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The Mysterious National
Register Review Process.

(What Really Happens Behind the
Curtain at the National Park
Service?)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Still sent via delivery service – US mail is irradiated.

	Please remember to send by delivery service.  What comes through the irradiation process is not a pretty site.



Date stamped – this starts the 45-day clock.

	Stamped upon date of arrival at our offices (or within one business day).



Goes to Control Unit.

(Three person staff)

Initial quality control.

	Is the form there? Is it signed? Are there photos? A USGS map? 



Federal Register notice prepared – 15-day commenting period from date of Federal Register publication.

	Posting in Federal Register has its own bureaucratic process and may not occur for up to two weeks after receipt;

	15th day and 45th day can come close together;

	Required by regulations, generally not altered.  Under certain circumstance it can be modified.

		(Expedited review-NR reviewer will list as soon after 15th day as possible-SHPO Cover Letter; Generally not done if we know its controversial)

		(Reduced comment period—7 to 8 date commenting period; SHPO Cover letter, Owner request letter, Justification provided for aid in preservation, Not 		for controversial properties.)

		(Waiver of comment period – Immediate listing upon completion of review-letters from SHPO, owner, local officials; must represent immanent threat,

		 not just to appease a late tax act project)



Data entry.

	NRIS entry record.   Important to note in cover letter if resubmission. (no duplication)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Quick/cursory review.  Lot of submissions to go through.  Limited staff (2 sets of eyes).  Finely tuned skills-only task in office.

 	(Needless to say certain states/agencies may get different treatment based on track record)


TfechnicaliReview Checklist

NATIONAL REGISTER NOMINATIONS
TECHNICAL REVIEW
General Review
Havwe all the blanks been filled, including “n'a™ where applicabla?

Section 1. Name of Property
Is the name a clear, identifiable name with no abbreviations?

Section I. Location
Are all of the itemes under Location complete? Are the comect codes
used? Is the name of the faderzl land area noted, if pertinend?

Section 3. Certification
Iz a Lavel of Significance checked?

Is the form signed by a SHPO, THPO, FPO, or authorized delegate?
For concmrent nommations, have both parties sizned the form?
Section §. Classification
Are all tems completed? Is there a clear identification of the mimber
of contributing and noncontributing rescuwrces?

Does the resource coumt agree with the narrative in Section 77

Sections 6. Function or Use
Have the lustonice and current funchions been mdicated, nsing the How
To Bulletin selection list?

Section 7. Description
Hawe the Architectural Classification and Materials sections been
completed, where appropnate)?

Is there an mihal paragraph that identifies what 1s being nomunated
and summearizes ifs appearance?

Havwe all alterations to the bldme/site over hme been described and
dated, to the extent possibla?

For historic districts, is there a complete inventory and avaloation list?
Dees it concor with the district map?

Section 8. Statement of Significance

Has all perfinent mformation been meluded? The following 15 mandatory-
Applicable ME Criteria, Arveas of Sigmificance, and Period of Significance.
The following may be needed: Sigmificant Person (if Cnterion B 1s
apphﬂbh},Cﬂhnﬂmm{ﬂ&mD—mdmmanm
A apphl:zla]e), Significant Dates and Crnitena Considerations, a

pertinent, and Architect Bmlder {if “work of a master” pertaims).

Dioes the Narmrative Statement melode a sumwmary paragraph mdicating the
sigmificance of the property, divectly related to the pertinent NE. criteria”

Iz each Area of Significance discussed brefly m the summary paragraph?

Section 9. Major Bibliographical References

Are bibliographic sources provided, inchading citations in the text?

Section 10. Geographical Data

Dioes the verbal bommdary descnphion delmeate the precise area within the
boundaries of the property, not just 2 generzal location?

Iz the specific oumber of acres given? Is it consistent with the size of the
area noted within the boundaries?

property 1510 or more acres 1 area?

Section 11. Form Prepared By

Maps=s

Photos

Iz the preparer identifisd, with contact information?

Iz the original USGES map enclosed and properly labelad?

Iz a sketeh map enclosed for historne distnets7?

Are the black-and-white photographs on the comrect paper and appropriately
identified and labeled?

Iz a photo log incheded as Additicnal Documentation?

Is the CD in a TIF file and the comect resolution?

EXPERIENCE YOUR ANIERICA



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Technical Review Checklist.

	Cheat sheet for every nomination.  Basic components.  (Copy available)



If not already using some form of similar review sheet, recommend states do so.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
If problems are identified the nominations automatically go to Review Staff for more substantive review.

	Specific technical problems are identified by control unit on Nomination Evaluation sheet.  Sometimes just ???)



Special categories:  At any give time may be more added (TCPs, Public Housing, Cold War) based on critical issues or precedent.



If no problems identified nomination goes straight to listing. (Edson)

	Important:  If you want your reviewer to see the nomination flag it in cover letter, sticky note, telephone call.



	Basically we feel that State offices have sufficient track record to streamline process.   

	Problematic in that there can sometimes be a lack of consistency between a nomination that passes technical review and one that

		 receives substantive review.



Number of nominations submitted for substantive review = ?????????????
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Handout



Typical technical review issues.  Now.



	Resource Count does not match inventory, map, or narrative;

	Functions do not include subcategories, or use non-standard terms rather than Bulletin 16A/NRIS data elements’

	Period of significance begins before construction of nominated property;

	Criteria consideration not checked off (Religious/Less than 50);
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Problems with any little technical issues will result in detailed review of entire nomination. 

	(Lack of acreage—review entire package)

	(Technical review may stop after identification of single issue that will result in automatic substantive review) 



Why when you get returns you might find host of additional issues covered (Throw in the kitchen sink).  Ask reviewer which are critical and which can be completed through and SLR  (Sometimes number of technical issues so great it will cause a return even if no one issue is sufficient to derail nomination and property appears eligible.  
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
We are currently looking at trying to tabulate the most common problems or SLR/RETURN issues so that we can issue better guidance on particular topics or simple white papers/memos to alert SHPO/FPO/THPO to be watchful of certain elements.



Descriptions:

Incomplete,

Lack of direct integrity discussion,

Tied to significance and boundary (How does its convey significance; Are full bounds discussed.)

	Identify the character-defining features that convey significance and discuss.



Do not get fixated on resource count or technical aspects of whether a resource is best termed a structure or an object.  These can be easily dealt with through and SLR.  Focus on full discussion of all elements and direct integrity justification.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
A great introductory paragraph can often make up for an awful nomination narrative.   SHPO’s are more than sophisticated enough to be able to distill the most pertinent issues and present them in the most direct light.  In an age of electronic submission, there may be great benefit to taking the time to prepare a succinct introduction, particularly if nomination is rambling.  (Allows preparers voice to remain, but with stronger lead in.  Perhaps using state review board presentation synopsis.) 



Function vs. Significance

(Agriculture versus Architecture for Criterion C barn)



Context, Context, Context

	Relate directly to significance,

	Relate directly to level of significance

	Comparative analysis within context.



Not eligible merely because it is an example of something. 

	Style,

	Function,

	Association.

Nothing exists in isolation.  It is what it is because of local conditions and there may be other similar examples.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Too much information

 	(Not grounds for return, but take focus away from appropriate justification statements)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Verbal Boundary Descriptions

	Not explicit;

	Not derived from statement of significance;



Map scale for VBD = 1”=200’

Do not use USGS map unless boundary follows specific lines or contours.  Too large a scale.



UTM points should encompass property
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Suggested Limits for Photographs:

	16 Individual

	35 Historic Districts


Embedded Images
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Sensitive Infermation

DESCRIPTION

CONDITION CHEGK ONE CHECK ONE

—EXCELLE| ! .—DETERLORATED: X_UNALTERED X ORIGINAL SITE
€

%GoOD
FAIR

RS __ALTERED —MOVED DATE,
RMNEAPOSED

DESCRIBE THE PRESENT AND ORIGINAL {IF KNOWN] PHYSICAL APPEARANCE

KOD 171 was located as a result of a U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
inventory of a portien of its holdings on Kodiak Island, conducted

as part of the Service's program to comply with the mandates of E.O.
11593 and the Historic Preservation Act of 1966, This work was begun
in 1977 and continued during the 197B field ceason. The survey includ-
ed aertial inspection of the coastal and riverine portions of the re—
fuge 11 as on-the-ground and boat survevs

The majority ©f the sites located were teste
% order to determine their extent, depth, and cultural-histerical
plecement within the Kodiak Tsland sequence. Four hundred amd sixty-
two km. of ceastline were surveyed. 75 sires were located during the
field season. 1In addition to KOD 171, ene other site and one archaclo-
gical district will be nominated to the Nationmal Register of Historic
FPlaces a5 a result of the 1977 field season.

At least 22 house depressions, the majority of which sre
clustered along the shore of a small protected bay, are present on the
ridge. A second locality of the site is located on a small rise, ap—
proximately 100 meters north of the bay shore, separated from the main
body of the site by a low, marshy area.

KOD 171 was originally located and reported by Ales Mrdlicka of the
Smithsonian Institute im 1932. He noted little concerning the site
except that it was large——over eight acres—and apparently gccupied
up through the Russian period {Hrdlicka 1045: 98,99).

Diagnostie arrifaces recovered from the site and the general ourline
of the housepits suggest a Keniag phase cultural placement for the
deposits at 171. Nome of the Russian material reported by Hrdlicka
was found in eirher rhe tests or surface collections.

Extensive clam beds presently exist im rhe tidal flats of the island
directly across the channel from the site. Several Cetacian and
Pinneped species were sighted in the channel fronting the site during
testing. As these are well represented in the faunal sample, it is
probably safe to assume that they were also locally svailable in the
past. In addition to various bottom Fish present in the channel, =al-
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
SLRs usually discussed with SHPO staff prior to finalization (telephone, e-mail).







Nomination as Archival Record (footnotes)  versus  Minimal Documentation 



Give us a heads up on problems/controversy (public or private call).



Preliminary reviews possible.



We see ourselves as assisting in getting the best documentation possible for listings, not to persecute SHPO staff.



Congratulations on a job well done.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Nominations resubmitted to Control Unit for posting to “Weekly List of Action”, posted on web, e-mailed/mailed to SHPO.



Corrections made to NRIS data based on SLR, new information



Submittal to archival storage, digitization.
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