affect
the structure.

Our present policies provide excellent guidance to professionals in the preparation of
an HSR for amajor intervention in the most significant historic structures of the System.
But that only accounts for asmall percent of the treatment activities that continually affect
our inventory of historic structures. For projects of lesser impact or for less critical
resources, HSRs often answer far more than required, take too long, and cost too much. A
less exhaustive analysis would have done the job well, but guidance for that more precise,
efficient product does not exist. New HSR guidance is needed that retains the integrity of
the report, increases scope flexibility, and reduces costs. With thisin mind, | asked Billy
Garrett to chair the HSR task force, the results of which are reported in thisissue of the
CRM Bulletin.

Asthe realm of historic preservation continues to become more sophisticated, and the
number of historic structures managed by the NPS continues to grow, the tools used by
NPS historical architects and historians require this commensurate reevaluation. Even
during the next few years, an enormous number of new HSRs will be required for broad
initiatives like HUDAT, and for areas like the Presidio. These new HSRs must also be
capable of relating to the new data systems driven products that are quickly becoming the
bread and butter of historic preservation.

NPS Director James Ridenour has stressed his belief that the "wave of the future on
decisonmaking is having information in away that you can retrieve it quickly."
Computerized databases are becoming more widespread and user friendly with each
generation of software, and it is essentia that all our products should be capable of
benefiting (uploading) from past efforts, and sharing (downloading) with future
computerized efforts. Thisis especially true of the boilerplate, fixed data for each structure
such as names, numbers, location, historic and current use, critical dates, significance, and
size.

The successful establishment of the Maintenance Management (MM) program in every
park has provided a software standard to which cultural resource programs can and must
relate. At present, the Park Historic Architecture Division (PHAD) manages several
programsthat are fully coordinated with the MM program. The most critical isthe List of
Classified Structures (LCS), amandated inventory of al National Register eligible
structures in the National Park System. The lack of a completed, updated L CS has been
identified as amaterial weakness in the program of the PHAD. A completed LCS database
would be capable of serving critical functions for the park, region and WA SO, such as
providing the parks with an inventory of their historic structures for park planning and
programming, providing regions with a tracking mechanism for identifying serious
regionwide deficiencies, and providing WASO with rolled up data on the overall condition
of the historic structures of the System. A servicewide program for accomplishing thisis
now being planned.

Other coordinated programs that are critical to the management of the historic
structures of the National Park System are the continued development and implementation
of the Inventory and Condition Assessment Program (ICAP), the continuation of the
program design of the Historic Structures Preservation Database (HSPD), and the



continuation of the inventory work on the Cultural Resources Management Bibliography
(CRBIB).

ICAPisacomponent of the Maintenance Management program. It expands the present
capability of MM by identifying individual features of specific structures. ICAP presently
includes a mgjor assessment component for buildings. An additional component for annual
inspection and additional modules for roads and trails, grounds, ruins, fortifications and
outdoor sculpture will soon be under development. The implementation of ICAP will
assure that after specia studies or interventions in structures, proper maintenance
procedures are directly incorporated into the MM program.

The HSPD, still in development, is a database that will contain technical information
about historic structure treatments and maintenance, thus providing the description of the
work procedures for ICAP. AsICAP surveys are completed, HSPD work procedures will
be identified for the required work tasks. The standard work procedures in the completed
HSPD will reduce opportunities for accidental damage to historic fabric by untrained
maintenance steffs.

The last of the coordinated software programs is the CRBIB, an on-going
bibliographic program serving all the divisions of Cultural Resources. Over 11,000 reports
entered in the CRBIB are retrievable by structure number, park or region.

In this systems approach to preservation, a person working on a planning document
that includes various historic structures would be able to retrieve, through the LCS, the
identification of all the potentially eligible National Register structures and their condition
and status. Through MM and ICAP the team would obtain the maintenance history and the
identification of the major problems of each structure with costs, and the specifications of
the repair procedures through the HSPD for the identified problem areas. For any
additional information, the bibliographic references of other related technical documents
would be available through the CRBIB. The geographic coordinates listed on the LCS
entry would allow the planner to graphically locate al the structures on a Geographic
Information Systems map for the planning documents, and the aggregated cost in the LCS
would give the manager an estimate of the treatment costs of the specified structures.

In this systemsworld, al thisinformation for a specific structure would be
consolidated in the HSR file.

Michadl Adlerstein, AlA, isthe chief historical architect of the National Park Service.



Preservation Case Studies and HSRs
Stephanie S. Toothman

Among the primary concerns of the HSR task force was to explore waysin which
these reports could build on aready available databases. The project documentation
prepared in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its
implementing regulations 36 CFR 800 is one source of such data.

In anideal world where preservation planning and treatment follow alogical sequence,
unfettered by funding or staffing constraints, the preparation of an HSR would precede the
compilation of any compliance documentation. As envisioned in NPS-28, we would
thoroughly research the history and condition of a structure, carefully consider afull range
of aternativesin consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, and then select a preferred aternative encompassing both
stabilization and long-term preservation and maintenance strategies for the structure. In the
real world, however, buildings are acquired that need emergency stabilization before the
preservation planning process can be carried out, funding shortages |ead to piecemeal
planning and treatment, and "acts of God" require immediate responses to prevent the loss
of severely damaged structures.

Preparing full-blown HSRs for each structure we encounter under any of these
circumstances is out of the question. But, before we can respond to these situations, we
must comply with 36 CFR 800 and our 1981 programmiatic agreement with the Advisory
Council and the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers.

Theinitial stage in the process requires a determination, in consultation with the
SHPO, of whether a proposed action will affect resources eligible for the National
Register. This can be achieved only if enough information on the history and integrity of a
structure is available and the National Register criteria can be applied. If aproject area
includes eligible resources, than the criteria of effect must be applied. A comparison of the
requirements for the documentation of effects (36 CFR 800.8) to the contents of HSRs, as
outlined in NPS-28, reveals a number of common elements. Both require: 1. a description
of the historic properties under consideration— their character-defining features and
condition, aswell astheir significance; 2. adescription of the proposed action and any
alternatives considered, including available plans, specifications and cost estimates defining
that action; and 3. an analysis of the impact of the proposed action. The information
required for such reportsis even more lengthy when there is disagreement among the
consulting parties. The emphasis for all documentation is, however, on providing
succinct statements responding to these requirements— "sufficient information to explain
how the agency official reached the finding." A similar emphasis would well servethe
preparation of HSRs. The information provided for the "Assessment of Actions Having an
Effect on Cultural Resources,” better known as the XXX form, required by the
programmatic agreement is much less detailed. In order to respond to each of the itemson
the XXX form, acertain level of knowledge about a structure is needed. For example,
basic information about the significance and condition of astructureis critical to being able
to discuss the effects of an action. The body of XXX forms prepared for any structure over
aperiod of timewill provide abasic structure history for that time period. All of us
involved in preparing compliance documentation know that a tremendous amount of time
and effort is expended to meet these requirements, particularly in the absence of the
prescribed planning and research documents. The question is, ”What are we doing with all
of the information assembled for these reports, particularly after the compliance processis
completed?’ For the most part, it appears that thisinformation gets buried in compliance
files.

It was the consensus of the task force that thisinformation, acquired at significant
cost, could be better used. We need to find away to integrate this datainto the process of
preparing HSRs. At aminimum, we should devel op on each structure a computerized data



bank that can accept and manipulate the data from multiple sources, including compliance
actions, into the appropriate format—HSRs, HSARS, or whatever serves the specific need.

The task force agreed that the level of effort for documentation of historic structures
should vary, reflecting (1) the adequacy of the existing information; (2) the need for
additional information; (3) the nature and significance of the affected resource; and (4) the
extent to which the resource will be affected by the proposed action. Following this line of
thinking, there will be many cases where the data prepared for compliance actions will
equal the appropriate level of documentation for a structure and the proposed treatment. For
many locally and regionally significant structures, particularly those that are contributing
elements of larger groups, thislevel of documentation will not only suffice, it isall we can
reasonably expect to do for the structure.

The bottom line is that we are generating the data to support the preservation of many
historic structures through the compliance process. Even if thisdatais gathered outside of
or in lieu of the preferred planning process, we cannot afford to ignore any source of
reliable documentation that will assist managers in making informed decisions about
historic structures within atimely and cost-effective framework. Compliance
documentation, whether in the form of "Assessment of Effect” forms, or full-fledged case
reports, should be considered one of the key building blocks of that framework.

Dr. Stephanie Toothman is chief of the Cultural Resources Division, Pacific
Northwest Region, NPS.



HSRs as Part of the Design Process
Dave Snow

Historic Structure Reports have been an integral part of the design process at the
Denver Service Center (DSC) for many years. They have been used as one of the prime
historic structure design documents for recommending treatments, making initial cost
estimates for such treatments, and for complying with 36 CFR 800 by evaluating the
effects of such recommended treatments. Unfortunately, this has led to development of
very cumbersome and expensive documents for some projects. In many cases, it has also
resulted in two phases of preliminary design. The first when the HSR is prepared, and a
second when the project receivesits funding. On the average there are about five years or
more between these cycles and at least one change in park superintendent. Design
regquirements almost always change with the passing of time, people, political agendas,
negating many earlier assumptions.

The opinion | expressed, as a member of the task force, was that this process could be
modified in an operational sense, when preliminary design isinitiated. The HSR would
Still remain an initial, critical step. However, the process would become a more dynamic
effort, allowed to accumulate additional research data as time passes. Preliminary design,
on the other hand, would become more focused into asingle preliminary design (06)
phase, similar to that of anew building, Using previously assembled information in the
HSR as continually updated background data. An entire (excess) phase of work could be
removed from the current design process (see chart). The cost/ time savings would vary
depending on the scope of the undertaking, but on alarge project with an abundance of
adaptive use design and recommended treatments, the savings could be substantial (50% or
more). The change would not bein what is being done, but when it is being done.
Referencing NPS-70, "Design Process Guideline," and the DSC "Operations Manua" (part
1) it clearly equates preliminary design with HSRS by stating: The results of the design
analysis may be presented in aformal report, or the alternatives may simply be packaged
together with all relevant support data for review and presentation purposes. For historic
preservation projects, the preservation document is usually the draft or
final HSR.1 The funding Sources for HSRS Is type 35 (Historic Structure Report) and
for preliminary design, type 06. Most projects seem to acquire both types of funding over
time, before they go into construction drawings (type 36), and then construction
supervision (type 37). Thiswould be perfectly acceptable if the HSRs stuck specifically to
research and documentation, but as arule they do not.

It would seem important (asis currently being practiced on Western Team projects) to
always have a Conventiona design analysig/preliminary design/review phase when
treatment to a historic structure Is funded and imminent. Thisway, design treatments
proposed for historic structures could be far more timely and in synch with more
Conventional design projects. In This respect, it would require only a minor modification
of NPS-70, to dovetail with proposed task force changes for HSRS in NPS-28.

1Design Process Guideline, Chapter 4, Page 5, October 1986.

Dave Snow isahistorical architect in the Denver Service Center, NPS.



Boxley Valley, Buffalo National River
NPS Historic District in Private Hands

JmLiles

Adapted from a presentation before the fifth triennial conference of the George Wright
Society, Tucson, AZ, November 17, 1988.

When Buffalo National River came into the Nationa Park System March 1, 1972, it
included a settlement comprised of 24 bottomland farms, with more than 50 inhabitants—
most descended from the early-19th-century pioneers who settled the seven-mile stretch of
river once known as "Big Buffalo Valley" —now called Boxley Valley.

Think of Boxley Valley as a Cades Cove, transplanted from east Tennessee to north
Arkansas, because the two valleys are quite smilar in size, heritage and historical aspect.
However, the human community of Cades Cove was displaced by land acquisition prior to
the establishment of Great Smoky Mountains National Park in 1930. Aswith other units of
the National Park System established earlier in the century, little or no recognition was
given the value of cultura landscapes or their human creators.

Today thelittle valley of Abrams Creek in the Smokiesisa"ghost settlement” and,
however poignantly attractive to park visitors (as evidenced by the numbers hiking,
motoring and bicycling the Cove's trails and roads) that remnant landscape conveys but a
suggestion of the cultural vitality avisitor to the Cove would have experienced between 60
and 160 years ago.

Unlike the legidation establishing Great Smoky Mountains National Park, Buffalo
Nationa River'slegidative history actually favored the retention of aliving community and
itslifeways. To help secure passage of abill to establish the national river, former Director
George B. Hartzog articulated the concept of setting aside a"private use zone," including
Boxley Valey, whereland could be |€eft in private ownership and the Service acquire only
scenic easements, for maintenance of the rural community and its pastoral landscape. This
concept, in addition to being clearly enunciated in the park's legidative history, was iterated
inits master plan: "A private use zone containing 9407 acres, including some farmlands,
should continue in private ownership subject to scenic controls and necessary rights-of-
way for roads and trails." In an earlier day, thiswould be labeled heresy: a unit of the
National Park System (and anatural area, at that) authorized to embrace ecologicaly
sustainable human activities, on perpetual private inholdings!

Following establishment, however, for various reasons, fully 75% of the lands within
the private zone were acquired in fee by the NPS—destabilizing the Boxley community and
leading to deteriorating relations. The NPS was about to lose the opportunity to keep the
Ozark folkways alive in a seven-mile stretch of the Buffalo River, where the rural
community of Boxley had flourished for the preceding 150 years.

By 1982, 10 years after the national river's establishment, former Superintendent Alec
Gould had decided it was time to come to grips with the challenge of perpetuating the
park's most impressive cultural landscape, while improving park-neighbor relationsin
Boxley Valley. Many of the homes and farms had been purchased by the Service, vacated,
and neglected— some even removed—and the remaining population of the valley (some 40
individuals) was unsettled, even embittered, by a decade of land acquisition. Land statusin
the valley was a " crazy-quilt" of vacant NPS-owned farms and structures; occupied farms
acquired by the Service and leased back for up to 25 years, under life estates and rights of
"use and occupancy"; farms on which the NPS acquired only "scenic easements’; and
othersin which the service acquired no interest at al. Beginning in 1983, the NPS
Southwest Regional Director agreed to support the park in the development of aformal plan
to guide the Service toward improved management of the Valley.



With much input from Boxley citizens and cultural resources specialists from the
Denver Service Center and the regional director's staff, there was completed and approved
in 1985, a"Land Use Plan and Cultural Landscape Report, Boxley Valley." Out of this
planning effort grew the redization that Boxley Valley was digible for the Nationa
Register of Historic Places, as adistinctive cultural landscape. Boxley Valley contains over
200 structures contributing to its historical significance. Some of its houses and barns, a
grist mill and acommunity building are considered fine examples of vernacular architecture;
many date from the last century. In 1987, Boxley Valley was entered on the National
Register as Big Buffalo Valley Historic District.

The two years of resources assessment, meetings and informal talks with the Boxley
citizens confirmed park managers early inclinations that those Boxley Valley bottomland
farms and associated homes acquired by the Service should indeed be returned to private
ownership. With approval of the Boxley land use plan, the stage was set for offering the
former landowners— those who stayed on aslife or term tenants—the opportunity to
reacquire their former lands, except for the forested slopes and the river itself. The NPS
would also retain easements for farm management, water quality protection, historic
structures preservation and appropriate visitor access. (The valley contains several historic
features of value for interpretation, as well as abeautiful natural area, known as L ost
Valley, accessed by avery popular hiking trail from atrailhead campground.)

Theintent of the plan is not to require the peoplein Boxley Valley to rearrange their
livesto serve any broader public interest, but to preserve the opportunity for the
continuation of a population that has developed distinctive tiesto the land, as manifested in
the valley's cultural landscape. Far from being a static landscape, the historic district is
home to 14 families and 4 individuals, with the population expected to increase by 4
additional households, as the Service returns 4 vacant historic farmsto private ownership
in the near future.

Since the plan's approval, negotiations have proceeded with a dozen families
interested in buying back their farms and homes. The first such conveyance was
successfully completed in June 1987, and two more "land exchanges' were executed in
January 1990. (An "exchange" occurs when the right of use and occupancy— alegal
interest—is quitclaimed, in exchange for feetitle, after a cash payment is made to the
United States, equalizing values set by an appraisal.) Four more such exchanges are
awaiting appraisals, as are four "sellbacks" of vacant, Park Service-owned farms, which
are expected to be sold on the open market by 1991, subject to protective covenants
(easements).

Not al the valley isto be returned to private ownership. Along aone-mile stretch at the
valley's north end, there are no occupied farms; rather, there are open fields overlooked by
uninhabitable historic structures of interpretive value, including two log houses pre-dating
the Civil War. Near the valley's center stands the two-story grist mill built in 1870 and the
log house and barn of the first miller. The lands associated with these significant resources
will be kept in Park Service ownership, made accessible to the visitor, and maintained by
historic leasing, pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended in 1980.
Three such leases comprising 100 acres were awarded February 1988, and three more
comprising 96 acres were awarded in February 1990. This mechanism for land
management is resulting in visible improvements in historic structure and landscape
maintenance, because historic leasing's terms are an incentive for performance by the
lessees.

An equally gratifying effort is being put forth by the Boxley community, on lands and
historic structures in private ownership. Owners of lands under the new historic
preservation and farm conservation easements have worked in partnership with park staff
to not only rehabilitate historic structures, but to construct new barns, fences and other
farm structures—and in one case, afine new family home. (The Boxley Plan alows for
construction of alimited number of additiona houses, on selected sites and in accordance



with severa restrictions in the easement, promoting construction that isin harmony with
the traditional landscape features.)

With ownership of land comes more pride and effort in its caretaking. Whereas the
population and level of care given its structures and farms had declined for 15 years, things
are definitely looking up in this 5% of Buffalo National River called Boxley Valley, a
striking community of farms and homes, occupied by hard-working, intelligent and
outward-thinking individuals whose land ethic derives from their ancestry. Thanksto the
on-going effort to keep alive the story of the river's people and their relationship to the
land—an effort permitted by the national river's non-traditional legidative history—some
of the river's pioneer tradition lives on.

Jim Lilesis assistant superintendent, Buffalo National River. He guided
implementation of the Boxley Plan, at the park level, over the past five years. Just as
severa people contributed to developing the "Boxley Plan,’ several have undertaken extra
effort to make the plan work.

On November 10, 1989, at an awards ceremony in Washington, D.C., Jim and Ric
Alesch, park planner with the Denver Service Center, co-accepted on behalf of the National
Park Service, a Presidential Design Excellence Award for the Boxley Valley Land Use Plan
and Cultural Landscape Report. Thefirst such report for any areain the National Park
System, it described an innovative resource management concept for preserving the special,
living cultural landscape of the Boxley Valley while protecting critical natural resources at
Buffalo National River.



Historic Mining Resources Conference
Robert L. Spude

Therise of gold pricesin the 1970s and the reopening of old minesin the West,
coupled with the Government's initiative to clean up abandoned mine lands, has created a
compliance nightmare for anyone managing lands with mining-related historic resources.
The requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act have been interpreted and
reinterpreted without conclusive guidance. The decade of the '80s brought much activity—
both in mining and preservation compliance—in formerly quiet, somnolent mining camps.
In January 1989, a week-long conference on mining sites issues was held at Death Valley
National Monument. The conference was open to the National Park Service, other Federal
and state agencies, and the genera public.

Background

Mining site preservation dates back to shortly after the days of the '49ers, when
pioneers built monuments to the "Grand Event." By 1900, pioneers were erecting
monuments to James Marshall at Coloma, California, establishing historical societiesin
Arizona, and setting aside the founder's cabin at Skagway, Alaska, recent Klondike Gold
Rush boom town. Similar commemorative events continued with statues built and cabins
set aside—more often than not distant from their original site—to remember the pioneers,
whose declining numbers hastened the process in the 1930s. Shops, too, were opened to
sell mementos of those times to an increasing number of travelers more interested in the
legends of desperadoes than the mines or milling relics. In 1924, with the beginning of the
annual "Days of '76" celebration in Deadwood, South Dakota, the minersin the gulch and
hillswere ignored in favor of shoot-outs, the death of "Wild Bill" Hickok and the antics of
legendary "Deadwood Dick." Mining site preservation and interpretation had not caught on.

Historic preservation on the mining frontier had come to be misrepresented by abias
toward the thrilling, the vigilantes or the urban amenities. Such places as Georgetown and
Central City, Colorado, and the California Mother L ode towns along Highway 49 did
preserve exceptional examples of architecture, but this architectural biasleft the mining-
related resources— the mine shaft houses, the stamp mills, and smelters—as derelict back
drops. Any interpretation of the mining industry was omitted or given token display in
museums, in "artifact gardens'—wher