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PREFACE

Anniversaries often provide opportunities——excuses, some might say—-
for historians to search out and record the origins and evolution of long-
established institutions and programs. The 50th anniversary of the 1935
Historic Sites Act, one of our landmark preservation laws, could hardly
go unrecognized., How better to celebrate than by examining one of its
enduring legacies?

The National Survey of Historic Sites and Buildings, commonly short-
ened to Historic Sites Survey, is the principal means by which the United
States government, through the National Park Service, has identified prop-
erties of national historical significance. The name currently denoting
this survey activity, the National Historic Landmarks Program, reflects
the designation awarded over the past duarter-century to most places
found nationally significant. Legally authorized by the Historic Sites
Act, the identification and recognition of such properties has fostered
public awareness of American history and concern for preserving its
tangible evidences.

The program has had other purposes and consequences, less lofty but
no less real. It has served to qualify and disqualify sites for the
National Park System, to appease politicians and interest groups, and
occasionally to offend citizens unsympathetic to its actions. Although
staffed by conscientious professionals, like any government program i1t
has not been immune to extraneous influences. Such influences are mani-
fest in landmarks illustrative less of American history than of the forces
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behind their designation.

In marking the golden anniversary with this history, I have tried to
avoid the celebratory treatment often accorded on such occas&ons. A
eulogy might serve public relations, but it would not serve public under-
standing. Nor would it serve those in a position to advance the landmarks
program through a better appreciation of its weaknesses as well as its
strengths, What follows, then, attempts to portray the reality of the
program—-both its shortcomings and its successes.

As an observer of the landmarks program over 15 years, I have neces-
sarily formed opinions on it. 1In fairness to the reader--and in hopes
that others may share and act upon them--1I shall disclose my biases here,
I believe that national historic landmark designation should be held
precious; that a landmark should say something important about and to
the nation as a whole; that it should be something worth going out of
one's way to view or visit; that it should continue to meet the criteria
of national significance; and that if it does not--or never did--it should
be stripped of its designation. The true value of an honor is revealed
not by its most qualified recipient but by its least. If landmark status
is to signify all itlshould to the American people, its coin must not be
debased.

I should like to see the program's performance measured less by the
quantity of landmarks designated than by their quality. To maintain and
enhance the integrity of the program, its staff should get as much credit
for the refusal or casting out of an unworthy site as for the admission
of a worthy one. There are obstacles--legal, political, public, bureau-

cratic—-to such action. Given sufficient incentive, they can be overcome.
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Even were he not my boss, I would give the landmarks program a fa-
vorable prognosis under its current overseer, Chief Historian Edwin C.
Bearss of the National Park Service, who assigned this anniversary history
and contributed much from personal knowledge and insight. Historians
Benjamin Levy, in immediate charge of the program, and James H. Charleton
shared their extensive familiarity with its progress since the late 1960s.
Associate Director Jerry L. Rogers and his predecessor, Ernest Allen Con-
nally--senior statesmen in Park Service preservation--offered their views
on its past and present roles in the preservation movement, Verne E.
Chatelain, Herbert E. Kahler, and Robert M. Utley, former chief historians
of the Service, recalled key events and trends spanning more than 40 years.
Others in and outside the Service provided valuable information, among
them F. Ross Holland, Jr., Richard H. Howland, Merrill J. Mattes, Fred L.
Rath, Jr., Horace J. Sheely, Jr., Charles W. Snell, and Jeaﬁ E. Travers.
As usual, Gay Mackintosh donated her expert editorial assistance. I thank
them all,

Now to celebrate.

Barry Mackintosh
September 1984
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THE PREWAR YEARS

Setting the Framework

The United States, traditionally reliant on private initiative in
most areas of social concern, was late among Western nations to assume
governmental responsibility for recognizing and preserving historic or
cultural properties. Congress took a step in this direction in 1889,
when it authorized the President to reserve a tract in Arizona contain~-
ing the prehistoric Casa Grande ruin. - Spurred by powerful veterans'
organizations, it began during the next decade to establish parks under
War Department administration at major battlefields, and it went on to
provide care for battle sites of earlier American conflicts. Its first
general preservation enactment was the Antiquities Act of 1906, which
authorized the President to proclaim énd reserve as national monuments
"historic landmarks, historic and prehistoric structures, and other ob-
jects of historic or scientific interest.” Of considerable importance
and effect, this authority extended only to properties already held by
or donated to the government. In keeping with the interests of its pro-
moters, most of the early national monuments proclaimed for cultural
features encompassed prehistoric archeological remains in the Southwest;
they were jolned by an array of obsolete fortifications on military res-

ervations beginning in the 1920s.l

125 Stat. 961; 34 Stat. 225; Ronald F. Lee, The Origin and Evolution

of the National Military Park ldea (Washington: National Park Service,

1973); Ronald F. Lee, The Antiquities Act of 1906 (Washington: National
Park Service, 1970).

.
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The early preservation movement was centered in the private sector.
Although preservationists led New York State to acquire George Washing-
ton's Newburgh headquarters in 1850, the movement was most notably exem-—
plified by creation of the private Mount Vernon Ladies' Association in
1856 to save Washington's home. By the mid-1920s there were historic house
museums throughout the country, with the heaviest concentration among
colonial dwellings in the Northeast. Typically they were operated by
historical and genealogical societies for their antiquarian and educa-
tional values and for the inculcation of patriotism. The trend reached
its apotheosis with the Colonial Williamsburg restoration begun by John D.
Rockefeller, Jr., in 1926. This largest and most dramatic venture of its
kind inspired new and increased efforts elsewhere, under public and pri-
vate auspices, to advance historic preservation for patriotic instruction
and tourism promotion.2 Few under takings could approach the levels of
financial backing and public support enjoyed by Mount Vernon and Williams-
burg, and not all prospered. With the coming of the New Deal era and its
wholesale enlargement of the public sector's role in society, it was pre-
dictable that many would t;rn to the government for help in caring for
historic properties.

The National Park Service was eager to respond. The 1916 legislation
creating the Service as a bureau of the Interior Department included among
its purposes "to conserve the...historic objects” in the parks and monu-
ments then and thereafter assigned to it. Director Stephen T. Mather and

his assistant and successor, Horace M. Albright, began soon afterward to

2Charles B. Hosmer , Jr., Presence of the Past (New York: G. P. Put-
nam's Sons, 1965), pp. 8-9; Charles B. Hosmer, Jr., Preservation Comes of

Age (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1981), 1: 1,3.
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lobby for the historic military sites and prehistoric resources that re-
mained and continued to be reserved as national military parks and monu-
ments under the Agriculture and War departments. Especially in the case
of the battlefields and forts, they were not unmotivated by a desire to
expand their young bureau's political base and public constituency in the
more populous East.3 For some time their efforts were unrewarded: through
the 1920s the Service remained wholly Western in its cultural holdings and
nearly so in its natural areas.

In 1930 Albright secured two new historical parks in Virginia, George
Washington Birthplace National Monument and Colonial National Monument,
the latter embracing Jamestown and Yorktown. The following year the Serv-
ice hired its first park historians (at Colonial) and a chief historian
in Washington, Verne E. Chatelain. Morristown National Historical Park,
New Jersey, like Yorktown a Revolutionary War area that might logically
have joined the War Department's park system, was established under Serv-
ice control in 1933. Later that year, aided by a fortuitous personal
conversation with President Franklin D. Roosevelt, Albright finally ob-
tained by executive order the long-sought parks and monuments from the
other federal agencies as well as the major memorials and parklands of
the nation's capital.4 The Service, previously most visible as a natural
wilderness manager, was now firmly in command of federal historic preser-
vation activity as well.

This administrative unification of the government's historic sites

339 Stat. 535; Horace M. Albright, Origins of National Park Service

Administration of Historic Sites (Philaaelphia: Eastern National Park
and Monument Association, 1971).

4Albright, Origins of National Park Service Administration; Execu-
tive Orders 6166 and 6628, June 10 and July 28, 1933, 5 U.S.C. §124~132.
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was important to the development of a comprehensive, coherent federal
preservation program. Two other significant contributors were the Ci-
vilian Conservation Corps and the Historic American Buildings Survey,
emergency relief measures also initiated during the first year of the
Roosevelt administration. The National Park Service oversaw the work of
the CCC in preserving and developing state historic sites along with its
own. HABS, a Park Service program funded by the Civil Works Administra-
tion, hired unemployed architects, photographers, and draftsmen to record
significant examples of American architecture. Both programs cut across
federal-state lines, involving the Service with historic properties and
preservation functions regardless of jurisdiction.5 Yet their activities
were administrative improvisations, lacking specific legal authority. To
insure that it could continue its broad-based involvement, the Service
needed the sanction of law.

The Fesult was the Historic Sites Act of August 21, 1935, articulat-
ing in its preamble "a national policy to preserve for public use historic
sites, buildings and objects of national significance for the inspiration
and benefit of the people of the United States.” Drafted in the Interior
Department that January, the bill was sponsored in Congress by Sen. Harry
F. Byrd, Sr., of Virginia and Rep. Maury Maverick of Texas. Secretary of
the Interior Harold L. Ickes summarized its purpose in testifying before
the House Public Lands Committee in April: "to lay a broad legal founda-
tion for a national program of preservation and rehabilitation of historic

sites and to enable the Secretary of the Interior to carry on in a planned,

SHarlan D. Unrau and G. Frank Williss, Administrative History: Ex~
pansion of the National Park Service in the 1930s (Denver: National Park
Service, 1983), pp. 172-81.
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rational and vigorous manner, an important function which, because of lack
of legal authorization, he has hitherto had to exercise in a rather weak
and haphazard fashion."®

Ickes went on to advocate "a thorough survey of all historic sites
in the country...on the basis of their national and local significance”
as an essential first step: "“This would make possible the building up of
a unified and integrated system of national historical parks and monuments
which, taken in their entirety, would present to the American people graph-
ic illustrations of the Nation's history.” He compared this survey to
that being undertaken by the President's National Resources Board for
natural resources. "“[A]t the same time,"” he said, "such a survey would
make it possible to call to the attention of the States, municipalities,
and local historical organizations, the presence of historical sites in
their particular regions which the National Government cannot preserve,
but which need attention and rehabilitation."7

The committee amended the administration bill to limit the Secre-
tary's ability to acquire or assist historic properties without prior con-
gressional appropriations. But its survey provision met no opposition and
was enacted without change. It directed the Secretary of the Interior,
through the National Park Service, to "[m}ake a survey of historic and

archaeologic sites, buildings, and objects for the purpose of determining

6p,L. 292, 74th Congress, 49 Stat. 666; S. 2073, 74th Congress, Feb.
28, 1935; H.R. 6670, 74th Congress, Mar. 13, 1935; U.S. Congress, House,
Committee on the Public Lands, Preservation of Historic American Sites,
Buildings, Objects, and Antiquities of National Significance, Hearings on
H.R. 6670 and H.R. 6734, 74th Congress, lst Session, Apr. 1, 2, and 5,
1935, p. 4 (hereinafter cited as Hearings).

See appendix for Historic Sites Act.

7Hearings, P 5
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which possess exceptional value as commemorating or illustrating the his-
tory of the United States™ (Section 2[b]).

The thrust of the Historic Sites Act, evident from its language and
legislative history, was to expand and develop the National Park System.
To be sure, the act authorized continuation of the Historic American
Buildings Survey (Section 2[a]) and cooperative agreements with state and
local governments, organizations, and individuals for the care of non-
federal historic properties not specified as nationally significant (Sec-
tion 2[e]). But the framers of the act envisioned that most of those
places found from the survey to possess national significance (or "excep-
tional value") would be acquired by the Service.

Procedures for implementing the act approved by the Secretary in
February 1936 reiterated this objective: "The National Park Service,
through its Branch of Historic Sites and Buildings, shall...study and in-
vestigate historic and archeologic sites and buildings throughout the
United States, and list, describe, tabulate, classify and evaluate such
sites for the purpose of developing a comprehensive long-term plan for
their acquisition, preservation and use"” (emphasis added). Pfoperties
not acquired might be designated national historic sites under coopera-
tive agreements with their owners; such agreements would be required to
dictate that no changes be made, no monuments or signs erected, and no
historical information disseminated without the consent of the Park
Service director. "In instances where doubt exists as to national his-
torical significance of a site, or other factors remnder acquisition un-
desirable, a cooperative agreement may be resorted to, as authorized by
Section 2(e) of the Historic Sites Act,” NPS Director Arno B. Cammerer

declared in another policy statement that December. “Thus, the functions
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of agsistance in preservation, educational service, etc. will be performed
without assumption of permanent responsibility for upkeep.”8 This out-
reach approach for unavailable or marginal properties was clearly less
favored; the Park Service preferred more parks.

The influx of some 40 historical parks in 1933 improved the geograph-
ical balance of the National Park System, but it was still seriously im~
balanced in its coverage of historical themes or subject matter. Prehis-
toric and military sites—~battlefields and forts——now composed more than
two-thirds of its cultural properties; other aspects of American history
were all but ignored. The historic sites survey was viewed as a means
not only of expanding the System but of improving its representation of
the nation's past.

The first recorded statement of a thematic approach to historic site
selection appears in a 1929 report of the Committee on the Study of Edu-
cational Problems in the National Parks, appointed by Secretary of the
Interior Roy O. West. The report was prepared by Clark Wissler, a promi-
nent anthropologist with the American Museum of Natural History. "In
view of the importance and the great opportunity for appreciation of the
nature and meaning of history as represented in our National Parks and
Monuments, it is recommended that the National Parks and Monuments con-

taining, primarily, archeological and historical materials should be

8Letter, Acting Secretary Charles West to Director, NPS, Feb. 28,
1936, 0ld Survey Procedures file, History Division, NPS; Arno B. Cammerer,
"A Statement of Policy to Guide the Service in the Matter of the Historic
Sites and Building Survey,” Dec. 8, 1936, ibid.

Section 2(e) of the Historic Sites Act was later reinterpreted to
authorize cooperative agreements only for properties of national signifi-
cance. See John D. McDermott, "Breath of Life: An Qutline of the Devel-~
opment of a National Policy for Historic Preservation,” typescript for
National Park Service, 1966, p. 32.
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selected to serve as indices of periods in the historical sequence of

human life in America...,” it stated. “Further, a selection should be

made of a number of existing monuments which in their totality may, as
points of reference, define the general outline of man's career on this
continent ."?

The desirability of thematic balance was further advocated in a 1932
memorandum from Verne Chatelain and Yellowstone Superintendent Roger W.
Toll to Director Albright, who had asked them to consider policies for
historic sites and programs in anticipation of acquiring the War Depart-
ment areas:

[A] system of acquiring historic sites should include all types of
areas that are historically important in our national development....
An examination of the list of areas that have been set aside as na-
tional military parks, battlefield sites and national monuments ad-
ministered by the War Department, indicates that the selection has
not been the result of a plan or policy determined in advance, but
rather the acceptance of areas that have been advocated from time to
time by various proponents. Some of these areas are undoubtedly of
the highest importance, but others may not be. Certainly the 1list
does not represent all of the most important shrines of American
history, even in the field of military endeavor. The pressure that
has been brought in the past to bear on the War Department in the
establishment of these national military areas will be transferred
to the National Park Service along with the sites themselves.

The setting up of standards for national historical sites and
the listing and classification of areas pertinent to the development
of the Nation seems to be of utmost importance.... [1]t is unsound,
uneconomical and detrimental to a historical system and policy to
study each individual area when presented and without reference to
the entire scheme of things.10

In a memorandum of April 1933, Chatelain discussed various possible

strategies for historic site surveying and classification. The Service,

9Reports with Recommendations from the Committee on Study of Educa-
tional Problems in National Parks, Jan. 9, 1929, and Nov. 27, 1929 (Wash-
ington: Department of the Interior, n.d.), p. 24.

10Memorandum dated Dec. 12, 1932, quoted in Unrau and Williss, Ad-
ministrative History, pp. 164-65.
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' he suggested, could focus on properties of particular types, such as pres-

idential sites, or it could select a certain number per state. Rather
than taking a political, geographic, or antiquarian approach, however, he
would choose sites that fit like puzzle pieces in the large pattern of
United States history. "The sum total of the sites which we select should
make it possible for us to tell a more or less complete story of American
history...,” he wrote. "It is going to be impractical for the Federal
Government to take a lot of unrelated historical sites——-no matter how
significant any one of them might seem at the moment. What I feel we
must do is to select bases from which the underlying philosophy can be
developed, and expanded to the best advant:age."ll
In line with this thinking, Chatelain developed the first statement
‘ of general criteria for historical additions to the National Park System.

Candidate areas should possess the quality of “uniqueness,” which he .

defined as present

(a) In such sites as are naturally the points or bases from
which the broad aspects of prehistoric and historic American life
can best be presented, and from which the student of history of the
United States can sketch the large patterns of the American story;
which areas are significant because of their relationship to other
areas, each contributing its part of the complete story of American
history;

(b) In such sites as are associated with the life of some
great American, and which may not necessarily have any outstanding
qualities other than that association; and

(¢) In such sites as are associated with some sudden or drama-
tic incident in American history, which though possessing no great
intrinsic qualities are unique, and are symbolic of some great idea
or ideal.l2

Among 1ts other provisions, the Historic Sites Act established the

llMemorandum to Arthur E. Demaray, Apr. 21, 1933, 0ld Policy File,
History Division.

. 12Let:ter, Arno B. Cammerer to Gist Blair, Dec. 18, 1933, drafted by .
Chatelain, quoted in McDermott, “Breath of Life,” p. 32.
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Secretary of the Interior's Advisory Board on National Parks, Historic
Sites, Buildings, and Monuments, to include not more than 11 members
“competent in the fields of history, archaeology, architecture, and human
geography.” At the board's first meeting in February 1936, Chatelain out-
lined his forecast for the historic sites program. Of the properties that
would be identified, he envisioned the largest number being cared for by
others, a lesser number becoming subject to federal cooperation with their
owners, and the fewest assigned exclusively to Service custody. The board
declared its preference for classifying sites into national, state, and
local categories, hoping these would not carry invidious connotations of
superiority-inferiority.l13

The membership, which included Clark Wissler, endorsed the concept
of selecting sites from which American history could be narrated. At
their second meeting in May, Chatelain presented and the board adopted a
general statement on survey policy and procedure:

The general criterion in selecting areas administered by the
Department of the Interior through the National Park Service whether
natural or historic, is that they shall be outstanding examples in
their respective classes....

It is desirable in ascertaining the standards for selecting
historic sites, to outline briefly the stages of American progress
and then indicate lists of the possible sites illustrative of each
stage. In the study of these lists it is expected that attention
will be centered on particular sites which, because of their deep
historic value, as well as because of the fact that they possess
impor tant historic remains and are generally available, may be said
to be the best examples in their respective classeS....

With respect to historic and archeologic sites other than those
selected for attention by the Federal Government, the function of
the National Park Service should be to encourage state, local, semi-
public and private agencies to engage in protective and interpretive
activities. This work should always be closely associated with the
program of National Historic sites administered by the Federal

13Minutes of the 1lst Meeting, Advisory Board on National Parks,
Historic Sites, Buildings, and Monuments, Feb. 13-14, 1936, Cooperative
Activities Division, NPS.
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Government ., 14

Chatelain simultaneously presented a list of 12 prehistoric culture
groups and 23 historical themes for the grouping and comparative evalua-
tion of sites. The culture groups were geographical; the historical
themes were divided among three chronological periods and bore such labels
as English Exploration and Colonization, The Advance of the Frontier, Ar-
chitecture and Literature, and industrial Development. With the adoption
of criteria, later refined to more comprehensively define national signif-
icance, and a thematic structure, also modified over the years, the basic
framework for the historic sites survey was set.l>

The thematic approach to site selection championed by Chatelain
reflected a striving for professional respectability in the field of
historic preservation. Then as later, the field was depreciated among
academic historians as the province of antiquarians interested in old
things for their own sake. To overcome this stigma, Chatelain and his
colleagues sought to portray historic sites as media or means for commun-
icating broad historical themes in the same manner as documents served
academics .16

For a variety of reasons, Service-affiliated sites failed to attain
the hoped-for standing 1in scholarship and education. That the effort

was made, however, elevated their treatment and presentation above the

l4Minutes, 2d Advisory Board Meeting, May 7-9, 1936.

151bid.; theme structure adopted in March 1937 (Minutes, 4th Meet-
ing). See appendix for theme structure in full.

16For statements of this motivation and thinking see Chatelain, "A
National Policy for Historic Sites and Monuments,"” typescript c. 1934,
and Carleton C. Qualey, "A National Parks Historical-Educational Program,"
typescript Aug. 21, 1933, Historic Sites Survey file, History Division.
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prevailing level and established the Service as a model in the field.

Conduct of the Survey

As with the Historic American Buildings Survey (but with less struc-
ture), historic sites survey activity by the National Park Service pre-
ceded the legislation that explicitly sanctioned it. Verne Chatelain and
B. Floyd Flickinger, a park historian at Colonial National Monument, were
undertaking a limited survey in the spring of 1933. "Although it is not
yet complete enough has been done to point the way to certain conclusions,”
Chatelain wrote a superior; unfortunately, the purpose and conclusions
were not stated. A year later, a site survey was underway to provide
background data for the bill that became the Historic Sites Act. Most of
the early survey activity was unsystematic, being conducted by Chatelain
and field historians such as Flickinger and Ronald F. Lee at Shiloh Na-
tional Military Park in response to public and political pressures for
government action in behalf of particular properties.17

In anticipation of passage of the historic sites legislation, a
Branch of Historic Sites and Buildings was established in the Service's
Washington office on July 1, 1935. Verne Chatelain was acting assistant
director in charge of the branch until his resignation in September 1936;

he was succeeded in the "acting" capacity by Branch Spalding, superintend-
ent of Fredericksburg National Military Park. Ronald Lee was appointed
assistant director in May 1938 and continued in immediate charge of the

Service's historical function until 1951.

17Memorandum, Chatelain to Arthur E. Demaray, Apr. 21, 1933, 01d
Policy File, History Division; Unrau and Williss, Administrative History,
P. 185; telephone interview with Chatelain, Nov. 30, 1983.
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Survey activity under the Historic Sites Act was formally inaugurated
in July 1936, the beginning of the next fiscal year. The program was then
denominated The National Survey of Historic Sites and Buildings, commonly
shortened to Historic Sites Survey. The Washington headquarters of the
Branch of Historic Sites and Buildings had among its duties "the organiza-
tion and direction of the Historic Sites Survey and assignment of priority
in lists of proposed areas for field investigation.” Field investigation
was to be carried out by historians assigned to the branch but stationed
in the Service's four regional offices and historical parks.l8

Writing to Director Arno B. Cammerer that October, Branch Spalding
called the Historic Sites Survey "probably the most important single
project now before the Branch of Historic Sites and Buildings, and in its
ultimate effects one of the most significant projects of the National
Park Service.” The survey was to cover the nation, treat each of the
principal themes of American history and prehistory, and encompass a well-
rounded variety of sites. Spalding outlined four steps to be followed:
preparing an inventory of important properties, with cards to be filled
out on each; conducting field studies and research on the most promising;
classifying areas according to national and non-national significance, as-
sisted by the Secretary's Advisory Board; and developing a national pres-

ervation plan, in cooperation with other agencies. “National planning

18Chatelain, "Organization and Functions, Branch of Historic Sites
and Buildings,” Historical Memorandum No. 1, July 30, 1936, quoted in
Unrau and Williss, Administrative History, p. 198.

Francis S. Ronalds and Alvin P. Stauffer served successively as
Historic Sites Survey coordinator in Washington in the prewar years.
The regional historians responsible for survey activities in 1937 were
Rob Roy MacGregor, Region I (Richmond); Philip Aushampaugh, Region II
(Omaha); Leroy Hagerty, Region III (Oklahoma City); and Charles Hicks,
Region IV (San Francisco).
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is an important function of the present government and is now being ap-
plied to the main problems of conservation by the National Resources Board

and the agencies with which that Board cooperates,” he declared. “In no
field is national planning more necessary or promising than in the field
of conserving historic sites."19

The classification of areas was seen as matter of the greatest sensi-
tivity. It was feared that owners of proper;ies found nationally signifi-
cant would become either unduly hopeful or unduly fearful that the govern-
ment would seek to acquire them. Tendencies to commercialism and increased
asking prices were also foreseen. The Advisory Board therefore recommended
that the list of such properties be kept confidential, resolving that "no
announcement of sites so selected shall be made until a substantial number
of sites of comparable importance has been selected” and until effective
control of the sites by public or quasi-public bodies had been secured.
Notwithstanding the latter prescription, the board added, "Declaration
that a site or building is of national significance does not of itself im-
ply any desire either to deprive the present owners of it, or any commit-
ment on the part of the government to recommend acquisition of title."20

Survey procedures prepared by the Branch of Historic Sites and
Buildings and circulated to the field historians reflected the concern
for secrecy. “Recommendations on priority in national importance to be
submitted in confidential letter and never indicated on card and never

made part of records except in Washington Office,” Spalding ordered with

Cammerer's approval. "All recommendations on priority ratings to be ab-

19Memor andum, Spalding to Director, Oct. 12, 1936, approved by Cam-
merer Dec. 8, 1936, 0ld Survey Procedures file, History Division.

2OMinutes, 2d Advisory Board Meeting, May 7-9, 1936.
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solutely confidential and violation of this rule to be considered grounds
for severe reprimand and perhaps taking employee off the survey.... The
results of the classification must be kept absolutely confidential.
There will be only one list of classified sites, and that one will be
kept under lock and key in the records of the National Park Service. Du-
plicate copies of the inventory cards and reports may be kept in the
field offices, but the classified list will be known only to those inti-
mately connected with the survey in the Washington Office."2l
Spalding issued further instructions to the survey historians in
January 1937. In planning their research and field work they were to con-
sider historical significance, architectural interest, danger of destruc-
tion, physical condition, and difficulties likely to be encountered in
preservation and development for public use. No structures postdating
1860 were then to be included for architectural reasons, "although his-
torical considerations may in some cases justify their inclusion.”
Thematically related sites and structures were to be studied together.
A specific course of action was outlined:
Each field man assigned to a certain area will first contact indi-
viduals he believes best qualified to suggest sites and structures
to be inventoried, including architects and historians. From such
sources and from lists provided from this Office and from research,
he will make out a list of sites. He will then make a general re-—
connaissance survey of his territory and submit such cards as he has
filled in to the Washington Office, accompanied by a letter or memo-
randun reviewing the survey problem in his area and recommending a
general program. Both the main groups or types of sites to be
studied, as well as specific sites suggested for intensive investi-
gation, should be included in the recommendations. These will be
carefully reviewed in the Washington Office by architects and histo-
rians and the program as a whole approved with such additions or

modifications as may be desirable or necessary....
It should always be kept in mind that the purpose of this

21Memorandum, Spalding to Director, Oct. 12, 1936, 0ld Survey Pro-
cedures file.
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inventory is simply to secure information. No statements should be

made regarding a possible general preservation program by the Federal

Governmente...

The.Service did not await input from the field program before obtain-
ing Advisory Board action on certain properties already propésed for the
National Park System. At its first meeting in February 1936 the board
found nationally significant the proposed Homestead National Monument,
Nebraska; Fort Frederica, Georgla; Richmond Battlefield, Virginia; Har-
pers Ferry, West Virginia; Derby Wharf, Massachusetts; and three sites
suggested for addition to Colonial National Monument. That May the board
approved 12 more properties as possessihg national significance: 01d
Main Building, Knox College, Illinois; Mackinac Island, Michigan; Fort
Bridger , Wyoming; The Alamo, Texas; Site of the Treaty of Greenville,
Ohio; Bentonville Battlefield, North Carolina; Mulberry Grove, Georgia;
Los Adais, Louisiana; San Jose Mission, Texas; Hopewell Iron Furnace,
Pennsylvania; Fort Raleigh, North Carolina; and Grand Portage, Minnesota.
Only the last four of these subsequently joined the Park System. The
Secretary of the Interior took no action to approve or confirm the board's
findings until after its fifteenth meeting in 1941; the following year
Acting Secretary Abe Fortas retroactively approved all national signifi-
cance determinations made before that meeting.23

Inevitably, there were public and political pressures on the Service
to acquire or assist properties of questionable value in its expanded
historic sites program. Writing to Cammerer in October 1936, Spalding

stressed the need to adhere to national significance as the criterion

22Memorandum, Spalding to Field Historians, Jan. 26, 1937, ibid.

23List in Minutes, 4th Advisory Board Meeting, Mar. 25-26, 1937;
Minutes, 17th Advisory Board Meeting, Dec. 7, 1944.
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for acquisition., When pushed to take lesser quality sites, he said, "we
should resort to a cooperative arrangement whereby the Service can assist
in the preservation, educational fﬁnctions, etc. but not assume permanent
responsibility for the upkeep of the site.... I believe the adoption of
this policy will not involve any risk of not acquiring an adequate system
of sites. Our problem now is not how to acquire, but how not to acquire
undesirable sites."24

In a memorandum drafted by Spalding, Acting Director Arthur E. Dem-
aray advised survey historians in April 1937 that sites brought to their
attention "by individuals or organizations influenced by other than purely
academic interests” shguld not be included in their lists of recommended
properties "unless they would be incorporated without such representa-
tion.” At its fourth meeting that March, the Advisory Board had resolved
that the Branch of Historic Sites and Buildings “should first devote its
available personnel to preparation of a comprehensive tentative list of
sites of major importance, and that so far as possible, this receive pri-
ority over any more detailed studies, especially of projects presented
by outside bodies.” The resolution was doubtless influenced by the case
of the Dr. John McLoughlin House in Oregon City, Oregon. Rep. James W,
Mott, a member of the House Public Lands Committee whose district included
the property, had introduced legislation that would authorize $25,000 for
its restoration and maintenance. The house had lost integrity by being
moved from its original site, however, causing the board to withhold a
finding of national significance and support for federal funding. Repre-

sentative Mott appeared at the next meeting of the board's committee on

24Memorandum, Spalding to Director, Oct. 17, 1936, 01ld Policy File.
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historical areas, "gave a rather detailed historical account of the in-

fluence and importance of McLoughlin,” and made clear that Oregon desired
national recognition for the property. The board reversed itself, and
the Interior Department designated the house a national historic site in
1941, As with the few other national historic sites outside the National
Park System, the relationship between the Service and its owner was and
is governed by a cooperative agreement of the type suggested by Spalding.25

Despite the board's resolution on survey priorities and Demaray's
instruction, requests for and action on "special studies” were more
typical than exceptional. "[W]e couldn't survey fast enough to keep up
with the proposals that poured in from the Hill," Ronald Lee later re-
called. "And what happened was that the staff employed to make an objec-
tive survey constantly found themselves rushing out to put out fires
lighted by historical societies or other groups that wanted to get some-
thing into the System and unload the maintenance and care on the Federal
Government .26 As a public agency dependent on congressional appropria-
tions, the Service could seldom say no to influential legislators seeking
favors for influential constituents.

The time spent on such requests hampered the overall progress of the

éurvey, especially as less rather than more money was provided. A paper

prepared by the Branch of Historic Sites in the latter part of 1938 out-

25Memorandum, Demaray to Field Historians, Apr. 26, 1937, 0ld Survey
Procedures file; H.R. 11536, 74th Congress, Feb. 28, 1936; Minutes, 4th
Advisory Board Meeting, Mar. 25-26, 1937; Minutes, Committee on Historical
Areas, Advisory Board, June 25-26, 1937; Minutes, 5th Advisory Board Meet-
ing, Oct. 28-29, 1937; designation order by Acting Assistant Secretary
W. C. Mendenhall, June 27, 1941.

26Transcribed interview by Charles B. Hosmer, Jr., June 29, 1970,
P. 20, copy at Harpers Ferry Center, NPS.
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lined the problems then faced:

Due to conditions over which the National Park Service has no con-
trol, especially the widespread interest shown in the historic sites
legislation, the numerous requests for consideration of individual
sites and the sharply reduced funds available for prosecution of the
work, an increasingly difficult situation is developing with respect
to the progress of the Historic Sites Survey.... If the historic
sites survey is to be executed on the basis of the present plan, the
greater portion of the work still lies ahead. This is in the face
of reduced funds and a request from the House appropriations commit-
tee for an estimate on the probable date of termination for the work.

In considering the Historic Sites Survey item the House Commit-
tee asked many questions which to some extent revealed the attitude
of Congress towards the progress of our work. Perhaps the most sig-
nificant and persistent questioning had to do with the length of time
the survey will take. At the request of the Committee the Service
submitted an estimate of the time required, stating that the work
could be completed in eight years with a $24,000 annual appropriation
or in less time with a larger appropriation. The House Committee
recommended $12,000 and that is available for the work this year
[fiscal 1939]. VUnless the work of historic sites conservation is
more strongly supported by appropriations, it will be difficult or
impossible for the National Park Service to carry on the programs
recommended by the Advisory Board .27

In fiscal 1940 Congress provided $24,000, reduced to $20,000 in each
of the two succeeding years. The branch estimated the survey to be 30
percent complete by July 1, 1940, and “"expected to continue for several
years more." At its October 194] meeting the Advisory Board observed
that the work had been carried on "with diligence and considerable suc-
cess by Mr. Ronald F. Lee and his under-staffed office.” By that time
reports or preliminary studies had been prepared on seventeenth and
eighteenth century French and Spanish sites, Dutch and Swedish colonial
sites, seventeenth century English sites, Western expansion to 1830,
Western expansion from 1830 to 1900, early man in North America, prehis-
toric sedentary agriculture groups, and historic sedentary agriculture

groups. Work had begun on eighteenth century British settlement and the

27yntitled paper in Historic Sites Survey file.
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Revolutionary War .28

As of 1943 some 560 historic sites representing 15 themes had been
inventoried. Two hundred twenty-nine of them were found to be nationally
significant, 18 of which had become national historic sites by law or
secretarial designation. The archeological inventory, done by a smaller
staff in cooperation with seven universities, had identified 334 prehis-
toric or aboriginal sites representing five themes; 31 of these were
found nationally significant.29

To avoid imbalance in certain themes, the Advisory Board recommended
that a "final selection” of sites not be made until all themes were ad-
dressed. In the meantime, it suggested, the Service should build up a
"preliminary map showing thereon the proposed landmarks in different
colors and symbols...representing in totality an inter-related picture of
national life and growth."30

Despite the free-spending image of the New Deal, President Roose-
velt's Bureau of the Budget remained watchful for unnecessary federal
expendituresf In late 1938 it became concerned that the Historic Sites
Survey would stimulate undue acquisition and funding of historic proper-
ties, evidenced by fiscal 1940 budget requests for operation of the
recently designated Salem Maritime and Hopewell Village national historic
sites. At the Budget Bureau's behest, Roosevelt asked Secretary Ickes to

explain the process of national historic site designation within his

28Historic Sites Program paper, 1940, ibid.; Minutes, 15th Advisory
Board Meeting, Oct. 28-30, 1941; Unrau and Williss, Administrative Histo-
rl’ ppo 214_150

29Charles W. Porter, "Statement on the Operation of the Historic
Sites Act, August 21, 1935-December 1943," Historic Sites Survey file.

30Minutes, 15th Advisory Board Meeting, Oct. 28-30, 1941.
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agency. He followed up in February 1939 with a caution: “In view of the
financial situation, it is my desire that the number of historic sites to
be established be kept to an absolute minimum, and that the annual operat-
ing costs of the established sites be held to the lowest possible figure
consistent with proper administration.” That May, after signing a nation-
al monument proclamation under the Antiquities Act authority, Roosevelt
directed Ickes to submit any further national monument or historic site
proposals to him through the Budget Bureau "prior to making any commit-
ments concerning such projects.”3l

America's entry into World War II in December 1941 brought a virtual
end to survey and designation activity. In March 1942 Roosevelt wrote
Ickes:

I have reluctantly approved the designation of the Gloria Dei

(0l1d Swedes') Church, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, as a national

historic site, as recommended in Acting Secretary [Elbert K.] Bur-

lew's letter of March 16, 1942.

While I favor the preservation for public use of historic

sites, buildings, and objects of national significance, and while a

designation as an historic site frequently requires no Federal ex-

penditure, it seems inappropriate, when the Nation 1is at war, to

utilize the time of Government employees in conducting investiga-

tions looking to the designation of such sites. I believe that

such employees could be assigned duties more closely related to the
war effort.

In view of the foregoing I suggest that for the duration of
the war all efforts with respect to the designation of national
historic sites be suspended, and that the time of employees engaged
in this line of endeavor be directed into more productive channels.

P.S. In exceptional cases, please speak to me.

The President's directive was passed to the Park Service, and Director

Newton B. Drury hastened to inform the Secretary of his bureau's com-

pliance:

31Letter, Ickes to Roosevelt, Jan. 30, 1939, Historic Sites Survey
file; letter, Roosevelt to Ickes, Feb. 6, 1939, ibid.; letter, Roosevelt
to Ickes, May 17, 1939, ibid.
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Travel to an investigation of proposed national historic sites was
greatly curtailed during 1941 in order to permit our limited histo-
rical staff to devote increased efforts to the protection and inter-—
pretation of historical areas under war conditions. Except where
previous commitments caused the project to carry over, as in the
case of Gloria Dei, such investigations virtually ceased after De-
cember 7. All investigations, including pending projects, will now
be suspended for the duration of the war; and exceptional cases will
be brought to your personal attention.32

Marking: The Blair House Prototype

Section 2(g) of the Historic Sites Act empowered the Secretary of
the Interior to "[e]rect and maintain tablets to mark or commemorate his-
toric or prehistoric places and events of national historical or archaeo-
logical significance.” This authority was of special interest to Maj.
Gist Blair, scion of the historically and socially prominent Blair family
and owner of Blair House, opposite the White House on Pennsylvania Avenue,
Blair, who had promoted the drafting and enactment of the legislation,
wanted to memorialize his family with an official marker or plaque at the
property. Through his influence with the Roosevelt administration and
Advisory Board members, the Park Service was directed to study Blair
House in 1937, and the board found it nationally significant that
October .33

The following April Blair wrote Secretary Ickes to request a tablet
in front of his house. Replying for Ickes, Director Cammerer told Blair
that no appropriation had been made for historical markers but that he

would assist if funds were donated. In December the Advisory Board asked

32Letter, Roosevelt to Ickes, Mar. 28, 1942, ibid.; memorandum,
Drury to Ickes, Apr. 10, 1942, ibid.

33Memorandum, Edna M. Colman to Verne E. Chatelain, Dec. 30, 1935,
Blair House National Historic Landmark file, History Division; Minutes,
5th Advisory Board Meeting, Oct. 28-29, 1937.
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the Secretary to seek appropriations for "a uniform type of historic
marker " for properties found eligible under the Historic Sites Act.34
This request was pursued and led to design of a plaque for national his-
toric sites designated by the Secretary. Of bronze, the plaque had a
bas relief eagle beneath a curved top. Thereunder appeared the heading
"National Historic Site,” followed by the name of the property, up to
18 lines of descriptive text, and identification of the National Park
Service and Interior Department.

Blair House was not made a national historic site; it was still a
private residence, and the designation signified public accessibility if
not ownership, But in 1939 the Advisory Board, now counting Gist Blair
among its members, informally approved the idea of a Blair House marker.
The Service drafted a text and circulated it to board members for
comment , 35

The anomalous nature of Blair House and certain other properties un-
suited for national historic site designation inspired a Service proposal
for a "second category of historic sites” in March 1940. The proposal
was outlined by Acting Director Arthur Demaray in a memorandum approved
by Secretary Ickes:

The growth of the Historic Sites program has raised a problem
of which the Service has become increasingly conscious-—the need
for some kind of recognition for places of marked national and pop-
ular historical interest which, for various reasons, do not lend
themselves to the usual type of custodianship and development....

It would appear reasonable to establish a second category of

historic sites to take care of this problem. The grave of John
Howard Payne [diplomat and composer of “"Home Sweet Home"}, for

J41etter, Blair to Ickes, Apr. 30, 1938, Blair House NHL file; let-
ter, Cammerer to Blair, May 6, 1938, ibid.; Minutes, 9th Advisory Board
Meeting, Nov. 30-Dec. 2, 1938.

35Minutes, 11th Advisory Board Meeting, Nov. 7, 1939.
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example, might be designated a place of national historical interest
by the Secretary of the Interior under authority of the Historic
Sites Act. The Service could then cooperate with the authorities in
control of Oak Hill Cemetery [Washington, D.C.] in arranging for ad-
equate physical preservation of the interesting old commemorative
stone placed there.... [A] small unobtrusive marker could be placed
to record for all visitors the existence of a cooperative Federal
responsibility.... The site could then be placed on a published list
of such areas designated....

Such a program for a secondary category of historic sites would,
I believe, have wide popular appeal; it would strengthen support for
and arouse interest in the historical conservation program generally;
and it would provide a means for giving constructive assistance to
many groups interested in sites which must at present be flatly re-
jected from consideration.36

As Ickes subscribed to the proposal, the Advisory Board was again
meeting and approved the text for the Blair House plaque. Afterward Cam—
merer wrote Ickes:

In view of the action of the Advisory Board in approving the
erection of the proposed marker, it would appear reasonable to des-
ignate the Blair House a place of national historical interest under
the Historic Sites Act. The house could then be given appropriate
recognition by the erection of a marker, as it would fall in the
second category of historic sites, the establishment of which was
approved by you on March 25,

The National Park Service recommends that the design used for
the standard national historic site marker be employed for markers
on places like the Blair House which may be designated as of nation~
al historical interest.3’

Attached was the text, headlined "National Historical Marker” in lieu of
"National Historic Site."” Ickes signed his approval on May 29. An un-
derstanding that Blair would pay for thé marker proved invalid, and the
Service was forced to do so. It was installed on the iron fence in front

of Blair House in early December.38

36Memorandum, Demaray to Ickes, Mar. 16, 1940, approved by Ickes
Mar. 25, 1940, Blair House NHL file.

37Minutes, 12th Advisory Board Meeting, Mar. 25-31, 1940; memorandum,
Cammerer to Ickes, May 23, 1940, Blair House NHL file.

38Blair House NHL file. Gist Blair died December 10, 1940, soon af-
ter the marker was placed. The government later purchased Blair House,
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The general subject of plaques or markers was addressed by the Advi-
sory Board and its Committee on Markers, chaired by Blair, that October.
There was discussion of a "national significance marker” of the Blair
House type and a "landmark marker,” the latter apparently intended for
places of lesser importance. "It is recommended that the Board endorse a
program of historical markers in principle,” the committee reported, "but
that the procedure for determining eligibility and awarding markers be
further studied by the National Park Service as recommended in connection
with the proposed registration procedure, particularly emphasizing the
fact thet two kinds of markers be used, one emphasizing the historic
significance."39

The board approved the committee report but no action followed from
it. Because most national significance determinations were kept confiden-
tial, there was no way for owners lacking Gist Blair's inside involvement
to apply for markers. At the Advisory Board meeting a year later, Ronald
Lee explained that the class of historical areas eligible for the other
proposed marker had not been established "because of a general study of
classifications of Park Service areas which was initiated after Mr. Drury
became Director” (in August 1940).40 America's entry into war soon after-
ward ruled out further consideration of a marking program.

Blair House would remain the only recipient of a "national historical
marker” outside Park Service custody. But its plaque was prototypical of

those that would proliferate across the nation beginning 20 years later,

which under State Department custody became a guest residence for foreign
leaders.

39Minutes, 13th Advisory Board Meeting, Oct. 28-30, 1940.

40Minutes, 15th Advisory Board Meeting, Oct. 28-30, 1941.
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when the Service finally undertook to inform the American people of all .

their greatest historic places.




POSTWAR INITIATIVES AND THE LANDMARKS PROGRAM

Efforts at Resumption

Following World War II, as the National Park Service returned to
normal operations, its historical office contemplated resumption of the
National Survey of Historic Sites and Buildings. 1In the spring of 1946
Merrill J. Mattes overhauled its card file, flagging sites that had been
considered by the Secretary's Advisory Board, approved or disapproved as
nationally significant, and/or acquired by the Service. Associate Direc-
tor Arthur E. Dem;ray informed Director Newton B. Drury of the status of
the survey. Noting that nine of the fifteen historical themes then em-
ployed had been fully surveyed, he declared that "[a] two-year program
should be sufficient to complete the six remaining historic site thematic
studies, since some material has already been collected."l

In July 1947 Chief Historian Ronald F. Lee submitted a budget request
and justification for completing the survey. He asked for $100,000 annu-
ally for three years beginning in fiscal 1949; two years were to be spent
collecting data and one in preparing final reports. The unprecedented
funding request stemmed from the need to hire regional investigative
staffs, including more archeologists and historical architects; the post-
war absence of CCC-funded professionals; and generally higher salaries.

Lee justified the survey as essential in the face of accelerating economic

IMemorandum, Mattes to Herbert E. Kahler, May 13, 1946, Historic
Sites Survey file, History Division, NPS; memorandum, Demaray to Drury,
May 22, 1946, ibid.
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development jeopardizing historic site preservation. He also cited the
pressures for federal care of sites: "It is impossible to judge intelli-
gently the comparative merits of proposals for historical conservation
embodied in pending legislation without completing a comprehensive review
of historic and archeological sites in the nation."2

Lee proposed soon afterward that the official name of the program be
changed to "National Inventory of Historic Sites and Buildings" and that
its product be titled "The List of Historic Sites énd Buildings Deserving
of Preservation in the United States.” “Inventory"” he viewed as less
provocative to those in the Budget Bureau and Congress likely to oppose
"just another survey." Acting Director Hillory A. Tolson approved the
redesignation, but it was not adopted in.pract:ice.3

Unsuccessful in reinstating the survey in fiscal 1949, Lee tried
again for fiscal 1950. Beyond the justifications previously given, he
now emphasized the importance of the survey in advising other federal
agencies on disposal of surplus historic properties (as required by a
1947 enactment) and reservoir salvage projects.4 But there was still in-
sufficient enthusiasm for the program among those who would have to follow
through on its funding.

The Service did become involved in several projects involving the
recording of historical and archeological data during the late 1940s and
early 1950s. Most notable were the river basin surveys, exemplified by

the Missouri River Survey, the Arkansas-White-Red River Survey, and the

2Memorandum, Lee to Director, July 1, 1947, Historic Sites Survey
file.

3Memorandum, Lee to Director, July 22, 1947, ibid.

4Memorandum, Lee to Herbert G. Pipes, Sept. 3, 1948, ibid.
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New York-New England Survey. The Service cooperated with the Smithsonian
Institution, the Corps of Engineers, and universities to identify cultural
remains and recover information in areas to be disturbed by dams and res-
ervoirs. A proposed Mississippi River Parkway led to an extensive Service
inventory of historic features along its projected route. And the con-
gressionally authorized Boston National Historic Sites Commission benefit-
ed from Service support in identifying colonial and Revolutionary War
sites. These activities, tied to specific undertakings, added to the

corpus of data in the general survey files.

The Proposed National Trust Connection

Even as the Historic Sites Survey was in abeyance, Ronald Lee was
concerned about making more effective use of its information. Although
it had proved helpful in connection with new park proposals, he later
recalled, "a tremendous amount of material was collected that simply
went into the files without bearing very much fruit beyond that.” Among
the factors limiting the survey's utility was the policy of confidential-
ity. Director Drury shared in the general belief that government disclo-
sure of places found nationally significant would promote pressures for
government acquisition, to the certain displeasure of the Budget Bureau.?

Lee foresaw a way around this difficulty through the medium of the
National Trust for Historic Preservation, Chartered by Congress in 1949
through the efforts of its parent body, the National Council for Historic

Sites and Buildings (organized in 1947), the Trust existed to further the

5Transcribed interview by Charles B. Hosmer, Jr., June 29, 1970, p.
4, copy at Harpers Ferry Center, NPS; Minutes of the 23d Meeting, Adviso-
ry Board on National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings, and Monuments,
Nov. 2-3, 1950, Cooperative Activities Division, NPS,
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purposes of the Historic Sites Act by accepting and administering dona-
tions of property and money and otherwise promoting private preservation
efforts. Lee and other Service officials played significant parts in
bringing the National Council and National Trust into being. So 1t was
natural for the chief historian to look to them whenever a project or
program appeared needful of outside aid.

At Lee's behest, Secretary of the Interior Julius A. Krug wrote the
president of the National Council, Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant III, in Feb-
ruary 1949 to suggest a Council role in the survey and classification work
begun by the Service. A year after the chartering of the Trust that fall,
Lee expressed to the Secretary's Advisory Board his hope that pressures
on the Service for property acquisition would subside now that the new
organization existed to share the burden. He proposed that the Trust be
made privy to the board's confidential determinations of national signif-
icance and that it be encouraged to issue certificates to selected prop-—-
erty owners.b

During the board's next meeting in April 1951, its Subcommittee on
Historical Problems met with General Grant and Frederick L. Rath, Jr., a
former Service historian then serving as director of the National Council.
Grant said that the Council was considering a program of issuing certifi-
cates or plaques to important properties and hoped to begin doing so that
summer . He expressed interest in receiving the Service's survey data

and the board's determinations. Waldo G. Leland, a former board member

6Letter, Krug to Grant, Feb. 16, 1949, cited in Charles B. Hosmer,
Jr., Preservation Comes of Age (Charlottesville: University Press of
Virginia, 1981), 2: 848; Minutes, 23d Advisory Board Meeting, Nov. 2-3,
1950.

In practice, the Trust acquired few properties and did little to
reduce demands on the Service.
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present, suggested that the Council might focus on the "many sites declared
of national significance on which nothing has been done or is likely to be
done.,” Ronald Lee, also present with his historical staff, explained why
the Service was not pursuing what he called "the landmarks program™:

We have never undertaken a marking program [beyond Blair House].
There was a time when this Board considered the possibility of es-
tablishing a marker program. I think that the National Park Service
has come to the conclusion that we should not enter into a marker
program. When a Federal label is put on a property local interest
often wanes. We should not enter into further development of his-
torical markers unless we have some title involved.

Herbert E. Kahler, Lee's assistant, mentioned the problem caused by the
Historic American Buildings Survey certificates issued by the Service:
in some cases they had fostered misimpressions of ongoing federal inter-
est in the recorded properties.7

Later the same day, Lee explained to the full Advisory Board the
intended program of the National Council/National Trust:

The program that the National Council has in mind...is one of
giving certificates to perhaps 15 or 20 owners of properties that
are not considered to be in jeopardy but which might be better
cared for if they received some measure of recognition from the
National Trust. The form of recognition proposed is a certificate
stating "this 1s a registered national landmark.” General Grant
pointed out how frequently the National Council has been receiving
appeals for help from societies, local organizations, and individ-
uals regarding sites that the Federal Government never will do any-
thing about. Most likely their future depends upon the local com-
munities rallying their forces and saving them, and as an aid to
the rallying of those forces their registration as landmarks 1is
believed to be a very valuable incentive.

The board thereupon resolved that the Service make available to the Na-
tional Council “for confidential use" a list of those sites it had found
nationally significant, plus a list of other sites considered. At the

same time, it called for a review of the national significance criteria

7Minutes, 24th Advisory Board Meeting, Apr. 26-27, 1951.
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and the sites previously approved under them to determine if any should
be reconsidered, Several properties were downgraded as a result.S

The plan for the National Trust to take over the "landmarks program"
never came to fruition. The Trust was then a fledgling organization,
lacking sufficient means and incentive to follow through even to the mod-
est extent envisioned. And the idea that a Trust—sponsored program would
have been sufficiently meaningful in lieu of government recognition or
help was unrealistic.? Although the plan proved to be a second false
start, the thinking--and terminology--associated with it would serve to

good effect at the end of the decade.

Mission 66 and Reactivation of the Survey

In 1954 the Advisory Board, prompted as usual by the Service, again
urged resumption of the Historic Sites Survey. Bernard DeVoto, a board
member , noted that the Service had prepared reports on most places in its
first eleven historical themes and that only the last four-—Commerce, In-
dustry, and Agriculture to 1890; Means of Travel and Communication; Ex-—
ploitation of Natural Resources to 1890; and The Arts and Sciences to
1870--had never been systematically studied. The board endorsed efforts
to seek donated or appropriated funds for completion of the theme studies,
"with special emphasis on the formulation of a plan of Federal, State,
local, corporate and individual cooperation in the preservation and com-—

memoration of American inventive and industrial achievement.lO

8Ibid.; Minutes, 28th Advisory Board Meeting, Apr. 18-21, 1953.

The National Council and National Trust, often referred to inter-
changeably by this time, merged under the latter name in 1953.

9Telephone interview with Richard H. Howland, Mar. 30, 1984,

1OMinutes, 31st Advisory Board Meeting, Oct. 25-27, 1954.
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The opportunity finally arrived with Mission 66, a ten—-year develop-
ment program begun under Director Conrad L. Wirth in 1956 to improve fa-
cilities throughout the National Park System in time for the fiftieth
anniversary of the Service. The prospectus for Mission 66, sent by Sec-
retary of the Interior Douglas McKay to President Dwight D. Eisenhower in
February 1956, covered an array of activities that the Service had been
unable to conduct within its usual budgets. Reactivation of the Historic
Sites Survey was proposed in the context of planning for the orderly
rounding out of the National Park System, which in turn was justified un-
der the broader heading of nationwide recreation planning called for by
the Park, Parkway, and Recreation Area Study Act of 1936. The prospectus,
describing the survey as "approximately half completed” when terminated
by the war, declared that it needed to be “completed, brought up-to-date,
and kept current .11

With approval of Mission 66 by the administration and Congress, Ron-
ald Lee, Herbert Kahler, and others in the Service's historical and ar-
cheological programs began preparations for resumiqg survey activities in
July 1957 (the beginning of fiscal 1958). That April a planning meeting
was held at the Interior Building. Service attendees included Lee, now
chief of the Division of Interpretation; Kahler, now chief historian in
charge of the Branch of History under Lee's division; staff historians
Charles W. Porter, Harold L. Peterson, Rogers W. Young, and Roy E. Apple-
man; John M. Corbett, staff archeologist; James W. Holland, regional

historian in Richmond; Merrill J. Mattes, regional historian in Omaha;

ll"Mission 66: To Provide Adequate Protection and Development of
the National Park System for Human Use,” 120 p. report, January 1956, with
cover letter, McKay to Eisenhower, Feb. 1, 1956, Mission 66 file, History
Division.
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John A. Hussey, regional historian in San Francisco; John 0. Littleton,
representing the Santa Fe regional office; and Frank Barmes, Charles E,
Peterson, and James R, Sullivan from the Philadelphia regional office.
Other meeting participants indicated the extent to which outside involve-
ment was envisioned. Waldo Leland represented the American Council of
Learned Societies, George E. Pettengill and Earl N. Reed the American
Institute of Architects, Laurence Vail Coleman the American Association
of Museums, Helen Duprey Bullock and Richard H. Howland the National
Trust for Historic Preservation, Virginia Daiker the Library of Congress,
Solon J. Buck the American Historical Association, S. K. Stevens the
American Association for State and Local History, and Harlean James the
American Pianning and Civic Association and the National Conference on
State Parks.l2

In August John Littleton assumed direct responsibility for the survey
in Washington, and regional survey historians were appointed then or soon
thereafter: Frank B. Sarles, Jr., in Richmond, Ray H. Mattison in Omaha,
Robert M. Utley in Santa Fe, William C. Everhart in San Francisco, and
Charles E. Shedd in Philadelphia. In October the survey historians as-
sembled in Washington for the first of several meetings. There Lee re-
viewed the old survey activity and stressed the importance of its revival
to historic preservation in the face of accelerated highway construction,
river basin projects, and urban development. Littleton related the sur-
vey to the goal of rounding out the National Park System during Mission

66. To serve this purpose, the survey was to be completed in four years,

12M.onthly Narrative Report of History Branch, Apr. 29, 1957, Monthly
Reports file, History Division; meeting agenda in Historic Sites Survey
file.
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or in 1961,13

At the same time, a step toward the envisioned outside involvement
was taken when Secretary of the Interior Fred A. Seaton and Chairman
David E. Finley of the National Trust signed an agreement for cooperation
on the survey. Among its provisions, the Secretary pledged “to provide
information and data to the National Trust on the progress and results of
the Historic Sites Survey, and upon its conclusion give appropriate rec-
ognition to the Nationmal Trust as a co-sponsor in the final publication.”
For its part, the Trust agreed to provide information to the Service, in-
cluding its own findings on sites and buildings it had examined. Although
Lee had reiterated the idea of a Trust-sponsored marking program before
the Advisory Board earlier that year, the agreement was silent on that
point.14

Like the earlier negotiations with the Trust, the agreement had
scant practical effect. Qutside cooperation took a more productive form
with establishment of the Consulting Committee for the National Survey of
Historic Sites and Buildings in the spring of ]1958. 1Its original member-
ship, half of whom had been at the planning meeting the year before, com~
prised Waldo Leland, S. K. Stevens, and Louis B. Wright, historians; Earl
Reed, Richard Howland, and Eric Gugler, architects or architectural his-
torians; and J. O. Brew and Frederick Johnson, archeologists. The commit-

tee was formed to enable closer professional scrutiny of the theme studies

13Minutes, Survey Historians' Meeting, Oct. 1-3, 1957, History
Division.

14" pAgreement Between the Secretary of the Interior and the National
Trust for Historic Preservation,” Oct. 9, 1957, National Trust for His-
toric Preservation file, History Division; Minutes, 36th Advisory Board
Meeting, Mar. 5-7, 1957.
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and identified sites before they were submitted to the less specialized
Advisory Board. In line with the expected duration of the survey, the
members were appointed for four years.lS

At its first meeting that June, the Consulting Committee approved
another revision of fhe theme structure: the 16 historical themes and 5
aboriginal categories were combined in a single list of 21 themes, ending
with Growth of the United States to a World Power. At meetings of the
survey historians, procedures for conducting the theme studies and pre-
paring reports were developed and refined. It was determined that each
study would include a preface, a narrative overview of the theme or pe-
riod, descriptions and evaluations of sites recommended for "exceptional
value” classification, maps and photographs, and brief descriptions of
other sites considered.l® Because themes were typically represented by
sites in more than one region, coordination among regional survey histo-
rians was essential; the one with the heaviest concentration of sites
was ordinarily assigned to take the lead and prepare the narrative. As
before, political requests for special studies of individual sites forced

amendments to work schedules and hampered progress on the theme studies.

15Letter, Conrad L. Wirth to Waldo G. Leland, May 14, 1958, Consult-
ing Committee file, History Division.

The principal if not sole continuing connection of the National Trust
with the survey turned out to be its representation on the Consulting
Committee. When Howland went to the Smithsonian Institution in 1960, his
successor as executive director of the Trust, Robert R. Garvey, Jr., was
added to the committee; Garvey, in turn, was succeeded by James C. Massey,
the designee of Trust President James Biddle.

16Minutes, Special Committee for the National Survey of Historic
Sites and Buildings, June 16-17, 1958, Consulting Committee file (the
Consulting Committee was so designated for its first year); "The National
Survey of Historic Sites and Buildings: Guidelines for the Preparation
of Thematic Studies,” Sept. 10, 1958, Historic Sites Survey file,

®
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Landmark Designation

"When we were able to start up again in connection with Mission 66,"
Ronald Lee later stated, "I knew I felt very strongly, if we were going to
do this over again, we must devise some method to make the fruits useful
whether or not areas were added to the National Park System."17 In April
1958, having lowered his expectations for National Trust collaboration,
Lee proposed to Director Wirth that the Service publicize the list of
nationally significant properties "when the present survey is completed":

The publication of the list would help preservation. It would
help the National Trust, State park authorities, and historical and
patriotic organizations to focus their attention on important prop-
erties. It would encourage private owners to take good care of their
properties if they are on the list. It would discourage thoughtless
encroachments and other indiscriminating threats to preservation....

It is sometimes argued that publication would bring pressure on

Congress to appropriate Federal funds for sites on the classified

list., No doubt it would in some instances. However, many of the

sites and buildings are in good private or public hands and do not
need funds. As for the rest, if there is pressure, that is no new
thing. There 1s pressure without there being a published list, and
usually it is for projects of very little merit.
Lee's memorandum went on to recommend support for legislation, such as a
pending federal highway act amendment, to deter damage to listed sites
from federal projects. He recommended that nationally significant build-
ings receive high priority in the Historic American Buildings Survey re-
cording program and that Service officials make annual visits to such
properties. Finally, recalling the plaque installed at Blair House, he
suggested placing "national historical markers" at each nationally sig-

nificant property whose owner consented, as the survey progressed. Wirth

subscribed his approval to the memorandum. 18

17 Interview by Hosmer, p. 4.

18Memorandum, Lee to Wirth, Apr. 2, 1958, approved by Wirth Apr. 4,
1958, Landmark Program Procedures file, History Division.
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A year later, the Advisory Board considered and concurred in a draft
memorandum from Wirth to Secretary Seaton recommending "that the classi-
fied list of nationally important historic sites and buildings be made
public as phases of the present survey are completed"” and that the Inte-
rior Department issue certificates to their owners. The memorandum, pre-
pared and refined by Lee and his staff, received Wirth's signature on
June 30, 1959.19

The memorandum posed as a problem "To utilize most effectively the
results of the National Survey of Historic Sites and Buildings.” Summar-
izing the status of the survey and the purposes it had served within the
government, it argued that the policy against publicizing the survey's
findings had limited its potential value to public and private preserva-
tion organizations and the nation as a whole. The solution was seen in
"a new category of historic sites and buildings under the Historic Sites
Act to be known as Registered National Historic Landmarks.” Owners of
properties found to possess "exceptional value"” would receive certificates
from the Secretary "upon application and agreement to certain simple con-
ditions.” The memorandum asked that the Secretary approve transmittal of
the proposal to the Budget Bureau and the congressional Interior and In-
gular Affairs committees. "Thereafter, if this plan meets with a favor-
able response, it is recommended that the results of the survey of each
historic phase or period be made available to the public as soon as they

have been acted on by the Service, the Advisory Board, and the Department

9prafe memorandum, Wirth to Seaton, Apr. 15, 1959, in Minutes, 40th
Advisory Board Meeting, Apr. 20-22, 1959; memorandum, Wirth to Seaton,
June 30, 1959, approved by Seaton Nov. 19, 1959, Landmark Program Proce-
dures file.

The June 30 memorandum is reproduced in the appendix.
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rather than wait until all parts are completed several years hence.”
Four days after the memorandum went up, on July 4, Lee traveled with
Wirth and Seaton to the dedication of the Mission 66 visitor center at
Cumberland Gap National Historical Park. This gave him an excellent op-
portunity to promote the national historic landmark concept. The Secre-

tary "expressed much interest,” Lee later recalled. "I sold the idea to
Secretary Seaton at that time, and we went from there."20

Seaton formally approved the memorandum "in principle” on November
19 but asked that no word of the new program go out until the Budget
Bureau had approved it and he could personally announce it. On January
11, 1960, he wrote Director Maurice H. Stans of the Budget Bureau to seek
his clearance. Anticipating possible objections, the letter minimized
the cost of the landmarks program and portrayed it as an attractive al-
ternative to federal acquisition of properties:

The expense to the Federal Government of the sites in this cat-
egory would involve issuance of certificates or placement of markers
and an annual or biennial inspection by nearby park field officials.
We believe this Federal recognition will encourage individuals, or-
ganizations, communities and states to preserve and protect important
historic sites included in this list and thereby lessen the pressures
on the Government to acquire, maintain, and administer them.

A small number of historic sites having preeminent national his-
torical importance will be recommended as additions, when timely, to
fill gaps in the National Park System.21
Park Service and Budget Bureau staff informally discussed the pro-

posal, enabling Service representatives to cite the analogy of battlefield

commemoration by the War Department in the late nineteenth century. By

contributing funds for monuments at certain sites, the department had

20mterview by Hosmer, p. 5.

21Memorandum, Roy E. Appleman to Herbert E. Kahler, Jan. 4, 1960,
Office Memorandum File, History Division; letter, Seaton to Stans, Jan.
11, 1960, Landmark Program Procedures file.
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given them federal recognition without ongoing responsibility for opera-
tion and maintenance. This approach was appealing to the Budget Bureau
in the face of numerous contemporary proposals for Park System additions,
and it promptly concurred in the landmarks program.22

Secretary Seaton subsequently approved a Service sketch for the land-
mark certificate and the idea of a bronze plaque. Meanwhile, at its meet-
ings in the fall of 1959 and spring of 1960, the Advisory Board continued
to review the results of the reactivated survey and began recommending
sites for landmark designation, provided their owners agreed to “appro-
priate preservation conditions involving no financial responsibility by
the Federal Government.” On those occasions the board proposed for des-
ignation 14 Civil War sites, 1l sites under the Military and Indian Af-
fairs theme, 10 under English Exploration and Settlement to 1700, 42 under
Development of the English Colonies, 1700-1775, 26 under Political and
Military Affairs, 1783-1830, 9 under The Texas Revolution and the Mexican
War, and 4 under The Cattlemen's Empire.23

The old concern that governmental recognition of properties as na-
tionally significant would imply federal designs on them was still felt,
and a deliberate strategy was pursued to forestall this impression. By
namning large numbers of eligible landmarks at a time, attention could be
focused as much on the program as on individual sites, owners would not

feel that they were being singled out, and the sheer volume of properties

22Telephone interview with Herbert E. Kahler, Apr. 24, 1984; letter,
Deputy Director Elmer B. Staats, Budget Bureau, to Seaton, Jan., 26, 1960,
Landmark Program Procedures file.

23Memorandum, Acting Director E. T. Scoyen to Seaton, Mar. 8, 1960,
approved by Seaton Mar. 24, 1960, Landmark Program Procedures file; Min-
utes, 4lst Advisory Board Meeting, Oct. 5-8, 1959; Minutes, 42d Advisory
Board Meeting, Mar. 20-23, 1960.
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would render unrealistic any notion of an impending federal takeover.
The public announcement of the program and the first sites to be honored
was therefore delayed until October 9, 1960, when 92 properties had been
amassed from the survey and review process. An Interior Department press
release on that date quoted Secretary Seaton as emphasizing the voluntary,
extra-governmental nature of landmark status:

The establishment of this Registry serves a long-felt need for
the Federal Government to give moral support and recognition to or-
ganizations now concerned with the preservation of our archeological
and historic properties. Because of the number of historic landmarks
in our great Nation, it is manifestly impossible for the Government

to acquire or manage these sites or support them financially, al-
though they are an integral part of the American heritage.24

.

The First National Historic Landmark

Although it was included and publicly announced with the 92 proper-
ties in the QOctober 9 press release, there was in fact a first national
historic landmark. 1Its designation preceded the others not because it
possessed extraordinary merit, but out of political considerations. In-
deed, it would be difficult to imagine a site more lacking in historical
integrity and authenticity than the Sergeant Floyd Grave and Monument in
Sioux City, Iowa.

The site's inadequacies stemmed not so much from the fact that it
was a grave, and thus at odds with a general provision in the national
significance criteria discouraging recognition of burial places. For the
most historically important aspect of Sgt. Charles Floyd's life was his
death-—-the only death of the 1804-1806 Lewis and Clark Expedition, and

the first of a United States soldier in the trans-Mississippi Louisiana

24gahler interview; Press Release, “"Secretary Seaton Announces Plan
to Register National Historic Sites,”™ Oct. 9, 1960, Press Releases file,
History Division.
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Purchase. Of natural causes, the death had no real effect on the expedi-
tion, but the burial site on a bluff overlooking the Missouri became a
point of interest for later travelers. When the shifting river encroached
on the bluff in 1857, according to local tradition, Floyd's bones were ex-
posed, recovered, and reinterred by area residents at an unmarked spot
some distance back from the original site. The new site was largely for-
gotten until 1895, when local interest in Floyd revived. Witnesses to
the 1857 reburial assembled and uncovered a coffin with some bones again
supposed to be those of the sergeant. They reinterred the remains in an
urn, and the Floyd Memorial Association succeeded in raising funds for a
100-foot sandstone obelisk to mark the spot. The federal government con-
tributed $5,000 toward the monument, which was dedicated in 1901 and
turned over to Sioux City as the focus of a local park.25.

The natural quality of the bluff and its relationship to the river,
compromised in 1877 with construction of a railroad along its base, was
further degraded by twentieth century industrial and commercial develop-
ment. By the mid-1950s the site lacked even the synthetic historical
aura it might have possessed, and local history and tourism proponents
looked for ways to make it more attractive. Because the city parks
department lacked funds and because of the prestige inherent in federal
designation, the most vocal faction pushed for Park Service acquisition
of the site as a national monument. Erwin D. Sias, a Sioux City news-—
paper editor, wrote Director Wirth in April 1954 to promote this idea.

Wirth was politely negative, citing the Service's general policy against

25National Park Service, Lewis and Clark: Historic Places Associa-
ted with Their Transcontinental Exploration (Washington: National - Park
Service, 1975), pp. 285-87.
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gravesites. In February 1956 Rep. Charles B. Hoeven, congressman for the
district and a Republican leader in the House, introduced legislation for
@ study of the site as a potential national monument. Iowa's governor,
United States senators, and other political figures roused by Sias pressed
the Service, Interior Department, and White House for swift federal ac-
tion. A Republican National Committee official informed a presidential
assistant that Sias was "a good friend of the Party.... His editorial
page assistance will be of help in the forthcoming campaign, and it was
Congressman Hoeven's idea that everything possible should be done to help
get the monument project underway."26

To all inquiries, Wirth replied that the Service could take no firm
position on the Sergeant Floyd Monument without a full-scale comparative
study of all Lewis and Clark sites. Secretary Douglas McKay backed his
stand in a memorandum to the White House transmitting a draft response
to Iowa's Gov. Leo A. Hoegh: "I recommend that no commitment be made
concerning this site pending completion of a comparative Historic Sites
Survey, programmed to be undertaken by the National Park Service begin-
ning in Fiscal Year 1958 as part of the MISSION 66 program, to determine
which Lewis and Clark Expedition site or sites merit Federal commemorative
action."27/

Survey Historian Ray Mattison, coordinator of the Lewis and Clark

theme study, visited Sioux City in November 1957. He judged the bluff a

26Letter, Sias to Wirth, Apr. 3, 1954, Sergeant Floyd Monument Na-
tional Historic Landmark file, History Division; letter, Wirth to Sias,
Apr. 15, 1954, ibid.; H.R. 9604, 84th Congress; letter, J. J. Wuerthnmer
to Howard Pyle, May 28, 1956, Sergeant Floyd Monument NHL file.

27Memorandum, McKay to Assistant to the President Howard Pyle, Apr.
12, 1956, Sergeant Floyd Monument NHL file.
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significant landmark on the explorers' route but expressed "some question”
about the identity of the remains under the monument. In the fall of 1958
the Consulting Committee and the Advisory Board's History Committee gave
preliminary consideration to the Floyd Monument and found it lacking na-
tional importance. After its review of the completed Lewis and Clark
study in April 1959, the full Advisory Board agreed that the monument did
not meet the criteria of exceptional value.28

That January Representative Hoeven had introduced a new bill provid-
ing for national monument establishment, and heated protests followed the
board's resolution., Ward R. Evans of Sioux City proposed a compromise to
Secretary Fred Seaton: "We feel that if the Department of the Interior
does not want to establish this site as a national park at this time, it
should at least designate it as a National Historic Site, leaving the up-
keep to the City of Sioux City."29 Pressed, Seaton asked that the Service
restudy the site and resubmit it to the Advisory Board at its October 1959
meeting.

The Service saw the handwriting on the wall and groped for an accept-
able fallback position: It arrived at the concept of a national memorial
commemorating the expedition as a whole, but not within the National Park
System, The Advisory Board was persuaded to this novel approach, resolv-
ing in favor of national memorial designation by the Secretary under the

Historic Sites Act, the memorial to remain in city ownership with a co-

28Memorandum, Mattison to Regional Chief of Interpretation, Jan. 23,
1958, Sergeant Floyd Monument NHL file; Minutes, 39th Advisory Board
Meeting, Oct. 20-22, 1958; Minutes, 40th Advisory Board Meeting, Apr. 20-
22, 1959,

294, R. 3178, 86th Congress; letter, Evans to Seaton, May 14, 1959,
Sergeant Floyd Monument NHL file.
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operative agreement.30 The difficulty with this concept was that Interior
lawyers had previously found the Historic Sites Act inapplicable to memo~-
rials, and Seaton did not favor congressional action.

At this juncture, the problem of accommodating the unwanted Floyd
Monument within the existing framework coincided with the inception of
the national historic landmarks program. The site was not immediately
perceived as a l1likely national landmark: the Advisory Board was making
its first landmark recommendations at the same time <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>