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Foreword

This administrative history took a long time to research and write. The project was
initially broached with trails management in March 2013, and later that year research was
well underway. A number of key interviews with longtime trails personnel - Tom Gilbert,
Jere Krakow, and John Conoboy among them — took place in early 2014, and during

the same period, a visit to the Salt Lake City trails office allowed a substantial records
investigation and the opportunity to interview the existing staff. By late that year, several
chapters that covered the trail office’s early years (up to 1991) had been completed. After
that point, however, other duties intervened, and in more recent years the remaining
chapters have been completed in conjunction with other history-related tasks.

I’'m heartened to say that I have received consistent, and substantial, support from trails
management — specifically Superintendent Aaron Mahr (a longtime historian), along with
Chief of Trail Operations Sharon Brown and Deputy Superintendent John Cannella. Steve
Elkinton, who served as the NPS’s National Trail System program leader from 1989 to
2014, cheerfully answered scores if not hundreds of trail-related questions. In addition,
several longtime leaders of partnership organizations such as Joanne VanCoevern
(SFTA), Ross Marshall (OCTA and SFTA), and Steven Gonzales (ELTE) have been very
helpful. Former Superintendent Jere Krakow went so far as to transcribe and transmit

his NPS Trail of Tears-related journal notations from November 1988 to December 1992.
In addition, I interviewed Jerry Rogers, the former NPS associate director for cultural
resources during the 1980s; John Latschar, Peggy Dolinich and Michael Duwe, trails
administrators during the late 1980s and early 1990s; Deborah Salt and Sarah Schlanger,
from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM); William deBuys, with the Santa Fe Trail
Foundation; and various present and former NTIR staff. All went out of their way to
cooperate and to supply needed information.

For those interested in going back to source materials that were used in this study, major
sources were the various Superintendent’s Annual Reports (SARs), which are available —in
almost all years — for both the Santa Fe and Salt Lake City offices between 1995 and 2001,
and for the combined trails operation between 2001 and the present day. In recent years,
the agency has taken a relatively relaxed view toward the completion of these reports,
citing the plethora of other periodic reports that are required by park staff. Historians,
however, recognize that there is no substitute for a series of well-written SARs, and [ am
deeply thankful that previous administrators have insisted on the completion of these
reports, and for the high quality of the reports themselves. For the early years (between
1987 and 1995), SARs are either scattered or nonexistent. By good fortune, however,

the Santa Fe office’s first trails leader, David Gaines, had a penchant for thorough,
standardized record keeping, and these files — now located at the agency’s Western
Archeological and Conservation Center in Tucson — proved invaluable in piecing together
the history of trails administration during those years.

This volume is dedicated to Jere Krakow (1936-2017), who served the trails as a historian,
planner, and superintendent. Born and raised along the overland trails in southern
Nebraska, Krakow repeatedly showed his love for trails throughout his academic and
governmental careers, and he continued to be active with several trail partnership
association during his retirement years. He is kindly remembered, as a friend and
colleague, by many in the trails community.

Frank Norris
December 2018
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National Park Service - National Trails Regions 6, 7, and 8

A Brief History

The various national historic trails
administered by the National Park
Service — National Trails Regions 6, 7,
and 8 are most directly traced to the
National Trails System Act, which was
passed by Congress and then signed
by President Lyndon Johnson on
October 2, 1968. Efforts to recognize
the various national historic trails,
however, had been taking place since
the early twentieth century, not long
after they were used as historical
routes. In Kansas, an officer in the
Daughters of the American Revolution
called, in 1902, for the Santa Fe Trail
to be marked, and granite markers
were installed up and down the trail
beginning in 1906. Ezra Meeker was

a similar dreamer for the Oregon

Trail. In 1906, with almost no outside
support, he took a wagon train from
Olympia, Washington, east over the
trail, dedicating trail markers as he
went. (Later, between 1912 and 1916,
additional Oregon Trail markers were
erected.) In Texas, V.N. Zively surveyed
the Old San Antonio Road, across

the state, and markers soon followed.
During the 1930s, efforts were made to
mark both the Mormon Pioneer Trail
to Utah and the Pony Express trail
between Missouri and California. And
in 1950, a small group in Las Vegas,
Nevada, marked some of the Old
Spanish Trail between Santa Fe and Los
Angeles.

During the mid-1950s, the National
Park Service took its first steps toward
recognizing the importance of the
national trails. In 1956, Regional
Historian Merrill Mattes, prodded

by requests from “several groups in
Kansas,” surveyed a number of Santa
Fe Trail historical sites. Mattes’ study
was later seconded by more extensive
trail inventories by Ray Mattison. Soon
afterward, the Congressional passage of

Mission 66 legislation brought a revival
in the National Survey of Historic Sites
and Buildings, which resulted in three
major trail volumes. The first, about
the Lewis and Clark expedition, was
written by Mattison and two other
authors and was published in late 1958.
A second, more expansive volume,
entitled Overland Migrations West of
the Mississippi, was published in 1959.
And the third volume in the series,
about the Santa Fe Trail, was written
by William E. Brown and published

in 1963. During the late 1950s, the

only option that historians had when
they encountered valuable historical
properties was to nominate them as
potential NPS units. Beginning in

1960, however, the establishment of
the National Historic Landmarks
program provided an additional option
to protect either historic sites or trail
segments owned by non-federal
property owners. The establishment of
the National Register of Historic Places
came later, with the passage of the 1966
National Historic Preservation Act.

The decade of the 1960s brought an
ever-increasing amount of federal
attention to conservation issues in
general, and to a federal role in trails
administration more specifically.

The four-year work of the Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review
Commission, completed in early 1962,
recommended the formation of a
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, and the
Kennedy administration authorized
that bureau soon afterward. Federal
action specific to trails took place

in 1964, when Congress passed a

bill creating a Lewis and Clark Trail
Commission. Less than a year later,
President Johnson sent a “Natural
Beauty Message” to Congress in which
he requested that his Interior Secretary,
Stewart Udall, “recommend to me a

THE HERITAGE OF AMERICA'S TRAILS xi
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cooperative program to encourage a
national system of trails.” The BOR,
asked to provide specifics about that
cooperative program, emerged in
September 1966 with the Trails for
America report, which recommended
three sets of trails: national scenic trails,
park and forest trails, and metropolitan
area trails. Congress, anticipating

the conclusions in the BOR report,
submitted the first national trails bill

in March 1966. That bill, and others
introduced that year, went nowhere,
but new bills submitted in early 1967
brought a favorable response during
subsequent hearings. Both houses of
Congress passed trails bills in July 1968,
and after House and Senate leaders
resolved the differences between them,
President Johnson signed the National
Trails System Act into law in early
October. The act authorized two long-
distance scenic trails (the Appalachian
and the Pacific Crest), and it also called
for 14 other trails to be studied as
proposed future trails. Four of these
were generally scenic in character,
while the other ten were historic.

Once a trails system had been
established, regulations were needed
to govern its administration. In 1969,
various Interior and Agriculture
Department officials hammered out

a Memorandum of Agreement for

the Development and Operation of
the National Trails System, and it also
established a coordinating body: the
Federal Interagency Council on Trails,
also called the National Trails System
Council, led by the Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation chief. The BOR, meanwhile,
undertook the task of evaluating the
14 study trails that had been identified
in the 1968 act. Perhaps because the
two existing trails were scenic trails,
however, the regulations drawn up

in the wake of the NTSA evaluated
proposed trails according to scenic trail
criteria. As a result, the BOR issued a
negative report on the Oregon Trail,
the Lewis and Clark Trail, the Santa

xii NATIONAL TRAILS OFFICE - REGIONS 6, 7, AND 8

Fe Trail, the Mormon Trail, and all

of the other historical trails. Interior
Department officials soon recognized
the shortcomings of trying to evaluate
historic trails according to scenic trail
regulations, and by the mid-1970s key
members of Congress recognized the
need for a rule change. Finally, in 1976,
Congress worked out language that
created an entirely new category of
national historic trails. Two years later,
President Carter signed the National
Parks and Recreation Act, which

not only included the historic trails
provision but also authorized the first
four national historic trails. These were
the Lewis and Clark Trail, the Oregon
Trail, the Mormon Pioneer Trail, and
the Iditarod Trail. The National Park
Service was tapped to oversee the first
three of these trails, while the BLM was
asked to administer Alaska’s Iditarod
Trail.

The NPS, on the heels of the 1978

act, showed little interest in trail
administration. Agency leaders
eventually decided that the Midwest
Region would administer the

Lewis and Clark NHT, the Rocky
Mountain Region would take care of
the Mormon Pioneer NHT, and the
Pacific Northwest Region would be

in charge of the Oregon NHT. The
agency then assembled two-person
teams that compiled a comprehensive
management plan (CMP) for each
trail, all three of which were completed
by early 1982. Once the plans were
completed, however, the agency treated
its national trails as an afterthought.
Starting in 1983, the most favored of
these trails — the Oregon Trail — was
provided a paltry $15,000 annual
budget, while the other two trails

had no line item funding. The NPS’s
directives for each trail were to decide
on a trail marker design, to encourage
the establishment of a partnership
association, and to ascertain a method
for certifying non-federal properties. It
also needed to establish an ostensible

staff presence, typically a regional
office employee who had a range of
collateral duties. Once those steps were
completed, agency officials anticipated
scaling back further involvement.

The agency’s trails administration
gained new energy in May 1987, when
Congress authorized the Santa Fe Trail.
Given the trail’s western terminus,

the decision was made to administer

it from the Southwest Regional Office
in Santa Fe, New Mexico. Regional
director John Cook envisioned a strong
role for this trail, and early in the

trail’s planning process, Cook made it
known that the Santa Fe Trail would be
administered much like a national park
unit. This was a radical departure from
previous agency actions. Even before
the planning effort was complete, the
trail had a two-person staff, and in
1990, Cook broke with other regional
directors by establishing a Branch of
Long Distance Trails in the regional
office.

Meanwhile, the late 1980s brought
cohesion and strength to the struggling,
uncoordinated long distance trails
system. By 1988, Congress had
authorized sixteen long distance

trails: eight national scenic trails and
eight national historic trails. The

NPS administered eleven of these
trails. There was no centralized trails
leadership, however, and the only

trails with a substantial budget were

the Appalachian and Ice Age trails,
both national scenic trails. Two events
that took place in September 1988,
however, considerably improved the
trails’ outlook. Thanks to the efforts of
two stalwart advocates, Louise Marshall
and Susan “Butch” Henley from the
American Hiking Society, a budgetary
line item was inserted into an Interior
Department funding bill that resulted in
the first NPS Washington long distance
trails staffer, plus substantial additional
funds for trails administration. Later
that same month, an equally important

event took place at a Boys’ Club camp
near Milwaukee, Wisconsin. Thanks

to action by the Ice Age Park and Trail
Foundation, representatives from the
various national trails convened for the
first-ever National Scenic and Historic
Trails Conference. This gathering
turned out to be so successful that
similar conferences have been held, on
a biennial basis, up to the present day.

During the early 1990s, further progress
took place with trails administration at
the national level. During the second
national trails system conference,

held in 1991 in Oregon, the various
trail partnership associations hit

upon the idea of forming a coalition,
which was called the “Committee

of 17” based on the fact that, at the
time, there were seventeen national
scenic or national historic trails. The
delegates also decided to pool their
efforts and petition Congress for a
stronger trails budget. In the spring

of 1992 the committee’s leader, Gary
Werner, testified at House and Senate
subcommittees. He was rebuffed

in both instances. But Werner,
undeterred, returned the following
year, made much the same pitch, and
found a more welcome reception.
Thanks to Werner’s persistence, and
the efforts of scores of supporters from
the Committee of 17 groups, virtually
all of the long distance trails gained a
line-item budget beginning in Fiscal
Year 1994.

Back in Santa Fe, the trails office
witnessed major growth. Thanks to
action by New Mexico Senator Pete
Domenici, the Masau Trail proposal
went through the planning process
in the early 1990s, only to fade away
due to a lack of political support.
Meanwhile, the administration of the
Trail of Tears NHT shifted from the
Southeast Region to the Southwest
Region midway through the trail’s
comprehensive planning process.
The Santa Fe Trail, during this period,
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started sponsoring its first interpretive
and development projects, but little
Trail of Tears activity took place beyond
advisory council meetings. John Cook,
the Santa Fe-based regional director,
recognized the importance of long
distance trails when he appointed
David Gaines, in October 1994, as the
agency’s first-ever superintendent of
Long Distance Trails.

To the north, the Oregon and Mormon
Pioneer trails continued to be
administered — marginally at best — from
regional offices in Seattle and Denver,
respectively. Then, in August 1992,
Congress added two new northern
trails: California and Pony Express. Not
long afterward, Denver Service Center
(DSC) personnel began preparing a
CMP for all four of the northern trails.
Meanwhile, agency officials moved to
have the California and Pony Express
trails administered by the Rocky
Mountain Regional Office, and in

the fall of 1993, a meeting of regional
directors resulted in the Oregon Trail
being transferred to the NPS’s Denver
office. Agency planners, however,
chafed at the notion of four NHTs
being administered from a facility that
was more than 175 miles away from

the nearest trail route. After some
searching, therefore, they decided to
establish a trails office in Salt Lake City.
The first NPS trails staff occupied the
new office in January 1995; five months
later, DSC historian Jere Krakow moved
to Salt Lake City and became the
office’s new superintendent.

During the mid- to late 1990s, Congress
passed study bills for several trails
located in the legacy Intermountain
Region: El Camino Real de Tierra
Adentro, followed by the Old Spanish
Trail and El Camino Real de los Tejas.
Congress authorized these three trails
in 2000, 2002, and 2004, respectively,
causing the number of trails that
were administered through the Santa
Fe office to swell from two to five.

xiv NATIONAL TRAILS OFFICE - REGIONS 6, 7, AND 8

Meanwhile, trail administration added
a new wrinkle in January 2001, when
Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt
announced that El Camino Real

de Tierra Adentro NHT would be
administered by both the NPS and the
BLM. In June 2003, Interior Secretary
Gale Norton followed suit with a
similar proclamation related to the Old
Spanish Trail.

During the first decade of the new
millennium, trail administration gained
new momentum in both the Santa Fe
and Salt Lake City offices, with steadily
increasing budgets and a number of
new staff. Trails leadership shifted in
2002 when David Gaines stepped down
from his superintendent’s position.
Soon afterward, the agency undertook
an operations evaluation of the region’s
trails offices; that evaluation concluded
that the region needed to keep its

two offices but that it needed just one
superintendent. As a result, Krakow
assumed control over both offices while
based in Salt Lake City. By the summer
of 2004, however, the increasing
demands of the Santa Fe office resulted
in Krakow moving to New Mexico,
where he remained until his retirement
in early 2007. In the wake of Krakow’s
retirement, trails historian Aaron Mahr
was chosen to succeed him. Mahr
continues to serve as the National Trails
Regions 6, 7, and 8 superintendent.

In March 2009, Congress passed a bill
(Public Law 111-11) that authorized an
expansion of the number of authorized
Trail of Tears routes. It also called

for studies related to cattle trails, the
Butterfield Overland Trail, and the so-
called “four trails study” which called
for the study of more than 70 routes
related to the Oregon, California,
Mormon Pioneer, and Pony Express
trails. National Trails Regions 6, 7, and
8 staff undertook each of those studies.
Aside from those tasks, however, most
recent staff activity has been related to
working with partners on a wide variety

of projects dealing with interpretation,
signage, site planning, historical
research, and cultural resource
management. Given the sheer numbers
of trails and extent of trail mileage that
the office either administers or co-
administers, along with a large number
of congressional study proposals it has
overseen, National Trails Regions 6, 7,
and 8 has, in recent years, attained a
position of general prominence related
to long distance trails administration.

A BRIEF HISTORY

THE HERITAGE OF AMERICA'S TRAILS xv



Chapter 1.

America’s Historical Trails: Commemoration and
Growing Awareness, 1902-1968
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Introduction

Ever since the pre-contact period, long-distance trails within the present-day
United States have fostered exploration, migration, trade, warfare, and the exchange
of ideas and other cultural elements. Americans have long been aware of the
importance of these historic trails in the nation’s evolution and growth, and since
the 1960s Congress has recognized the importance of preserving, interpreting,
and developing a representative number of these trails. Today, under the legislative
umbrella of the National Trails System Act (NTSA), the United States boasts a
diverse assemblage of nationally recognized trails located in all 50 states; these
include not only 19 national historic trails (NH'T5) but 11 national scenic trails
(NSTs), approximately 1,300 national recreation trails (NRTs), and six connecting
or side trails.! The NHT5 are the primary focus of this study.

Of the 19 NHT5, 15 are administered solely by the National Park Service (NPS),
while two others are jointly administered by the NPS and the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM). In addition, one is administered solely by the BLM, and
another is administered solely by the USDA Forest Service (see appendix 1). The
NPS’s National Trails Regions 6, 7, and 8 (NTIR), with offices located in Salt Lake
City, Utah, and both Santa Fe and Albuquerque, New Mexico, helps administer
nine NHTS, along with the Route 66 Corridor Preservation Program. The trails (and
program) that NTIR administers are noted in Table 1.

The study that follows is an administrative history of how agencies have
administered these nine NH'Ts over the years, along with national context
information pertaining to the administration of these trails.

INSTs and NHTs are provided for in the NTSA, Section 5. At last count, there are 1,316 national
recreation trails (Section 4). Connecting and side trails are noted in Section 6. Six trails have been
designated under this category. Two were designated in 1990 by Interior Secretary Manuel Lujan,
Jr.: the 10-mile Timm’s Hill Trail in Wisconsin, a side trail to the Ice Age National Scenic Trail (NST),
designated March 21, 1990, and the 86-mile Anvik Connector in central Alaska, authorized on April
12,1990, a connector trail which links the village of Anvik, on the Yukon River, to the Iditarod NHT.
(Doug Humphreys, “The Forgotten Trails,” Backpacker 22 (December 1994), 62-63; Tom Gilbert,
email to the author, November 2, 2018; Kevin Keeler (BLM), email to the author, November 13,
2018.) On May 16, 2012, Interior Secretary Ken Salazar added four water-based connecting trails

to the Captain John Smith Chesapeake NHT along the Susquehanna, Chester, Upper Nanticoke,
and Upper James rivers. Jonathan Doherty to the author, email, Nov. 30, 2018; https://www.doi.gov/
news/pressreleases/AMERICAS-GREAT-OUTDOORS-Secretary-Salazar-Designates-Captain-
John-Smith-Chesapeake-National-Historic-Trail; Federal Register 81 (May 27, 2016), 33704.
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Early Trail Commemoration Efforts

As shown in the chart below, the period of active use for the various NHTs
(excluding the Route 66 corridor) extends from 1598 to 1882. Three of these
trails were active for relatively short periods: the Trail of Tears, Mormon Pioneer,
and Pony Express NHTs each had periods of significance for just two years, all
during the mid-nineteenth century. Most of the remaining trails were supplanted
by railroads or other more efficient transportation modes, and they were typically
abandoned for long-distance purposes soon afterward.

Table 1. National Historic Trails - NPS Intermountain Region

National States Authorized Period Congressional
Historic Trail Length Significance | Authoization

Oregon Idaho 2,170 1841-1848 Nov. 10, 1978
Kansas
Missouri
Nebraska
Oregon
Wyoming

Mormon Pioneer | Illinois 1,300 1846-1847 Now. 10, 1978
Iowa
Nebraska
Utah
Wyoming

Santa Fe Colorado 1,203 1821-1880 May 8, 1987
Kansas
Missouri

New Mexico
Oklahoma

Trail of Tears Alabama 5,045 1838-1839 Dec. 16, 1987 +
Arkansas Mar. 30, 2009
Georgia
Illinois
Kentucky
Minnesota
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Tennessee

California California 5,600 1841-1869 Aug. 3, 1992
Colorado
Idaho
Kansas
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada
Oregon
Utah
Wyoming

THE HERITAGE OF AMERICA'S TRAILS 3
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Table 1. National Historic Trails - NPS Intermountain Region

National
Historic Trail

States

Authorized
Length

Period

Significance

Congressional
Authoization

Pony Express

California
Colorado
Kansas
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada
Utah
Wyoming

2,000

1860-1861

Aug. 3,1992 +
June 30, 19972

Route 66 [Corridor
Pres. Program]

Arizona
California
Illinois
Kansas
Missouri
New Mexico
Oklahoma
Texas

2,400

1926-1985

Aug 10, 1999 +
Mar. 30, 2009

El Camino Real de
Tierra Adentro

New Mexico
Texas
(+ Mexico)

404 (in
the U.S.)

1598-1882

Oct. 13,2000

Old Spanish

Arizona
California
Colorado
Nevada
New Mexico
Utah

2,700

1829-1848

Dec. 4, 2002

El Camino Real de
los Tejas

Louisiana
Texas
(+ Mexico)

2,600 (in
the U.S.)

1680-1845

Oct. 18, 2004

While these national trails were still active, there was little or no public sentiment
for their preservation or interpretation. For several of these trails, however, the
graying of those who had endured them, by the early twentieth century, resulted
in the founding of organizations that resulted in reunions, conventions, and trail
marking.? Along the Oregon Trail, for example, Ezra Meeker — who had headed
west over the trail in 1852 — became a tireless promoter. Fearing that the trail would
be plowed over and forgotten, the septuagenarian Meeker began advocating for
the trail. A well-publicized eastbound wagon train trip in 1906 resulted in a series
of historical markers; these were supplemented by others in 1912-1914.2 In 1922,
he founded the Old Oregon Trail Association, and four years later he established
the Oregon Trail Memorial Association (OTMA). The OTMA convinced Congress
to mint annual Oregon Trail memorial half dollars, which were issued on an
intermittent basis from 1926 to 1939. The OTMA was later succeeded by the
American Pioneer Trails Association, headed by Howard Driggs, which continued

2 As noted in Chapter 5, a Secretarial Order — not congressional legislation — expanded the Pony

Express NHT.

S http://www.historylink.org/File/7737
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trail commemoration efforts until Driggs’s death in 1963.*

Other groups that marked the western trails included the Sons of the American
Revolution and the Daughters of the American Revolution (DAR). In 1902, at

the behest of Mrs. Fannie Geiger Thompson of Topeka, the Kansas DAR chapter
(according to its website) “kicked off a campaign to place historical markers along
the Santa Fe Trail in Kansas. It acquired red granite stones for the markers and by
late 1906 were installing them.”> These efforts continued until November 1914
when, in Morton County, the 95" (and last) DAR marker was installed in Kansas.®
Similar marker placements, at this time, were undertaken by DAR chapters in
Missouri, Colorado, and New Mexico.” During this same period, civic authorities
hosted Santa Fe Trail reunions in Las Vegas, N.M. (in 1910), Westport, Mo. (in
1912), and perhaps elsewhere.® Following those Santa Fe Trail activities, in 1916,
the Sons and DAR established markers along the Cowlitz Trail (an offshoot of the
Oregon Trail) in Washington state.’

Other than the DAR, there have been other efforts to commemorate the Santa Fe
Trail. In 1913, the Douglas-Osage Old Trails Association was organized in order

to raise funds to mark the route with sign boards.!’ The late 1920s witnessed
scattered trail-marking activities in western Kansas.!" During the 1940s, Kansas

had a short-lived Pioneer Trails Association, and in November 1948, several

Santa Fe Trail plaques were placed near Kansas schools that were located along

the historical route.!? Then, during the 1950s and early 1960s, the Santa Fe Trail
Highway Association (also known as the Highway 56 Association) was successful in
placing scattered green-and-white trail markers along the historical route in Kansas,

4 http://www.byhigh.org/Alumni A to_E/Driggs/Howard-R.html. Commemorations of the Oregon
Trail appear to have had impacts in many states along the route, but events related to the California
trail (and the California gold rush), by contrast, have not engendered historical re-enactments and
appear to have been limited, geographically, to the State of California.

Shttp://www.kshs.org/kansapedia/daughters-of-the-american-revolution-in-kansas/17336

¢ http://www.santafetrailresearch.com/research/dar-marker-location-ks.html; http://www.
santafetrailresearch.com/research/dar-markers-1915.html; Michael Olsen, “Myth and Memory: The
Cultural Heritage of the Santa Fe Trail in the Twwentieth Century,” Kansas History 35 (Spring 2012),
48; http://www.kshs.org/publicat/history/2012spring_olsen.pdf.

7 http://www.santafetrailscenicandhistoricbyway.org/darmarkers.html; Olsen, “Myth and Memory,”
49.

8 Olsen, “Myth and Memory,” 45.

? http://www.historylink.org/File/7737

Y Wagon Tracks 2 (August 1988), 3.

"Wagon Tracks 5 (February 1991), pp. 25-26, and Wagon Tracks 13 (February 1999), p. 24.

12 “Qld Santa Fe Trail Road Association,” Wagon Tracks 2 (May 1988), 3; “Historic Markers,” Wagon
Tracks 3 (November 1988), 8-9.
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including markers in Rice and McPherson counties."

Along El Camino Real de Tierra Adentro, the first known trail commemoration
was undertaken by the New Mexico territorial legislature; in 1905, it gave the
name El Camino Real to the territory’s first designated north-south highway.!* The
importance of New Mexico’s north-south connections with Mexico was largely
neglected for much of the twentieth century, but in 1987, Dr. Gabrielle Palmer
and others founded the Camino Real Project, Inc., an effort to “relocate the lost
highway” by undertaking a number of archeological, historical, and educational
projects (see chapter 5). Given the cooperation of the state, the University of

New Mexico, and the government of Mexico, the 1990s witnessed a reawakening
of interest in El Camino Real; two major byproducts of that interest were the
installation of 46 historical highway markers on the subject (33 in New Mexico, 13
in Chihuahua) and the 1995 commencement of an annual series of historical and
archeological colloquia, which alternated between U.S. and Mexican venues and
continued until 2006.

The marking of El Camino Real de los Tejas dates back to 1915, when the State of
Texas and the DAR funded a project to place pink granite markers at approximately
5-mile intervals along the route of the Old San Antonio Road (OSR). Major V.N.
Zively, a professional surveyor, mapped the route in 1915 and 1916 and placed an
oak post at each marker site. Inscribed granite markers were installed later, and

the Texas DAR presented the markers to the State of Texas in a ceremony in San
Antonio on March 2, 1918. The State of Texas also marked a series of county roads
as State Highway OSR, and in 1929 the state legislature designated the OSR as one
of the historic trails of Texas.'

Efforts to commemorate the Pony Express date from 1935, when the OTMA (see
above) helped orchestrate a “re-ride” commemorating the trail’s 75" anniversary
along with the placing of many historical markers at various points along the route.
Several organizations, during the late 1950s and early 1960s, pooled their efforts,
to commemorate the trail’s centennial with both a “re-ride” and the installation of
additional historical markers at the station sites.!”

3 Linn Peterson to NPS, August 5, 1987, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence — 1987” folder, and
David Gaines to Dorman Lehman, October 16, 1989, in “SFT Correspondence 1989” folder; both in
“SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; “SFTA to Receive Funds,” Wagon Tracks 4 (November
1989), 1.

14 Olsen, “Myth and Memory,” p. 53 (http://www.kshs.org/publicat/history/2012spring olsen.pdf)

5 Latin American Institute of the University of New Mexico, Encounters, Issues 1-10 (1989), pp. 32,
43, 61; NPS, El Camino Real de Tierra Adentro National Historic Trail Feasibility Study/Environmental
Assessment (Denver, the author, March 1997), 77-80.

16 https://tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/ex004

17 http://www.xphomestation.com/npea.html
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Commemorating the 1829-1848 Old Spanish Trail, the Mexican trade route
between New Mexico and California, has been the result of various local efforts.'®
William R. Palmer of Cedar City, Utah organized the Spanish Trail Association in
1946. According to one source, the association — primarily due to the efforts of
Palmer and Howard Driggs — planned to place one hundred markers along the trail
between Santa Fe and Los Angeles on a single day (September 29, 1950). Many of
these markers, which said “The Spanish Trail, 1800-1850,” were erected on or about
that time; the exact number, however, is unknown. The association faded soon
afterwards. In 1964, Las Vegas, Nevada residents Sherwin “Scoop” Garside and
John Lytle erected 33 concrete obelisks (inscribed “Old Spanish Trail, 1829-1855”)
along the historical route, four in Nevada and the remainder in eastern California,
in conjunction with Nevada’s centennial."

In the 1930s, as part of the centennial of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints, the Utah Pioneer Trails and Landmarks Association (in Utah and Wyoming),
along with the Civilian Conservation Corps (in Iowa), undertook trail research

and established markers along the Mormon Pioneer Trail. These were followed,

in later years, by similar efforts from both the Sons of Utah Pioneers and the
Daughters of Utah Pioneers.?’ On a broad, trail-wide scale, the Mormon Pioneer
Trail Foundation was established in 1969 “to foster research [and to] encourage
development and preservation of significant historic sites” along the trail between
Nauvoo, Illinois and Salt Lake City.*!

Along the Trail of Tears, the various states along the routes typically placed a
smattering of historical markers, some of which date to the 1930s, that pertain to
the Cherokee and the Trail of Tears. Because of the extreme difficulties that the
removal process brought to the Cherokees, no privately-organized association

18 The effort has also been confusing at times, because there were two other “Old Spanish Trails”
commemorations. The first was associated with an early (1915-1927) highway of the same name,
which connected St. Augustine, Florida with San Diego, California. http://www.americanroads.us/
autotrails/oldspanishtrail.html. In addition, commercial interests in El Paso associated the name
with Alvar Nuifiez Cabeza de Vaca’s 1522-28 expedition, and they were were successful in having
the U.S. mint issue a 1935 coin with that name. http://www.coinmaven.com/1935-old-spanish-trail-
commemorative-silver-half-dollar-a-48.html

¥ Elizabeth von Till Warren, “Old Spanish National Historic Trail,” in Pathways Across America
(PNTS), Summer 1994, online at http://www.oldspanishtrail.org/learn/trail history.php; see also
http://www.desertreport.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/02/DR_Spring2012.pdf; Jack Pritchard
email, May 17, 2014; Mark Henderson email, May 17, 2014; Dennis Ditmanson email, May 17, 2014;
Harold Steiner, The Old Spanish Trail Across the Mojave Desert, (Las Vegas, The Haldor Co., 1999),
83-89; http://d.library.unlv.edu/digital/collection/pho/id/17157/.

20 Stanley B. Kimball, Historic Resource Study, Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail, May 1991,

p- 74 (online at http://www.mormontrails.org/Trails/Summary/trailful.htm); also see http://www.
greatriverroad.com/quincy/mormontrailleeco.htm and http://www.sonsofutahpioneers.org/
monuments-trails/

2'Tom Curry, “Download the Mormon Trail PDF Ebooks For Free,” pdf2745.xibpdf.org/the-
mormon-trail-P-3258522.pdf.
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existed to commemorate the Trail of Tears experience until several years after
Congress had authorized the Trail of Tears NHT in 1987 (see chapter ).

Initial Federal Historic Trails Support

The first known attempt to involve the federal government with trail
commemoration took place in 1910 when, due to efforts by Ezra Meeker, the so-
called Humphrey Bill (to appropriate money for Oregon Trail monuments) passed
the U.S. House of Representatives. Three years later a similar bill passed the Senate,
but the bill was never signed into law. In 1926, however, Congress responded to
Senate committee testimony from the 95-year-old Meeker and agreed to mint
thousands of Oregon Trail memorial half dollars — and it continued to do so, on an
intermittent basis, until 1939.%

Additional federal support commenced during the 1930s, as the result of the
publication of a series of book-length publications in the American Guide Series of
the Federal Writers’ Project, which was part of the Works Progress Administration.
The directors of the project decided that one of the volumes in the “regions and
territories” series would focus on the Oregon Trail, and in 1939 the volume The
Oregon Trail, US 30: The Missouri River to the Pacific Ocean was published.”” Many
of the statewide volumes in this federally-sponsored series also dealt with historical
trails; indeed, one 1940 statewide volume was called Oregon: End of the Trail.

In addition, the Congressional passage of the Historic Sites Act of 1935 resulted

in the federal recognition of many trailside sites, along with a few trail segments

as well. A February 1936 memo from Interior Secretary Harold Ickes averred that
“the National Park Service, through its Branch of Historic Sites and Buildings, shall
... study and investigate historic and archeologic sites and buildings throughout
the United States” in order to evaluate them — and perhaps to acquire them as well.
Historians welcomed the move because some two-thirds of the cultural properties
in the NPS, at the time, consisted of military sites (battlefields or forts). A broad
survey, therefore, offered the possibility of nominating sites to the system from a
broad range of non-military themes. This directive resulted in the National Survey
of Historic Sites and Buildings (NSHSB) (commonly called the Historic Sites
Survey), which commenced in July 1936. As its name implies, however, the goal of
this effort was the identification and evaluation of sites and buildings, not linear
features such as trails. Most of the studies completed by NSHSB historians during

22 http://www.historylink.org/File/7737. William E. Humphrey (1862-1934) was a U.S. congressman
representing Seattle, Washington and vicinity from 1903 to 1917.

2 An online, full-text version of this volume is available at http://books.google.com/
books?id=T1sz3w79VrwC
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the next few years dealt with themes that were specific to the nation’s early history,
and they focused on areas east of the Mississippi River.**

More extensive federal involvement awaited the end of World War II. In 1948, the
NPS proposed a “Lewis and Clark Tourway,” a commemorative highway route
between St. Louis and Three Forks (between Butte and Bozeman), Montana. Five
years later the expedition’s upcoming sesquicentennial — which was primarily
celebrated in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana — brought increased
attention to the western end of the route. The governors of those four states
proclaimed 1955 as “Lewis and Clark Year,” and in 1956 Senator Warren Magnuson
(D-Washington) headed the effort for an expanded Lewis and Clark “national
tourway.” States east of Montana, however, showed little interest in Magnuson’s
proposal, and it was not implemented.?

Within the NPS, the Historic Sites Survey was re-activated — after a false start

or two — as part of NPS Director Conrad Wirth’s successful launch of “Mission
66,” an effort to improve and rehabilitate park facilities in time for the NPS’s 50®
anniversary. Agency historians were apprised of the Survey’s renewal by April 1956,
although funding to support the agencywide effort did not begin until July 1957.%

Central to the ideas that were put forth as part of the survey’s renewal was a focus
on the central and western United States. Specifically, studies were authorized

for 1) the fur trade, 2) westward migrations, 3) the farmers’ frontier, 4) military

and American Indian affairs, 5) the cattlemen’s empire, and 6) transportation and
communication. Many of the above studies made passing references to historical
trails.?” Of greater relevance to the trails, however, was the volume entitled Overland
Migrations West of the Mississippi, published in 1959. It was written by Dr. Robert W.
Johannsen, a University of Kansas professor, with historic-sites assistance from NPS
historians Robert M. Utley, William C. Everhart, and Ray Mattison. The study was
primarily concerned with the Oregon and California trails, but it also — more briefly
— discussed the Mormon Trail and four different “southern and southwestern trails

24 Barry Mackintosh, The Historic Sites Survey and National Historic Landmarks Program
(Washington, NPS History Division, 1985), 5-7, 11-13 (http://www.nps.gov/history/history/online
books/mackintosh4/nhl.pdf).

% Wallace Lewis, “On the Trail: Commemorating the Lewis & Clark Expedition in the Twentieth
Century,” in Kris Fresonke and Mark David Spence, eds., Lewis & Clark: Legacies, Memories, and
New Perspectives (Berkeley, Univ. of California Press, 2004), 205, 208.

26 Mackintosh, The Historic Sites Survey, 33.

2'The authorized studies, with titles specifically as noted above, were all part of “Theme XV:
Westward Expansion and the Extension of the National Boundaries, 1830-1898.” They were
completed and published in either 1959 or 1960. See the “Military and Indian Affairs” subtheme
document, p. i. The Overland Migrations study is located at FOUN/NPS.
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to the California gold fields.”*

Other NSHSB studies focused entirely on individual long-distance historical routes:
the Lewis and Clark Expedition route and the Santa Fe Trail. The Lewis and Clark
study was called either The Advance of the Frontier: 1763-1830 (Theme XI), Lewis
and Clark Expedition (Sub-theme) or Special Study of the Lewis and Clark Expedition.
It was written by Ray H. Mattison, William C. Everhart, and John O. Littleton, then
revised and edited by Roy E. Appleman. Begun in the fall of 1957, it was published
in December 1958.%

Regarding the Santa Fe Trail, the year 1956 — the year that NPS plans for Mission
66 were released — marked the commencement of a three-year spate of historical
activity that resulted in four separate NPS reports on the subject. At this time, the
NPS had just one unit along the trail: Fort Union National Monument, near Las
Vegas, New Mexico, which Congress had authorized in the spring of 1954.3° In
October 1956, Regional Historian Merrill Mattes (in the NPS’s Region Two office,
in Omaha) responded to the requests of “various groups in Kansas” that made
“numerous requests” to evaluate potential properties along the Santa Fe Trail.

He visited eleven Kansas trail sites and segments that month and wrote a report
recommending “more intensive study of Fort Larned and the Santa Fe Trail remains
west of Dodge City.”*!

A year later, historian Ray Mattison (also from the Omaha NPS office) undertook a
broader Santa Fe Trail survey by visiting trailside sites and segments in both Kansas
and Colorado. In his 36-page trip report, issued in January 1958, he concluded

that “In this writer’s opinion, of the sites visited, only three (Fort Larned, the Santa
Fe Trail remains near Dodge City, and Old Fort Bent) merit consideration for
national designation. ... Old Fort Bent is, in his opinion, of the greatest historical
significance.”*? During March and April 1958 Mattison, as part of the larger NSHSB
effort, traversed the entire length of the Santa Fe Trail, from Old Franklin to Santa

2The four southern/southwestern gold rush routes were 1) the Salt Lake-Los Angeles Route, 2) the
Fort Smith-Santa Fe Route, 3) San Antonio-El Paso Route: the Upper and Lower Emigrant Roads,
and 4) the Gila River Trail. This study, a copy of which is located at Fort Union NM, was also part of
Theme XV, noted above. The author wishes to thank Mitch Barber, the Fort Union NM librarian, for
assistance in locating this volume and making it available.

2 Mackintosh, The Historic Sites Survey, 43; http://www.npshistory.com/publications/nhl/theme-
studies/lewis-and-clark-expedition.pdf.

30 http://homesteadcongress.blogspot.com/2010/02/national-monuments.html

31 See Merrill Mattes, “Report of Historical Investigation of Eleven Areas in Kansas Proposed for
National Recognition,” as noted in Ray Mattison, “Report on the Santa Fe Trail,” June 1, 1958, p. 37.
32 Ray H. Mattison, “National Historic Sites Survey; Report of Reconnaissance of Santa Fe Trail

in Kansas and Colorado,” January 1958, 32-33. “Old Fort Bent,” at that time, was a ruin; it was
reconstructed in 1976, sixteen years after Congress authorized Bent’s Old Fort National Historic
Site.
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Fe. The result of that effort, a 77-page report released in June 1958, included a
historical overview along with the identification and evaluation of numerous trail-
related sites. Mattison, as before, suggested that the three above-named sites “have
sufficient merit to deserve our serious consideration.” (This “consideration” would
be for future NPS units, because in 1958 neither national historic landmarks nor
the National Register of Historic Places had yet been established.) Mattison also
noted 13 “other significant sites along the Santa Fe Trail”” along with 24 “other sites
noted.”?

While Mattison was conducting his survey work along the trail, NPS historian
Robert Utley was doing more site-specific work at the recently designated Fort
Union National Monument in New Mexico. His report, also part of the NSHSB
effort and entitled Fort Union and the Santa Fe Trail, was published in 1959; it
focused not only on Fort Union, but also on the numerous, easily visible trail ruts in
the fort’s vicinity.**

Meanwhile, actions were taking place in Washington that would result in a major
expansion of the NPS’s role in studying and evaluating nationally significant
historical sites. Given the resumption of the Historic Sites Survey, both historians
and top agency officials recognized that it was both politically and financially
impossible for all of the qualified, nationally significant properties identified in
the various NSHSB studies to become National Park System units. Therefore,
NPS Chief Historian Ronald Lee, working in concert with Director Conrad
Wirth, promoted the idea of national historic landmarks (NHLs). These would be
properties that, while nationally significant, would continue to be privately owned
and managed. The concept was finalized, and approved by Interior Secretary

Fred Seaton, in the summer and fall of 1959. On June 30, 1960, Seaton signed the
certificate for the first NHLs, which commemorated the Sioux City, lowa, grave of
Sgt. Charles Floyd, who died in August 1804 during the early days of the Lewis and
Clark Expedition.”

Given the decision to establish NHLs, NPS historians — along with members of
the National Park System Advisory Board — combed through the seven completed

33 Mattison, “Report on the Santa Fe Trail,” June 1, 1958, p. 38; mss. at MWRO Library, courtesy
Verne Haselwood.

3t Robert Utley, Fort Union and the Santa Fe Trail; Special Study of Santa Fe Trail Remains at and near
Fort Union, (NPS), 1959, at WACC/NPS. Mitch Barker, the Fort Union N.M. librarian, notes that
“the area [Utley] covers is roughly bounded by Ocate Creek on the north, the Canadian on the east,
and the Mora and Sapello on the south. Some references are made to the area outside this boundary
but they do not appear to be extensive. There are several maps, two of which are of a broad area
surrounding Fort Union, the remainder cover the vicinity of the post.” Barker, email to the author,
May 22,2014.

35 Mackintosh, The Historic Sites Survey, 37-45.
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NSHSB volumes and identified a total of 116 sites that had been recommended as
being nationally significant and were thus candidates to be NHLs.** The number of
these nationally significant sites, moreover, increased as additional NSHSB reports
were completed. Between 1960 and 1963, the Advisory Board designated many if
not most of these “recommended” sites as NHLs. Not surprisingly, quite a few of
these sites were associated with today’s NHTs. A canvassing of the list of NHLs that
were established between 1960 and 1963 shows that between 35 and 40 of them
were thematically associated with the NH'Ts that NTIR presently administers, either
wholly or in part. Approximately 15 were related to the Santa Fe Trail, 11 with the
California or Oregon trails, and 3 each with the Trail of Tears and El Camino Real de
Tierra Adentro. Two NHLs were related to the Pony Express and Mormon Pioneer
trails, while one was related to El Camino Real de los Tejas.’” Notably, the great
majority of these NHLs were either historic structures or sites of historic events.
Only a smattering of these sites commemorated the physical remnants of the trails
themselves. Examples in the latter category included the Santa Fe Trail Remains
near Dodge City, Kansas; South Pass, Wyoming; and Emigration Canyon, Utah.?®

No sooner had the Advisory Board finished taking action on this backlogged NHL
inventory than a new NSHSB volume would be completed about a long-distance
trail. In 1962, NPS historians in Washington (Herbert Kahler and Robert Utley)
had asked William E. Brown to undertake a volume about the Santa Fe Trail that
would build upon, and substantially revise, the earlier work of Merrill Mattes,

Ray Mattison, and Robert Utley. Brown would be supervised by historian Roy
Appleman. Using a format similar to the 1956 and 1958 trail studies noted above,
Brown completed The Santa Fe Trail in 1963.%°

Both Mattison’s and Brown’s Santa Fe Trail volumes, in the years to come, would
prove useful to agency employees and also to trail enthusiasts. These reports also,
however, may have had legislative consequences. As noted above, the NPS managed
only one Santa Fe Trail site (Fort Union National Monument) in 1956, when agency
site-inventory efforts began. But just two years after the completion of Mattison’s
1958 survey efforts, Congress authorized a second Santa Fe Trail site, Bent’s

Old Fort National Historic Site, in Colorado. Then, within two years of Brown
completing his NSHSB volume, Congress authorized Fort Larned National Historic

3¢ Mackintosh, The Historic Sites Survey, 40.

37 http://www.nps.gov/nhl/find/statelists.htm. The numbers on this list are inexact, inasmuch as
several sites are thematically related to more than one trail, particularly along the so-called northern
corridor. So far as is known, no NHLs from the 1960-1963 period are thematically related to the Old
Spanish Trail.

38 The “Oregon Trail Ruts,” located one-half mile south of Guernsey, Wyoming, became a listed
NHL in May 1966. These ruts are part of the Mormon Pioneer, California, and Pony Express trails as
well as the Oregon Trail.

% Brown’s 1963 volume, 205 pages long, was produced in typescript, and perhaps 100 copies were
printed. In 1988, this volume was reformatted and — at 221 pages in length — was republished by the
Patrice Press.
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Site and Pecos National Monument, in Kansas and New Mexico, respectively.*’

The National Trails System Act

Prior to World War II, two long-distance hiking trails (the Appalachian Trail and
the Pacific Crest Trail) were conceived, and construction had begun on them.* The
present system of nationwide trails, however, can best be attributed to the Federal
effort to assess the nationwide needs for outdoor recreation opportunities, carried
out through the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission (ORRRC),
established in 1958. The ORRRC issued its report in January 1962. It recommended
governmental support for private efforts to establish interconnected trail systems,
citing the Appalachian Trail as an example. It further recommended preserving
unimpounded, scenic rivers in their free-flowing condition. (This recommendation
eventually resulted in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968.) Finally,

the ORRRC report recommended the creation of a Federal Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation (BOR) which Interior Secretary Stewart Udall created by Secretarial
Order in April 1962.# This agency, which was charged with planning outdoor
recreation opportunities in the Department and with assisting private, local, and
state organizations with their recreation planning, was formally established in May
1963 with the passage of the National Outdoor Recreation Act.*® At first, the new
bureau showed little interest in trails, but the enactment of the Wilderness Act in
September 1964, and a general upsurge of public interest in hiking, brought forth a
similar spike in interest for trails among a broad range of government officials.

One way in which Congress responded to the growing public interest in historic
trails was by creating public-private partnerships to commemorate specific trail
corridors. Regarding the Lewis and Clark expedition, Congress passed a bill on

% The authorization date for Bent’s Old Fort NHS was June 3, 1960; Fort Larned NHS, August 31,
1964; and Pecos NM, June 28, 1965. (Pecos NM was enlarged in area and became Pecos NHP on
July 2,1991.) NOTE: throughout this volume, “NHS” will be used to denote a national historic site,
while “NM?” denotes a national monument; “NHP” denotes a national historical park.

4 Tn October 1921, Benton MacKaye envisioned what would become the country’s first long-
distance trail in an article entitled “An Appalachian Trail: A Project in Regional Planning,” in the
Journal of the American Institute of Architects. The first section of that trail was opened in 1923.
http://www.appalachiantrail.org/about-the-trail/history Out west, advocates started promoting the
idea of a Pacific Crest Trail during the late 1920s, and in 1939 the trail - still largely uncompleted —
appeared on the first government map. http://www.pcta.org/about-us/history/

42 Back in 1945, legislation to establish a “national system of foot trails,” an amendment to a highway
funding bill, was considered but not reported by committee. Donald D. Jackson, “The Long Way
‘Round,” Wilderness 51, no. 181 (Summer, 1988), 19-20, noted online at http://www.americantrails.
org/resources/feds/NatTrSysOverview.html.

#This act (Public Law 88-29) was the direct result of a major recommendation of the Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission, which released its final report (the “ORRRC Report™)
in 1962 after a four-year effort. http://www.rff.org/files/sharepoint/WorkImages/Download/RFE-

DP-08-44.pdf.
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October 6, 1964 calling for a Lewis and Clark Trail Commission, one objective

of which was that the expedition’s route “should be identified, marked, and

kept available for the inspiration and enjoyment of the American people.” The
commission, a cooperative effort utilizing agencies from 11 states along the route,
remained active until a final report was submitted in October 1969. Among the
commission’s many accomplishments, the trail was located, a highway-route

logo was designed and installed in many areas, and a number of the expedition’s
campsites along the way were withdrawn from public entry.* Within the Interior
Department, proposals were also considered during the mid-1960s for an Oregon-
California Trail Commission, but this idea did not enter the legislative arena.*

Some government leaders hoped to see new trails on a nationwide scale. On
February 8, 1965, President Lyndon Johnson, in his “Natural Beauty Message” to
Congress, called for development and protection of a balanced system of trails. He
noted that

We can and should have an abundance of trails for walking, cycling, and horseback
riding, in and close to our cities. In the back country we need to copy the great
Appalachian Trail in all parts of America. ... I am requesting, therefore, that the
Secretary of the Interior work with his colleagues in the Federal Government

and with State and local leaders and recommend to me a cooperative program

to encourage a national system of trails, building up the more than [a] hundred
thousand miles of trails in our national forests and parks.*

In response to Johnson’s request, Interior Secretary Udall in April 1965 directed the
BOR to conduct a nationwide trails study. What resulted from that directive was the
publication, in September 1966, of the Trails for America report. That report called
for a “Nationwide System of Trails” in three categories: 1) National Scenic Trails,
which were “long ‘trunk’ trails [that] would permit extended hiking or riding trips,”
2) Park and Forest Trails, which were “trails on units of public land [that] would
open important recreation areas to public use and enjoyment,” and 3) Metropolitan
Area Trails, which were located in and near urban centers. In the “national scenic
trail category,” the report recommended the immediate authorization of the
Appalachian Trail, and the quick completion of “pre-authorization studies” for the
Pacific Crest Trail, the Potomac Heritage Trail, and the Continental Divide Trail.

# Lewis and Clark Trail Commission, Lewis and Clark Trail, Final Report to the President and to the

4 Historians, Office of Resource Planning, SSC to Chief, Office of Resource Planning, SSC, August
19, 1966; Director BOR to Director, NPS, January 26, 1967; both in Trail Coordinator files, NPS-
WASO.

#Thomas L. Gilbert, “The National Trails System, What It Is and How It Came to Be,” January 1988,
in NTIR files; BOR, Trails for America; Report on the Nationwide Trails Study (Washington, USDI,
December 1966), 3.
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In addition, the report noted five “Potential National Scenic Trails,” which were

the Lewis and Clark Trail, Oregon Trail, North Country Trail, Natchez Trace (from
Tennessee to Mississippi), and the Santa Fe Trail. Finally, the report identified 16
other trails that were “suggested ... in the Nationwide Trail Study but were deferred
for possible future consideration.” This category included the Chisholm, Mormon,
Trail of Tears, and California trails. Notably, the report did not recommend any
historic trails for either immediate authorization or for a quick “pre-authorization
study.”¥

Neither the administration nor Congress, however, was willing to wait until the
BOR report was finalized before considering legislation that would implementing
the report’s recommendations. President Johnson, as part of a February 23,

1966 natural heritage preservation message, stated his intent to submit proposed
national trails legislation.”® The administration, in fact, submitted a recommended
bill to Congress on March 31. Just one day later, nine senators —led by Gaylord
Nelson (D-Wisconsin) and Interior Committee Chair Henry “Scoop” Jackson
(D-Washington) — submitted S. 3171, “to establish a nationwide system of trails,
and for other purposes.” In the House of Representatives that year, seven bills were
introduced with the same general purposes.* None of these bills, however, received
a hearing during that year’s congressional session.

On February 3, 1967, shortly after the 90 Congress began, senators Nelson and
Jackson resubmitted a trails bill (S. 827). Members of the House responded with 11
other trail-related bills. One of those bills, H.R. 4865, was sponsored by Rep. Roy
Taylor (D-North Carolina), who served as chair of the House National Parks and
Recreation Subcommittee. That bill was the subject of a hearing held March 6 and
7. A wide variety of advocates — from the Appalachian Trail Conservancy and the
Sierra Club to the New York-New Jersey Trail Conference, the Green Mountain
Club, the California Parks and Recreation Society, and various wilderness,
equestrian, and bicycling groups — weighed in on Taylor’s bill. Less than two weeks
later, the Senate held hearings on S. 827, and a similar array of trail advocates was

47 BOR, Trails for America, 5, 13-16, 74-89. This report was dated December 1966, although

it appears to have been completed in mid-September 1966. In the report, each of the five

“potential national scenic trails” (all but one of them historic trails) were evaluated but were
accorded comments such as “limited recreation potential,” “landscape which many find relatively
monotonous,” “long mileage across private lands,” or “incompatible with the rugged nature of

the terrain and wilderness qualities.” These comments, based purely on each route’s recreation
potential, would portend difficulties with the further evaluation of the various historical trails, as will
be noted later in this chapter.

8 http://www.fs.fed.us/cdt/pdf documents/natl trails system house report no_1631.pdf

¥ The first such House bill to be introduced was H.R. 14222, by Ralph Rivers (D-AK) on March 31.
The other six bills, all submitted by late July, included H.R. 14289, by John R. Schmidhauser (D-IA);
H.R. 14409, by William S. Moorhead (D-PA); H.R. 14897, by Bert Bandstra (D-IA); H.R. 15376, by
Charles M. Price (D-IL); H.R. 15541, also by Bert Bandstra; and H.R. 16419, by Donald M. Fraser
(DFL-MN).
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on hand. During those two hearings, a few legislators spoke about the need to to the total noted above. Section 5(c) of Public Law 90-543 called for fourteen
preserve specific historic trails: Rep. Joe Skubitz (R-Kansas), for example, spoke trails to be studied: Continental Divide, Potomac Heritage, Old Cattle Trails of
in favor of the Chisholm Trail, while Sen. Frank Moss (D-Utah) stressed the the Southwest, Lewis and Clark, North Country, Natchez Trace, Kittanning (in
importance of the Mormon Trail. Most of the speakers, however, were scenic-trail Pennsylvania), Oregon, Santa Fe, Mormon, Gold Rush Trails in Alaska, Mormon
advocates.”® Meanwhile, the Johnson administration, with the support of both Battalion, the Long Trail, and El Camino Real (the latter in Florida, not to be

the Interior and Agriculture secretaries, continued to advocate (as in the 1966 confused with the two camino reales later designated as NHTs and administered
Trails for America report) for a bill that would establish four NSTs: the 2,000-mile by NTIR). Although ten of these fourteen trails were actually historic trails, all
Appalachian Trail, the 2,300-mile Pacific Crest Trail, the 825-mile Potomac Heritage fourteen of these trails were considered potential NSTs that would be evaluated
Trail, and the 3,100-mile Continental Divide Trail.”! according to criteria set forth in Section 5(b) of the act (see chapter 2).

Further action on trails bills did not take place until the Senate issued its report on
June 13, 1968.°2 In short order, the Senate passed its version of the bill on July 1,
which authorized four NSTs and $10 million in trail acquisition funds. The measure
that passed the House on July 15, however, authorized just one national scenic

trail and $5 million for trail acquisition.”® Key differences in the two bills were not
resolved until the House-Senate conference emerged with its report on September
12. Within a week, both chambers had agreed to the conference report.>*

On October 2, 1968, President Lyndon B. Johnson signed Public Law 90-543,

the NTSA. The act authorized and designated two NSTs, the Appalachian Trail

and the Pacific Crest Trail. The Appalachian Trail was provided $5 million in
acquisition funds, while just $500,000 for this purpose went to the Pacific Crest
Trail. Regarding historic trail routes, the act generally followed, but expanded upon,
the recommendations in Trails for America. Whereas the BOR’s Trails for America
report had identified the Lewis and Clark Trail, Oregon Trail, Natchez Trace, and
Santa Fe Trail as “potential national scenic trails,” one of the early Congressional
proposals called for each of the above trails plus two more as trails to be studied:
the Chisolm Trail [sic], from Texas to Kansas, and the Mormon Trail, from Illinois to
Utah. The final bill, as signed by President Johnson, added even more “study trails”

2090t Congress, 1% Session, Hearing ... on H.R. 4865, and Related Bills to Establish a Nationwide
System of Trails, March 6-7, 1967, Serial No. 90-4 (Washington, GPO, 1967), p. 50; 90t Congress, 1
Session, Hearing ... on S. 827, a Bill to Establish a Nationwide System of Trails, and for Other Purposes,
March 15-16, 1967 (Washington, GPO), 1967, p. 16. An article written much later — Jennifer Seher,
“Natural Passages,” National Parks 65 (September-October 1991), p. 42 — states that “the act was
passed largely through the efforts of supporters of the Appalachian Trail.”

31 Forbes, August 1, 1967, 17-18. David Gaines, in a November 1, 2018 email to the author, notes
that Heaton Underhill, who was then the head of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation in the Interior
Department, “was key to the drafting of the National Trails System Act.”

52 Congressional Record 114 (1968), Index volume, p. 1059.

%3 The Senate bill called the authorization of the Appalachian, Pacific Crest, and Potomac Heritage
trails, plus the northern portion of the Continental Divide Trail as national scenic trails. The more
conservative House of Representatives, however, authorized only the Appalachian Trail. See
“Statement of the Managers on the Part of the House,” 90" Congress, 22 Session, House Report
1891, pp. 10-12.

> Key legislative history for the National Trails System Act is available at the following URL.: http://
www.fs.fed.us/cdt/pdf documents/natl trails system house report no 1631.pdf
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Chapter 2.

Establishing the National Historic Trails
Category, 1968-1978
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NTSA Implementation: Challenges with the Historic Trails

As noted in Chapter 1, the philosophical and legislative underpinnings of the
National Trails System Act (NTSA) were based on outdoor recreation and the need
for an increasingly urban America to have the opportunity to go hiking, bicycling,
and horseback riding, both on long-distance scenic trails and in metropolitan areas.
Regarding long-distance trails, the NTSA established as the first national scenic trail
(NST) the Appalachian Trail, which ran from northern Georgia to central Maine
through twelve intervening eastern states; and the Pacific Crest Trail, which was
designed to go from Mexico to the Canadian border through California, Oregon,
and Washington. The NTSA assigned administrative duties for these trails to the
National Park Service (NPS) and the U.S. Forest Service, respectively.!

In the months following the bill’s passage, an interagency task force consisting of
representatives from the interior and agriculture departments met to put together
an interagency Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Development and
Operation of the National Trails System. This MOA, which was finalized in 1969,
provided for the coordination and management of the National Trails System.

It also established the Federal Interagency Council on Trails, also known as the
National Trails System Council. The council was led by the Federal Bureau of
Outdoor Recreation (BOR) chief, and its core members were the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), NPS, and the USFS, although provisions were made to allow
other agencies, representing cultural and heritage interests, to join the council

as well. Leadership of the Interagency Council, as it turned out, would pass to

the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (HCRS) when that agency
succeeded the BOR in 1977. The council would operate until 1981; it would then
lay dormant for a decade or more before being resurrected (see chapter 5).2

In the meantime, the various local and regional trails groups that had worked
with Congress during the 1960s to push the NTSA through Congress (see chapter
1) recognized, in the words of trails advocate George Cardinet, that “conflict or
inaction was delaying federal implementation” of the NTSA.? What was needed,
therefore, was a nationwide organization to foster interest in the existing NSTs, to
lobby for additional trails, and to meet on a periodic basis to discuss trail-related
themes. Interior Secretary Rogers C.B. Morton, therefore, invited trails advocates
to meet for a nationwide trails symposium, its purpose being a way to get citizen
input in carrying out provisions of the NTSA. Morton asked the Open Lands
Project, a conservation organization based in Woodstock, Illinois (northwest of

INTSA, Sec. 5(a); 82 Stat. 920, October 2, 1968.

2DOI, et al., “The National Trails System Memorandum of Understanding” (2017-2027), signed
Dec. 13, 2016, p. 6; Steve Elkinton, interview by Ron Brown, May 30, 2007, 3.

3 http://www.americantrails.org/resources/advocacy/GeorgeCardinet.html
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Chicago), to provide logistics for the symposium, which was held in Washington,
D.C. from June 2 to June 6, 1971 (see appendix 2). On the heels of that conference,
which attracted 350 participants, trails stalwarts such as Jeannette Fitzwilliams
(Potomac Appalachian Trail Club), George Cardinet (California State Horsemen’s
Association), and others founded the National Trails Council (NTC), which was
also headquartered in Woodstock.* A year after the first national trails symposium,
the NTC established a periodical publication to keep its members informed; at first
called the National Trails Council Newsletter, it was renamed Trail Tracks four years
later.

The June 1971 Washington symposium turned out to be the first in a series of
similar meetings that were held, biennially, in venues around the country. These
symposia were primarily focused on Congressionally-designated national trails —
“basically reporting on progress with the Appalachian Trail and the Pacific Crest
Trail.”® That progress, as the Washington Post noted, was halting at best, at least as it
was applied to the Appalachian Trail. Although Congress in designating the trail had
authorized $5 million a year to be spent to protect it, no money was appropriated,
and as late as 1978 (see chapter 3) the federal government had yet to purchase any
land to protect the trail. These meetings remained well attended throughout the
1970s, but by the 1980s, according to one longtime trails observer, “they got smaller
and smaller but didn’t fade away completely.””

During many of the biennial National Trails Symposia, participants advocated for
additional trails to be added to the system. As noted in Chapter 1, Section 5(c) of
the NTSA called for 14 trails to be studied, and each was subject to a special study
“for the purpose of determining the feasibility and desirability of designating other
trails as national scenic trails.”® These studies were undertaken by the Interior
Department’s BOR. Given the BOR’s budget and workload, it took several years
to investigate and evaluate these trails according to the Section 5(b) criteria.

These trails were judged according to criteria that were developed by the Federal

* http://www.americantrails.org/merger.html; Potomac Appalachian 39:7 (July 2010), 8; Steve
Elkinton interview, May 30, 2007, 18; Elkinton email, July 13, 2014. According to its website (http://
www.openlands.org/history), the Open Lands Project was established in 1963 as a program of the
Welfare Council of Metropolitan Chicago, with a “commitment to conserve the natural resources of
northeastern Illinois and the surrounding region.”

> Both the organization and the newsletter are still active, although with different names; the NTC
merged with the American Trails Network in 1988 to create a new, larger group called American
Trails, and shortly afterward, the new American Trails Magazine was published in addition to Trails
Tracks. (Trails Tracks ceased publication as a paper newsletter in 2005; two years later, however, it
was reborn as an electronic publication and is still active in that form.)

¢ Steve Elkinton interview, May 30, 2007, 18; Elkinton email, July 13, 2014.

" https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/local/1978/05/04/appalachian-trail-
90-million-plan-that-would-protect-wilderness-path/139b4644-947d-443e-acla-
3c047d52c879/?noredirect=on&utm_term=.681d661af82f.

8 NTSA, Secs. 5(b) and 5(c); 82 Stat. 921-922, October 2, 1968.
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Interagency Council on Trails; these criteria had been approved by both the Interior
Secretary and the Agriculture Secretary in October 1969.°

Of the 14 trails that the BOR studied, four were generally scenic in character, while
the other ten were historic. The four scenic trails were the Continental Divide Trail,
from New Mexico to Montana; the North Country Trail, from Vermont to North
Dakota; the Potomac Heritage Trail, located in Virginia, Maryland, Pennsylvania,
and Washington, D.C.; and the Long Trail, in Vermont. All were studied during

the 1970s. The historical trails, which were sometimes subjected to multiple BOR
studies, were completed as follows:

« FEl Camino Real (in Florida) - 1970, 1977

» Gold Rush Trails in Alaska - 1974, 1975, 1977
+ Kittanning - 1975

« Lewis and Clark - 1974

¢« Mormon - 1975,1976, 1977, 1978

« Mormon Battalion - 1971, 1972, 1974, 1976

« Natchez Trace - 1974, 1976, 1978

« OlId Cattle Trails of the Southwest - 1975

* Oregon - 1977

« Santa Fe - 1976

What quickly emerged from these studies was that the various historic trails, in
the evaluation process, consistently fell short in meeting the October 1969 criteria
because they were measured according to standards that had been specifically
adopted for NSTs. This was, to some extent, similar to the way that the various
historic trails had been evaluated in the 1966 Trails for America report. The 1975
Old Cattle Trails of the Southwest report, for example, stated that the three trails
evaluated (Shawnee, Chisholm, and Western)

do not meet the qualifying criteria for inclusion in the National Trails System
as National Scenic Trails. In essence, the corridor through which the three
trails pass do not provide for maximum outdoor recreation potential and for
the conservation and enjoyment of nationally scenic, historic, natural and

® BOR, The Santa Fe Trail, July 1976, p. 1.
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cultural qualities.!?

The BOR’s 1976 Mormon Trail report stated that

In comparing the Mormon Trail with the criteria established for a national
scenic trail, it became clear that ... a large portion of the trail has been
destroyed by acts of man and nature. ... a continuous hiking trail along the
original Mormon route would be neither desirable nor practical. [Therefore]
the route does not qualify as a national scenic trail.!!

The Santa Fe Trail, a National Scenic Trail Study (1976) evaluated criteria for both
the Santa Fe and Mormon Battalion trails. The study stated that

Although the trails are historically significant, the scenic and recreational
qualities are neither sufficient nor varied enough to attract a nationwide
audience. Furthermore, the natural qualities of the trails have been
significantly altered during the past century. ... The Santa Fe and Mormon
Battalion routes fail to meet established criteria and, therefore, are not
recommended for inclusion in the system as national scenic trails.!?

Finally, the Bureau’s Oregon Trail study (1977) concluded that while

Strong public support exists for its commemoration and preservation. ... It
does not, however, qualify as a national scenic trail since approximately 80
percent of the route has been altered or destroyed by highways, utility rights-
of-way, agriculture, and other activities. It also does not follow a continuous
and scenic corridor suitable for hiking and horseback riding which are
qualifying criteria for National Scenic Trails."

Officials with the BOR, who were tasked with writing the various congressionally-
mandated studies, were aware as early as November 1970 of the difficulties of
applying scenic-trail criteria to historical trails. (At that time, the first Mormon

10 BOR, Old Cattle Trails of the Southwest (1975), p. 4.

"W BOR, The Mormon Trail; a Potential Addition to the National Trails System, Sept. 1976, 1, in NPS-
SLC files.

2BOR, The Santa Fe Trail, a National Scenic Trail Study, July 1976, in 95" Congress, 1 Session,
House Document 95-180, July 19,1977 (Washington, GPO), 1977.

B BOR, The Oregon Trail, a Potential Addition to the National Trails System (April 1977), 5.
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Battalion Trail study was already underway, and the initial Mormon Trail study had
just begun.) One BOR memo, written after a July 1971 staff meeting, stated that “It
was the consensus of the regional representatives that there are many problems
associated with this type [of] trail; therefore, it was strongly recommended that

no new historical trail studies be initiated and that efforts presently underway

be suspended at the end of the fiscal year.”!* By early 1973, BOR officials openly
wondered, given the problems endemic to the historic trails, “whether it is possible
to include historic trail routes in the national system of trails.” A solicitor’s opinion,
however, clarified that “we do not interpret the Act [NTSA] as requiring that a
designated or proposed trail route include all of the trail between its points of
origin and destination,” and that, furthermore, “it is clear that you [the BOR]

have considerable flexibility in conducting your study and developing a proposal.
It is left to Congress to make the actual designation of a trail.”!* Later that year, a
Forest Service official echoed a similar sentiment, stating: “The existing data on the
Oregon, Mormon, El Camino Real, and the Lewis and Clark indicate that historic
trails do not readily conform to the concept of NSTs; however, there is great interest
in all of the historic aspects in these trails.”!¢

During 1974, interagency working groups began to suggest alternatives to the
existing, unsatisfactory state of affairs. That March, one group proposed two

new categories: 1) national historic trails (NHTS), which were non-motorized
recreational routes that linked cultural sites, and 2) NHT5, that represented “trails
associated with events which made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of U.S. history.” Three months later, however, the Interagency Task Force on Trails
recommended two differently-defined routes: 1) historic routes, which would be
traversed by motorized vehicles, and 2) historic trails, where traffic would be limited
to pedestrians, horses, and bicycles.!” In January 1975, BOR released (in preliminary
form) a study suggesting that the Mormon Trail be a “Proposed National Historic
Travelway.” (Given the strong emphasis placed thus far that national trails would be
hiking routes, the term “travelway” was intended to suggest otherwise.) The study
further stated that “appropriate memorialization may require that the NTSA be
amended or supplemented to provide an additional category for National Historic

14 Assistant Chief, Division of Resource Area Studies, BOR, to Assistant Director for State Grants
and Resource Studies, BOR, Nov. 24, 1970, in John Conoboy, “National Trails System History,” July
26,2011 email; correspondence obtained from Trail Coordinator’s office, NPS-WASO and placed
in NTIR working files. (Known, in later footnotes, as “Conoboy correspondence, NTIR.”) Also A.
Heaton Underhill (Chairman, Interagency Task Force on Trails) to Director NPS, April 19, 1971, in
NPS-SLC files.

15 Assistant Director for Federal Programs, BOR, to Associate Solicitor, Parks and Recreation, BOR,
Jan. 9, 1973; Associate Solicitor to Assistant Director, Feb. 23, 1973, in Conoboy correspondence,
NTIR.

16 Russell P. McRorey, USFS, in National Trails Council, Proceedings: the Second National Symposium
on Trails, June 14-17, 1973, p. 60.

7 Northeast Regional Federal Agencies Meeting Working Group on National Trails Criteria, March
6-7,1974; Chair, Interagency Task Force on Trails to Members, June 25, 1974; both in Conoboy
correspondence, NTIR.
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Trails and Travelways.”'® By mid-1975, the BOR (agencywide) had modified the
1974 Interagency Task Force recommendation to include what had been proposed
in the Mormon Trail study; it was now advocating the establishment of 1) NHTs,
which were limited to non-motorized traffic, and 2) national travelways, which were
public highways and roads that closely followed a historic route."

Congress Establishes a New Trails Category

As early as June 1974, Congress had begun showing an interest in adding a new
category to accommodate the various historic trails, and in March 1976, the House
Subcommittee on National Parks and Recreation had held its first oversight hearing
on the N'TSA since 1968. Lawmakers were concerned because no new trails had
been added since the NTSA’s passage, and a more specific issue expressed at that
hearing was how to legislatively recognize nationally significant historical trails.

By this time, the BOR had completed its studies on several historical trails (see
above), with none of these being recommended for designation. Because most

of the remaining trail studies were undergoing final review, BOR’s director, John
W. Crutcher — who was doubtless aware that similar recommendations would
accompany other historical trail studies — told Congress that his agency was
“considering a new category for inclusion within the national system—historic
trails and travelways.”?® Crutcher, in a written response to a question posed by the
subcommittee chair, Roy Taylor, elaborated on this concept:

A number of the study trails, those of a historic nature, do not fit the
National Scenic Trail mold, however, they are thought to be worthy of
some kind of Federal designation. Therefore, the [Interior] Department is
considering proposing that a new category of trails, National Historic Trails
and Travelways, be made a part of the National Trails System. This proposal
would be forwarded to the Congress as part of the legislative package
accompanying the first candidate trail for such designation.?!

Less than a month after the oversight hearings, Alaska senators Mike Gravel and

18 BOR, Mid-Continent Region, The Mormon Trail, a Proposed National Historic Travelway, January
1975, p. 1.

Y Director, BOR to Westly K. Sasaki, Office of Management and Budget, July 28, 1975, in Conoboy
correspondence, NTIR.

20 94t Congress, 2™ Session, “Oversight Hearings ... on the National Trails System Act of 1968 and
Various Proposals to Study Proposed Additions to the National Scenic Trails System,” Serial No. 94-
50, March 11-12, 1976 (Washington, GPO, 1977), 3, 5.

2 “Qversight Hearings,” March 11-12, 1976, 167, 267. Several months later, in response to
Congressional questioning, the BOR further elaborated upon its response by defining a “historic
trail” and a “historic travelway” in verbiage similar to what it had stated in mid-1975 (see above).
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Ted Stevens submitted a bill (S. 3287) to establish the Iditarod Trail (between
Seward and Nome, Alaska) as the first designated national historic trail. The two
senators had apparently been closely consulting with the BOR during this period,
because in remarks noted in the Congressional Record, Gravel remarked,

I should like to argue today that it is altogether appropriate to amend the
National Trails System Act to include a National Historic Trails category,
covering such resources as the Iditarod. We would be irresponsible to our
heritage, and present and future generations if we do not commemorate and
preserve the great migration and transportation routes, with their remaining
historic structures and artifacts, that are such an integral part of our Nation’s
story.??

Gravel’s testimony then went on to explain the legislative verbiage, in the form of
an NTSA amendment, that would be needed to establish the new category. The
proposed legislative language to effect those changes was also included.?® The
senators’ bill, however, did not become law during the 94 Congress, so Gravel
submitted a new bill (S. 929) in early 1977 with similar if not identical language.*

In April 1977, the BOR completed its study that evaluated the eligibility of the
Oregon Trail as a NST. That study, unlike any of the other trail studies, was based
on a large body of historical research and the bureau’s two thorough, recently
written Oregon Trail guides. The first, by avocational historian Gregory Franzwa,
was called The Oregon Trail Revisited and was published in 1972 (see chapter 3).%
In addition, the NPS in 1972 had contracted with retired agency historian Aubrey
L. Haines to complete a trailwide historical study. Haines’ report, entitled Historic
Resource Study; Historic Sites Along the Oregon Trail, was published by the NPS in
June 1973.% The BOR, with deliberate purpose, recommended a relatively bare-
bones route from Missouri to Oregon; it consisted of a single route except for route

22 Congressional Record 122 (April 9, 1976), 10342.

2 Congressional Record 122 (April 9, 1976), 10342-43.

24 Congressional Record 123 (March 7, 1977), 6513-14.

% Franzwa’s book has remained popular ever since its initial publication. A second edition was
published in July 1978; a third edition in 1983; a fourth edition in 1988; and a fifth edition in 1997.
26 As noted by NPS Director Russell E. Dickenson in the foreword to Aubrey L. Haines, Historic
Sites Along the Oregon Trail (Gerald, Mo., Patrice Press, 1981, vii), Haines wrote an extensive study
in 1972-1973, but “due to publications restraints, the Park Service greatly abbreviated his work,
eliminating many of the sites and most of the photos. The remainder was printed from typewritten
text copy, and the press run [in 1973] was exactly 100 copies.” In early 1981, however, Patrice Press
began working with both Haines and the NPS on this effort, and what emerged was the publication
of the full version of Haines’s study.
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splits in southwestern Idaho and in west-central Oregon.?” As noted above, the BOR
study’s recommendations reiterated that the trail did not qualify as a national trail
under scenic trail standards. The study did, however, recognize that the trail was of
such great historic importance that the trail should be considered as a NHT. Similar
recommendations had also been made in the BOR’s reports for the Lewis and Clark
Trail, the Iditarod Trail, and the study written by the HCRS for the Mormon (later
Mormon Pioneer) Trail.?8

In early May 1977, Rep. James P. Johnson (R-Colorado.) introduced a bill (HR
6900) “to amend the National Trails System Act of 1968 ... to designate the Oregon
National Historic Trail and Travelway as a unit of the National Trails System.” And,
as the Iditarod bills had also proposed, it further called for the establishment of
the new NH'Ts category, of which the Oregon Trail would be the initial entry. In
mid-June, Johnson introduced two other bills that had much the same effect as the
bill he had submitted in May. Neither these three bills nor Gravel’s Iditarod bill,
however, made much Congressional headway that year.?’

On May 23, 1977, trails received a new impetus when President Jimmy Carter
presented his first environmental message to Congress. In that message, he was
critical of the lack of new trails that had been enacted since 1968. He therefore
recommended that

to restore and broaden the National Trails System, I am submitting legislation
to designate three new Scenic Trails [the Continental Divide Scenic Trail, the
North Country Scenic Trail, and the Potomac Heritage Scenic Trail]. In the
near future I will also submit legislation to amend the National Trails System
Act by adding a new category—Historic Trails—and I will give early attention

2"The BOR’s study, The Oregon Trail, a Potential Addition to the National Trails System
(Washington[?], USDI, April 1977), p. 22, notes that “There was actually more than one route

in places ... Cutoff and alternate routes were established to speed travel. ... To simplify future

route marking and public information, a decision was made early in the [writing of this] study to
concentrate on one primary route. The period 1841 to 1848, inclusive, was chosen for determining
the primary route. This period of the westward migration was historically very significant to
Oregon’s development. After this period, from 1849 to 1852, most Oregon Trail travel was by people
who turned off on the California Trail for the gold fields. By 1853, the Oregon bound traffic had
gained in importance again, but by then the traffic pattern was much more complex.”

2 Robert L. Eastman (Assoc. Dir. for State Programs and Studies, BOR) to Director, BOR, June 24,
1977, in “Administrative History of NHT System and Office” folder, in NPS-SLC files. Also see, for
example, the BOR study Federal Environmental Statement 77-32, Proposed Designation of the Oregon
Trail Route as a National Historic Trail, 1977, pp. i, 1, in NPS-SLC files, and BOR, Iditarod Trail
(Seward-Nome Route) and other Alaskan Gold Rush Trails (September 1977), 9 (http://www.nps.gov/
history/history/online books/alaska/iditarod trail.pdf); and HCRS, Mormon Trail, A Study Report
(June 1978), 1.

2 Congressional Record 123 (May 4, 1977), 13470, for H.R. 6900; Congressional Record 123 (June 14,
1977), 18868, for H.R. 7773 and H.R. 7774.
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to submitting trails in this new category.*

Just three days later, Interior Secretary Cecil Andrus responded to Carter’s
statement by sending a letter to Senate President (and U.S. vice-president) Walter
Mondale, explaining the rationale for the new historic trails category. He submitted
a draft bill that would implement the provisions of that new category.*! Andrus’s
draft bill closely followed the language that had been propounded in Gravel’s bill,
but it was a significant departure from Johnson’s bill in that it proposed a NHT
category but not a “historic travelway” category.

On October 6, 1977, the House Subcommittee on National Parks and Insular Affairs
(which was part of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs) held a hearing on
Rep. Johnson’s bill. As noted in the bill’s legislative history, the hearing resulted in
the subcommittee “report[ing] an amended bill to the full committee on that same
date. The amended bill constituted a redrafted text.” The new text dropped entirely
any reference to the “historic travelway.” Instead, “a major feature of the new text
was the inclusion of more detailed language to institute the establishment of a new
category of trail within the national trails system — NH'Ts — of which the Oregon
National Historic Trail will be the first to be so designated.”>*

The next action on trails-related bills took place in early 1978. During the week of
March 6-10, senators submitted four bills on the subject: a general NH'Ts bill that
largely mirrored Andrus’s draft measure from the previous May, and individual bills
to establish the Oregon Trail, the Lewis and Clark Trail, and the Mormon Pioneer
Trail as NHTs.*® The first three bills were introduced by Sen. James Abourezk
(D-South Dakota), who chaired the Parks and Recreation Subcommittee of the
Energy and Natural Resources Committee, while the fourth was introduced by
senators Orrin Hatch and Jake Garn (both R-Utah).*

On March 30, House Interior Committee chair Morris Udall issued a report on
Rep. Johnson’s bill, introduced the previous May, regarding the Oregon NHT

30 http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=7561.

31 Cecil Andrus to Walter Mondale, May 26, 1977, in “Historic Trails Legislation,” in Senate Hearing
on S. 929, etc. (Publication 95-126), May 1, 1978 (Washington, GPO, 1978), 12-18.

3295t Congress, 2™ Session, House Report 95-1022, March 30, 1978, p. 12.

3 At a Congressional hearing on the subject, Sen. Frank Church noted that all four of the historic
trails subject to bills in the 95™ Congress — the three trails just mentioned, plus the Iditarod Trail -
“did not qualify for addition to the national system under the criteria of the 1968 act,” but “each
of these studies also concluded that the trail in question should be added to the Trails System.”
“Historic Trails Legislation,” in Senate Hearing on S. 929, etc. (Publication 95-126), May 1, 1978, p.
99.

34 “Historic Trails Legislation,” May 1, 1978, pp. 2-36.
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and Travelway. That bill, which had been severely amended as a result of its
October 1977 hearing, incorporated language to establish the NH'Is category. It
also established the Oregon Trail as the first NHT, and provided for a $5 million
appropriation “for acquisition of identified high potential segments.”* Just four
days later, the amended bill was brought before the full House of Representatives,
and it passed the House that day on a 353-4 vote. It was then referred to the Senate
Energy and Natural Resources Committee.*

On April 24, Sen. Frank Church introduced a trails bill (S. 2974) that differed from
the House-passed bill, primarily in that it proposed the designation of four new
NHT (Iditarod, Oregon, Lewis and Clark, and Mormon Pioneer) rather than just
one (Oregon). A week later, on May 1, Sen. Abourezk held a hearing on a total

of seven trails-related bills: the four individual trail bills noted above, the House-
passed bill, Abourezk’s initial NHT bill (which had no specific trail designations
attached), and the bill that had been recently introduced by Sen. Church. As a result
of that hearing, Sen. Church — who represented the Senate Energy and Natural
Resources Committee in lieu of Chair Henry M. Jackson —issued the Senate Report
for the bill on July 21. That report suggested language that was similar to Church’s
April 24 bill in that it recommended the addition of four new NH'T5 — called the
“National Historic Oregon Trail, the National Historic Mormon Pioneer Tralil, . ..
National Historic Lewis and Clark Trail, and the National Historic Iditarod Trail” —
in addition to language that would implement the NH'Ts category. The committee
dropped the $5 million funding for the Oregon Trail that had previously been
attached to the House-passed bill, but it also recognized, via cost estimates, that the
historic trails associated with this bill would incur $7.2 million in costs from fiscal
years 1980 to 1984, inclusively, related to comprehensive plans, advisory councils,
and “preliminary development.” Later, in the “Cost and Budgetary Considerations”
section, the report stated that “the only cost which might be associated with the
passage of this legislation would be the marking of the designated NHI5.”%” Three
days later, the amended bill was brought before the full Senate, which passed it with
a voice vote.*

All that remained was to reconcile differences between the House version of
H.R. 6900 and its Senate counterpart. On October 11, just four days before the
95% Congress adjourned, the full House concurred with the Senate version of

3595t Congress, 2™ Session, House Report 95-1022, March 30, 1978, pp. 6, 12; “Historic Trails
Legislation,” May 1, 1978, 94. At the May 1 hearing, Interior Department official David Hales was
unable to justify the $5 million notation. He stated, “The figure in the [BOR’s April 1977 Oregon
Trail] study report as I recall was about 3.7 million. And it’s our impression that that figure is simply
been indexed [sic] for inflation and raised to that amount.”

3¢ Congressional Record 124 (April 3, 1978), pp. 8467-8472, 8482-8483, 8499, and 8776.

3795t Congress, 2™ Session, Senate Report 95-1034 (Calendar No. 956), July 21, 1978, pp. 7, 13, 14;
Congressional Record 124 (July 24, 1978), p. 22420.

38 Congressional Record 124 (July 24, 1978), pp. 22181, 22417-22422, and 22427.
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the bill, making only small, technical changes. (As part of this concurrence, the
various trail names were modified so that the “National Historic Oregon Trail,” for
example, became the “Oregon National Historic Trail.”)** Rather than send the bill
to President Carter, however, House leader Phillip Burton (D-California) opted

to include the NH'Ts provisions in a larger bill, S. 791, called the National Parks
and Recreation Act of 1978, of which the various trail provisions were included

in Section 551. (This larger bill, notably, also included the establishment of the
Continental Divide Scenic Trail, plus a study provision for the Overmountain
Victory NHT.)* The following day, the full Senate agreed to the House-passed
amendments and sent S. 791 to the president. A month later, on November 10,
1978, President Carter signed the act — known as the National Parks and Recreation
Act of 1978 —into law as Public Law 95-625.4

3 Congressional Record 124 (October 11, 1978), pp. 35673-35699 and 35736; for name change, see
pp- 35673 and 35687.

% Congressional Record 124 (October 12, 1978), pp. 36193-36214.

4 Congressional Record 124 (November 10, 1978), pp. 38087, 38894-96; 92 Stat. 3511-3517.
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Chapter 3.

Early Historic Trails Oversight, 1978-1987
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Initial National Park Service (NPS) Administration of National
Historic Trails (NHT5s)

Until Congress passed the National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978 (Public Law
95-625), the NPS administered just one trail: the Appalachian NST. Both before
and after the passage of the National Trails System Act (NTSA) in 1968, the trail had
been overseen by the Appalachian Trail Conference (which had been founded in
1925) along with a number of satellite organizations, such as the Green Mountain
Club, Georgia Appalachian Trail Club, Potomac Appalachian Trail Club, and so
forth. The 1968 act had provided up to $5 million “for the acquisition of lands or
interests in lands” along the designated trail corridor.! Given the need to dispense
those funds (see chapter 2), the NPS established a staff presence with Appalachian
Trail-related duties. By fiscal year (FY) 1976, David Richie was working on trails
issues, along with a less-than-full-time employee.? According to NPS Director Gary
Everhardt, who testified about trails in March 1976, the two employees had “the
role for coordinating with the Advisory Council, working with the some 40-odd
clubs with respect to the Appalachian Trail.”*

Starting in late 1977 or early 1978, the NPS established an Appalachian Trail Project
Office (ATPO) in order to assist with trail administration. The office was located

in Harpers Ferry, West Virginia, in the central part of the trail corridor near its
Shenandoah River crossing. Inasmuch as the Appalachian Trail Conference’s office
had moved to Harpers Ferry from Washington, D.C., five years earlier, the NPS’s
move there allowed closer work with the ATC, its primary trail partner.* In FY 1978,
the ATPO received its initial budget, a relatively small $48,000 allotment. During

the next two years, the Project Office received more than $170,000 annually, and
starting in FY 1981, the office’s annual budget exceeded $600,000 (see appendix 3).°
When Congress passed the National Parks and Recreation Act in November 1978,
that act included a $90 million appropriation for Appalachian Trail land acquisition.
At that time, the NPS had been administering the Appalachian Trail for more than
10 years, it had had employees assigned to the trail for more than two years, and it
had supported the trail with a separate budget line item for more than a year.

U http://www.appalachiantrail.org/about-the-trail/history; P.L. 90-543, Sec. 10 (82 Stat. 926).

2 Richie’s primary job, between January 1974 and March 1976, was Deputy Director of the
NPS’s Northeast Regional Office in Boston. As it pertained to the trail job, Richie, along with
Charles R. Rinaldi, John F. Byrne, and others between the late 1970s and early 1990s (perhaps
later) were officially called project managers, but for all intents and purposes they served as trail
superintendents. http://www.cr.nps.gov/history/online books/tolson/histlist10.htm#c

3 “Oversight on the National Trails System Act of 1968,” March 11-12, 1976, 40, 56; http://www.
nynjtc.org/news/five-inducted-appalachian-trail-hall-fame.

* http://www.appalachiantrail.org/about-the-trail/history; http://www.nps.gov/appa/parknews/
upload/TomsTrailTalk % 20ATPO %20April2006.pdf.

> NPS, Budget Justifications volume (“green book”), editions of 1980 to 1992.
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By the time the 1978 act had passed, the Interior Department’s Federal Bureau of
Outdoor Recreation (BOR) had been reorganized into the Heritage Conservation
and Recreation Service (HCRS), having traded some functions and responsibilities
with the NPS.® Although HCRS completed at least one of the planning studies

that the BOR had begun, one of the functions traded to the NPS in an April 1978
Secretarial Order from Interior Secretary Andrus was “the responsibility for the
study of potential National trail routes” under the provisions of the NTSA.” As a
result, the verbiage in Public Law 95-625 stated that the maps for all four of the new
trails (Iditarod, Lewis and Clark, Mormon Pioneer, and Oregon) would be “on file
... in the office of the Director, National Park Service, Washington, D.C.” Each of
these trails would be administered by the Secretary of the Interior.?

By November 1978, when P.L. 95-625 was passed, the NPS had a fairly extensive
history studying most of the trails that had just been designated as NH'Ts (see
chapters 1 and 2). All except the Iditarod, for example, had been identified and
studied as part of the “Westward Migrations” volume in the National Survey

of Historic Sites and Buildings (NSHSB) series. For the Lewis and Clark trail,
for example, the NPS had shown some interest as far back as 1948, when it had
proposed a “Lewis and Clark Tourway.” For the Oregon Trail, the authors of

the 1977 BOR study had relied on the NPS for historical information and had
contracted with retired historian Aubrey Haines for a site inventory.” And for the
Mormon Trail, the NPS was a co-author of the HCRS’s final (1978) study.'° Only
with Alaska’s Iditarod Trail did the NPS have little or no institutional knowledge or
history.

Given that track record, it was no surprise that the Interior Secretary’s office
delegated the administrative responsibility for three of these four NH'Is to the
National Park Service. On April 4, 1979, Assistant Interior Secretary Bob Herbst
issued a “delegation of authority” stating that the NPS Director has been asked

“to carry out the purposes of Public Law ... 90-543 relating to the selection and
location of boundaries, property acquisition, development, and administration

for assigned components of the National Trails System. ... This authority will be
exercised in accordance with the provisions of 710 DM [Departmental Manual] 1.”
This decision brought the Lewis and Clark, Oregon, and Mormon Pioneer NHT5
under NPS administration. It did not, however, apply to the Iditarod NHT, which

¢ Interior Secretary Cecil Andrus established HCRS via USDI Order 3017 on January 25, 1978. See
Federal Register 43 (February 23, 1978), 7482-7483.

T “Historic Trails Legislation,” May 1, 1978, 88; HCRS and NPS, The Mormon Trail, a Study Report,
June 1978, p. 1.

8 NTSA, Sec. 5(a), clauses 3, 4, 6, and 7.

* BOR, The Oregon Trail, a Potential Addition to the National Trails System, April 1977, p. 127.

10The NPS’s “Mormon Pioneer NHT Summary Report,” May 1985, p. 6 [in NPS-SLC files] states
that the Interior Secretary waited until February 1982 before it formally delegated the NPS as the
agency to coordinate the planning and administration of the Mormon Pioneer NHT. When this
formal delegation took place for the other trails is not known.

34 NATIONAL TRAILS OFFICE - REGIONS 6, 7, AND 8

INITIAL NATIONAL PARKS SERVICE (NPS) ADMINISTRATION OF NATIONAL HISTORIC TRAILS (NHTs)

would be administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) , and because
no existing NPS units crossed the trail, logic suggests that Secretary Andrus, on that
basis, asked the BLM to administer the Iditarod NHT."

The NPS, therefore, was now administering three new NHTs. Which agency offices,
however, would be administering them? This question needed to be resolved

fairly quickly, inasmuch as the NTSA, Section 5(d) required that each trail have an
advisory committee established within one year of its authorization; in addition,
NTSA, Section 5(f) required that “a comprehensive plan for the management and
use”!? of each trail shall be submitted to Congress “within two complete fiscal years
of the date of enactment” of the specific legislation being enacted. NPS officials at
the Washington level quickly recognized that each of the three new trails covered
more than one region:

« Lewis and Clark NHT - in Midwest, Rocky Mountain, and Pacific
Northwest regions

«  Mormon Pioneer NHT - in Midwest and Rocky Mountain regions

« Oregon NHT - in Midwest, Rocky Mountain, and Pacific Northwest regions

In order to assign responsibility for these three trails, one trail administrator recalls
that the directors for the three regions met in Denver sometime in 1979 or 1980.

At that time, the three men decided to divide the three trails between them. The
Midwest Region, headed by Jimmie L. Dunning in Omaha, chose to administer the
Lewis and Clark NHT; the Rocky Mountain Regional Office in Denver, headed

by Glen T. Bean, opted for the Mormon Pioneer NHT; and the Pacific Northwest
Regional Office in Seattle, headed by Russell E. Dickenson, assumed administration
for the Oregon NHT."

Planning for the Mormon Pioneer and Oregon Trails, 1978-1981

! Federal Register 44 (April 19, 1979), 23384; Tom Gilbert, email to the author, November 2, 2018.
On December 27, 1978, the Department had changed its manual to reflect the new set of trail
administrators; this change paved the way for the April 4, 1979 delegation of authority.

12 Most national trails — based on congressional language — have a comprehensive management plan
(CMP). Land management agencies, however, do not manage trails; instead, they administer them,
because these trails cross lands owned by federal agencies, state and local agencies, American Indian
tribes, and private individuals.

13 The story of this meeting is attributable to Tom Gilbert, who worked for the NPS on the Lewis
and Clark NHT beginning in 1981. Gilbert, interview with the author, February 11, 2014; Gilbert,
interview with Ron Brown, May 25, 2007, 5.
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Regarding the Mormon Pioneer NHT, NPS staff in Denver began by working on
advisory council matters and by June 1979, they had drawn up a draft charter for
that advisory council. (The final charter was not completed until the spring of
1981.) Meanwhile, staff began to solicit members for the advisory council, and
before long they had assembled a 22-member council with representatives from
nine states: at least one member from each of the five trail states, plus Kansas,
Maryland, Nevada, and Virginia.!* The council was headed by C. Booth Wallentine
of Salt Lake City, a longtime Utah Farm Bureau official who had also served in a
variety of positions with The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.?

Meanwhile, NPS staff — Mike Beaudry and Bob Kasparek, from the Rocky
Mountain Regional Office (see appendix 4) — began work on the trail’s
comprehensive management and use plan.'® The final version of this plan, 149 pages
long, was completed in September 1981, immediately before the congressionally-
imposed deadline of October 1. The plan called for various wayside exhibits,
markers or information centers along the trail, plus the acquisition of three parcels
— totaling 560 acres — that were needed for “full trail utilization.” These parcels,
however, would be acquired by “donation, exchange, or fee purchase with donated
funds,” and all other costs associated with trail administration would be “through
existing federal, state, and local agencies’ funding programs with possible cost
sharing and planning assistance from the National Park Service or other federal
agencies.”!” Paying for trail-related costs proved elusive; in mid-1981, Rocky
Mountain Regional Director Lorraine Mintzmyer had stated, in a memo to NPS
Director Russell Dickenson, that the expenses related to the Mormon Pioneer
NHT advisory council “should not be regional fund item” [sic], but Dickenson’s
Deputy Director, Ira J. Hutchison, replied —in a memo to all regional directors — that
“it will be the responsibility of the Regional Director charged with administration of
the trail to provide for and coordinate its budget.”®

Meanwhile, in the NPS’s Seattle office, planning tasks associated with the Oregon
NHT largely paralleled those of the Mormon Pioneer NHT in Denver. Interior
Secretary Andrus signed the advisory council charter in June 1979, and in October
1980, Andrus signed appointment letters for 17 advisory council members, one of

4NPS, “MOPI Advisory Council List,” March 1984, in “Mormon Pioneer” 3-ring binder, NPS-SLC
Library.

5 C. Booth Wallentine obituary, Deseret News, Oct. 28, 2012; www.deseretnews.com.

16'This report does not indicate any specific authors; however, various documents associate Mr.
Beaudry with this trail during the early 1980s. Beaudry apparently also worked on wild and scenic
river issues during the same period that he was involved with the Mormon Pioneer Trail. Kasparek’s
role as the plan’s co-preparer is noted in a Roger Blair article, “The Founding of OCTA,” News from
the Plains, Summer 2007, 9.

1" NPS, Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail, Comprehensive Plan and Finding of No Significant
Impact, (Denver, NPS, September 1981), “Summary” pages.

18 RD, RMRO to Director NPS, July 13, 1981; Director NPS to Regional Directors, July 31, 1981, in
John Conoboy correspondence folder, NTIR.
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which was the retired NPS historian (and well-known Oregon Trail author) Merrill
Mattes." Daniel Tobin, who in 1980 succeeded Russell Dickenson as Regional
Director (after Dickenson became the NPS director), led the Oregon NHT advisory
council.

Chosen to prepare the Oregon NHT’s comprehensive plan were Stan Young and
John Latschar (see appendix 4). Stan Young, a wildlife management specialist based
in Seattle, was the regional office’s Chief of River, Trail, and Water Project Studies,
while Latschar was a Ph.D. historian who served on the Denver Service Center’s
(DSC) Alaska/Pacific Northwest/Western Team. During the course of writing this
plan, Young and Latschar consulted with Merrill Mattes; they also met Gregory
Franzwa (see below), an avocational historian who had self-published The Oregon
Trail Revisited in 1972. Numerous public hearings — at least one per state — were
held as part of the comprehensive planning process.?’ The three-volume plan,*!
officially dated August 1981, was actually completed in mid-September, just before
the agency-imposed October 1 deadline.?

The ambitious plan, strong on protection of historic sites and trail segments,
called for 16 overall administrative objectives, and another 16 “management
responsibilities” that would be undertaken solely by the NPS.? The plan (unlike
the Mormon Pioneer NHT plan) did not call for the acquisition of non-federal
land; it did, however, recommend that of the 125 identified “historic sites (or

site complexes),” the BLM would be primarily responsible for 28 of the 42 sites
under federal jurisdiction, and that that agency would also be responsible for 4

of 7 identified “cross-country segments” as well. The NPS, by contrast, would be
primarily responsible for just 5 historic sites and no cross-country segments. (The
NPS administered four Oregon Trail park units: Scotts Bluff NM, Nebraska; Fort
Laramie NHS, Wyoming; Whitman Mission NHS, Washington; and Fort Vancouver
NHS, Washington. In addition, the agency agreed to work with the owners of the
privately-owned Robidoux Pass site, near Scottsbluff, Nebraska.) The proposed

YNPS, Oregon Trail NHT, Comprehensive Management and Use Plan (August 1981), p. 9. According
to the URL https://nebraskaauthors.org/authors/merrill-j-mattes, Mattes worked for the NPS from
1935 to 1975.

20 John Latschar, email to the author, June 19, 2014.

2 'The first of three volumes was the plan itself; Volume II was a compilation of primary route

maps, and Volume III was entitled Selected Historic Sites and Cross-County Segments—Status and
Recommendations.

22 Daniel J. Tobin (RD, PNRO) to Director NPS, Sept. 19, 1981, in NPS-SLC files. In September 1981,
letters announcing the completion of the Oregon NHT plan — along with the attached plan — were
apparently sent to the head of the appropriate committee heads in both the House and Senate. On
February 10, 1982, however, NPS officials were informed that these letters had been lost, so in mid-
March, they were sent once again. Donald Hodel (Acting Interior Secretary) to Sen. James McClure
(R-ID), March 15, 1982, in “Oregon Trail NHT - Project Correspondence” file, NPS-SLC files.

2B NPS, Oregon Trail, Comprehensive Management and Use Plan (Denver, the author, August 1981),
78-85.
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budget associated with implementing the plan was a reflection of the BLM’s central
role among federal agencies; of the estimated $625,200 needed to provide “the
additional facilities recommended ... for each of the [identified] sites and segments
on federal lands,” the BLM (at 21 sites and segments) would be shouldering more
than $500,000 of that total, while the NPS, by contrast, promised to fund just
$10,000 in improvements at its four sites along the trail. Given the NPS’s role as the
trail administrator, the agency was also given the responsibility for marking the trail;
the costs of the marking program were estimated to be $250,000, much of which
would be the NPS’s responsibility. In addition, the agency was asked “to arrange for
the establishment and operation (but not funding) of interpretive centers located in
Independence, Missouri and Oregon City, Oregon and intermediate points.”**

The plans for both trails — following the specific verbiage in NTSA’s Section 3(a) —
noted a provision for a logo and a marking program. But the two plans approached
these two concepts in separate ways. Regarding a logo, the Mormon Pioneer trail
plan — probably after consulting with the trail’s advisory council, which had met
early in 1981 - provided for a buffalo-skull logo. (Two years later, the Mormon
Pioneer logo was slightly modified — probably due to actions taken at an April

1983 advisory council meeting — before being finalized that summer.) The Oregon
Trail’s plan, however, was less exact, suggesting instead one of three possible

logo designs.” One of these suggested logos was significantly redesigned (again,
probably due to advisory council action) before a final design emerged in 1985.%
As for trail marking, the Mormon Pioneer trail plan provided for a “designated
[marked] highway route ... which closely parallels” the trail and “utilized primary
and secondary paved highways the length of the Trail.” The Oregon Trail plan,
however, made no such designation; instead, its plan called for markers to be placed
along the trail route itself, “within sight of each other or approximately at quarter-
mile intervals.”*

While these so-called management plans? were being prepared, both the agency’s
trails staff and their superiors openly asked about the NPS’s role in future trail
administration. Language in the N'TSA specified that for each trail, the agency
needed to undertake three tasks: 1) complete a comprehensive management and
use plan, 2) establish a trail marking program, 3) work with each trail’s advisory

2 Ibid., 85, 88, 105-107.

3 NPS, Mormon Pioneer NHT Comprehensive Plan (September 1981), 94-95; NPS, Oregon Trail NHT
Comprehensive Plan (August 1981), 70-71.

26 Federal Register 48 (March 14, 1983), 10758, and July 15, 1983, 32401; Federal Register 50
(September 11, 1985), 37063-64.

2T NPS, Mormon Pioneer NHT Comprehensive Plan, 95-102; NPS, Oregon Trail NHT Comprehensive
Plan, 72.

28 Because the NPS did not either own or manage the great majority of trail mileage, these
documents more accurately served as administrative plans, although they were called
“comprehensive management plans” (or, more formally, “comprehensive management and use
plans”) due to language in the NTSA, Section 5(e).
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committee, and 4) certify non-federal sites and segments as components of a given
NHT. Given those specified tasks, NPS staff was unsure how best to proceed.
Should the agency complete these three tasks and then adopt a passive role? Or

did the administration of each NPS-administered trail require an active, ongoing
presence in which agency staff worked with partners on a continuing round of
projects that were intended (as the NTSA stated) to protect, preserve, and interpret
the various trails and the resources adjacent to those trails?

Language in the NTSA, and congressional intent, provided no definitive answers.
The act, for example, had provided land-acquisition funds for both the Appalachian
Trail and the Pacific Crest Trail, but it did not address how those funds would be
processed and disbursed, and it gave no specific direction for the more recently-
authorized trails. Congress appeared to be similarly confused regarding funding
levels for the various NH5. An early version of H.R. 6900, which would have
authorized only the Oregon NHT, provided $5 million in land acquisition funds,
but a few months later, this allotment was excised and replaced with a $7.2 million
cost estimate — over a 5-year period — to account for the administration of all four
NHTs. Those costs were “front loaded” so that more than $2 million would be
spent during each of the first two FYs (ostensibly to underwrite the completion
of the comprehensive management and use plans), but $1 million or less for the
succeeding three years.”

Mormon Pioneer and Oregon Trail Administration, 1981-1987

The direction that the agency would take, in terms of the level of activity in trails
administration, was largely determined by the budgets that were allotted to each
trail. For administering the Mormon Pioneer NHT, the Rocky Mountain Regional
Office assigned no full time staff, so Mike Beaudry, who appears to have written the
comprehensive management plan (CMP), divided his time between trail work and
other endeavors. Beaudry had no line-item budget to support trail development
(see appendix 3), so he did what he could based on funds that became available
through the regional office. Between January 1981 and May 1984, for example,
the agency was able to host a meeting at least once each year of the trail’s advisory
council (see appendix 5): these included two meetings in Salt Lake City, along
with those in Lakewood, Colorado; Nauvoo, Illinois; and Casper, Wyoming. At
those meetings, the advisory council (following its goals as set forth in the NTSA)
did its best “to review trail activities and to advise [the Secretary] on the selection
of rights-of-way, the erection of trail markers, and on the administrative aspects
for the trail.”*® After the Casper meeting, in May 1984, officials proposed a fifth

¥ Congressional Record 124 (July 24, 1978), 22420.
30 NPS “Mormon Pioneer NHT Summary Report,” May 1985, p. 5, in NPS-SLC files.
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annual meeting, to be held in 1985, in either Omaha or nearby Council Blufts.! This
meeting never took place, however, perhaps because of the active, growing Oregon-
California Trails Association (OCTA) (see below). To NPS trails leaders, this new
association was concerned about much of the same on-the-ground trail mileage
that was covered by the Mormon Pioneer Trail, and working with OCTA leaders
gave NPS staff the opportunity to discuss trail-related issues with private-sector
advocates without the substantial expense of holding an additional advisory council
meeting.*

Along the Mormon Pioneer NHT, development projects eventually took place, if
slowly. During the early summer of 1983, Beaudry (in a press interview in Fremont,
Nebraska) noted that since plans for the trail had been first drawn up two years
earlier, federal money for markers and exhibits had dwindled, which meant that
any available project money would need to come from private sources.* Shortly
after that, however, $20,100 became available to sign the trail, and between late
1983 and early 1985 sign plans were laid out, and hundreds of trail markers were
installed along roadsides in public lands areas of Iowa, Nebraska, and Wyoming.**
In addition, the NPS funded the reprinting of the trail’s brochure. Beaudry was
eventually replaced as trail administrator by J. Brad Baumann, who continued work
on marking the trail until late in 1986, by which time the trail marking program in
Wyoming had been completely implemented.*

31 “Meeting Report, MOPI, May 30, 1984,” in “MOP]I, Signs, Sign Program” file folder, NPS-SLC
files.

32 Stanley Kimball, who served both on the MOPI advisory council and on the later SAFE advisory
council, told David Gaines in a November 17, 1993 letter (in “SFNHT, Advisory Council -1993”
folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR”) that he “certainly wish the Mormon Trail
[advisory council] had something like what the Santa Fe Trail has — years ago councils did not do all
that much and we never pulled a full hitch.”

33 Farmington [NM] Daily Times, July 2, 1983, 16. Mike Duwe, who helped administer the trail
during the late 1980s and early 1990s, offered a similar opinion; he noted that both the regional
office and DSC had a “high level [of emphasis that] continued into the early 1980s and then began
to wane.” Duwe, “Position Page, Long Distance Trails Management/Coordination, RMRO,” June 5,
1992, NPS-SLC files.

3% Various memos in “MOP]I, Signs, Sign Program” file folder, NPS-SLC files. As noted in Chapter
1, the route in Utah had been extensively signed already by the Utah Pioneer Trails and Landmarks
Association, the Sons of Utah Pioneers, and the Daughters of Utah Pioneers. In Iowa, the Civilian
Conservation Corps had been responsible for installing earlier markers, so Beaudry, in an August
1984 memo, stated that (in conjunction with trail partners) he planned to take down some of these
markers. Robert B. Kasparek (RMRO), in a letter to Joy Poole (Exec. VP, SFTC) on September 26,
1986 (in “SFNHT, Correspondence 1987” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR),
noted that “Most of these markers were placed on roads approximating the route of the Trail as
nearly as possible.” These were placed, however, only on BLM and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
lands, and “no attempt was made to mark any cross-country routes on State, County, or private
lands.”

35 J. Brad Baumann (Regional Trail Coordinator, Division of Planning and Compliance, RMRO),
Oct. 16,1986 memo, in “MOPI, Signs, Sign Program” file folder, NPS-SLC files. By August 1987,
Baumann was described by his regional directorate as having “extensive experience with the
Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail.” Richard Strait (Acting RD, RMRO) to RD/SWRO, August
10,1987, in “SFNHT - NPS Memoranda, 1987” file, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.
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Regarding the Oregon Trail, officials in the NPS’s Pacific Northwest Regional Office
initially had high hopes for developing the trail, and they compiled a long “to do”
list in order to implement the 1981 management plan’s recommendations. Guided
by Regional Director Daniel Tobin, and implemented by Stan Young and John
Latschar, initial tasks included:

« Holding advisory council meetings (none had yet been held, due to a lack of
funds)

« Preparing and issuing a trail pamphlet for public distribution

« Designing an official trail symbol and a uniform method to mark the historic
route

« Technical assistance for Independence, Missouri, and Oregon City, Oregon,
visitor centers

« Encouraging the organization of a privately endowed Oregon NHT
Association

« Contacting non-federal owners of sites and segments for certification
agreements, and

« Helping prepare development plans for sites and segments.

Regarding a place from which the trail should be administered, Tobin concluded
that “we favor retaining the responsibility here [in Seattle] for the time being.
Eventually, we believe it should be assigned as a collateral duty to one of the
Superintendents” of the four NPS trail sites noted above. And in a telling statement,
Tobin opined that “The task of properly implementing the Comprehensive
Management and Use Plan will require the energies of several individuals for a
number of years. [But] Once the Oregon National Historic Trail is operating as
envisioned in our report, it should be possible to scale back NPS involvement.”%

One of the major goals set forth in the plan — the “organization of a privately
endowed Oregon NHT Association” — came to pass during the summer of

1982. The organizer was Gregory Franzwa, who by this time had published
several Oregon Trail volumes through his press. (They included The Oregon Trail

% Daniel J. Tobin (RD, PNRO) to Dir NPS, Sept. 19, 1981, in black metal basket (OREG materials),
SLC Admin Files. [Note: These records, and most other early administrative records, were boxed up
in June 2017 and sent to the agency’s Western Archeological and Conservation Center, in Tucson.]
This arms-length attitude, apparently prevalent for many of the agency’s long-distance trails during
the 1980s, was described by former superintendent David Gaines as being one of “‘Give everyone
who asks a trail logo, and please go away.’ ... [This was] perhaps overly simplistic but essentially
what these ‘plans’ required of NPS and the Secretary of the Interior.” Gaines to the author, email,
Aug. 20,2014.
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Revisited, which he had written in 1972; a 1981 reprint of Aubrey Haines’ Historic
Sites Along the Oregon Trail, first published in 1973; and his Maps of the Oregon

Trail - a commercially-adapted version of the maps in the 1981 Oregon NHT
comprehensive plan — which was published in early August 1982.) Franzwa, a strong
trails advocate, was incensed because he noticed, during his years of field research,
that many physical trail remnants of the trail were being lost. As he noted years later,

I am often asked what specific instance caused all this to come about. There
were lots of them, but the one I recall most vividly was destruction of the
fine rut swales [in 1971] on private property near Echo, OR. [Franzwa had
photographed the ruts previously — probably during the 1960s — but when he
returned to the site in 1971, they were gone.] Now you can complain all you
want to, but there is no way to bring back ruts that have been plowed up for
a potato field. About all one can do is pray the potatoes won’t grow, which I
did. And they didn’t. But I was told that the farmer was unaware that those
were the ruts of the Oregon Trail. Obviously, an education campaign was
needed.”

Hoping to form this “privately endowed” trail association, he invited several fellow
trail enthusiasts to meet at the NPS’s regional office in Denver.’® That August 12
meeting, attended by eleven people — all of whom were Franzwa’s acquaintances
and were on his publishing-company mailing list — resulted in the formation

of OCTA.* By early 1983 the original charter members, joined by others, had
produced the first issue of its quarterly, the Overland Journal, and in mid-August
of that year the group held its first annual meeting in Independence, Missouri (see
appendix 5).%

Given the existence — and quick growth — of a partnership organization, NPS
officials recognized that the OCTA’s annual conventions would be an ideal venue
for meetings of the Oregon NHT advisory council. The first such gathering was thus
held in the midst of OCTA’s August 1983 Independence meeting, while a year later,

37 Gregory Franzwa, “The Founding of OCTA,” News from the Plains, Fall 2006, 23; Franzwa, The
Oregon Trail Revisited, fourth edition (1997), p. 371.

38 Wagon Tracks 1 (February 1987), 3. Franzwa, at the time, lived in Gerald, Missouri, 70 miles west of
St. Louis.

3The eleven who attended the original meeting included Franzwa plus Dr. John A. Latschar, Robert
D. Tucker, James F. Bowers, Robert Rennells, Bertha Rennells, Troy Gray, Billie Gray, Merrill J.
Mattes, Roger Blair, and James P. Johnson. News from the Plains, Fall 2006, 21-23; Summer 2007,
9-10.

40 http://www.octa-trails.org/media/dynamic/files/299 OCTA%?20Beginnings-2014.pdf. OCTA was
the first partnership association related to an existing NTIR-administered trail. The NPEA, founded
in 1977 (see below) preceded that of OCTA, but it was founded more than a decade before the Pony
Express NHT was authorized.
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a second advisory board meeting was held immediately prior to OCTA’s second
annual meeting in Oregon City, Oregon. The NPS, beginning in FY 1983, was able
to pay for these meetings due to a small annual line-item budget specifically allotted
to this trail. This allotment, which remained under $15,000, remained for another
decade (see appendix 3).*! After 1984, however, the NPS held no further Oregon
NHT advisory council meetings.* This decision may have been a cost-saving

move, but it may also have been a tacit recognition that OCTA members, to some
extent, were fulfilling some of the goals that had been laid out in the Oregon NHT’s
comprehensive plan.

After 1984, NPS efforts related to the Oregon NHT (in Seattle) were reduced to an
even greater extent than they had been for the Mormon Pioneer Trail (in Denver).
Stan Young retired soon after the completion of the CMP; John Latschar, as a

DSC employee, was limited to project-based funding and had no Seattle-based
operational duties. As a result, Oregon NHT responsibilities devolved (at least for a
while) to Reed Jarvis, whose primary job at the time was Project Manager for Ebey’s
Landing National Historic Reserve, on Whidbey Island in western Washington. Of
the bulleted goals laid out in the trail’s comprehensive plan, progress was limited
to technical advice related to an Independence, Missouri, interpretive center;
otherwise, NPS personnel weighed in on various trail development proposals. And
as noted elsewhere in this section, progress took place regarding a partnership
organization and in trail marking, but without substantial NPS involvement. As
noted above, the trail continued to receive a small annual budget; few known end
products, however, resulted from those expenditures.*’

Perhaps as a result of pressure from trail partners, some progress was made — for
both trails — in the design and installation of trail markers. Along the Mormon
Pioneer NHT, as noted above, some efforts were made to mark and install

signs (with the buffalo logo) that had been finalized in the CMP along roads

that paralleled the trail.* Along the Oregon NHT, the CMP had recommended
marking the actual trail with posts, but for roads that paralleled or crossed the
trail, no agreed-upon design had been finalized. Without NPS direction, however,
individuals in both Wyoming and Nebraska had “clearly marked the trail, although
not with [any] official Park Service sign.” In Kansas, a similar trail-marking effort
began at a meeting at the Alexander Majors House (in neighboring Missouri) in
late 1984 attended by OCTA member Barbara Burgess (from Wamego, KS) and

#1'The Oregon NHT was the only the second long-distance trail to receive a line-item budget (after
the Appalachian Trail), and it was the first national historic trail to receive line-item funding. NPS,
Budget Justifications volume (“green book”) for 1985 and 1986.

2 An NPS memo written after the 1984 meeting stated the NPS’s intention to meet at OCTA’s 1985
annual meeting, but other considerations apparently intervened.

8 NPS, Historic Listing of National Park Service Officials (May 1991), p. 92; John Latschar email, June
19,2014.

“NPS, “FY 1994 Report” in Advisory Council, Oregon NHT folder, NPS-SLC files.
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newly elected Kansas state senator Audrey Langworthy (R-Prairie Village). As a
result of discussions between these two trail advocates, Langworthy submitted a
bill (SB 223) in the 1985 session of the Kansas legislature which authorized marking
the trail along highways in the state. That bill passed both houses, and on April

18 it was signed into law by Governor John Carlin.® Trail advocates, meanwhile,
worked with NPS official John Latschar — who also served as OCTA’s secretary — on
a trail-marking icon, which was similar to one of the three designs that had been
formulated in the August 1981 CMP. On July 25, 1985, the first such highway marker
was dedicated; it was located on the Kansas side of the Missouri state line, at 122nd
St. and State Line Rd.* The marker installed at that time featured a side view of

a covered wagon. That icon was used on signs that were installed up and down

the trail in the coming years; it remained until 1999, when the agency finalized the
CMP for the Oregon, California, Mormon Pioneer, and Pony Express NHTs. That
document included a new Oregon NHT logo featuring a three-quarter view of a
wagon (see chapter 5).%

Given the NPS’s actions related to these two trails noted above, it appears that the
agency, during the mid-1980s, expended a minimal amount of effort to administer
the Mormon Pioneer and Oregon NHT5s. Only one of the two trails had a dedicated
line-item budget, and the staff that was purportedly responsible for these two trails
spent much of its time on other, non-trails projects. It was clear, during this period,
that the agency perceived its trail-related role to be tangential at best.

Emigrant Trails Legislative Initiatives

As noted above, OCTA was founded in August 1982. During the summer of

1983, the advocacy group had already published its first issue of the Overland
Journal (its historical quarterly), and it had already held its first annual meeting, in
Independence, Missouri.

Given OCTA’s strong leadership and the collective knowledge of its members, the
organization quickly realized that while the Oregon Trail and the Mormon Pioneer

® Kansas Session Laws, 1985 (Chapter 229), p. 1113.

4 Kevin Kelly, “The First NPS Oregon Trail Sign Is Installed,” Overland Journal, Summer 1985, 36-
37.

47 Federal Register 50 (September 11, 1985), 37-63-64; Jere Krakow, email to the author, January

29, 2015; NPS, CMP/FEIS, CALI/POEX and Management and Use Plan Update/FEIS, OREG/ MOPI
(June 1999), pp. 65, 348. Paul Singer, a New York City-based graphic designer “reshaped” a number
of trail logos (including that for the Oregon NHT) in 1995-96, and they were adopted during the
“four trails” CMP process. Steve Elkinton, interview by Ronald Brown, May 30, 2007; Jere Krakow,
interview by the author, edits to January 23, 2014 interview.
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Trail were congressionally established NH'T5, there were other equally important
trails that had not yet been legislatively sanctioned. In 1977, for example, trail
enthusiasts in California had organized the National Pony Express Association
(NPEA), having as their goal to “Re-establish, Identify and Re-Ride the Historical
Pony Express Trail” every year. Enthusiasm for the idea quickly spread to other
communities along the Pony Express route.*® In 1978, riders held their first re-ride
since the 1960-61 centennial period; the ride that year went west from Salt Lake
City to Sacramento. The following year the route was extended east to Julesburg,
Colorado, and in 1980 the association sponsored a re-ride over the entire Pony
Express route, from St. Joseph, Missouri, to California. Each year after that, a relay
of riders has covered the route, eastbound in odd-numbered years and westbound
in even-numbered years.*

Given the recent surge of interest in the Pony Express, along with the enthusiasm
engendered by OCTA’s establishment, advocates working with their congressional
representatives formulated a series of bills calling for the further study of various
overland routes. In July 1983, Sen. Alan Cranston (D-CA) introduced a bill (S.

1695) calling for the Pony Express Trail to be added as a congressional study route,
and three months later, Rep. Norman Shumway (R-California), who represented
the Stockton area, submitted a similar House bill (H.R. 4134). Both bills were

well received. Over the next several months, both bills received hearings at the
subcommittee level and were favorably reported at the committee level. Neither bill,
however, received a vote in its respective chamber.”

Meanwhile, in August 1983, Rep. Hank Brown (R-Colorado) had introduced a
companion measure to the above bills: H.R. 3787, which called for a study of the
California Trail. Brown’s bill received a subcommittee hearing and was favorably
received by the House Natural Resources Committee. But when the committee
marked up and reported the bill on April 4, 1984, it had been amended to include a
study provision for the Pony Express Trail (and also the Daniel Boone Trail) as well
as the California Trail. The amended bill was reported to the full House on April 26,
and less than a week later it passed the House on a 401-15 vote. Action then shifted
to the Senate, where a hearing was held in late May. The bill was reported to the full
Senate in mid-]July, and in early August the full Senate passed the bill — identical to
the House version — on a voice vote. President Reagan signed the bill into law (P.L.

8 https://www.xphomestation.com/npea.html#A; http://www.ponyexpressca.com/history. Much of
the re-ride’s early history is included in the NPEA booklet called The Pony Express 150™ Anniversary
Year (Salt Lake City, National Park Service), which was finalized in Dec. 2011. Longtime NPEA
members Ken and Arleta Martin from Marysville, Kansas, were the primary authors of this booklet.
Lee Kreutzer, email to the author, February 2, 2018.

# Patrick Hearty and Dr. Joseph L. Hatch, The Pony Express in Utah (Arcadia Publishing, 2015), 86.
%0 See www.congress.gov, 98 Congress, for records pertaining to S. 1695 and H.R. 4134.
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98-405) on August 28, 1984.%!

Perhaps because the two existing emigrant trails were being administered by the
NPS, the Interior Secretary referred these two study proposals to the NPS and
more specifically to staff at the DSC. This study, led by historian John A. Latschar
and with Denis Davis, followed by Alan Robinson, serving as team captains, was
underway by the summer of 1985. In February 1987, the agency completed a

draft study of the two trails. This study concluded “that both the California and
Pony Express trails are eligible to be authorized as national historic trails,” and it
offered four alternatives, of which one (Alternative B) called for “Authorization

of All Routes and Cutoffs, with Substantial Federal Involvement.” (The NPS’s
preferred alternative was Alternative C, “moderate involvement; original Pony
Express and pre-Gold Rush California trails only,” and called for a designation of
3,821 miles on the California NHT out of a possible 5,665 miles.) The draft study
was released for a 60-day public review on April 1, 1987, after which the agency
held eight public meetings.’? During the public comment period, which lasted until
May 30, the agency received 924 written responses, of which 611 (66 percent of
the total) requested that the agency adopt Alternative B. After receiving approval of
the trails’ significance from the National Park System Advisory Board, the agency
incorporated a summary of the public’s comments in its final feasibility study,
which was completed and published in September 1987. This study, reflecting the
preponderance of public opinion, concluded that “it is both feasible and desirable
to establish both the entire California Trail system [5,665 miles] and the entire Pony
Express trail [1,855 miles] as national historic trails.”?

Agencywide Trail Administrative Issues

>l See www.congress.gov, 98th Congress, for records pertaining to H.R. 3787. Sec. 1 of P.L. 98-405
stated that “the study under this paragraph shall be completed and submitted to the Congress no
later than the end of two complete fiscal years beginning after the date of the enactment of this
paragraph. Such study shall be separated into two portions, one relating to the Pony Express Trail
and one relating to the California Trail.”

2 NPS, Draft Eligibility/Feasibility Study and Environmental Assessment for National Historic Trail
Authorization, California and Pony Express Trails (Denver, NPS), February 1987; NPS, Eligibility/
Feasibility Study and Environmental Assessment for National Historic Trail Authorization, California
and Pony Express Trails (Denver, NPS, September 1987), 8, 11, 16, 137; Jere Krakow, interview by
the author, Jan. 23, 2014; Tom Gilbert (NPS-MWRO) Press Release, appx. Apr. 1, 1987, in “CAL/
PONY Feasibility Study, Task Directive & Correspondence” folder, NTIR-SLC files. Public
meetings were held in St. Joseph, Mo.; Omaha, Nebr.; Rock Springs, Wyo.; Salt Lake City, Utah;
Burley, Idaho; Reno, Nev.; Sacramento, Calif.; and Roseburg, Ore.

% Ibid., 136, 143. Maps of Alternative B were shown on p. 51 (California) and p. 89 (Pony Express).
Lee Kreutzer, in a February 2, 2018 and August 20, 2018 emails to the author, notes that the
expanded final study included the Applegate Trail, an 1846 route between Nevada and Oregon,
which was placed there at the request of Oregon Republican Governor Victor Atiyeh.

46 NATIONAL TRAILS OFFICE - REGIONS 6, 7, AND 8

AGENCYWIDE TRAIL ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES

As noted above, the NPS took a decidedly passive attitude toward the
administration of existing NHTs during the early to mid-1980s. Congress, however,
was more bullish about trails. Between 1980 and 1986, inclusively, Congress had
authorized seven new national trails: five scenic trails and two historical trails. The
authority to administer five of those trails, moreover, had been delegated to the
NPS. (These were the North Country, Ice Age, Potomac Heritage, and Natchez
Trace NST5, along with the Overmountain Victory NHT.) Combined with the
previously authorized national trails that had been delegated to the NPS, the agency
by late 1986 was charged with administering five NSTs and four NH'Ts. Of these
nine long-distance trails, the NPS supported line-item budgets for only two of
them (see appendix 3): the Appalachian national scenic trail (NST) and the Oregon
NHT. Three of these nine trails were administered by the Midwest Regional Office
in Omaha, two others were administered from an office in Harpers Ferry, West
Virginia, and the other four trails were administered out of scattered locations.*

As noted above, the Midwest Regional Office had begun to administer the Lewis
and Clark NHT shortly after Congress authorized this trail. As with the trails
noted above, some of the first administrative actions for this trail resulted in the
appointment of an advisory council and the compilation of a CMP. Tom Gilbert,
who had been working on trails-related issues in Michigan (with the BOR, and later
with HCRS), transferred to Omaha in May 1981; he, along with Bill Farrand, wrote
the trail’s CMP, which was completed in January 1982. By this time, two other
recently-authorized trails — the North Country and Ice Age NSTs, both authorized
in 1980 — had been assigned to the NPS’s Omaha office. Gilbert played a major
role in writing the CMPs for these trails, both of which were completed by 1983.
But after the various plans had been written, pressure loomed to reduce the staft
in the various regional offices. Because there was no agency funding for national
trails during this period, Gilbert’s position was slated to be moved to a park —

and, in addition, his proposed position would include duties unrelated to trails
administration. But because the widely-distributed trail CMPs had brought forth
a broad range of needs from trails advocates, NPS officials (according to Gilbert)
finally “started to figure out that we’re going to have to have somebody watch

out for these national trail matters somehow.” By 1984, he was the region’s Trails
Coordinator.”” Though he had no line-item support funding during the mid-1980s
(as noted in Appendix 3, the Ice Age NST was funded beginning in FY 1987, while
the other two trails did not receive a budget until FY 1990), he was a full-time trails
person throughout this period, and he was thus the first NPS employee outside of

> The Appalachian Trail and Potomac Heritage NSTs were administered from an office in Harpers
Ferry; the Mormon Pioneer and Oregon NH'Ts (as noted above) were administered from regional
offices in Denver and Seattle, respectively; the Overmountain Victory NHT was administered from
a building adjacent to the Kings Mountain National Military Park office in Blacksburg, S.C.; and the
Natchez Trace NST was administered from the Natchez Trace Parkway office in Tupelo, Mississippi.
%3 Gilbert also worked on wild and scenic rivers, recreation trails, and similar issues. Tom Gilbert,
interview by Ronald Brown, May 25, 2007, pp. 4, 15; Gilbert, interview by the author, February 11,
2014; Gilbert email, September 9, 2014.
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the ATPO to spend the majority of his time on long distance trails work.>

Given his position in the NPS trails community, Gilbert played a significant role in
coordinating with other agency trails personnel and, more importantly, in trying to
establish consistent policies for trails — both scenic and historic trails — throughout
the country. He collaborated on trails issues with Charles Odegaard, who had
begun serving as the agency’s Midwest Regional Director in January 1984. In 1985,
Gilbert — who had previously stated that “the NPS has no clear vision of where

it should be or wants to be going in carrying out its responsibilities for national
trails,” convinced his regional director to host an August 1985 a multi-region trails
meeting in Omaha; that meeting identified six key issues (see below) surrounding
national trails administration.’” Shortly afterward, Gilbert wrote a three-page

issue paper with specifics on how those six trails issues might be resolved. That
November, Odegaard agreed to distribute that paper just prior to a Tucson, Arizona,
meeting of the agency’s regional directors. A lack of time forced these officials to
delay discussion of trails issues until a follow-up meeting in Philadelphia, but a
full-fledged discussion of trails issues did not take place until early July 1986, at a
regional directors’ meeting in Fort Collins, Colorado. At that meeting, the six major
trails issues were discussed, and a recommended decision made for each.’® Those
issues — and answers — focused on the following topics:

1. Do we [the NPS] have continuing administrative responsibilities for NSTs
and NHTs? Yes — it “will commit sufficient staff resources and operational
base funding.”

2. Should NSTs and NHTS be treated differently in NPS policies and
operations? No, because “administratively they are quite similar”

3. What should be the status of national trails within the National Park System?
(Should they be “units” or “affiliated areas”?) “All national scenic and
national historic trails administered by the Service should be administered as
‘units’ of the National Park System.”

4. Where should administrative responsibility for trails be located? They
“should be located in the Regional Offices,” except for the Appalachian NST.

5. To which regional office should administrative responsibility for a given trail
be assigned? Various criteria and considerations, all specified in the issues
paper, “should be adopted as NPS policy and collectivelff applied to arrive at
the best decision for assigning administrative responsibility for each national
trail administered by NPS.”

*¢The budget information is from the NPS Budget Justifications volume (“green book”), 1988 to 1992
issues.

"Thomas L. Gilbert, “Issue Paper; all NPS-Administered National Scenic Trails Should Be ‘Units’ of
the National Park System,” March 3, 2009, in author’s collection.

8 [NPS-MWROY], “Issue Paper, National Park Service Administration of National Scenic and
National Historic Trails,” July 1986, in “Miscellaneous — SF Trail” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1963-
1989” box, NTIR; Tom Gilbert email, September 9, 2014.
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6. Should administrative responsibilities for national trails be divided along
regional boundaries? No — “Administrative responsibility for an entire
national trail should be vested in a single Regional Office.””’

That meeting also recognized the need to discuss two additional trails issues, and in
late November 1986, Odegaard — after consulting with the other regional directors
—issued a memo to NPS Director William Mott offering recommendations related
to these two issues as well.® Those involved in this process fully recognized that
what emerged from these discussions were recommendations, and because the NPS
Director never acted upon those recommendations, they did not become directors’
orders or regulations. Perhaps for that reason, the various recommendations
provided in the 1986 documents did not legally resolve any issues, and they
certainly did not squelch future debate related to these issues.®! Lacking a more
definitive consensus, however, the July 1986 issue paper and its supplement played a
valuable role in providing guidance on a number of key trail-related issues.

% Ibid.

6 Charles Odegaard (RD/MWRO) to Director NPS, “National Park Service Administration of
National Scenic and National Historic Trails: Uniform Signing and Applicability of 36 CFR,”
November 26, 1986, in “Admin History of NHT System and Office” folder, NPS-SLC files.

¢ See, for example, the April 7, 1987 letter from Nancy Landon Kassebaum to Dale Bumpers (in
“Letters Received — NPS, SFT” folder, in “SAFE Admin Files, 1963-1989” box, NTIR), in which she
argues that the Santa Fe Trail (which had not yet been authorized by Congress) should be managed
by the NPS’s Midwest Region for reasons elucidated in Issue #5 (p. 6) of the July 1986 issue paper.
Tom Gilbert, in a September 9, 2014 email, noted that in response to Odegaard’s November 1986
memo, “Mott did not reply in writing at all. ... What Mott did ... was to direct Associate Director
for Operations Stan Albright to take responsibility for these trails and integrate them into park
operations just as any other park.” Albright, in turn, delegated trails-related tasks to Bill Spitzer (see
chapter 4), who eventually hired a trails coordinator (Steve Elkinton) for those purposes.
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The Santa Fe Trail: Legislation and Initial NPS Administration

As aresult of 1983 legislation, the National Parks Service (NPS) (as noted in Chapter
3) had been responsible for administering nine national trails, of which just three

— Lewis and Clark, Mormon Pioneer, and Oregon — were national historic trails
(NHTS) that were located either primarily or completely west of the Mississippi
River. All three of these trails had been authorized in 1978 after being studied — and
found wanting by — the Federal Bureau of Outdoor Recreation (BOR). The Santa Fe
Trail had also been the subject of a BOR study, published in July 1976.! But because
of “incompatible developments, lack of public ownership, and long stretches of dry,
unvarying terrain,” the BOR had likewise concluded that the Santa Fe Trail did “not
possess the qualities necessary for inclusion in the National Trail System.” Moreover,
it was not included in the 1978 congressional bill that authorized the above three
studies.?

After the NHTs category had been established, however, numerous attempts were
made to include this trail in a congressional bill.? Such a bill passed the House of
Representatives in the 96™ Congress (in 1980) and the 97% Congress (in 1982).
Neither, however, made progress in the Senate. In 1986, during the 99" Congress,
Reps. Bill Richardson (D-New Mexico) and Hank Brown (R-Colorado), along with
Sen. Nancy Kassebaum (R-Kansas), all submitted Santa Fe Trail bills, at least one of
which had been initially drafted by trail advocate Gregory Franzwa. Richardson’s bill
passed the House, but as with previous Santa Fe Trail bills, it did not pass the Senate.*
At the beginning of the 100" Congress — on January 6, 1987 — Rep. Richardson
introduced H.R. 240, which was much the same bill that had passed the House the
year before. Richardson’s bill passed the House on March 10 and the Senate on April
21. It was then sent to President Ronald Reagan, who signed the bill into law (P.L.

!'The study was delegated to the BOR’s Mid-Continent Region in July 1973, writing began in early
1974, and a draft study was completed in November 1975. A.L. Eastman, a BOR staff member, re-
luctantly agreed that the trail did not qualify under scenic trail criteria, but he noted that “there is a
need for the report to stress the importance of preserving what historic sites and trail remnants may
be left.” Various items in “D38 — Santa Fe Trail” and “D38SF — Santa Fe Trail, 1963-75” folders, “SAFE
Admin Files, 1963-1989” box, NTIR.

2 Cecil Andrus to Hon. Richard Clark, U.S. Senate, July 14, 1977, in “D38 - Santa Fe Trail” folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1963-1989” box, NTIR.

3 Jere Krakow, the NPS historian and superintendent, provided a detailed article on both the adminis-
trative and legislative background behind the Santa Fe Trail legislation in Wagon Tracks, August 2006,
12-13.

* Nancy Robertson, a longtime trail advocate from Raton, NM, was (according to David Gaines)
“instrumental in getting the trail legislation introduced.” Gaines memo, May 4, 1988, in “SFNHT -
NPS Memoranda, 1988 folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Jere Krakow, “Santa Fe
National Historic Trail: Long, Concerted Effort for National Recognition,” Wagon Tracks 20:4 (August
2006), 12-13. The 1986 bills were H.R. 4794 (Richardson), H.R. 5188 (Brown), and S. 2845 (Kasse-
baum).
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100-35) on May 8, 1987.°

Within weeks after the signing, the Interior Secretary had decided that the NPS
would administer the trail; this may have been determined by language to that effect
in the two trail-related Congressional reports that had preceded the bill signing.®
On July 21, Acting NPS Director Denis Galvin issued a six-page activation memo
stating, among other things, that the trail “should be administered through the
Southwest Regional Office [SWRO; in Santa Fe] because the largest portion of the
segments which possess original trail ruts are located in the Southwest, and many of
the sites with high interpretive potential are located in that Region.””

Galvin’s remarks on this subject were largely a restatement of April 1987 language in
the U.S. Senate report on the trail, language which had also been strongly supported
by Rep. Richardson.? A week later, NPS personnel gathered in Santa Fe and held an
activation meeting. In mid-August, agency officials held a two-day planning meeting
to lay out future agency actions; the August 18 meeting was held in Santa Fe, while
officials met the following day at Fort Union National Monument.’ Among those

in attendance were officials from the SWRO and the Denver Service Center (DSC);
the superintendents from Fort Union NM and Bent’s Old Fort NHS (both of which
lay astride the Santa Fe Trail), and two trail coordinators (Thomas Gilbert from the
Midwest Region and Brad Baumann from the Rocky Mountain Region). One of

the DSC representatives was Dr. Jere Krakow, a historian who was currently on its
Eastern Team.!?

> Author to William Unrau, January 16, 2009 and January 27, 2009, plus the Congressional Record,
hearings, and congressional reports, all in “SAFE-TRTE Legislative Histories” folder, NTIR. Shortly
after the trail bill became law, Rep. Richardson — dubbed “the law’s chief sponsor,” told a Santa Fe
newspaper that the trail “reinforces national and internationally the historic record of New Mexico
and the Old West, and it’s very positive for tourism.” Santa Fe New Mexican, May 18, 1987.

¢ U.S. House of Representatives, 100" Congress, 1% Session, Report 100-16 (March 10, 1987), p. 3;
U.S. Senate, 100™ Congress, 1 Session, Report 100-39 (April 23, 1987), p. 2.

" Denis Galvin (Acting Director NPS] to Regional Directors, July 21, 1987, in “SFNHT - NPS
Memoranda, 1987” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

8 U.S. Senate, 100" Congress, 1 Session, Report 100-39 (April 23, 1987), p. 2. On March 16, 1987,
Richardson had written to NPS Director William Mott, “I want to underscore my belief that the
Southwest Region is the logical branch of the NPS to undertake such a management study,” primar-
ily because, as he noted, eight of the nineteen national historic landmarks along the Santa Fe Trail
were located in New Mexico. “Letters Received — NPS, SFT,” in “SAFE Admin Files, 1963-1989,”
NTIR.

* Ed Natay memo, July 21, 1987; Robert B. Kasparek to Chief, Division of Planning and Compliance,
RMRO, August 26, 1987; both in “SFNHT — NPS Memoranda, 1987” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files,
1987-1997” box, NTIR.

10 Attendance List, in “SFNHT - NPS Memoranda, 1987” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997”
box, NTIR. Gilbert, at the time, administered the Lewis and Clark NHT, while Baumann oversaw
the Mormon Pioneer NHT.
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NPS officials, by this time, were well aware that an outside organization had
recently been established to boost the Santa Fe Trail, an organization that had been
several years in the making. In March 1980, the Santa Fe Trail Center — a six-year-
old facility just outside of Larned, Kansas — had held its first “Rendezvous,” a three-
day conference that featured lectures, tours, and historical entertainment, That
event proved so successful that it became a regular event, held every two years."

In the fall of 1984, Joy Poole — who then managed the Baca House and Bloom
Mansion in Trinidad for the Colorado Historical Society (CHS) — met with Bill Pitts
and Ruth Olson (who were both affiliated with the Santa Fe Trail Center) at a Santa
Fe conference of the Mountain Plains Museums Association.'? They discussed the
idea of a trails symposium that would be held in Trinidad, a town located astride the
Santa Fe Trail. Poole then persuaded CHS president Barbara Sudler and director

of education Marianne Lorenz (both in Denver) to sponsor the trail symposium.
The symposium was made possible due to an American Association of University
Women grant.

That meeting took place in mid-September 1986 at Trinidad State Junior College.
The two-day meeting was a solid success; attended by some 230 enthusiasts, it
resulted in the formation of the Santa Fe Trail Council (SFTC), with well-known
historian Marc Simmons as its president (see appendix 5). Krakow, a trails
enthusiast, had attended the meeting; he gave a highly-regarded slide-tape show
that he had co-produced with David Adams, a history professor at Southwest
Missouri State University. Krakow, at that meeting, was chosen as an SFTC board
member.!* During the months after the conference, Simmons and other SFTC
members “lobbied strenuously” to get Rep. Richardson’s Santa Fe NHT bill
through Congress."” Once the trail was authorized, NPS officials did their utmost
to keep members of this organization — known as the Santa Fe Trail Association
(SFTA) after its September 1987 annual meeting — abreast of various trail planning

' Ruth Olson Peters, “Rendezvous History,” November 2005, included in Linda Revello to author
email, November 1, 2018. Peters noted that the Rendezvous remained a March event until 1988,
when it was moved to June (see appendix 5).

12Ruth Olson Peters to the author, email, November 1, 2018.

13 Marc Simmons, “SFTA - The Early Years,” at https://www.santafetrail.org/about-us/history/SFTA

The Earyl Years.pdf. As noted in a February 21, 1992 letter from Joy Poole to David Gaines and
John Conoboy (“SFNHT Advisory Council — 1992” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997” box,
NTIR), the symposium was “a research project grant awarded to the Trinidad Branch of the AAUW
and the Colorado Historical Society by the AAUW Educational Foundation.”

1 “Trinidad Symposium,” Wagon Tracks 1 (November 1986), p. 1; Independence Examiner, Septem-
ber 24, 1987. Krakow and Adams were professional colleagues, inasmuch as Krakow was a former
history professor at SMSU.

Y Santa Fe New Mexican, May 18, 1987.
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issues, and later with various other issues related to trail administration.'®

As with each of the other NH'Ts that had been authorized since 1987, agency officials
recognized that the first two tasks that lay before them were the establishment of an
advisory council and the compilation of a CMP. Interior Secretary Donald Hodel
finalized an initial charter for the trail’s advisory council on December 1, 1987.' The
members of the council, according to National Trails System Act (NTSA) Section
5(d) criteria, were intended to be in place by May 8, 1988, but the 34-member
advisory council was not appointed until October 26 of that year. William deBuys,

a Santa Fe-based representative of the Conservation Fund, and David Sandoval, a
history professor from the University of Southern Colorado in Pueblo, were chosen
to head the advisory council.!® Welcome letters to the new council members were
sent out in early 1989, but the advisory council did not have its initial meeting until
June of that year.

Writing the Santa Fe NHT Comprehensive Management Plan

The Draft Planning Process

Meanwhile, in line with N'TSA Section 5(f), the NPS was asked to complete “a
comprehensive plan for the management, and use of the trail ... within two complete
fiscal years” of the trail’s enactment by Congress — in other words, by September 30,
1989. During the months initially following the bill’s authorization, titular leadership
of the planning process was entrusted to Doug Faris, the Chief of Planning and

16 Board members changed the association’s name from SFTC to SFTA on September 24, 1987; see
Wagon Tracks 2 (November 1987), p. 1. SFTC members, from the beginning, welcomed the participa-
tion of NPS staff in their organization. They were wary, however, of agency officials taking too ac-
tive of an administrative role; as NPS official David Gaines noted after the September 1987 annual
meeting, “Although we didn’t detect any jealousy, there are probably some feelings out there that the
NPS will abscond with the baby that others helped deliver.” David Gaines, “Trip Report to SWRO,”
September 30, 1987, in “SFNHT — NPS Memoranda, 1987” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997”
box, NTIR.

7 A new charter was approved in early 1990, which would be in effect for the remainder of the
council’s ten-year life. Acting Dir NPS to Interior Secretary, January 19, 1990, in “SFNHT - Advisory
Council, 1990 folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR. Other documents state that
Hodel signed the charter on November 25, 1987.

18 Donald Hodel to various, October 26, 1988, in “SFNHT - Advisory Council, 1987-88” folder,
“SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; NPS, “Santa Fe National Historic Trail” planning
newsletter #4 (February 1989), p. 1. David Gaines, who was responsible for the relatively large size of
the advisory council, later wrote that “I tried to fill all authorized slots and never tried to economize,
believing that the broader and more diverse the group, the bigger the benefit to the trail.” Gaines,
email to the author, November 1, 2018.
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Design in the agency’s SWRO.! But following the agency’s initial two-day planning
meeting in mid-August (see above), a planning team was named. Mike Spratt, from
DSC, was named team captain, while other members included David Gaines, a
landscape architect at SWRO; Jere Krakow, also from DSC, who was about to be
moved from the Eastern Team to the Central Team in order to take part in the
upcoming public meetings; Brad Baumann and Tom Gilbert, who served as the trail
coordinators for RMRO and MWRO, respectively; and the superintendents of Fort
Union NM, Bent’s Old Fort NHS, and Fort Larned NHS.? The superintendent
from Harry S Truman NHS joined the team soon afterward.*

Spratt and his colleagues moved quickly to get the planning process underway.

Told that they would be budgeted about $140,000 for the two-year project,* they
cobbled together a task directive that would provide a structure to be followed
during the planning process; they assembled an ever-growing mailing list; they
arranged for a series of public “pre-planning” meetings at venues along the trail,
which took place in November 1987; and they compiled a brief planning newsletter
that was distributed in October 1987.% Nine public meetings were held; heading
from west to east, the first was held in Santa Fe on November 9, while the last was
held November 19 in Independence. Between 20 and 80 people attended each of
these meetings.?* Despite the relatively large number of meeting venues, residents
at the east end of the trail (in central Missouri) and on the Oklahoma panhandle
complained, with some justification, that no meetings had been scheduled in their
areas. As a result, NPS officials held an informal public meeting in early March 1988

Y Doug Faris to Sue Allison (Life Magazine), May 13, 1987, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence —
1987” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

2’Robert B. Kasparek memo, August 26, 1987, in “Letters Received - NPS, SFT” folder, “SAFE
Admin Files, 1963-1989” box, NTIR; John Cook to Manager, DSC, December 3, 1987, in “SFNHT
— Public Correspondence — 1987” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR. The
superintendent at Pecos NM, the only other NPS unit along the Santa Fe Trail, was (in August 1987)
getting ready to leave his post; a series of acting superintendents would lead the monument between
September 1987 and February 1988. NPS, Historic Listing of National Park Service Officials, May
1991, p. 156.

21 NPS, “Santa Fe National Historic Trail” Planning Newsletter #1 (October 1987), 8 pp, in “SFNHT
— Public Correspondence — 1987” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

2The specific anticipated budget would be $80,171 for fiscal year (FY) 1988 and $58,908 for FY
1989. Michael Spratt memo, September 17, 1987, in “SFNHT — MPS Memoranda, 1987” folder,
SAFE - Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

3 The trail’s task directive, begun soon after the mid-August planning meeting, was completed on
March 16, 1988. John Cook to SHPOs (various), mid-November 1987, in “SFNHT, Correspondence
1987” folder, in “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Doug Faris memo, November 16,
1987, in “SFNHT - NPS Memoranda, 1987” file, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR;
“SFNHT - Approved Task Directive, CM&UP” folder, in “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1995” box,
NTIR; Cook to RD/MWRO and RD/RMRO, March 17,1988, in “SFNHT - NPS Memoranda,
1988 file, SAFE — Admin File, 1987-1997 box, NTIR.

24 See “Public Responses, Public Mtg., Nov. 9-20” folder, “SAFE - Admin Files, 1963-1989” box,
NTIR.

56 NATIONAL TRAILS OFFICE - REGIONS 6, 7, AND 8

WRITING THE SANTA FE NHT COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN

in Arrow Rock, Missouri, and another in late March in Boise City, Oklahoma.”

Headquarters and Staffing Issues

A major issue that was voiced at these public meetings pertained to where the trail’s
administrative office would be located. As noted above, the Senate’s report on the
trail - which was doubtless influenced by New Mexico senators Jeff Bingaman

and Pete Domenici, who echoed the sentiments of Rep. Bill Richardson - gave

a strong nod toward locating the trail’s office in Santa Fe. Even before the bill
became law, however, Senator Nancy Landon Kassebaum (R-KS) and other
Kansas legislators — citing language in the July 1986 trails “issue paper” (see chapter
3) — had protested the move and had instead urged that the trail be administered
from the agency’s regional office in Omaha.? Throughout the summer and fall,
newspaper editorials and advocates of every stripe also weighed in on this issue,
suggesting such disparate locations as Pecos NM,?” Fort Union NM,?® Larned,
Kansas,” and Independence, Missouri.*® The location of the trail office was
additionally important because while some hoped for a regional office, where

a diversity of personnel could administer the trail as a dedicated unit, others
(specifically park superintendents) hoped to add trail responsibilities to their park-
related duties. NPS Director Mott, to set the record straight, stated in September
1987 that no decision on an administrative office had yet been made — but until

the comprehensive plan was completed, it would be assigned “to an appropriate
Regional Office.” He furthermore noted that after the plan had been approved,
“NPS responsibilities are fulfilled in a Regional Office.”! Discordant voices

% Dan Murphy to Joan Kachel (Goodwell, Okla.), November 12, 1987, in “SFNH'T, Correspondence
1987” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; “Public Responses, Public Mtg., Nov.
9-20” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1963-1989” box, NTIR; Gaines to Marc Simmons, April 1, 1988,
in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1988” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

26 Kassebaum to Dale Bumpers, April 7, 1987, and Kassebaum, etc. to Donald Hotel, April 21, 1987;
both in “Letters Received — NPS, SFT” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1963-1989” box, NTIR.

" John Cook to Sen. Jeff Bingaman, December 28, 1987, and William Penn Mott to Sen. Pete Do-
menici, October 20, 1987; both in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence — 1987” folder, “SAFE — Admin
Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

2 Robert M. Utley to Domenici, August 4, 1987; Diana G. Stein (Citizens’ Committee for Historic
Preservation, Las Vegas), September 17, 1987; both in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence — 1987”
folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

2 Tiller and Toiler (Larned, Kansas), November 25, 1987. Members of the public that attended a
February 29, 1988 public meeting in Larned felt that the decision to locate the office in Santa Fe was
(in David Gaines’s phraseology) “unprecedented Congressional meddling.” Gaines memo, March
15,1988, in “SENHT - NPS Memoranda, 1988” folder, SAFE — “Admin File, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.
3% Mott to Sen. John C. Danforth (R-MO), July 8, 1987, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence — 1987~
folder; Rep. Alan Wheat (D-MO) to Mott, June 8, 1987, in “SFNHT, Correspondence 1987 folder;
both in “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

31 John Cook to Jeff Bingaman, December 28, 1987, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence — 1987~
folder, in “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR. David Gaines, in a November 1, 2018 email
to the author, states that SWRO planning chief Doug Faris may have convinced Cook to locate Santa
Fe Trail administration in the Santa Fe office.
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continued to be heard on the matter throughout the comprehensive planning
process, but Mott’s statement (which reflected the verbiage in the Senate report) set
a consistent tone that eventually settled the issue.

As noted above, the initial leaders of the trail’s planning effort were Planning
Division Chief Doug Faris (from SWRO), followed by Michael Spratt (DSC).
Another key person during this period, however, was David Gaines (see appendix
4), a landscape architect who worked for Faris and had been an NPS employee

in Santa Fe since January 1977. Gaines had participated in the two-day trails
planning workshop in mid-August 1987, he was the designated contact person for
a trail-related press release later that month, and in late September he spoke on
behalf of the NPS at the SFTC’s second annual meeting in Hutchinson, Kansas.??
These actions suggest that SWRO officials, by this time, had concluded that Gaines
would eventually lead the agency’s trail planning effort. Although Spratt led (and
Krakow assisted with) the nine November public meetings, Gaines “attended and
helped conduct” five of them.* In the aftermath of those meetings, Gaines was
designated the SWRO project coordinator for the project. Gaines saw the ad hoc
appointment as unexceptional, noting that “The National Park Service traditionally
uses landscape architects and park planners to carry out its planning and design
agenda.”** Spratt continued to be active until May 1988, when he was replaced

as team captain by John Paige, also of DSC.** But throughout this period, Gaines
was known as the Project Coordinator for the planning team, and in that role he
grappled with most of the day-to-day trail issues.’® At that time, the NPS’s SWRO
was housed in the Old Santa Fe Trail Building, located 172 miles southeast of the
Santa Fe Plaza; due to space constraints, however, the Planning Division staff (and
Gaines more specifically) occupied offices in the Pifion Building, located on St.
Francis Drive south of Alta Vista St., 1% miles west of the headquarters building.

32 SWRO Press Release, August 27, 1987, and Gaines memo, September 10, 1987; both in “SFNHT
— Public Correspondence — 1987” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Gaines to
author, email, Aug. 20, 2014. Gaines began his NPS career with the Blue Ridge Parkway, another
linear resource.

33 Other NPS employees who attended multiple meetings included Jere Krakow (DSC) and Tom
Gilbert (MWRO). Gaines memo, December 2, 1987, in “SFNHT — NPS Memoranda, 1987” folder,
“SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR. Writing much later about the opportunity in 1987 to
lead a trail planning effort, Gaines — recognizing full well that the agency had been half-hearted at
best in its approach to previous NH'T — said, “The Santa Fe Trail [had] a real opportunity to break
new ground if NPS leadership wished to accept its legally [NTSA] mandated and ongoing admin-
istrative responsibility. And then Regional Director Cook, without a second thought, stipulates that
he wants the SENHT to be administered as if it was a unit of the NP System! ... I jumped [at the
chance]! David Gaines, email to the author, November 1, 2018.

3 Gaines to Nancy Lee Montgomery (Denver), November 23, 1987, in “SFNHT, Correspondence
1987 folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

3 NPS, Santa Fe National Historic Trail, Comprehensive Management and Use Plan, May 1990, p. 141;
NPS, SENHT Newsletter, October 1988, 1.

3 Gaines letter, September 11, 1987, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence — 1987” folder; Gaines
letter, November 9, 1988, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1988” folder; both in “SAFE — Ad-
min Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.
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Mapping the Santa Fe Trail

Early in the planning process, NPS officials recognized that a key planning need
was the preparation of a series of detailed (large-scale) maps of the trail corridor.
In September 1987, therefore, DSC officials contacted publisher and trail advocate
Gregory Franzwa who, as noted in Chapter 3, had published Maps of the Oregon
Trail in 1982 and again in 1984.%” That volume had featured 1:125,000 maps in

rural areas, with more detailed inset maps in urban areas. Franzwa, at this time,
expressed an interest in producing a series of maps to be self-published through
Patrice Press. NPS officials, who were obligated to have a series of maps (as part

of a draft CMP) ready by September 1988, convinced Franzwa to replicate his
Oregon Trail effort for the Santa Fe Trail under a government contract, recognizing
that Franzwa could later customize those maps and have them privately printed.
Franzwa knew that any such mapping volume would require a top-notch Santa Fe
Trail historian, so he asked NPS officials to include, as part of the mapping contract,
the services of Dr. Leo Oliva*® and his wife Bonita. Given that arrangement, DSC
officials in early March 1988 finalized a sole-source contract “to locate and map the
[trail] and its associated historic sites.”?’

On the heels of that contract, the field mapping effort commenced. On March 15,
1988, a five-member team met in Boonville, Missouri to begin their work. That
team, consisting of contractors Gregory Franzwa, Leo Oliva, and Bonita Oliva along
with DSC employees Michael Spratt and Jere Krakow, headed across the Missouri
River to nearby Old Franklin, at the trail’s east end. From there, the team gradually
headed west, and in the many weeks to come, they covered the entire trail. Traveling
back roads and speaking to trail experts at many points along the way, they
continued all the way to Santa Fe, zig-zagging between the Cimarron and Mountain
routes, as well as the Aubry Route, the Granada-Ft. Union military road. After a bit
of backtracking near the west end of the trail, they finished their effort in Santa Fe
on May 20.%

37 Gregory M. Franzwa, Impressions of the Santa Fe Trail (St. Louis, Patrice Press, 1988), 1.

38 Leo Oliva, a historian from Fort Hays State University, had published books about the Santa Fe
Trail - primarily its military aspects — going back to 1967; in addition, he and his wife conducted an
annual two-week Santa Fe Trail tour. As Spratt noted in his justification for a sole-source contract
(see footnote below), “there is no one else [but the Olivas] with the time, knowledge, and unique
capabilities to carry out this complicated task. ... they have collected an extensive library of raw data
that would take the NPS months and thousands of dollars to acquire.”

3 The total contract amount — to Franzwa and to Leo and Bonita Oliva — was $9,464. John Cook (RD,
SWRO) to Director NPS, November 2, 1989, in “SFNHT — NPS Memoranda, 1989 folder, and Mi-
chael J. Spratt to Contracting Specialist, DSC, March 1, 1988, in “SFNHT — NPS Memoranda, 1988~
folder; both in “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

0 Franzwa, Impressions of the Santa Fe Trail, 1-2, 80, 157, 178-80. Spratt spent little time on the trail; a
more constant presence was Dr. Betty Burnett, Franzwa’s professional colleague.
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Franzwa, working on the DSC contract, completed and submitted a series of maps
(ata 1:125,000 scale) on August 30, 1988. Those maps, in turn, were forwarded to
officials in the Southwest, Midwest, and Rocky Mountain regions. The maps were
then “subject to review by a panel of experts.”* Jere Krakow, one of those experts,
suggested “a few corrections,” which were completed by November 1.* The agency
then incorporated those maps into a draft map supplement volume, internal
versions of which were prepared in January and April 1989, prior to its issuance to
the general public later that year.*

In the meantime, the planning team began working on the text portion of the

plan (which, using NTSA nomenclature, was more formally known as the
Comprehensive Management and Use Plan). John Paige, who had recently replaced
Michael Spratt as the leader of the DSC planning team, led a July 18-19, 1988
meeting with regional and park personnel to organize the effort, and after soliciting
comments from affected American Indian tribes (in order to comply with the
American Indian Religious Freedom Act), the write-up began.*

On March 3, 1989, a preliminary draft of the plan was completed and was sent to
the five state historic preservation officers (SHPOs) along the trail. After responding
to these comments, a delayed draft comprehensive plan, dated April 1989 (and
including a map supplement), was sent to the printers on April 17 and made
available to the public on May 12.#* A public comment period then ensued until
June 16; during May and early June, the NPS held ten public meetings, in towns up
and down the trail, to solicit public comments.*

Logo Development

A trail logo was a key element of the draft plan. In the fall of 1987, SFTA President

4 John W. Bright (Asst. Manager DSC) to RD (various), August 30, 1988, in “Letters Sent Out - NPS”
folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1963-1989” box, NTIR.

2 Jere Krakow (Historian, Eastern Team, DSC) to H. Denny Davis (Wood Creek Corp, MO newspa-
pers), late Sept. 1988, “Letters Sent Out - NPS” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1963-1989” box, NTIR.
# NPS, “Santa Fe National Historic Trail, Comprehensive Management and Use Plan, Map Supple-
ment (stapled), January 1989 and April 1989 version, in “SAFE - Admin Files, 1963-1989” box,
NTIR.

# John Paige to David Gaines, August 4, 1988, in “SFNHT - NPS Memoranda, 1988” folder, “SAFE
Admin Files - 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Eldon G. Reyer to [14 American Indian tribes], April 19, 1998,
and Edward H.L. Natay to All-Indian Pueblo Council, Inc., April 28, 1988, both in “SFNHT - Public
Correspondence 1988 folder, “SAFE Admin Files — 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

% As noted in NPS, “Santa Fe National Historic Trail” Planning Newsletter #4 (February 1989, p. 1),
the delay was caused when “the writer-editor responsible for overseeing production of the draft plan
was detailed to the White House for a special project.”

46 Santa Fe New Mexican, June 4, 1989.
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Marc Simmons had announced a logo contest for the association; that logo

would be used for “auto tour route” signs and all other trail-related waysides and
publications. But given the comments expressed at the fall 1987 public meetings,
NPS officials in April 1988 opted to pursue a new course; rather than adopt the
SFTA’s logo, they decided to craft their own. They decided to entrust the logo
design to a professional graphic designer, with SFTA members being asked to serve
as advisors to the NPS planning team.*” The NPS then contacted Martin Kim, a
Santa Fe-based designer, who donated his time and talents to create the present
logo.”® By October 1988, a foamboard prototype of the logo had been completed
and was undergoing field testing along Interstate 25 near Santa Fe. (One staffer
recalls that an orange and maroon logo was tested; another, however, has stated that
the prototype was green and tan, with black letters.) That field testing quieted the
fears of federal highway officials, who openly worried that traffic would stop at the
signs and thus be a safety hazard. Field testing further revealed that the logo “was
quite visible and identifiable,” but “adjustments were made ... to use black instead
of brown letters, to add an outside black border, and to improve the outline of the
oxen.” That revised design was illustrated in the draft comprehensive plan, and its
use was protected via a May 16, 1989 Federal Register notice.*’

Throughout 1989 and well into 1990, NPS and Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) officials in Washington were engaged in a long, tortuous debate about
appropriateness of the logos and associated verbiage for highway travelers; FHWA
and its sign research bureau advocated for greater simplicity (it suggested a change
from six oxen to two oxen and eliminating the outside lettering), while the NPS
stuck to its original March 1989 design. Based on these and other differences,
FHWA officials refused to approve the signs. By the summer of 1990, after the final
comprehensive management plan (CMP) had been completed, the final format for
the road signs remained unchanged from the previous year’s design, except that the
color arrangement in the areas outside of the logo had changed from green-on-tan
to brown-on-white.*

47 Wagon Tracks, November 1987, 2; February 1988, 1; May 1988, 2; Eldon G. Reyer to Marc Sim-
mons, April 4, 1988, in “Letters Sent Out — Groups” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1963-1989” box,
NTIR.

4 NPS Director James Ridenour lauded Kim for his work, noting that “the wagon and oxen design
not only depicts and conveys the essential flavor of the trail, but provides a real sense of movement
and vitality, a fitting combination to stimulate public commemoration of and interest in the trail.”
NPS Director to Kim, May 4, 1989, in “SFNHT — NPS Memoranda, 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin
Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

¥ Federal Register 54 (May 16, 1989), 21131-32; Gerald Patten to Director NPS, May 9, 1989, in “SF-
NHT - NPS Memoranda, 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Conoboy to the
author, email, October 24, 2018; Gaines, email to the author, November 1, 2018.

%0 Gaines to Joanne Orr, November 25, 1988, in “SFT Correspondence 1988 folder, “SAFE Admin
Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Eldon Reyer to Philip O. Russell, February 17, 1989 and Harry B. Skin-
ner to Thomas B. Carroll, August 14, 1990; both in “SFNHT — Logo FHWA/Testing Issue” folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1995” box, NTIR.
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The FHWA Washington office’s lack of approval continued to be a sticking point.
But the highway agency’s Denver Regional Office — which had a good working
relationship with the NPS’s DSC - resolved the problem by approving the signs as
originally designed, and the helpful intervention of Carroll Morgenson from the
Kansas Department of Transportation (DOT) resulted, in the summer of 1991,

in FHWA approval for not only Kansas but for other states as well. In December
1991, therefore, an NPS Santa Fe Trail planning newsletter averred that “the Kansas
section of the auto tour route should be fully signed sometime in early 1992.” The
NPS, moreover, was optimistic that other SFT states would also have signs installed
by the end of the 1992 FY. The successful implementation of this sign-approval
process eased the way, in later years, for auto tour route signs to be adopted for
other NHT5 as well.”!

Once alogo had been designed and published, it proved sufficiently popular

that outside entities approached NPS officials hoping to “use the logo on their
publications or product lines.” In early 1990, officials moved to enact regulations
regarding licensing procedures of the logo for commercial and public service
use. (Such uses would be allowed if “the intended use will be an enhancement of
the [trail] which would complement the trail program as it is administered by the
NPS.”)>2 This need resulted in a November 1991 Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) between the NPS and the National Park Foundation. This MOA gave

the Foundation the responsibility for “trademark registration and commercial
licensing” of the trail logo.”

Another key part of the draft trail plan, closely related to the logo, was an auto tour
route. This route concept, which was identical to the “designated highway route”
that was included in the Mormon Pioneer Trail plan (see chapter 3), was “designed
to allow reasonably simple and direct travel paralleling the approximate route of
the main Santa Fe Trail .. ., keeping in mind travelers’ convenience and year-round
safety.”>* During the public comment period that followed the release of the draft
trail plan, the public broadly approved both the implementation of this concept
and its specific geographical route. The only negative response (a minor one) was

>1 Gaines to SENHT Advisory Council, memo, Sept. 12,1991, in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1991”
folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; NPS, Santa Fe National Historic Trail (planning
newsletter), December 1991, 2; David Gaines email, August 20, 2014.

52 Richard Smith to Harry Myers, August 28, 1989, in “SFNHT — Memoranda, 1989” folder; RD/
SWRO to Director NPS, January 23, 1990 and Gaines to Chief, Division of Finance, SWRO, Febru-
ary 21, 1990; both in “SFNHT — Memoranda, 1990~ folder; all in “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997”
box, NTIR. These regulations were intended to be published in the Federal Register, but so far as is
known, this never took place.

53 Alan A. Rubin to John E. Cook, November 8, 1991, in “SFNHT - MOA 7029-2-0002” folder, NTIR
contract files; Gaines to Dave Webb, March 28, 1996, in “SFTA 1996” folder, “SAFE Admin Files,
1986-1998” box, NTIR. The NPF had undertaken a similar agreement for the NPS logo that was
used in the agency’s 75" anniversary activities.

Y NPS, Santa Fe NHT Draft Comprehensive Plan (April 1989), 40-41, 117-120.
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voiced in Kansas, when senators Bob Dole and Nancy Kassebaum complained that
the designated auto tour route did not pass either the Santa Fe Trail Center, near
Larned, or Fort Larned National Historic Site. The agency amicably responded

to the legislators’ suggestion, and the route was modified in the final trail plan to
include those two sites.”

Finalizing the Plan

During the spring of 1989, the NPS decided to publicize both the newly-designated
trail and the agency’s planning process, so it underwrote the cost of a short film,
All’s Set on the Santa Fe Trail. The agency contracted with Ladder Films, and on a
“shoestring budget,” filming took place up and down the trail in May 1989.°¢ Given
the assistance of SFTA and its members,*” the “short [12-minute], introductory
film” was completed by October and was made available in a VHS format. The film
was “well received” by all concerned, and by late 1990 more than 1,000 people had
reportedly seen it.”®

On June 21, 1989, a week after the public comment period closed for the draft
comprehensive plan, the trail’s advisory council met for the first time, in Santa

Fe. At that meeting, most of the council members were pleased with the plan, but
Edmundo Delgado, a tourism developer and former New Mexico legislator, was
less than enamored with it; according to a briefing statement, he “objected to the
lack of trail interpretation at Pecos [NHP] and objected to the draft plan’s cultural
bias that played down the role of Hispanics, Indians, and others in trail history.” As

> Dole and Kassebaum to Manuel Lujan, July 14, 1989, in “SFT Correspondence 1989~ folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; NPS, Santa Fe NHT Final Comprehensive Plan (May
1990), 38-39, 114. The only known change to the auto tour route since 1990 took place in 2006,
when the auto tour route heading north-south between Fort Larned NHS and U.S. Highway 56 was
moved west from a partially-paved county road to (fully-paved) U.S. Highway 183. John Conoboy to
Jere Krakow, July 12, 2006, in author’s electronic files; “Re-Route Files,” July 10, 2006, in the follow-
ing NTIR folder: U:\SantaFeTrail\Auto Tour Rt.

¢ Ed Natay to various, August 18, 1989, in “SFT Correspondence 1989” folder; Gaines letter, De-
cember 20, 1989, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence — 1989” folder; Gaines to Bob Exline, Salina,
July 17,1991, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence, 1991” folder; all in “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-
1998” box, NTIR.

7 On September 29, 1989, the NPS and SFTA entered into a three-year memorandum of under-
standing (their first of many) related to the film and its distribution. Rick Smith to Marc Simmons, in
“SFT Correspondence 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; “Closed Santa Fe
Trail Agreements” (chart), file name “SAFE Agreements, 1989-1997”, in the following NTIR folder:
U:ANTIR-Gen’NAgrmnt Lists\Agreements Compilations.

¥ RD/SWRO to WASO, etc., October 2, 1989, in “SFT Correspondence 1989 folder, “SAFE — Ad-
min Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Minutes of the Nov. 15-16, 1990 SFNHT Advisory Council Meet-
ing, in “SFNHT - Advisory Council, 1990” folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.
Other filmmakers, most notably Gordon Knox of SKS Productions in Santa Fe, also proposed trail-
related film projects, but no funds were available for them.
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a result, Delgado worked with NPS staff members John Paige and Jere Krakow on
arevised text, and by October 18, Delgado was pleased by the changes. Less than a
month later, the advisory council reconvened, this time in Council Grove, KS; the
local press noted that the meeting’s purpose was to “focus on the revisions the NPS
has made to the draft [plan].” At that meeting, the council unanimously endorsed
the draft plan.”’

Although Delgado’s concerns with the draft plan were amicably resolved, the
concerns of another plan participant, Gregory Franzwa, proved to be more
contentious. Franzwa, who was a leader among trail advocates because of his
Oregon Trail research and his role in organizing the OCTA, had been involved
with — and had embraced - the Oregon NHT’s 1981 CMP. He pressed for a similar
plan for the Santa Fe NHT. But as David Gaines and other NPS officials compiled
the draft CMP, they began to comprehend and interpret the NTSA’s requirements
in ways that previous (early 1980s) NPS trail planners had not. Franzwa often did
not agree with these evolving interpretations, and as Gaines has noted, Franzwa’s
“mindset and prior experience contributed to later disputes with the NPS over
Santa Fe National Historic Trail planning.”*

Work then proceeded for completing and publishing the final plan. The agency
produced a review draft in October 1989; in March 1990 a final draft was produced
and reviewed by the advisory council.®! By mid-May 1990, the agency had prepared
a brief “Finding of No Significant Impact,” which was completed and approved by
Regional Director John E. Cook on May 23.%2 The two-volume final plan, dated May
1990, was sent to the printers in late June and was distributed to a wide audience in
mid-August.®

Once the plan was completed, the Santa Fe Trail was fortunate in that a budget was
in place for its administration. As noted above, the trail had received planning funds
(a total of approximately $140,000) for FYs 1988 and 1989, and in 1990, the trail

% Santa Fe New Mexican, July 4, 1995; Gaines to Delgado, August 9, 1989, in “SFT Correspondence
1989 folder, “SAFE — Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; NPS, “SAFE Briefing Statement,”
November 24, 1989, in “SFNHT - NPS Memoranda, 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997”
box, NTIR; NPS, “SAFE Briefing Statement, March 5, 1990, in “SFT Correspondence, 1990 folder,
“SAFE Admin File, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Council Grove Republican, November 6, 1989.

% David Gaines, email to the author, November 1, 2018.

¢! Gaines to Advisory Council, March 14, 1990, in “SFT Advisory Council 89-90” folder, “SAFE
Admin File, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

62 Gaines to Prof. H. Paul Friesema, May 17, 1990, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence [1990]”
folder, “SAFE Admin File, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; “SFNHT - Approved Task Directive, CM&UP”
folder and “Finding of No Significant Impact” folder; both in “SAFE — Admin Files, 1987-1995” box,
NTIR.

% John Conoboy to Dan Sharp, June 28, 1990, in “SFENHT - Public Correspondence [1990]” folder,
“SAFE Admin File, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Kansas City Star, September 27, 1990.
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received a line-item budget of $74,000, a figure that remained more-or-less constant
until 1993 (see appendix 6). Gaines, in early 1993, rued to an advisory council
member that the trail’s $81,000 budget that year

does not cover existing staff salaries and benefits, advisory council expenses,
travel, supplies, printing, nor project cost-share grants. We’ve supplemented
trail funds by relying on the Washington Office’s long-distance trails
allocation [see section at the end of this chapter] and Regional Director
Cook’s assistance, which have increased our budget to about $150,000.
Nevertheless, without a permanent operating base increase we cannot hire
additional permanent staff ... based on this non-recurring funding.®

Throughout the period in which the Santa Fe Trail draft CMP was being prepared,
the SWRO employees comprised the ad hoc staff. David Gaines was the only
employee who was solely devoted to trails work. (During the summer of 1988,
because there was also a Masau Trail study that was being undertaken by regional
office planners, Gaines became known as the regional trails coordinator, in an
office known as the Branch of Trails Programs.) Assisting Gaines in trails work

was Frances McCalmont (a planning division secretary), Jane Harvey (a writer-
editor), and others, all of whom contributed their talents on an as-needed basis (see
appendix 4).

Once the draft management plan was completed, staff changes took place. In
August 1989, Gaines brought on his first professional staff person: John Conoboy,
an outdoor recreation planner with park ranger experience at Cedar Breaks NM
and Zion NP (both in Utah), at Mt. Rainier NP in Washington, and C&O Canal
NHP near Washington, D.C.%> In April 1990, the Branch of Trails Programs was
renamed the Branch of Long Distance Trails. That same month, Terrie Quintana
started working as a secretary for the branch; she was followed, six months later, by
clerk-typist Anita Hackett, who also served for a fairly brief period (Appendix 4).

Issues Arising from the Comprehensive Plan

Interpretive Facilities; the Arrow Rock/Old Franklin Issue

¢ Gaines to Ramon Powers, February 19, 1993, in “SFNHT, Advisory Council — 1993 folder, “SAFE
Admin File, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

% Gaines letter, July 11, 1989, in “SFT Correspondence 1989~ folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-
1998” box, NTIR; John Conoboy, interview with the author, March 12, 2014.
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As the planning process moved forward, several contentious issues arose, one of
which dealt with interpretive facilities. At a 1986 House hearing prior to the trail’s
designation, the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs suggested that “the
National Park Service should take steps to expand upon the interpretation and
preservation of the Santa Fe Trail at the five national park units located along the
trail route.”® The legislation itself, however, did not address this issue, and the
trail’s task directive merely asked if “any site(s) be designated as an interpretive
center, and what would such a center include.”®”

Perhaps because the 1981 Oregon Trail’s CMP had called for an interpretive facility
at each end of the trail, Gaines was initially inclined to support similar centers

for the Santa Fe Trail. Recognizing that the State of Missouri had been planning

an interpretive center at Arrow Rock State Historic Site since 1972, he stated in
September 1988 that “Arrow Rock seems, from an NPS perspective, the most
desirable ... site for a major [east-end] trail interpretive facility.” And in Santa Fe,
plans aired that same month called for an “End of the Santa Fe Trail” exhibit to be
housed at the Palace of the Governors. Both of these projects had state government
support.®® Given Congress’s interest (see above), however, Gaines also stated that
additional trail-related interpretation would be located at proposed “new visitor
centers” at Fort Larned NHS, Kansas; Bent’s Old Fort NHS, Colorado; and Fort
Union NM, New Mexico.® Those plans, bold as they were, did not stop other
entities from also weighing in, and during 1988 Gaines received entreaties for
visitor centers in Baldwin City, Kansas;"® Raton Pass, on the Colorado-New Mexico
border;” Clayton, New Mexico; Elkhart, Kansas;’? and Boise City, Oklahoma.”
Agency officials, however, spurned those offers, and in its draft plan, the NPS held
fast to its plan to offer interpretation at each end of the trail (both of which would
take place at facilities that were still in the planning stage) as well as at “new or
expanded facilities” at the three above-named NPS units.”™

 These units were Pecos NM, Fort Union NM, Bent’s Old Fort NHS, Fort Larned NHS, and Harry
S Truman NHS.

67 NPS, “Task Directive, Santa Fe National Historic Trail, Package No. DS59, February 1988,” in “SF-
NHT - Approved Task Directive, CM&UP” folder, “Admin Files — 1987-1995” box, NTIR.

% Gaines memo, September 9, 1988; Dan Murphy to Gaines, September 19, 1988; both in “SFNHT
— NPS Memoranda, 1988 folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Kathy Borgman to

H. Denny Davis, September 14, 1988, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1988” folder, “SAFE
Admin File, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

¢ Gaines to Gordon Knox, November 7, 1988, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1988 folder,
“SAFE Admin File, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

0 P. Philip Barnthouse to Gaines, November 26, 1988, in “SFT Correspondence 1988” folder, “SAFE
Admin File, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

"l Gaines to Stephanie Two-Eagles, September 21, 1990, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence 1991”
folder, “SAFE Admin File, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

2 Nick Brown to Gaines, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence — 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin File,
1986-1998” box, NTIR.

3 Cimarron Co. Historical Society to Gaines, June 9, 1989, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence —
1989 folder, “SAFE Admin File, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

" NPS, Draft CMP/EA, Santa Fe NHT, April 1989, 32-36.
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The choice of where to locate an interpretive facility at the east end of the trail,
however, proved to be controversial. In early 1988, one concerned citizen — worried
that the agency was thinking of placing its east-end interpretive facility at Harry S
Truman NHS in Independence - instead suggested a site along Interstate 70, several
miles south of Old Franklin.” The real controversy, however, began on August 31
of that year when Gaines, at a public meeting in Arrow Rock, touted the advantages
of locating an interpretive facility in that community.” He did so, in part, because
Arrow Rock, a Missouri River town astride the Santa Fe Trail, had existed since

the 1830s. Arrow Rock State Historic Site had been established in 1923, and in
1963, the entire town had been designated a national historic landmark(NHL).
Gaines’s decision to work with the State of Missouri on an Arrow Rock visitor
center, moreover, made economic sense, and it was also consistent with NTSA’s
Section 7(c), which called for “trail interpretation sites [to] be maintained by a State
agency.””” Old Franklin, by contrast, was unpopulated (it was “full of soybeans,” as
one NPS observer noted), and it was located within the Missouri River floodplain.
As such, constructing a facility there (one with any substantial federal involvement)
would have been contrary to floodplain management guidelines.”

That decision, however, did not sit well with Denny Davis, the editor of the main
newspaper in Fayette County (where Old Franklin was located) because, as he
noted, “I feel it is wrong to do this. It doesn’t jibe with history. The trail began at
Franklin.”” Davis, using his newspaper as a platform, launched a vociferous protest
against Arrow Rock, with its “slick promotion and marketing machine” and its
“B&B intellectuals of the art and summer theatre colony.”® Davis passed along his
concerns to his congressional delegation. Then, in mid-September 1988, Davis held
a “mass meeting” at New Franklin (on the bluff just north of Old Franklin). At that
meeting, a nonprofit group called Franklin or Bust, Inc. was formed. NPS officials,
in response, suggested the construction of an NPS-sponsored “interpretive shelter
or pavilion at Old Franklin.”®! But Davis, his co-leader Gregory Franzwa, and the
other group members demanded that the NPS build (and pay for) a visitor center

> Alan Everson to Gaines, March 7, 1988, in “Letters Sent Out — Groups” folder, “SAFE Admin Files,
1963-1989” box, NTIR.

76 “Santa Fe Trail Plan Slights Franklin,” Fayette Democrat-Leader, September 3, 1988.

7 Kathy Borgman to H. Denny Davis, September 14, 1988, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence
1988” folder, “SAFE Admin File, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

8 Gaines, email to the author, November 1, 1988. Executive Order 11988, issued on May 24, 1977,
notes (in Section 2) that agencies must examine more viable alternatives before building in flood-
plains.

" H. Denny Davis to Jere Krakow, September 6, 1988, in “Letters Sent Out — NPS” folder, “SAFE
Admin Files, 1963-1989” box, NTIR.

8 Fayette Democrat-Leader, September 3, 1988; John Cook to Sen. John C. Danforth, in “SFT Cor-
respondence 1988 folder, “SAFE Admin File, 1986-1998” box, NTIR. The “marketing machine” to
which Davis referred may have been the Friends of Arrow Rock, a group that had been established
in 1959 to support the state’s efforts at the local historic site.

81 “Franklin or Bust Seeks New Center,” Wagon Tracks 3 (November 1988), 1; Marc Simmons, “Presi-
dent’s Column,” Wagon Tracks 3 (February 1989), 2; John Cook to Rep. Frank R. Wolf, in “SFNHT

— Public Correspondence 1988 folder, “SAFE Admin File, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.
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at Old Franklin. As a result, Franzwa and others were frank in their dissatisfaction
with the agency’s April 1989 draft trail plan, which recommended a state-sponsored
interpretive center at Arrow Rock.?

The most contentious event related to this advocacy effort took place in early June
1989, during a well-attended Boonville public meeting related to the recently-issued
draft comprehensive plan. At that meeting, which was led by NPS employees John
Paige, Jere Krakow, and David Gaines, Franzwa read a statement “crucifying” the
agency for positing that Arrow Rock and not Old Franklin was the eastern terminus
of the Santa Fe Trail — even though no agency employees had ever made such a
statement.® But perhaps in response to such rhetoric, the NPS in late June 1989
quietly dropped the idea of lending support to an interpretive center at either end
of the trail.3 That year the State of Missouri was finally able to begin construction
on its long-planned visitor center at Arrow Rock. The center was completed and
dedicated in September 1991, although exhibits were not installed until 1993 if not
later.®

Davis and Franzwa, meanwhile, continued their fight against the NPS and for

an Old Franklin interpretive center by opting for a legislative solution. The

agency opposed those efforts; in a November 1989 briefing statement to its
Washington office, regional NPS officials stated that the agency “should oppose
any Congressional action designed to get the Service involved with visitor center
construction and operation at Franklin.”3¢ By 1991, the two trail advocates were still
active in their quest; they were working with Missouri’s congressional delegation
to underwrite a facility that the NPS would build and possibly operate as well.%”
That year, however, the prospects for an Old Franklin historical center dimmed
when a large industrial facility, the Missouri Resources Hi-Tech Energy Center, was
proposed nearby. That plan was effectively abandoned in March 1993.88 And just

82 Columbia Daily Tribune, July 9, 1989.

8 Joy Poole to Gaines, appx. June 5, 1989, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence — 1989 folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Jere Krakow, interview by the author, January 23, 2014.
8 NPS, Draft CMP/EA, Santa Fe Trail NHT, April 1989, 32-36; NPS, Final CMP/EA, Santa Fe Trail
NHT, May 1990, 34-36; Columbia Missourian, January 31, 1990.

8 Virginia Lee Fisher to Marc Simmons, March 2, 1989, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence —
1989” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Columbia Daily Tribune, September 29,
1991; Conoboy to State of Missouri, March 15, 1993, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1993”
folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

8 NPS Briefing Statement, November 3, 1989, in “SFNHT - Memoranda, 1989 folder, “SAFE Ad-
min Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR. On a more personal note, another press release noted that “Mr.
Davis ... has written inaccurate articles about NPS planning activity and NPS authorities.” Acting
RD to Director NPS, November 27, 1989, in “SFT Correspondence 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin
Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

87 John Cook to Director NPS, November 22, 1991, in “SFNHT, NPS Memoranda - 1991” folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

8 Boonville Daily News, November 8-9, 1991; Columbia Daily Tribune, March 24, 1993; The Record
(Boonville), March 30, 1993.
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four months later, Franklin or Bust’s efforts came to an abrupt halt when the Great
Flood of 1993 inundated Old Franklin along with much of the rest of the Missouri
River’s floodplain in that state.?

Unrelated to the planning process that resulted in the Arrow Rock visitor center,

a larger, Missouri-based trail-related museum came to fruition during this period.
In Independence, the long-planned National Frontier Trails Center — located just
south of the town square where so many caravans had begun their treks along

the Santa Fe, Oregon, and California trails — was housed in a late-19™-century
factory complex and was built with $2 million in state funds. Construction began
by January 1989, and the center was formally opened in late March 1990. NPS
Regional Director John Cook spoke at the opening gala.” At the western end of the
trail, however, events moved at a slower pace. As early as the spring of 1989, State
of New Mexico officials had told the NPS that “an expansion of the [Palace of the
Governors] museum is planned.” That expansion, however, was not completed
until May 2009, when the New Mexico History Museum (which included Santa Fe
Trail exhibits) opened to the public.”

Concern Over Additional Routes

Another crucial issue that was discussed during the late 1980s — when the
comprehensive plan was being written — dealt with the congressional status of the
various Santa Fe Trail routes. The trail bill that was signed into law in May 1987
made reference to the map that had been included in the 1975-1976 BOR’s study;
that, in turn, was a copy of the map drawn, in 1962-1963, for William Brown’s
National Survey of Historic Sites and Buildings (NSHSB) trail study. Brown’s map
was of the “bare bones” variety; it showed little more than sinuous single lines along
the Mountain Route and the Cimarron Route. Trail historians, however, recognized
that those who traveled the trail often took a variety of alternate routes, including a
military route south from Fort Leavenworth, a connecting route from Fort Hays to
Fort Dodge; the Aubry Route; the Granada-Fort Union Military Road, and a variety
of routes that left the Arkansas River in western Kansas and joined the Cimarron
Route. The mapping crew that canvassed the trail in the spring of 1988, led by

% Boonwille Daily News, July 12, 1993; http://mo.water.usgs.gov/Reports/1993-Flood/. Denny Davis,
however, continued as late as 1995 to address the NPS with a “Franklin or Bust” letterhead.

% As noted in Chapter 3, NPS staff in the Seattle office had consulted about this center back in 1984.
The quote is from David Gaines. Gaines site report, October 17,1988, in “SFNHT - NPS Memo-
randa, 1988” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; National Frontier Trails Center
newsletter, January 1989, in “SFT Correspondence 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998”
box, NTIR; Barbara Potts to John Cook, February 8, 1990, in “SFNHT — Public Correspondence
[1990]” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

1 NPS, Draft CMP/EA, Santa Fe NHT, April 1989, 36; http://www.nmhistorymuseum.org/campus.

php.
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Gregory Franzwa, delved into the location of these trails. NPS officials, therefore,
were not surprised when Franzwa’s maps — which appeared in the map supplement
to the April 1989 draft comprehensive plan — reflected a more expansive view of
what constituted the Santa Fe Trail.

But trail advocates, including members of the trail’s advisory council, were well
aware that Congress — and thus the NPS - officially recognized only those routes
that appeared on Brown’s map. In order to remedy this imbalance, advisory council
members in early 1990 began to make their wishes known — specifically, that they
wanted to add “side and branch” trails to the officially-designated trail.”

In response, an NPS Washington official advised trails staff that because a Santa Fe
Trail feasibility study had never been conducted, adding trail segments “probably
cannot be done without Congressional action.” The official recommended the
completion of a separate study “that can conduct the necessary analysis and
planning usually included in feasibility planning.”® The final CMP, dated May
1990, contained in its map supplement an almost identical set of maps that had
been published a year earlier. The plan itself, however, stated that the agency would
“recognize and discuss these branches, as well as other interrelated trails, in its
interpretive programs along the main trail.” The plan also reiterated the need for a
study that would “address the national historic trail designation criteria” as laid out
in the NTSA.*

Attention related to this issue soon shifted to Congress. In late 1990, Sen. Robert
Dole and Rep. Pat Roberts (both R-KS) pushed for the inclusion of the Fort Hays-
Fort Dodge Military Road in an Interior Department appropriations bill.” Rep.
Roberts resurrected the issue in mid-1992. He first urged the NPS to re-interpret
the NTSA to include branch trails without specific Congressional authorization,
and second by searching for a study funding source. Gaines, in response, told

an advisory council meeting soon afterward that undertaking the $80,000 study

°2 David Jolly and Tim Zwink letters, January 30, 1990, in “SFNHT - Advisory Council, 1990” folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Cimarron Cut-Off Chapter to Gaines, January 22, 1990,
in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence [1990]” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

% Chief, Recreation Resources Assistance Division to RD/SWRO, February 20, 1990, in “SFNHT —
Memoranda, 1990” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Cook to Rep. Pat Roberts,
March 1, 1990, in “SFT Advisory Council 89-90” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.
% NPS, Final CMP/EA, Santa Fe NHT, May 1990, 15. See also “Briefing Statement, SFNHT Planning,
March 5, 1990,” in “SFT Correspondence, 1990 folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.
In November 1990, Gaines told the trail’s advisory committee that the agency “would be studying
major branches for eligibility under NPS criteria.” There is no evidence, however, that this study was
ever completed. NPS, “Minutes of the Nov. 15-16 SEFNHT Advisory Council Meeting, La Junta, Col-
orado,” in “SFNHT — Advisory Council, 1990 folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

% Great Bend Tribune, October 24, 1990; Wichita Eagle, October 26, 1990. Roberts had made a simi-
lar effort the year before; see the Wichita Eagle-Beacon, August 11, 1989.
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“remains a very high priority” for the agency.”® The issue surfaced yet again in 1993,
when various SFTA members formed the Frontier Military Group to study various
Kansas military routes, and as late as 1996, SFTA President Ross Marshall made

it known that “several members want to add trail routes to the Santa Fe National
Historic Trail.” But, for a variety of reasons, a study to ascertain the eligibility of
additional Santa Fe Trail routes was not undertaken.”” The need for such a study
may have been lessened because Gaines had told trail supporters that the agency
had no problem with local advocates putting up signage and interpretation along
various non-designated routes. And, in more recent years, trails staff have worked
with partners on several projects along these additional routes pertaining to
interpretive waysides, National Register nominations, and other matters.*

Commercial Use of NPS Maps

A final issue that arose from the comprehensive planning process pertained to
Gregory Franzwa’s role in producing the maps for the CMP’s map supplement. As
noted in the previous section, Franzwa fulfilled the terms of his contract with the
NPS by supplying a draft series of maps by the end of August 1988, and — working
with NPS historian Jere Krakow and others — he supplied a revised series of maps

in the spring of 1989 that were distributed as part of the draft comprehensive

plan. Inasmuch as Franzwa was an independent book publisher, NPS officials fully
recognized that, because maps in government reports are not typically copyrighted,
he might publish a largely duplicated version of those maps once the CMP had been
finalized.

Franzwa, however, departed from established government procedure in two ways.
First, he proceeded to publish the maps that he had prepared for the draft (not
the final) comprehensive plan; that book of maps, with the title Maps of the Santa
Fe Trail, was printed by Patrice Press in April 1989 and distributed three months
later. (Shortly afterward, Franzwa published The Santa Fe Trail Revisited, a driving
guide to the trail.”’) Franzwa’s other deviation from government norms is that
Manuel Lujan, Jr. - who was currently President Bush’s Secretary of the Interior
—wrote a brief foreword to the maps volume, and NPS Director James Ridenour
wrote a foreword to the driving guide. Doing so violated government regulations,

¢ Rep. Pat Roberts to Bill Chalfant, June 22, 1992, in “SFNHT Advisory Council - 1992” folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Minutes of SFNHT Advisory Council Meeting, Kansas
City, Mo., August 27-28, 1992, in “SFNH'T, Advisory Council - 1993” folder, “SAFE Admin Files,
1987-1997” box, NTIR.

°7 Gaines to Dorothy Kroh, May 26, 1993, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1993” folder, “SFTA
Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Ross Marshall to “Directors and Officers,” in “SFTA 1996”
folder, “SFTA Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

%8 Jere Krakow, interview with the author, Jan. 23, 2014.

% Tiller and Toiler [Larned, KS], October 16, 1989.
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which prohibited a sitting administration official from contributing to a for-profit
publication. Given those regulatory violations, NPS regional official John Cook
wrote to the agency’s director about a “potential embarrassment regarding Santa Fe
Trail publications.” That letter was then forwarded to the Interior Secretary’s office.
In April 1990, an assistant to Lujan wrote to Franzwa, stating that he “regrets that
the book of maps was printed” prior to the NPS’s acceptance of them, and also that
it was “not appropriate” for the Secretary “to provide forewords for private book
sales.”100

Franzwa, meanwhile, continued to follow the NPS’s mapping contract, and he
continued to revise his maps, as needed, for the final (May 1990) comprehensive
plan, which (as noted above) was distributed in mid-August.'’! Otherwise, however,
Franzwa found it challenging to separate his contractual relationships from his
personal opinions, and time and again he came across (to NPS officials) as being
prickly and opinionated. In September 1990, for example, he wrote Gaines a six-
page letter detailing errors in the final plan and demanded that an errata sheet be
issued. Gaines, in a point-by-point response, agreed with some points but disagreed
on others, and no errata sheet was issued at that time. Shortly afterward, Franzwa

— still apparently unhappy with some admittedly “miniscule” errors on a map in the
CMP - demanded that the agency reprint the volume; Gaines demurred, citing lack
of funds. Still unsatisfied, Franzwa used the Folio, his in-house newsletter, to blast
the NPS for “the many, many errors in your final ‘official’ management plan.”!%

In January 1993, the NPS included an errata sheet as part of its semi-annual trail
newsletter.!%

Santa Fe Trail - Administrative Issues

Once the Santa Fe Trail’s comprehensive plan had been completed, the NPS
faced the daunting task of trying to carry out the plan’s recommendations and to
establishing an ongoing administrative presence. To do so, the agency was forced
to be inventive and to establish orderly protocols for trail administration. This was

100 RD/SWRO to Director NPS, November 2, 1989, in “SFNHT — NPS Memoranda, 1989 folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Director NPS to Franzwa, draft, n.d. (Dec. 1989?), in
“SFT Correspondence 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Lou Gallegos to
Franzwa, April 11, 1990, in “SFNHT — Memoranda, 1990” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997”
box, NTIR.

101 Franzwa to Burt Schmitz, August 12, 1990, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence [1990]; John
Cook to Rep. Alan Wheat (D-MO), May 12, 1992, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence — 1992”
folder; both in “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

102 Gaines to Franzwa, November 9, 1990, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence [1990]” folder;
Franzwa to Gaines, May 29, 1991, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence, 1991” folder; Gaines to
Peggy Smith, July 14, 1992, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence — 1992” folder, all “SAFE Admin
Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Folio [Patrice Press], April-May 1992.

13 NPS, SENHT Newsletter 8 (January 1993), p. 9.
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because the Southwest Region, under John Cook - unlike several other NPS regions
and their directors — had made it known from the outset that the Santa Fe Trail
would be administered as if it were a unit of the National Park System.!** For the
next several years, the trails administrators in Santa Fe worked primarily (although
not exclusively, as shall be seen below) on issues related to the Santa Fe Trail.

Initial Partnership Agreements and the Interpretive Plan

As one of the first orders of business, trails staff tried to establish a basic working
relationship between the NPS and its principal partners. Initial attempts were

made to obtain memoranda of understanding (MOU) with the five trail states.

New Mexico was a cooperative partner from the start; given the help of Tom
Benavides, a state senator from Bernalillo County, the 1990 legislature passed a
joint memorial that paved the way for the MOU that Gov. Garrey Carruthers signed
in mid-December 1990.1% The other four state governments signed their respective
agreements between May and August 1991. The other major entities with which

the trails staff sought partnerships were the U.S. Forest Service (regarding several
national grasslands in Colorado, Kansas, and Oklahoma) and the National Park
Foundation (regarding “trademark registration and commercial licensing”). MOUs
with the two appropriate Forest Service offices were signed in June and December
1991, while a MOA with the NPF was completed in November of that year.!% In
addition, a considerable amount of attention was devoted to renewing an initial
1989 working agreement between the NPS and the SFTA (see appendix 7). After
more than a year’s deliberations, the two entities finalized a five-year MOU on
April 29, 1991. Shortly thereafter, on August 20, the MOU was supplemented by a
cooperative agreement, which allowed the NPS “to provide [SFTA] limited financial
assistance for specific projects and programs.”1%’

104 David Gaines, email to the author, November 1, 2018.

105 RD/SWRO to Benavides, March 22,1990, in “SFT Correspondence, 1990” folder, “SAFE Admin
Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Lyons [KS] Daily News, December 26, 1990; Council Grove Republican,
December 26, 1990. The legislation was known as House Joint Memorial 1 and Senate Joint Memo-
rial 4.

106 Colorado Historical Society to Colorado Governor’s Office, November 29, 1990, in “SFNHT -
Public Correspondence [1990]” folder; Conoboy to Jack Weissling, March 18, 1992, in “SFNHT,
Public Correspondence — 1992 folder; both in “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; “Closed
Santa Fe Trail Agreements” [chart], NTIR electronic files; NPS, “Santa Fe National Historic Trail”
newsletter, December 1991, p. 1. David Gaines, in a November 1, 2018 email to the author, noted
that “Institutionalization of the national historic trails on paper was critical in the early stages when
there was not yet a physical toehold via certifications, funds, projects, etc. There could be no toehold
without an institutional framework made of paper and good faith agreements.”

197 Joy Poole to Gaines, January 24, 1989, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence — 1989” folder;
Gaines and Tim Zwink letters, May 1990, in “Santa Fe Trail Association, 1992-93” folder; both in
“SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; John E. Cook to Joseph Snell, August 12, 1991, in “SF-
NHT 1442CA7029-01-0014” folder, NTIR Agreements Files.
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An issue that needed immediate attention was how the trail would be interpreted.'%
In early February 1990, not long before the final comprehensive plan was issued,
work began on an interpretive prospectus for the trail. As Gaines noted to a
trails supporter, “we’re going to try to produce a product that can provide local
groups and landowners with some tangible interpretive concepts (e.g., a range of
standardized wayside exhibits that NPS can help provide on a cost-share basis)
that they can pursue.”!” A few months later, the agency assembled a five-person
team from both the SWRO and Harpers Ferry Center that traveled to museums
along the trail.""° By January 1991, the team had completed a preliminary draft of
the document, and six months later a more refined draft was being reviewed.!!
The final document, dated September 1991, was distributed to staff and partners
beginning in mid-November.'"?

Due to budget limitations and a lack of staff, the trail office during its early years
was able to accomplish few of its interpretive goals. Needs were expressed for

an interpretive film,'"* an educational exhibit, one or more passport stamps, and
other end products. All that could be accomplished in the near term, however,
was the preparation of an interim trail brochure. That black-and-white brochure
was prepared in 1991. A 5,000-copy run was completed in time for distribution at
the SFTA symposium, at Arrow Rock, Missouri, that September. The Southwest
Parks and Monuments Association agreed to finance a 16,000-copy reprint of that
brochure, which was completed and partially distributed in late 1992.1!4

108 By August 1989, $30,000 had been set aside for this purpose. Gaines to Doug Faris, August 23,
1989, in “SFNHT — NPS Memoranda, 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

109 Faris to WASQ, February 9, 1990, in “SFT Correspondence, 1990” folder; Gaines to Joe Snell,
February 7, 1990, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence [1990]” folder; both in “SAFE Admin Files,
1986-1998” box, NTIR.

119The team consisted of Bill Brown and John Conoboy (both SWRO) along with Mitch Zetlin,
Michael Paskowski, and Dick Hoffman (all HFC); they were assisted by Harry Myers (Supt. of Ft.
Union NM) and Dr. Mike Olsen (a historian and SFTA member). Council Grove Republican, May
4,1990; John Conoboy to [various], June 28,1990, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence [1990]”
folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

11 Conoboy to Paskowski, January 29, 1991, and Donald Hill memo, July 24, 1991; both in “SFNHT,
NPS Memoranda - 1991” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

112 Gaines to Cimarron County Historical Society, November 18, 1991, in “SFNHT, Public Corre-
spondence, 1991” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR. John Conoboy, in an October
24,2018 email to the author, noted that once the prospectus was completed, “we put it on a shelf
and never really used it much ... we really had no idea of how trail interpretive efforts would actually
happen.”

113 The NPS’s correspondence files contain numerous proposals to produce a federally-sponsored
Santa Fe Trail film. These letters, dated 1987 to 1990, came from filmmaker Gordon Knox, of SKS
Productions in Santa Fe. The NPS, lacking other alternatives, told Knox in January 1990, “we fully
support your efforts to make a Santa Fe Trail film,” but no funds were available to underwrite such a
venture. RD/SWRO to Knox, “SFNHT - Public Correspondence [1990]” folder, “SAFE Admin Files,
1986-1998” box, NTIR.

114 Gaines to George C. Stone, May 8, 1991, in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1991” folder, “SAFE
Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; NPS, SENHT Planning Newsletter, December 1991, 2 and Janu-
ary 1993, 4-5; Gaines to Mike Pitel, October 23, 1992, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence — 1992”
folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.
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Research Activities

Research was another major concern. A research committee within the trail’s
advisory council had identified the need to address several research topics, and
based on that input, the NPS decided to fund two projects: a contextual study of
the trail and a study spotlighting the role of Hispanic traders along the trail. Before
the trail’s comprehensive plan had been completed, agency officials had outlined
the need for three historical studies. These included 1) a Hispanic Role Study,
perhaps listed in response to Edmundo Delgado’s “cultural bias” comments to
the draft comprehensive plan, 2) a historic context study, which would identify
significant trail-related properties and submit national register forms for them,
and 3) a historic resource study, which would summarize major historical events,
especially those not covered in other works. Each of these studies moved forward;
officials decided, however, to incorporate the goals of the historic resource study
into the historic context study, as noted below.'!

In 1990, the agency’s regional office contracted with Dr. Susan Calafate Boyle,
a Colorado State University history instructor, to undertake the Hispanic role
study, and by November 1990, she had produced an interim report entitled

A Socioeconomic Analysis of Hispanics Along the Santa Fe Trail, with favorable
reviews.!¢ That study surprised some NPS officials, inasmuch as it showed that
most trade over the trail extended well south of Santa Fe. Boyle subsequently
expanded upon that research, and by early 1993 she had completed a draft
manuscript concerning “New Mexican Merchants and the Santa Fe Trail,” which
received a mixed reception from NPS reviewers. In 1997, her final study was
published as Los Capitalistas: Hispano Merchants and the Santa Fe Trade by the
University of New Mexico Press.'"”

Regarding the historic context study, the NPS let a contract in 1991 to the Urbana
Group, a consulting company from Urbana, Illinois. The project was led through
the SWRO historian’s office (Neil Mangum was the regional historian at the time),

15 Gaines to Faris, August 23, 1989, in “SFNHT — NPS Memoranda, 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin
Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Acting RD/SWRO to Director NPS, November 27, 1989, in “SFT Cor-
respondence 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Gaines memo, March 21,
1990, in “SFT Correspondence, 1990 folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

116 Boyle reported to Neil Mangum and Art Gomez, historians at SWRO, not to Gaines. “Minutes

of the Nov. 15-16, 1990 Advisory Council Meeting in La Junta, Colorado,” in “SFNHT - Advisory
Council, 1990” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; NPS, SENHT Newsletter for April
1990 (p. 4) and December 1991 (p. 3); Susan Boyle, emails to the author, June 21,2014 and June 23,
2014.

7 Gaines letter, February 5, 1993, in “SFNHT, Advisory Council, 1993” folder; Art Gomez to Dan
Tyler, November 4, 1993, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence, 1993, cont.” folder; “Minutes of the
Advisory Council Meeting, Nov. 4-5,1993,” in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1994” folder; all in “SAFE
Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.
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while Urbana’s primary representative was Alice Edwards.!'® New Mexico’s SHPO
may have played a role in the project as well.!” The proposed products from that
contract were a context document, called a Multiple Property Documentation
Form (MPDF), and a series of National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
nominations (see appendix 8). By April 1992, a draft MPDF had been completed
and sent out for review to the appropriate SHPOs, trail historians, and SFTA
members, along with a list of 40 properties to be nominated. The reviews were
highly critical.'’ A year later, in February 1993, the contractor completed the
draft NRHP nominations. Again, the nominations did not meet expectations, and
some nominations had to be rewritten by outside parties. The final MPDF was
submitted in July 1993, and by October of that year the various nominations had
been completed and submitted to the various SHPOs. The MPDF was eventually
accepted, but the nominations received mixed reviews, with only 19 of the 40
submitted nominations being entered onto the NRHP.'*!

During this period, the budding Santa Fe trails office started to organize a library.
Initial entries in the collection dealt with the Santa Fe Trail, but before long,

books — primarily obtained from used book stores — were collected on a variety

of western trails, along with more general western history topics. Trails employee
John Conoboy, along with Margaret Sears, a long time trails volunteer, was largely
responsible for acquiring needed titles, and they continued assembling appropriate
volumes for the trails office for a number of years.!??

Certification - Initial Steps

Key to the effective administration of the Santa Fe Trail — or any historic trail, for
that matter — was a method by which non-federal partners (states, cities, private
landowners, etc.) could help preserve, protect, and interpret significant trail
resources. The NTSA noted the importance of non-federal partners in both Section
3(a)(3) and Section 7(h)(1), but prior to the congressional authorization of the Santa
Fe Trail, only a few certification partnerships had been finalized. (Most of these

18 NPS, SENHT newsletter, December 1991, 3; Edwards to Gaines, August 18, 1992, in “SFNHT Ad-
visory Council — 1992” folder, in “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; John Conoboy email,
July 12,2014.

19 John Conoboy email, July 12, 2014; David Gaines email, August 20, 2014.

120 Gaines to Ed Bearss, March 2, 1992, in “SFNHT, NPS Memoranda — 1992” folder; Thomas
Merlan to Ramon Powers, November 18, 1993, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1993, cont.”
folder; both in “Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

21 Independence (Mo.) Examiner, November 23, 1993; Merlan to Powers, November 18, 1993, and
David Clapsaddle to Powers, October 12, 1993, both in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1993,
cont.” folder, “Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; “Minutes of the Advisory Council Meeting,
Now. 4-5,1993,” in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1994” folder, “Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR;
John Conoboy email, July 12, 2014.

122 John Conoboy email, July 12, 2014.
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were on the Lewis and Clark NHT, in which the trail administrator approved a
nomination which was signed by the Interior Secretary; one other, which pertained
to the Mormon Pioneer NHT, was similarly signed, ostensibly, by the NPS Director
and the Interior Secretary.) Trails personnel in Santa Fe may have used one of these
forms as a template.'?

Santa Fe Trail administrators, however, chose to break new ground on certification.
(As David Gaines later noted, the agency’s Southwest Region “has been the first

to apply this aspect of the NTSA with any seriousness and the first to fathom its
unrealized potential to take traditional NPS philosophy applied to traditional parks
and apply it to resources managed by others, especially private landowners.”1?*) As
one byproduct of that new attitude, NPS staff — with considerable assistance from
advisory council members — designed a partnership certification form that would
be signed by only the trail administrator and the property owner. Language in

both the draft and final comprehensive plans, therefore, provided some specificity
regarding certification requirements. Those documents also provided a suggested
certification form with two purposes. First, it provided a platform for property
owners to provide the necessary qualifying information, and it also provided space
for both the property owner and an agency official to endorse the certification
process.'?

Before the comprehensive planning process was completed, the owners or
managers of several properties stepped forward, asking that they be certified

trail partners, and by January 1990, trail administrators had identified five or six
demonstration certification projects, in all five trail states. The Santa Fe Trail Center
(Larned, Kansas) and the National Frontier Trails Center (Independence, Missouri)
presented themselves as likely initial candidates.!? The NPS, however, chose
Autograph Rock, near Boise City, Oklahoma, as its initial certification partnership.
The agency may have done so because its staff had previously worked with the
property owners (Dan and Carol Sharp) on preserving the historical inscriptions

at the site; because Dan Sharp was a member of the trail’s advisory council; and
because, as independent-minded Oklahoma ranchers, the Sharps represented

123 John Conoboy and Steve Elkinton, “Re-Thinking Historic Trail ‘Certification’,” January 2007, 8,
in “Certified Sites, General Info” folder, author’s files; Conoboy to the author, email, October 24,
2018

124 Gaines to ARD, Planning, October 21, 1993, in “SFNHT - NPS Memorandum 1993 folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

125 Mike Olsen, August 21, 1989 letter, in “SFT Advisory Council — Subcommittee on Interpretive
Programs” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; NPS, Draft SENHT Comprehensive
Plan (April 1989), 45-46, 121-22; NPS, Final SEFNHT Comprehensive Plan (May 1990), 44-45, 130-31.
126 Gaines to Monroe Taliaferro, January 11, 1990, in “SFT Correspondence, 1990 folder; National
Frontier Trails Center newsletter, January 1989, in “SFT Correspondence 1989” folder; Gaines to
Ruth Olson, April 26, 1991, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence, 1991” folder; all in “SAFE Admin
Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR. As Gaines noted (in “Linear Frontiers,” CRM 16/7 [1993], 11), “Certi-
fied sites display the official trail logo, which we use like the Good Housekeeping Seal of Approval.”
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a specific type of property owner with which the agency wanted to establish an
early partnership.'?” During the late summer of 1990, the Sharps and NPS staff
worked out mutually-acceptable language for a certification form, to be valid for
the next five years. Once all parties agreed on that language, it became the template
for future certification partnerships, not only for the Santa Fe Trail but for other
trails that would be administered out of the Santa Fe trails office.!”® The Autograph
Rock certification form was signed at the site on January 24, 1991 (see appendix
9); on hand was NPS Regional Director John Cook, along with a healthy crowd of
advisory council members, SFTA members, and other trail advocates.'?’

After the signing of the first trail certification partnership form, others followed in
quick succession. Second in line was the Santa Fe Trail Center, near Larned, Kansas,
which became certified on April 17, 1991. Less than two weeks later, the Boggsville
Historic Site (near Las Animas, Colorado) was certified, and that November, three
partnerships were finalized in the Kansas City metropolitan area: Schumacher Park
in Kansas City, Missouri; Harmon Park in Prairie City, Kansas; and the National
Frontier Trails Center, in Independence, Missouri.'*

In the meantime, trails staff - recognizing that there were scores of properties along
the Santa Fe Trail that were potentially certifiable — went to work on a certification
guide, which would help property owners and trail advocates understand the
certification concept and recognize what was necessary in order to certify trail-
related properties. (As a key part of certification, the NPS went on record as stating
that the agency’s financial assistance, when available, would go primarily to certified
properties.) By mid-October 1991, a certification guide had been completed in

127 Conoboy to Dan Sharp, June 28, 1990, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence [1990]” folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; David Sandoval letter, April 3, 1991, in “SFNHT Ad-
visory Council 1991” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR. As David Gaines noted

in a November 1, 2018 email to the author, Gaines met the Sharps in March 1988. The couple had
recently been evicted from their Colorado ranch because the Army had condemned it as part of a
planned tank-maneuver zone; they saw certification as a way to forestall another government take-
over of their land.

128 Gaines to Dan Sharp, August 29, 1990, and Gaines to Dan and Carol Sharp, September 13, 1990;
both in Autograph Rock Site Folder #3, NTIR General Files. Gaines, reflecting on the early certi-
fication agreements many years later, stated that “the 5-year term for certification agreements was
needed to mollify private landowners/others who might not wish to have an open-ended, perpetual
agreement with the ‘government,” notwithstanding the inclusion of the termination clause. [It] was
also to spur both parties to action, to avoid any feelings of being taken for granted or ignored. It
insured that we had to check up on the resource/partnership within that span of time and be assured
that the NTSA and other standards were being met.” David Gaines, email to the author, November
1,2018.

129 Boise City (Okla.) News, January 23, 1991; Santa Fe New Mexican, January 24, 1991.

130 See the following URL: http://www.nps.gov/safe/parkmgmt/certified-sites-on-the-santa-fe-nht.
htm; Great Bend Tribune, April 18, 1991; Tiller and Toiler, May 2, 1991; Independence Examiner,
November 9, 1991. As noted in a letter from Ruth Olson Peters to David Gaines (“SFNHT - Public
Correspondence 1993, cont.” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR), early certification
partners needed to write annual reports to the NPS about their trail-related activities.
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draft form, and by mid-December, the 14-page Santa Fe National Historic Trail
Certification Guide had been completed and distributed to advisory council
members and to potential certification partners.'!

Inasmuch as SWRO personnel, with their Santa Fe Trail efforts, had undertaken
groundbreaking work on trail certification, Washington-based trails personnel
hoped to use SWRO’s experience to spread the certification idea to other NHTs. A
certification task group was thus organized, and a key concept broached by several
task force members related to whether new certification agreements required
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance. Most task force members
felt that NEPA compliance was essential, but SWRO trails personnel took an
opposite view, arguing that because there was no proposed ground disturbance,
no federal “action” had taken place, rendering compliance unnecessary. Inasmuch
as the task force was not legally binding, Santa Fe-based trails personnel did not
implement the task force’s recommendations.*?

Proposals for Trail Retracement

A key question surrounding possible trail development was this: should the trail
be opened for recreational use, and if so, what were the leading candidates?

The NTSA, passed in 1968, was primarily focused on scenic trails and their
construction, and when the 1978 amendments were passed that established the
NH'T5 category, the amendment language in Section 3(a)(3) continued to suggest
a strong role for public recreation along the trails’ historic route.!** More than a
decade later, the Santa Fe Trail’s draft and final comprehensive plans noted that

The National Park Service will encourage state and local governments,
private groups, and landowners to help establish, maintain, and manage

the various types of trails. Even though it will not be possible to establish a
single, continuous trail all along the original route of the Santa Fe Trail, it will
be possible to establish shorter trails at various locations.'**

131 The certification guide, issued in December 1991, was mistakenly dated February 1991. Gaines to
[Advisory Council Landowner Subcommittee], October 15, 1991 letter; Gaines to Advisory Council
members, December 19, 1991; both in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1991~ folder, “SAFE Admin Files,
1987-1997”, NTIR; NPS, SENHT Certification Guide, 6-7.

132 John Conoboy email, July 12, 2014; Gaines to ARD, Planning, SWRO, October 21, 1993, in “SF-
NHT - NPS Memorandum 1993” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

133 The initial sentence in Section 3, for example, notes that “National historic trails ... will be ex-
tended trails which follow as closely as possible and practicable the original trails or routes of travel
of national historic significance.”

B4NPS, SENHT Draft Comprehensive Plan (April 1989), 38; NPS, SENHT Final Comprehensive Plan
(May 1990), 37.
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During the planning process, various possibilities surfaced for the possible
acquisition and use of trail segments. During the summer of 1988, discussions
took place between the NPS and Fort Union Ranch regarding a scenic easement
across the ranch, the idea being that such an easement would protect Fort Union’s
viewshed area from incompatible development, while at the same time preparing
the way for a hiking trail along the Mountain Route between Fort Union and the
Philmont Ranch-Cimarron area. Discussions were also held with the owners of
the Mora Ranch, located at Ocate Crossing.'*> Off-and-on discussions continued
between the NPS and Fort Union Ranch until 1992. But after the ranch’s scenic
easement was appraised, the NPS was unable to secure the asked-for acquisition
funds, and the plan was dropped.!*

During the same period, other trail-retracement possibilities emerged just south

of Fort Union. In March 1988 the Conservation Fund (a land-preservation group
with offices in Santa Fe) revealed that it was in discussions to purchase the northern
part of the Doolittle Ranch, which constituted a 5,780-acre parcel on the north
edge of Watrous. That acreage, which was owned by Barbara Doolittle and her son
Brian King, included the mid-19* century home of Samuel B. Watrous and was also
a junction point of the trail’s Mountain and Cimarron routes. Plans called for the
ranch to be sold for $2 million to the Conservation Fund. Some of that land was
slated to be transferred (using Land and Water Conservation Fund outlays) to the
NPS as a unit of Fort Union NM. The other parts of the ranch, however, would be
turned over to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.’

NPS officials, after canvassing the property, calculated that acquiring the ranch
would necessitate $3.2 million in development and rehabilitation costs.'*® Despite
those potential expenses, Director James Ridenour expressed his support for

the NPS’s eventual acquisition of the ranch. The linchpin to the plan’s success,
however, was a nod from Interior Secretary Manuel Lujan, Jr. The secretary mulled
over the matter at some length and then approved the deal. But the plan fell through
because, during the interim period, the Forked Lightning Ranch near Pecos (see

135 Dan Kipp to John Cook, August 5, 1988, and Cook to Kipp, August 15, 1988; both in “SFNHT

— Public Correspondence 1988” folder; Harry Myers to Mora Ranch, March 22, 1990, in “SFNHT -
Public Correspondence [1990]” folder; all in “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

136 Kipp to Cook, June 27, 1991, and Gaines to Kipp, September 12, 1991; both in “SFNHT - Public
Correspondence 1991” folder; all in “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR. Also NPS, “Min-
utes of the SENHT Advisory Council Meeting, August 27-28, 1992,” in “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-
1997” box, NTIR.

137 Ed Williams to Bill de Buys, May 17, 1988, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1988 folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1988” box, NTIR; USF&WS, La Junta Valley NWR Concept Plan, January
1989, loose material in “SAFE Admin Files, 1963-1989” box, NTIR.

133 NPS, “Briefing Statement, Doolittle Ranch,” appx. June 1989, in “SFNHT — NPS Memoranda,
1989” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; James Ridenour to Conservation Fund,
August 17,1989, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence — 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-
1998” box, NTIR.
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below) was made available to the NPS, and the money from the Conservation Fund
was diverted to the recently-donated parcel. Doolittle and King, meanwhile, found
another buyer for their land, and they proceeded to complete that transaction.'*

In the Pecos area, an excellent opportunity arose for the NPS to acquire several
miles of the Santa Fe Trail. Since 1965, the agency had administered Pecos National
Monument, a small (342-acre) parcel south of town that encompassed a centuries-
old American Indian pueblo, a Spanish-era mission complex, and a short Santa Fe
Trail segment. Surrounding that parcel was the Forked Lightning Ranch, a 13,000-
acre holding that, since 1941, had been owned by Elijah E. “Buddy” Fogelson. In
1949, Fogelson married the Hollywood actress Greer Garson. The couple lived

at the ranch for many years and donated more than $1 million to the NPS for

the monument’s Fogelson Visitor Center, which was completed in 1984, with an
expanded center dedicated in early August 1987.1%° But after Mr. Fogelson died, in
December 1987, his widow — who owned the 5,865-acre northern portion of the
ranch immediately surrounding the monument, which included more than 4 miles
of Santa Fe Trail’s historic route — decided to divest her portion of the ranch.

In October 1989, Mrs. Fogelson began negotiations with a Florida developer, Jerry
Crassas, who hoped to establish a resort on the property. But by late December, she
was reconsidering the sale to Crassas, and by mid-January 1990 she decided against
it, opting instead to donate it to the NPS via an intermediary foundation.!*! This

set the stage for the inclusion of Mrs. Fogelson’s portion of the Forked Lightning
Ranch into a renamed Pecos National Historical Park. In late June 1990, Congress
passed — and President George H.W. Bush signed into law — legislation establishing
an expanded park unit which incorporated that ranch property. In November of
that year, that unit was expanded with the inclusion of Pigeon’s Ranch House, along
with portions of the Glorieta Battlefield, an important Civil War battle site west of
Pecos that encompassed more than a mile of the Santa Fe Trail.!** Mrs. Fogelson, in
conjunction with the Conservation Fund and the Richard King Mellon Foundation,
leased her portion of the Forked Lightning Ranch in January 1991 to the NPS; two
years later, the parcel was sold to the NPS.!** Although the park unit’s expansion

139 William deBuys interview, June 26, 2014; John Conoboy, email to the author, October 24, 2018.
140 http://www.nps.gov/peco/historyculture/forked-lightning-ranch.htm; http://www.nps.gov/peco/
fags.htm; Santa Fe New Mexican, August 3, 1987; Jane Mallinson letter, November 15, 1996, in “SFT
Advisory Council 1996” folder, “SAFE Admin Files” box, NTIR.

41 Santa Fe New Mexican, issues of December 20, 1989; December 28, 1989; December 31, 1989;
January 14, 1990; January 17, 1990; Gaines to Bill deBuys, January 4, 1990, in “SF

142 Santa Fe New Mexican, March 9, 1990; NPS, The National Parks: Index 2001-2003 (Washington,
USDI, ca. 2001), 64; William deBuys to Senator Pete Domenici, November 19, 1990, in “SFNHT
Advisory Council 1991” folder, “SAFE Admin Files” box, NTIR.

43 D. Sloan and Cherry/See Architects, Historic Structures Report, Trading Post, Forked Lightning
Ranch House, Forked Lightning Pump House, Pecos National Historic Park, July 28, 2002, pp. 3, 25;
Wagon Tracks 4 (August 1990), 4; William deBuys interview, June 26, 2014. Mrs. Fogelson died in
April 1996.
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brought five or more Santa Fe Trail miles into public ownership, no efforts have yet
taken place to establish a retracement trail in that area.

A more significant opportunity to establish a retracement trail emerged in 1989,
when the City of Santa Fe decided to research where the trail was located within
the city limits. That July it tendered a $3,000 contract to Mike Pitel to research the
trail’s route and locate any remaining traces of it.'** A month later, Pitel and fellow
investigator David Masterman were engaged in research and field work, and by
mid-October they had completed a report and map on the topic.!*®

Just a year later, in October 1990, the Conservation Fund embarked on an ambitious
project, called the New Santa Fe Trail, the goal of which was a recreational and
historical trail linking the east side of Santa Fe with Kozlowski’s Trading Post,
located south of Pecos. Portions of this route, at the time, were in the midst of
significant change, inasmuch as the Forked Lightning Ranch - thanks in part to

the Conservation Fund’s efforts — was in transition from private ownership to the
NPS (see above). In addition, the Fund that year had moved to secure two key
historical properties along the route: Pigeon’s Ranch House and a portion of the
Glorieta Battlefield.!* Given that momentum, the Fund’s representative, William
deBuys, received initial support for the project from the U.S. Forest Service; the
agency’s support was critical since it managed significant amounts of land along the
proposed route.!*” Soon afterward, the Fund embarked on a feasibility study for the
route; that endeavor was financed by both the Forest Service and the NPS, along
with various local individuals and foundations.

The feasibility study, completed in January 1992, called for two possible routes
between Santa Fe and the Cafioncito area, along with other route possibilities
between Canoncito and the Pecos area.!*® The trail between Santa Fe and Cafoncito
foundered when negotiations broke down with the Episcopal Diocese of the Rio
Grande, which owned the Bishop Stoney Camp. But due to the heightened interest

1 Albuquerque Journal, July 28, 1989. Pitel, a travel writer and marketing analyst, was also a member
of the trail’s advisory council.

5 Santa Fe New Mexican, August 21, 1989; Gaines to Planning Department, City of Santa Fe, Octo-
ber 18,1989, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence — 1989 folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998”
box, NTIR. During this same period, Santa Fe’s Quail Run resort announced plans to save a 280-
foot stretch of the Santa Fe Trail (see Santa Fe New Mexican, February 29, 1988), but this action took
place before the city’s trail survey took place.

16 Wagon Tracks 4 (May 1990), 6; Wagon Tracks 4 (August 1990), pp. 2, 4.

17 deBuys to Dave Jolly, October 12, 1990, and Jolly to deBuys, November 1, 1990, both in “SF-
NHT - Public Correspondence [1990]” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR. John
Conoboy, in an October 24, 1990 email to the author, stated that the Santa Fe Conservation Trust,
led by Dale Ball, also played an active role in the New Santa Fe Trail effort.

148 The Conservation Fund, Feasibility Study and Concept Plan, the New Santa Fe Trail (Arlington,
VA), January 1992.
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in the NPS’s park unit expansion, interest continued on a trail winding east of
Caifoncito through Apache Canyon, closely paralleling the Santa Fe Trail’s historic
route. By April 1993, deBuys was “working to raise the hundreds of thousands

of dollars necessary” to establish a four-mile hiking trail between Canoncito and
Glorieta, and by November of that year the Fund had made sufficient progress that
“only one additional easement or interest of a private tract already on the market”
was needed to complete the four-mile trail corridor.'*® But for a variety of reasons
—a high purchase price on the parcel, its location outside of the recently-expanded
park unit boundaries, and the fact that there was “no groundswell of interest” in
the project, no recreational trail was ever completed. Interest in some quarters
remained for years afterward.!>

Outside of New Mexico, scattered retracement possibilities presented themselves.
In Colorado, just north of Raton Pass, various parties showed an interest in a
hiking trail across the old Wootton Ranch.'*! But the ranch’s owner, who also
served on the trail’s advisory council, showed little interest in recreational access
to his property. And in central Kansas, the SFTA’s Wet-Dry Chapter in early 1992
unveiled a bold, innovative strategy toward retracement. The chapter hoped to get
“the entire or a good portion of the [trail] corridor” as “a long-distance retracement
opportunity for the public as well as a long-distance conservation corridor on
private lands.” The plan involved enlisting “the aid of about 50 landowners in the
50-mile stretch, to see if we can provide a window during the year through which
organized tours or expeditions can follow the trail.”!>2 That plan, however, was
never implemented. The only successful long-distance retracement trail would take
place elsewhere in Kansas (see next section).

Preserving the Trail’s Physical Remains

A major issue that arose even before the comprehensive plan was completed

dealt with how the trail’s historic route should be managed. Specifically, should
recreational use be encouraged or discouraged along visible, identifiable ruts or
swales? Previous plans offered a mixed message; the Oregon NHT comprehensive
plan, for example, stated that “All ... segments should be accessible and available

9 Wagon Tracks 6 (February 1992), 15; Santa Fe New Mexican, April 22 and April 25, 1993; “Minutes
for Advisory Council Meeting, November 4-5, 1993,” in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1994” folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

BONPS, SENHT Newsletter (February 1998), 4; William deBuys interview, June 26, 2014.

51 Gaines to ARD, Planning and Cultural Resources, May 4, 1988, in “SFNHT — NPS Memoranda
1988~ folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Gaines to Stephanie Twwo-Eagles, in “SF-
NHT Public Correspondence, 1991” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” file, NTIR.

152 Gaines to David Clapsaddle, January 21, 1992, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence — 1992”
folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; “Minutes of Advisory Council Meeting, August
27-28,1992” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.
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for public use and enjoyment, to the extent that such accessibility does not impact
upon historic values,” but it also stated:

Special consideration should be given to the uses permitted along visible
ruts. Some ruts are too fragile to withstand any use by hikers, horseback
riders or motorists. Others are more durable. The kinds and extent of uses
permitted should be determined on a case by case [sic] basis, and use should
be monitored in the event adjustments are needed.'>

The Oregon Trail, in fact, offered examples where recent public use had impacted
the condition of the ruts, and the Mormon Pioneer Trail had several such sites

as well. The Oregon Trail ruts near Guernsey, Wyoming, were perhaps the most
striking example of a deeply incised, highly visible trail route, but additional

sites included the ruts at Dry Sandy (just west of South Pass, Wyoming); at
Massacre Rocks (near American Falls), Idaho; and at Rocky Ridge (along the
Mormon Pioneer NHT east of South Pass), Wyoming. Due to the agency’s spotty
administrative presence along those trails, however, the degradation at those sites
may not have been known to NPS Southwest Region officials.!>*

Agency employees in Santa Fe, in fact, were of two minds on whether existing trail
ruts should be open to public use. One official felt that wagon teams and horses
might be appropriate on the trail route, but another gave firsthand evidence of a
pedestrian trail in Santa Fe, directly within historic ruts, that had ushered in erosion
and weed growth.!> The Santa Fe Trail’s final comprehensive plan, therefore,
offered much the same message that had been laid out in the Oregon Trail’s plan.
On the one hand, high-potential trail segments were chosen, in part, because they
“offered the most potential for interpretive or recreational enjoyment.” On the
other hand, the plan noted that only 15 percent of the trail was still visible, so it
emphasized resource protection, stating that

The physical use of existing trail remnants for recreation or other purposes
will normally be discouraged. However, where the resources are durable,
limited nonmotorized visitor use of appropriate trail ruts will be permitted.
... Contemporary parallel trails may be developed so as to maintain existing
ruts in their historical context and to help control visitor use. ... Where no
discernable trail ruts exist at the surface level ... and where subsurface trail
remnants will not be affected, visitor use can occur directly on the original

153 NPS, Oregon Trail Comprehensive Management and Use Plan (August 1981), 79, 81.

154 Jere Krakow email, March 18, 2014.

155 Neil Mangum to Gaines, July 17, 1989; Milford Fletcher to Gaines, July 13, 1989; both in “SFNHT
— NPS Memoranda, 1989” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.
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trail alignment.">

Several months later, trail officials began compiling an interpretive brochure for

a Santa Fe Trail site in Oklahoma; reflecting the policies stated in the plan, the
proposed brochure text suggested that visitors avoid walking in the trail ruts.

But Gregory Franzwa, upon reading the text, felt that “this, to me, is an error in
judgment which cannot stand uncorrected,” after which he made an emphatic,
elaborate statement rebutting the agency’s position. That letter, broadly distributed,
brought forth a spirited debate among NPS officials at both the regional and
national levels; most agreed with what had been written in the comprehensive plan,
but Peggy Dolinich, who helped administer the Oregon NHT, stated in 1991 that “It
is our policy to err on the side of use of the historic trail remnant. ... We believe that
a blanket policy of non-use of the historic trail remnants is not appropriate.”"’

After the fall of 1991, the preservation-versus-use debate receded into the
background, only to be resurrected in early 1993. Joe Hartman, the longtime
district ranger for Cimarron National Grassland (in southwestern Kansas), had long
considered building a recreational trail paralleling the historic route, and in early
1993 he announced that grassland personnel planned to build a 19-mile “Santa

Fe Companion Trail,” located between 25 and 100 feet north of the historic trail,

in Morton and Stevens counties. NPS officials were in favor of the plan, but a few
(namely Franzwa and Stephen Hayward, the latter a trail advisory council member)
protested the planned action. Citing similar arguments to what had been uttered
two years earlier, they demanded that the trail be built directly atop the historical
ruts.?® Trail construction began that year, and the grassland staff held a grand
opening for the companion trail on September 10, 1994.1>°

The Kansas City Trail-Alignment Controversy

156 NPS, SENHT Final Comprehensive Plan (May 1990), 16, 22, 37, 38.

57 Franzwa to Gaines, February 1, 1991, and Richard Marks to Franzwa, April 4, 1991, both in “SF-
NHT, Public Correspondence, 1991” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Ed Bearss
to Regional Historian, SWRO, March 7, 1991, in “SFNHT, NPS Memoranda — 1991” folder, “SAFE
Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Tanna Chattin to Franzwa, September 12, 1991, in “Santa Fe
Trail Association, 1992-93” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Trails Program Man-
ager, PNRO to Trails Program Manager, SWRO, July 29, 1991, in “SFNHT, NPS Memoranda - 1991”
folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

158 Hartman, “Progress Report, SENHT, Cimarron NG,” and Ramon Powers to Gaines, March 26,
1993, in “SFNHT, Advisory Council — 1993” folder, both in “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box,
NTIR; Wichita Eagle, October 5, 1993; Jere Krakow email, March 18, 2014.

159 Grand opening announcement in “Cimarron National Grassland — File #2” folder, NTIR site files;
Elkhart (KS) Tri-State News, March 11, 1993 and July 18, 1996.
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One of the most high-profile, early trail-related disagreements took place in the
south Kansas City and Raytown areas of Missouri.'®® In 1988, retired engineer

Lou Schumacher started asking questions about the history of the old cabin on his
family’s property on East 93" St., between Interstate 435 and Blue Ridge Boulevard.
Before long, his curiosity broadened to include an interest in the Santa Fe Trail’s
route in that area. Based on his research, he posited that the trail in that area went
generally in a northeast-southwest direction and followed the ridgetops between
water courses.'®! (Schumacher’s recommended trail route went along the ridge
where his property lay. He felt that, in all likelihood, the trail crossed his property,
but he was unable to locate any physical trail ruts.) By this time, Gregory Franzwa
(as part of an NPS contract, noted above) had already published a draft of his
recommended trail locations, but after NPS officials learned about Schumacher’s
careful, thorough research methods, the routes in this area were shifted to conform
to Schumacher’s recommendations. Given the broad acceptance of Schumacher’s
research, members of the local Daughters of the American Revolution (DAR)
agreed to move one of their trail markers from Benjamin Ranch - on East 87 St.

at Fremont Ave., just east of Interstate 435 — approximately % mile south to the

new site. In addition, Schumacher and his wife, Sara, offered to donate a 1.5-acre
parcel to the City of Kansas City if the city agreed to manage it as a certified trail
segment. Both the city and the NPS agreed to those conditions, and on November
7,1991, the parties entered into a certification partnership at a well-attended public
ceremony.'®2

In January 1992, however, local resident Walter Cook called Schumacher’s research
into question and claimed - after conducting his own research into the matter

— that the trail alignment lay to the northwest of Schumacher’s recommended
route, and that, more specifically, the route ran through Benjamin Ranch. A local
DAR representative informed Cook that the DAR marker had existed at the ranch
only since the 1960s (it had been moved there from the corner of East 87t St.

and Santa Fe Road due to a road-widening project), but Cook stood firm in his

160 Another, less iconic Kansas City-area disagreement from this period concerned Cave Spring. In
1977, the Cave Spring Interpretive Center was founded, and its backers were certain that the site

was thematically connected (as a campsite) to the Santa Fe Trail. But the comprehensive plan (which
included input from agency historian Jere Krakow) did not include Cave Spring as a high potential
site — a decision that “absolutely stunned” the Cave Spring advocates — and the area did not become
certified until August 2015, when the nearby interpretive center was certified as an interpretive
facility. Columbia (Mo.) Daily Tribune, April 13, 1990; John Cook to Alan Wheat, October 5, 1990, in
“SFNHT - Memoranda, 1990” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

161 Gaines to Louis Schumacher, October 12, 1989, in “SFT Correspondence 1989 folder, “SAFE
Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

162 Gaines to Lou Schumacher, February 14, 1991, and Mrs. John Mallinson, Jr. to Howard Benjamin,
October 18, 1991; both in “Schumacher’s Site Kansas City” folder, NTIR Site Files; John Cook to
Rep. Alan Wheat, May 12, 1992, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence — 1992” folder, “SAFE Admin
Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; “Tracking the Trails,” Kansas City Star, November 2, 1991. The parcel
on E. 93 St. was originally certified as “South Kansas City Corridor — Schumacher Site,” although in
later years it was renamed “Schumacher Park.”
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convictions.'®* Before long the NPS got involved; John Conoboy asked both Cook
and Schumacher “to each provide us a single map showing the trail alignments and
[an] analysis giving the evidence of that alignment.” Cook, a colorful character,
provided a lengthy response but supplied no map; he concluded, however, that “a
well-orchestrated hoax apparently has been perpetrated against the National Park
Service.”164

Before long, the tiff between Schumacher and Cook became a public issue. Local
congressional representatives and city councilors demanded explanations for

the NPS’s decision to side with Schumacher regarding certification,'® and the

press asked various local historians to weigh in on the issue. (Most sided with
Schumacher, but two Raytown representatives tended to support Cook, and an
Oregon-California Trails Association (OCTA) member suggested that the trail may
have diverged in south Kansas City and that, therefore, both men were correct.!¢)
Cook, meanwhile, stoked the controversy by calling his route — which went through
the Benjamin Ranch horse stables — the “legendary route,” and he accused the NPS
of “committing fraud or knowingly making false statements.” !¢’

After some delay, Cook supplied the necessary map and rationale to the NPS. In
response, NPS staff John Conoboy and Jere Krakow visited the area. The agency’s
conclusion, however, was the same as before; as noted in a March 1993 letter to
Walter Cook, “it is our opinion that your proposed routes of the Santa Fe Trail

... are not supported by the evidence.”!®® This opinion was forwarded to SFTA
members and, ultimately, to the local press.'*® Given the opposition of some
Raytown advocates, issues related to the controversy continued to surface until the

163 Kansas City Star, November 2, 1991; Cook to Wheat, May 12, 1992 (see above). Both Lou Austin
(ina Dec. 2,2017 email to John Schumacher) and John Conoboy (in an October 24, 2018 email to
the author) have stated that Schumacher and Austin were good friends, but they had a “falling out”
due to the trail routing issue.

164 Conoboy to Walter Cook, March 5, 1992, and Cook to Conoboy, March 12, 1992; both in “SF-
NHT, Public Correspondence — 1992” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” folder, NTIR.

165 John Cook to Wheat, May 12, 1992, noted above; Gaines to Judith Swope, May 12, 1992, in the
same folder.

166 Barbara Tatham to Gaines, April 16, 1992, and Roberta Bonnewitz to Gaines, April 27, 1992, both
in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence — 1992” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR;
Kansas City Star, June 8, 1992.

167 Walter Cook to Gaines, March 30, 1992, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence — 1992 folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Kansas City Star, June 8, 1992.

168 Conoboy to Walter Cook, July 15, 1992, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence — 1992” folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR; Gaines to Walter Cook, March 25, 1993, in “SFNHT,
Advisory Council - 1993” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR.

169 Conoboy to Marc Simmons, March 31, 1993, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1993” folder,
“SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Kansas City Star, April 18, 1993.
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late 1990s, but the NPS’s stance remained unchanged.'”®

The Trail of Tears NHT: Legislative Triumphs, Administrative
Challenges

The Trail of Tears was a tragic event that had resulted in the removal of thousands
of Native Americans, primarily during the 1830s, from the southeastern United
States to various locations in and around present-day Oklahoma. Historians, and
Native American groups as well, have defined the Trail of Tears in different ways;
some have felt that the term applies to each of the so-called “Five Civilized Tribes”
(Cherokee, Chickasaw, Choctaw, Muscogee Creek, and Seminole), while others
define it more narrowly as having been applied only to the Cherokee.

The idea of a Trail of Tears National Historic Trail to commemorate this event
had not been considered as part of the original (1968) trails act, but in October
1979 it finally emerged as part of a House bill, specific to the Trail of Tears, that
was sponsored by Rep. V. Lamar Gudger, a Democrat who represented western
North Carolina. A year later Rep. Phillip Burton (D-California), who at the time
headed the National Park subcommittee in the House Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee, introduced the National Trails System Act Amendments of 1980;
among those amendments was the study of the Trail of Tears (which, following
Gudger’s language, pertained only to the Cherokee migration) and four other trails
as national scenic trails (NSTs). Two weeks later, Burton’s bill passed the House,
but it got no further before the 96™ Congress adjourned. A largely similar bill was
introduced the following January, but it got no farther than the previous bill.!”*

The bill’s fortunes improved, however, in 1983. Sen. James McClure (R-Idaho),
the chair of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee, introduced much the
same bill that Burton had sponsored during the previous two congresses. That

bill was introduced in late January and passed the Senate in early February; it

then sped through the House (perhaps because a similar bill had been approved
there twice before), and on March 28, President Reagan signed the bill (called the
National Trails System Act Amendments of 1983) into law. As it pertained to Trail
of Tears language, the bills in both the 97" and 98™ Congress had been amended
by Jack Brinkley (D-Gerorgia) to include specific information about Fort Mitchell,

170 Walter Cook to Rep. Karen McCarthy, June 21, 1996, and Conoboy to McCarthy, July 29, 1996,
both in “SFT Public Correspondence 1996 folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box, NTIR; Lou
Schumacher to Pauline Fowler, in “1997 + 1998 Santa Fe Trail Association” folder, “SAFE Admin
Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

17196 Congress, H.R. 5694, introduced October 24, 1979, and H.R. 8087, introduced September 7,
1980; 97™ Congress, H.R. 861, introduced January 16, 1981; all in https://congress.gov.
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Alabama; as a result, the final amendment language called for a study of the “Trail

of Tears, including the associated forts and specifically, Fort Mitchell, Alabama, and
historic properties, extending from the vicinity of Murphy, North Carolina, through
Georgia, Alabama, Tennessee, Kentucky, Illinois, Missouri, and Arkansas, to the
vicinity of Tahlequah, Oklahoma.”'"?

Given the trail’s location, and the fact that most Cherokee people lived in the
southern Appalachians prior to Removal, responsibility for conducting the Trail of
Tears feasibility study fell to the NPS’s Southeast Regional Office (SERO) in Atlanta,
and more specifically to its Rivers and Trails Division. The study was coordinated
by Wallace Brittain from that office but assisted by other staff from the Southeast,
Southwest, and Midwest regional offices. In the fall of 1984, the agency held 13
public workshops, at sites in all nine states where the proposed trail lay. At those
workshops, “all participants expressed support for governmental commemoration
of the historic route traveled by the Cherokees during their forced removal...”.'”
At those workshops, staft identified a “planning corridor” that included many of
the Cherokees’ migration routes. Later, however, the planning team opted to “select
[only] one primary overland route to propose for designation rather than proposing
designation of all known routes.” (In addition, the plan recommended the main
water route as well as “three side or connecting trails;” these trails would start at
Fort Butler, North Carolina; New Echota, Georgia; and Ross’s Landing, Tennessee;
and all would end at Rattlesnake Springs, Tennessee.) The plan, as it evolved, called
for the “development of one principal Trail of Tears interpretive facility in each

of the nine study area States,” and it also recommended the establishment of an
advisory council “to assist the National Park Service in developing a comprehensive
management plan for the development and use of the Trail of Tears.” Fort Mitchell,
specifically noted in the study legislation, was dropped from the study because it
“does not pertain to the Cherokee Indians or their removal” and was therefore “not
included within the proposed trail corridor.”!"

The NPS completed a draft Trail of Tears study, dated September 1985, and three
months later the agency distributed the study and asked for the public to comment.
A second round of public meetings (in Tahlequah, OK and Fort Smith, Arkansas)
was held in January 1986.'” The large majority of written responses to the draft
study, received between January and April 1986, reiterated a broad public interest
in establishing a Trail of Tears National Historic Trail.!”® In response to those

172 Public Law 98-11, March 28, 1983 (97 Stat.42).

13 NPS, Final National Trail Study, Trail of Tears, June 1986, Appendix B.

74 Ibid., pp. 2-6, 3-1, 3-2 and C-1. The proposed interpretive facilities would be located at New
Echota, GA; Red Clay Council Ground, TN; Trail of Tears State Park, MO; either Tahlequah or Fort
Gibson, OK; Fort Smith or Little Rock, AR; Cherokee or Murphy, NC; Paducah or Hopkinsville, KY;
Golconda, IL; and Guntersville, AL.

175 Federal Register 51 (January 6, 1986), 453.

176 Ibid., Appendix D, esp. pp. D-81 and D-91.
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comments, the agency prepared a final report (dated June 1986) and forwarded
it to Congress. Meanwhile, Hopkinsville, Kentucky, residents Walter and Beverly
Baker became trail advocates during the winter of 1985-1986, and in particular
they championed the idea of an interpretive facility in Hopkinsville, which was
located along the trail’s main (northern) route. The couple also got in touch with
congressional representatives regarding trail authorization.'””

On Feb. 23, 1987, Sen. Wendell Ford (R-KY) introduced a bill (S. 587) calling for

a Trail of Tears National Historic Trail. The bill was reported out of the Senate
committee on Sept. 25; it passed the Senate on October 1 and passed the House
on December 1. Because of minor differences between the House and Senate
bills, the Senate agreed to the House version of the bill on December 3. It was
then sent to President Reagan, who signed it on December 16. This bill designated
three land routes — the main (northern) route, the Taylor Route (Tennessee), and
the Hildebrand Route (Missouri) — along with a water route. Unlike what had
been outlined in the final NPS study, however, the plan did not include any routes
beginning in North Carolina or Georgia.'”

The matter of interpretive facilities was a key element of the 1987 legislation. The
NPS’s 1986 plan, as noted above, had called for the development of nine Trail of
Tears interpretive facilities: one in each state. The bill that Sen. Ford introduced,
however, called for the Interior Secretary to consider just one interpretive facility, to
be located near Hopkinsville, Kentucky. By October 1, the Senate report on the bill
stated that “interpretive facilities would be appropriate at Paducah or Hopkinsville,
Kentucky.” But on November 3, when the House Subcommittee on National Parks
and Public Lands held a hearing on the bill, an amendment was adopted that
added Fort Smith (Arkansas), Trail of Tears State Park (Missouri), and Tahlequah
(Oklahoma) “as areas that the Secretary of the Interior should carefully consider
for the establishment of appropriate interpretive sites...”.1” That language — for a
consideration of four sites as potential interpretive centers — was included in the bill
that became law on December 16, 1987.

After legislation, the next step was the preparation of a CMP. The planning process,
which began in the fall of 1988, was run out of the Southeast Office in Atlanta, but
team captain Curt Edlund served as an engineer at the DSC, and other members

of the planning team hailed from DSC as well. Initial planning meetings took place

177 “Baker Recounts Early Efforts for Recognition of Trail of Tears,” TRTE Trail News 6 (February
2005), 1, 4; “The Trail of Tears Community Loses Two Friends in 2002,” TRTE Trail News 2 (May
2003), 6.

178 Public Law 100-192, December 16, 1987 (101 Stat. 1309).

179100t Congress, S. 578 (February 23, 1987), in https://congress.gov/; Congressional Record 133
(October 1, 1987), 26140; Congressional Record 133 (December 1, 1987), 33299.
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in Tahlequah, Oklahoma and Cherokee, North Carolina, inasmuch as these places
served as the headquarters for the Cherokee Nation and the Eastern Band of
Cherokee Indians, respectively.'s

One of the first major actions related to the planning process was a mapping

and site inventory. Jere Krakow, the DSC historian who had guided the mapping
process for the Santa Fe Trail, was enlisted to undertake a similar effort for the Trail
of Tears. After speaking with others about the history of the Trail of Tears period,
he quickly learned that Dr. Duane King - because of his many years of work with
the Cherokee tribe and his long (1976-1991) tenure as the editor of the Journal

of Cherokee Studies — would be an excellent candidate to work with the NPS on
gathering historical information about the trail as well as compiling a trail map.!®!
In June 1989, therefore, King entered into a contract with the NPS’s DSC for this
purpose. Between the summer of 1989 and the spring of 1990, King and Krakow
undertook three mapping expeditions together, with each making separate field
investigations as well; at the same time, King worked on trail-related, site-based
historical research. By mid-January 1990, King had turned in a draft report on his
findings, and by October of that year, King had completed both the mapping and
the site-inventory components of his contract, all of which were enclosed in a set of
3-ring binders. !

Meanwhile, other members of the planning team got to work. In November 1989,

a planning newsletter was sent to interested parties, asking for their views on the
issues to be addressed. A follow-up newsletter, mailed in June 1990, reported the
diversity of those views. During this period, NPS staff also held scoping meetings:
at various places along the east end of the trail in early 1989, and in April 1990

at various locations in Oklahoma.!®> Another action during this time was the
establishment of a Trail of Tears NHT Advisory Council, the members of which
were appointed in December 1989. Duane King served as the council’s first chair.!®*

180 Jere Krakow interview, January 23, 2014; Krakow email, July 11, 2014.

181 Jere Krakow interview, January 23, 2014. Krakow, in his interview, noted that when King began
his NPS historical contract, he was employed by Tennessee State Parks, where he managed the state’s
various Cherokee-related state parks. During the time of the contract, however, King went to work
elsewhere: first for the Warm Springs Indian Reservation in central Oregon, then as the Assistant Di-
rector of the George Heye National Museum of the American Indian in New York City. Jere Krakow
email, July 11, 2014.

182 [Duane King], “Cherokee Trail of Tears National Historic Trail Site Inventory,” n.d.; Duane H.
King, “Report to the National Park Service on the Mapping and Site Inventory of the Cherokee Trail
of Tears National Historic Trail,” January 11, 1990 both in NPS files; NPS, Trail of Tears NHT, Draft
Comprehensive Management and Use Plan and Environmental Assessment (Denver, NPS, August/Sep-
tember 1991), 17, 23, 29, 43; Jere Krakow, “Notes from Krakow Journals 1988-1990,” p. 2, author’s
collection.

183 Krakow, “Notes from Krakow Journals 1988-1990,” passim.

184 NPS, Draft Trail of Tears Comprehensive Plan, 6.
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Throughout 1990, a DSC planning team headed by historian Jere Krakow, working
with SERO staff, led the effort to complete the trail’s draft CMP, and by early
November, an internal draft had been completed. In the midst of this process,
however, DSC officials increasingly recognized that their counterparts from the
SERO were “not keen to move things along” and that the office was “tepid toward
trails administration.”'®> Krakow, for example, found that while the regional office’s
chief of planning (first Tom Brown, then Robert Newkirk) worked with vigilance
on Trail of Tears issues, upper-echelon regional officials (including Regional
Director Robert M. Baker) appeared to have a “lukewarm commitment” toward
the trail.’® Perhaps for that reason, the Southeast Region’s trails coordinator
(Richard Sussman) seemed, in the eyes of DSC officials, to be doing only those tasks
necessary to the trail planning effort.’®” Because Oklahoma — at the western end

of the Trail of Tears — was part of the agency’s Southwest Region, officials in that
regional office likewise followed the planning effort and were concerned about the
Southeast Region’s tepid level of interest.

This lack of enthusiasm, first documented in December 1990, brought forth a
conversation on the subject between SWRO Regional Historian William Brown
and Regional Director John Cook. By January 1991, it was evident that the two
regions had divergent management approaches; Cook, who was an enrolled
member of the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, was enthusiastic about the

trail. But SERO officials, in their comments to the November 1990 draft plan,
“advocated for only one land and one water route designated and a ‘pullback’
from an NPS commitment to do anything for the trail.”!®® Soon afterward, Cook
and Baker discussed the matter at length at a regional directors’ meeting and “cut
[a] deal” to transfer Trail of Tears administration over to the SWRO.!® The change
of administration was announced and formalized in early March 1991, but for

the remainder of the calendar year, Southeast Region and Southwest Region staft
worked cooperatively on implementing a smooth administrative transition. To trail
advocates, that move was financially fortuitous, because while the SERO had been
cutting its planning funds, the trail transfer to the Southwest Region — thanks to
Cook’s interest — brought with it a $30,000 budgetary increase that would be used to

185 The Southeast Regional Office, at the time, administered one other long-distance trail: the Over-
mountain Victory NHT, which had been authorized in September 1980. Throughout the 1980s and
early 1990s, this NHT had no line-item funding.

186 Jere Krakow interview, July 11, 2014; Jere Krakow (DSC), Personal Journal, Dec. 5, 1990, Jere Kra-
kow Collection. Among Southeast Region officials, this lack of interest may have extended to other
trails as well; the Overmountain Victory NHT had been entrusted to the region since shortly after its
1980 congressional authorization, but by 1990 the trail had still not received specific line-item fund-
ing.

187 As David Gaines noted, in a November 1, 2018 email to the author, “Rich Sussman, a planner, was
unable to actively engage with TOTNHT because traditional park needs were a priority.”

188 Jere Krakow interview, January 23, 2014; Krakow email, July 11, 2014; Krakow, Personal Journal,
Feb. 13,1991.

189 In a November 1, 2018 email to the author, Gaines opined that “There may have been a quid pro
quo where Cook gave SERO a small park in Arkansas [possibly Arkansas Post National Memorial]
but I can’t be sure now.”
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complete the trail’s comprehensive plan.!*®

In the late summer of 1991, the DSC released the draft plan to the public.””! The
plan identified 45 high-potential historic sites, sprinkled across all nine trail states.
It also identified six high-potential historic route segments: a 7.5-mile segment in
Tennessee, four segments (totaling 136.75 miles) in Missouri, and a 6-mile segment
in Arkansas. By this time, the agency — thanks to Duane King’s research — had a far
better knowledge of the various Cherokee migration routes than it did when the
final (1986) trail plan had been issued. Despite the fact that the additional (Benge
and Bell detachment) routes had not been evaluated during the 1986 study, the
NPS proposed “to study them to determine their feasibility and desirability for
inclusion in the National Trails System (NTS). Until the determination is made, the
Park Service proposes to interpret the Benge and Bell routes along with the existing
designated national historic trail.” In order to increase public visibility for the trail,
the plan recommended the establishment of an auto tour route.'?

Regarding interpretation, language in the NPS’s draft plan reflected the
recommendation, in the Congressional bill, for four trail-related interpretive
facilities. The plan’s authors responded to those recommendations by broadening
the possible locations for such facilities to include 20 sites, at least one of which
was located in each of the nine trail states. A key change in the plan, however,

was language stating that “the development and management of the interpretive
facilities would be the responsibility of various federal, state, local, and tribal
entities. The Park Service would not construct or operate such facilities, but it
would provide technical assistance and limited financial assistance for resource
protection and visitor programs.”!®?

Soon after the publication of the draft Trail of Tears CMP, the agency held a 60-day
public comment period, from September 9 to November 4, 1991. During mid-
September, NPS officials Jere Krakow (DSC) and David Gaines (SWRO) met with
tribal officials and the public, both in Cherokee, North Carolina and Tahlequah,
Oklahoma. Also in Tahlequah, NPS officials (SWRO Director John Cook, along with
Gaines and Krakow) convened the initial meeting of the trail’s advisory council

(see appendix 5). In attendance at that meeting was Cherokee Nation Chief Wilma

1% John Conoboy interview, March 12, 2014; NPS, Santa Fe Trail planning newsletter 7 (Decem-

ber 1991), p. 3; Jere Krakow, Personal Journal, March 4 and March 8, and April 26, 1991. Gaines

(in a November 1, 2018 email to the author) noted another advantage for the transfer — that “the
[Southwest] region’s extensive American Indian experience and knowledge made TOTNHT a more
natural fit.”

91 The NPS’s Draft Trail of Tears Comprehensive Plan was variously dated August 1991 (on the inside
back cover) and September 1991 (on the title page).

92 NPS, Draft Trail of Tears Comprehensive Plan, 20, 76-81.

193 Ibid., 38.
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Mandkiller, Eastern Band Chief Jonathan Taylor, and a delegation from the Creek
and Chickasaw nations. Krakow observed that these tribal officials, after perusing
the draft CMP, “favorably accepted” the document.'**

After these meetings, officials from the agency’s DSC, assisted by those from the
SWRO, moved toward finalizing the trail’s CMP. By the following April, when the
trail’s advisory committee met for the second time (at a state park near Cartersville,
Georgia), Krakow noted that “no major changes to [the] draft CMP” had taken
place since the last meeting.'”

Between then and September 1992, when the final CMP was published and
distributed, few additional changes were made.'® The number of high-potential
sites, for example, increased from 45 to 46 (the only addition was Tuscumbia
Landing, in Alabama), and regarding high-potential route segments, both the
number and mileage remained unchanged. An additional change was the placement
of a new trail logo on the plan’s cover page. That logo was designed by Donald
Vann, a Cherokee artist from Tahlequah, Oklahoma, after which it was reviewed
and approved by the Trail of Tears Advisory Council. It is still currently used.
Provisions pertaining to the choice of designated routes, the location of the auto
tour route, and interpretive facilities remained unchanged from the draft plan.?’

Congressional Trail Proposals

The Masau Trail

Although the Masau Trail today is a footnote in the history of NPS administration
in the Southwest, it played a key role in early trail administration. As David Gaines
noted in a 1990 letter, “The Branch of Long Distance Trails [is] a direct result of
the 1987 establishment of the Santa Fe National Historic Trail and the Masau Trail,
[the latter] a vehicular tour route to connect Puebloan sites in New Mexico and

14 Ibid., 6; Jere Krakow email, July 11, 2014; Jere Krakow, “Notes from Krakow Journal” for Sept. 12-
18,1991, in author’s electronic files.

195 Krakow, “Notes from Krakow Journal,” Apr. 8-10, 1992.

196 As Krakow’s notes suggest, the final CMP was dated September 1992, but the document was not
distributed to the public until the late fall of that year.

YT NPS, [Final] Comprehensive Management and Use Plan, Trail of Tears National Historic Trail (Den-
ver, NPS, September 1992), 16-20, 36-37, 41-43, 46, 71-75; Jere Krakow email, July 11, 2014; John
Conoboy email, July 12, 2014.
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Arizona.”1%

The idea behind this proposal began in 1985 or 1986, when NPS Director William
Penn Mott traveled to Albuquerque and met with Sen. Pete Domenici (R-New
Mexico). During an Albuquerque visit to the site of the proposed Petroglyph
National Monument, a guide (probably Ike Eastvold, founder of Friends of the
Albuquerque Petroglyphs) pointed out a petroglyph that appeared to be shaped like
a foot. Mott and Domenici were then told that the petroglyph “represents Masau,”
a deity which, according to one source, was the “Hopi god of the underworld and
the earth’s surface, associated with the protection of travelers.”'”” In response, Mott
stated that it would be a great idea to have an auto tour that connected many of

the major Pueblo-themed NPS units in the southwest.?” At the time, Congress was
also considering ways to protect and interpret the volcanic area called El Malpais,
south of Grants. Therefore, once all parties had agreed to legislative language about
El Malpais, verbiage about the Masau Trail was added to the bill. In October 1986,
Domenici and Rep. Bill Richardson (D-New Mexico) submitted identical bills,

one section of which “authorizes the Secretary to designate a vehicular tour route
along existing public roads linking prehistoric and historic cultural sites in western
New Mexico, to be known as the Masau Trail. Permits the erection of informational
devices.”? The trail was atypical in that the proposal went directly from the NPS
chief to Congress, thus bypassing the usual preparation of a trail feasibility study.

Those bills never made it beyond the committee stage, but they were re-introduced
when the next Congress convened the following January. The bill itself was short
on geographical specifics; a news account from January 1987, however, noted

that the route linked sites “such as Chaco Canyon National Monument [sic] near
Farmington and Albuquerque’s West Mesa petroglyphs.” A month later, a public
meeting was held showing a route that included Canyon de Chelly NM in Arizona,
along with Aztec Ruins NM, Zuni Pueblo, and Chaco Culture National Historical
Park in New Mexico. Initial plans called for the construction of a trail-related
visitor center along Interstate 40 near Grants. Local communities near these park

198 Gaines to Nancy Petruccione, May 18, 1990, in “SFNHT Correspondence [1990]” folder, “SAFE
Admin Files, 1986-1998” box, NTIR.

1% John Conoboy interview, March 12, 2014; Farmington Daily Times, August 6, 1988, OH15; John
Conoboy, email to the author, November 13, 2018. As noted in a 1988 newspaper article, “The trail
is named for the Indian god figure, Masau, who according to legend welcomed the Indian people to
Earth from the underworld. Masau was said to have given the Indians instructions for their travels.”
The article also quoted Sen. Domenici from a January 1988 speech, in which he stated that “Given a
magic water jar to supply them on their migrations, the pueblo people began their journey, following
Masau’s huge footprints, each as long as a man’s arm. The journey eventually brought them to what
is now New Mexico.” Farmington Daily Times, September 28, 1988, B7.

20 John Conoboy interview, March 12, 2014. NPS Trail Coordinator David Gaines, in 1988, stated
that the Masau Trail idea “was a tourism development brainstorm of Sen. Pete Domenici.” Farming-
ton Daily Times, August 19, 1988, B2.

20199t Congress, H.R. 5726 and S. 2932, introduced October 16, 1986 (see https://congress.gov/).
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units — lured by the promise of increased tourist traffic — strongly supported the two
congressional bills.?”> Meanwhile, Rep. Richardson helped steer the bill through a
House committee and, on June 1, secured passage on the House floor. On July 6, the
Senate Energy and Natural Resources held a hearing and emerged with a substitute,
the primary change being that the new bill included sites in eastern Arizona as well
as New Mexico. The new bill passed the Senate on December 17. A day later, House
members in a conference committee agreed to the Senate’s language. The bill was
then sent to President Reagan, who signed the bill into law on December 31, 1987.
Inasmuch as the primary subject of the bill was El Malpais, which was located in

the NPS’s Southwest Region, activities surrounding the Masau Trail were similarly
directed from that region’s headquarters office.?

Regional office planners soon began work on a Masau Trail CMP. By July 1988, the
agency had announced a series of August scoping meetings, to be held in Winslow,
Arizona, as well as in Silver City, Gallup, Santa Fe, and Farmington, New Mexico.
At those meetings, which were organized by Trails Coordinator David Gaines,
participants were told that the trail would link Chaco Culture National Historical
Park along with the following national monuments: El Malpais, El Morro, Aztec
Ruins, Gila Cliff Dwellings, Pecos, and Canyon de Chelly. Other sites or segments
might be designated later. By this time, the notion of a Grants-area visitor center
had been discarded, and new development would be limited to the “erection of
trail-route markers, and perhaps some roadside information on exhibits.”?* Public
interest in the plan, by this time, had fallen considerably; whereas a February 1987
public meeting had attracted about 150 Farmington-area residents, the August 1988
scoping meeting there had fewer than ten participants.?®

Meanwhile, the NPS moved to make the plan responsive to a broad range of
interests. In October 1988 it held a planning workshop in Santa Fe, and the
following February, Hayduk-King Advertising Inc., working on an NPS contract,
submitted a marketing plan for the trail. Six months later, in August 1989, the

trail’s draft CMP was completed. The plan offered three action alternatives; the
preferred alternative called for a 1,450-mile driving trail, much of which consisted
of nine scenic loops.?* Following the plan’s distribution, the agency held six public
meetings in mid-November 1989 to solicit comments; these meetings were held

202100 Congress, H.R. 403 and S. 56, introduced January 6, 1987; Farmington (NM) Daily Times,
January 8, 1987, 13; Farmington Daily Times, February 15,1987, A2. In 1987, the Chaco park unit
was called Chaco Culture National Historic Park; the name Chaco Canyon National Monument had
been discarded in December 1980.

203 https://congress.gov/bill/100th-congress/house-bill/403/actions; P.L.. 100-225, Section 2.

24 Farmington Daily Times, August 6, 1988, OH15. The list of sites to be connected included Gila
Cliff Dwellings NM, even though the resources in that unit were unrelated to Puebloan culture. It
did not, however, include Petroglyph NM, inasmuch as that proposed unit was not authorized until
June 1990.

25 Farmington Daily Times, issues of February 15, 1987, A2, and August 19, 1988, B2.
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in Flagstaff and Winslow, Arizona, along with Silver City, Grants, Farmington,

Santa Fe, and Albuquerque, New Mexico.?’” By the time these meetings were held,
moreover, the trail had received its first budget allotment, for $37,500 (see appendix
6).2% The trail appeared to be well on its way toward implementation.

After the public meetings were held, Congress continued to boost the trail. In late
June 1990, the act that established Petroglyph National Monument called for public
roads to link the new monument to the Masau Trail.?” In addition, Sen. Domenici
had introduced a bill in April 1989 — the Chacoan Outliers Protection Act — that,
among its other provisions, would have added highway segments in southwestern
Colorado to the Masau Trail route. After receiving a Senate hearing, Domenici’s bill
passed the full Senate in June 1990. The text of that bill was then incorporated into
a House bill sponsored by Al Swift (D-Washington). That bill passed both houses of
Congress, but the 101t Congress adjourned before the bill could become law.?!°

Outside the halls of Congress, however, problems began to appear, primarily
because of the trail’s name. In 1986, when the bill had first been considered, a
member of Senator Domenici’s staff contacted the chair of the All Indian Pueblo
Council (AIPC), who gave the trail his personal blessing. A staff member, in
addition, had reportedly contacted the Hopi governor, who is reported to have said
that the Hopi would “be proud” to have the trail named for the Hopi deity. But no
one, apparently, had spoken to other AIPC members, and also, no one had spoken
to Hopi religious leaders, who represented the tribe’s traditional community. Once
other Hopi leaders had been apprised of the proposal, they sent a letter to the NPS
objecting to the use of the name Masau for the trail, as this god was sacred to many

26 NPS, The Masau Trail, Draft Comprehensive Management Plan, August 1989; see the following
URL.: https://archive.org/stream/draftmasautrailcOOnati#page/n1/mode/2up. The plan made refer-
ence to an NPS unit called the Zuni-Cibola National Historical Park, which Congress had autho-
rized on November 1, 1988 (P.L. 100-567), and that bill specifically called for the park unit to be ac-
cessed by the Masau Trail. That park idea, however, was contingent on “the Secretary of the Interior
[accepting] a leasehold interest in trust lands of the Zuni Indian Reservation” and provided for a
two-year window to implement the lease. In a 1990 decision, however, the pueblo overwhelmingly
opposed the lease idea. The bill authorizing Petroglyph National Monument, which became law in
June 1990, gave the primary stakeholders until 1994 to implement a lease. But the Zuni’s opposition
remained unchanged, and the lease provision eventually expired. See the following URL: http://
www.nationalparkstraveler.com/2009/06/zuni-cibola-national-historical-park-park-died-borning.
27 Farmington Daily Times, October 28, 1989, 21.

208 NPS, Budget Justifications book, 1992. John Conoboy, in a March 12, 2014 interview, noted that
“because the El Malpais NM visitor center was to become a primary visitor center for the Masau
Trail, 50% of the [$75,000] base was given to El Malpais and was incorporated into their base bud-
get. The other 50% continued as a line item for the Masau Trail. That funding went to the trail office
in the planning division.”

209101 Congress, S. 286, in https://congress.gov/.

210101 Congress, S. 798 and H.R. 2566; both in https://congress.gov/. Sen. Domenici, along with
Rep. Bill Richardson, continued to submit bills for the Chacoan Outliers Protection Act. The bill
finally became law (Public Law 104-11) in May 1995.
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in the tribe. (One respondent said that the name was so sacred that traditionalists
could not utter it, let alone display it on highway signs.) They also said that the
footprint petroglyph did not represent Masau, but instead was a symbol of the bear
and badger clans. In addition to the Hopi, officials with the Pueblo of Acoma also
expressed their objection to the name.?!!

Attempts were then made to find another name for the auto trail. NPS employees
John Conoboy and Ed Natay met with a state official, who posited a Cochiti name
for the trail. That name, however, was quashed at a subsequent meeting of the
AIPC. The council, as a whole, which apparently had not been consulted on the
proposal beforehand, suggested instead that the route be named the Pueblo Trail >

Opposition from both the Hopi religious leaders and from the AIPC effectively
slowed the proposal process. Domenici and his staff reacted to AIPC’s thumbs-
down by taking no further action to rename the trail, and AIPC’s decision also
halted any further action (by either Congress or the NPS) to complete or implement
the CMP.

Other members of New Mexico’s congressional delegation, however, did what it
could to get the project back on track. In April 1992, Sen. Jeff Bingaman (D-New
Mexico) introduced the Colonial New Mexico Commemorative Act, which
contained a provision for a renamed Pueblo Trail. That bill passed the Senate but
did not become law. Bingaman, undeterred, re-introduced the bill in February
1993, but that bill was similarly unsuccessful.?'® By the end of 1993, therefore, the
Masau Trail idea was effectively dead. Senator Domenici, however, made no effort
to de-authorize the trail (with the $34,000 line-item budget that had begun in fiscal
year (FY) 1991). Funding for the trail, as a result, has continued at that approximate
level ever since.?'*

21 John Conoboy interview, March 12, 2014 and October 24, 2018; David Gaines email, November
1,2018.

412 Conoboy worked with David Gaines in the trails office, while Natay, an employee with Santo
Domingo and Navajo ethnicity, and serving at the time as SWRO’s Native Liaison. The New Mexico
representative was American Indian Coordinator Regis Pecos. John Conoboy interview, March 12,
2014; Conoboy email, July 12, 2014.

2131027 Congress, S. 2544 and 103 Congress, S. 294; both in https://congress.gov/.

214 NPS, Budget Justification books, 1993 to present. John Conoboy, in a March 12, 2014 interview,
noted that “Technically, the Masau Trail still exists as a National Park Service program, although it
was not implemented. These funds generally were used to help the trail office offset costs involved
in trail studies and trail CMP development, inasmuch as the office could not use planning funds that
went to DSC for staff salary and travel.”
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The Route 66 Proposal

U.S. Highway 66, stretching from Chicago to Los Angeles, was one of America’s
best-known highways during the mid-twentieth century. Dubbed the “mother
road” by John Steinbeck in The Grapes of Wrath, it gained iconic status in 1946
when the King Cole Trio made a jazz-infused hit of songwriter Bobby Troup’s “(Get
Your Kicks On) Route 66.” The road became even more popular between 1960 and
1964, when it became the subject of a television series starring George Maharis and
Martin Milner.?"

Starting in the early 1950s, Route 66 was slowly, if inexorably, replaced as a primary
travel route by toll roads and interstate highways. The last section of the iconic
highway was supplanted by a freeway in Williams, Arizona, in October 1984. Less
than a year later, in June 1985, the route was officially decommissioned.?!®* Well
before the road was bypassed, however, newspaper articles began to romanticize
the virtues of the old route, and soon after 1985, various business interests and
nostalgia buffs began to band together to both preserve what remained of Route
66 and to capitalize on a widespread interest in mid-century America. (In 1987,
for example, the Historic Route 66 Association of Arizona was founded; it was
soon followed by similar associations in other states along the route.)?'” Highway
departments played their part, too; four of the eight Route 66 states opted, along
certain segments, to keep the former highway as State Highway 66.%

This upsurge of interest, in time, resulted in a quest for federal legislation. Sen.
Pete Domenici (R-New Mexico) had had fond memories of Route 66 as a youth
in Albuquerque. Given his seniority on the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee, he worked with the NPS (specifically Doug Faris, the SWRO’s Chief
of Planning) and, as David Gaines has noted, Faris “helped nurture that feeling
into a preservation concept.” NPS Regional Director John Cook, who was born
in Williams, Arizona, was also a strong Route 66 supporter.?!’? In May 1989, Sen.
Domenici introduced the Route 66 Study Act, which asked the NPS to 1) evaluate
the significance of the route, 2) study options for the highway’s preservation and
use, and 3) invite representation from the various states as well as the various
statewide Route 66 associations. The bill was widely popular; by mid-July at least

25 Tn 1963, Maharis was replaced by Glenn Corbett. See the following URL: https://variety.
com/1993/scene/people-news/glenn-corbett-103588/.

216 I os Angeles Times, October 7, 1984, 24; New York Times, June 29, 1985, 6.

47 New York Times, July 8, 1983, C20; Rutgers Center for Urban Policy Research, Route 66 Economic
Impact Study: Technical Report, Volume 1: History, Characteristics, and Economic Contributions (Rut-
gers, NJ, the Center, June 2011), 38-40. By 1991, all eight of the Route 66 states had similar associa-
tions, and Kansas had two.

218 Rutgers, Route 66 Economic Impact Study, 34.

29 David Gaines email, August 20, 2014; John Conoboy, email to the author, October 24, 2018.
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one senator from each of the eight Route 66 states had signed on as a co-sponsor.
Later that month it was broadly supported at a committee hearing, and in early
August it passed the Senate. Later that year, Rep. Wes Watkins (D-Oklahoma)
submitted his own bill, and after a hearing, a bill largely similar to Domenici’s
passed the House in July 1990. Minor differences between the two bills were
quickly resolved, and on September 28, President George H.W. Bush signed the
study bill into law.??

The Coronado National Historic Trail Proposal

A third trail bill introduced during this period concerned the Coronado Trail, which
sought to commemorate the 1540 Spanish entrada led by Francisco Vazquez de
Coronado. The Coronado expedition headed north from the present-day state of
Nayarit, Mexico. By the time Coronado returned in 1542, he had explored much

of the present American Southwest, the first European to have done so to any
appreciable degree.?*!

During the late 1980s — apparently as part of a broad surge of legislative interest
involving Southwestern sites and trails — the New Mexico congressional delegation
moved to commemorate Coronado’s expedition by designating a NHT over his
route. In September 1987, Sen. Jeff Bingaman introduced the Coronado National
Trail Study Act, which called for a study of “the route taken by the Spanish explorer
through Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas.”??? That bill passed
the Senate in June 1988, but in the House it was expanded and included in the
Omnibus National Parks and Public Lands Act. In September, the new bill passed
the House, after which the Coronado language and a few other provisions were
incorporated into yet another bill (the title of which dealt with Salinas National
Monument). This third bill quickly passed both houses of Congress, and on
October 28, President George H.W. Bush signed it into law.??

Perhaps because the Coronado language had been packaged in a bill containing
other items of NPS interest, that agency was asked to carry out the national trail
study. The DSC, in concert with Southwest Region personnel (including trails
personnel), undertook the study. Simultaneously, cultural resources personnel from
DSC and SWRO (including NPS historian Joseph P. Sanchez, Ph.D.) undertook

a special history study in order “to assess the route’s eligibility for national trail

220 Public Law 101-400, in 101 Congress, S. 963 and H.R. 3493; both in https://congress.gov/.

221 http.//www.history.com/topics/exploration/francisco-vazquez-de-coronado.

222100*" Congress, S. 1693, introduced September 17, 1987, in https://congress.gov/.

22100 Congress, S. 1693, became law October 28, 1988 (Public Law 100-559), in https://congress.

gov/
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designation and present alternatives for commemoration and interpretation.” After
that, agency staff prepared a preliminary working draft of the special history study,
which was completed by the summer of 1990. The data in the draft history study,

in turn, served as a basis for the alternatives that would be set forth in the feasibility
study.?* An internal draft national trail study was released in February 1991, with

a public review draft four months later. After a round of public meetings on the
subject, in which a broad variety of historians panned the proposal due to its lack of
specific data, the final special history study was completed later that year.?*

The special history study provided a downbeat assessment of what was known
about the expedition’s route. It noted that “no significant new information was
produced by this history study. Only a few sites met the [date] criteria defined at the
beginning of the study, and the majority of those sites could not be unequivocally
attributed to Coronado’s expedition. ... Almost uniformly, the archeological data
in the site forms were too vague to identify sites associated with the Coronado
expedition.”??¢ As a result, the maps in the special history study — and the map that
accompanied the draft national trail study — showed a few known points (near
Zuni, Bernalillo, and a stretch of the Arkansas River in central Kansas), between
which were large, vague “zones of uncertainty.” Because the authors of the history
study had concluded that “the historical, ethnographic, and archeological evidence
is at present too fragmentary and vague to confidently identify Coronado’s route
between known sites,” the authors of the national trail study made no attempt

to propose a NHT. Instead, they opted for one of four action alternatives: 1) a
Coronado Expedition Research Commission, 2) a National Heritage Corridor,

3) increased NPS interpretation and commemoration, and 4) state-coordinated
commemoration efforts.??

After the public review draft was issued in June 1991, NPS officials provided for

a 60-day comment period and held a series of public meetings about the study.
These meetings — held in Gallup, Amarillo, and elsewhere — apparently showed
little interest in any of the proffered alternatives. The agency then proceeded to
produce a final national trail study, which was released in March 1992. Given what
was known about the expedition’s route, the conclusion in the final study reflected
those of the draft study. The agency, moreover, posited the same four action
alternatives as before, making no preference for one alternative over any other.

224 James E. Ivey, Diane Lee Rhodes, and Joseph P. Sanchez, The Coronado Expedition of 1540-1542,
A Special History Report Prepared for the Coronado Trail Study (NPS, unpub. mss., 1991), 1.

22 John Conoboy email, July 12, 2014.

226 Tvey, Rhodes, and Sanchez, The Coronado Expedition of 1540-1542, 99.

21 NPS, Draft National Trail Study, Coronado Expedition (Denver, the author, February 1991), v, 37-
43.
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So far as is known, Congress made no move to implement any of the NPS’s
proffered alternatives. The idea of a Coronado Expedition National Trail quietly
died away, pending future scholarship that may better locate the trail and related
sites.

Along the Emigrant Trails, Renewed Administrative Activity, and
New Legislation

As noted in Chapter 3, Congress in 1978 had authorized both the Mormon Pioneer
National Historic Trail and the Oregon National Historic Trail. Both trails soon
established advisory councils, and during the late summer of 1981 a comprehensive
plan was completed for each trail. The two trails were assigned to different offices
(Mormon Pioneer to the Rocky Mountain Regional Office, Oregon to the Pacific
Northwest Regional Office), but the post-1981 history of the two trails was largely
similar. Budget allotments were skimpy at best, staff assigned to the trails spent
much of their time on collateral duties, and few of the tasks that had been outlined
in the comprehensive plans were accomplished, at least in the short term. The only
major difference between the two trails was that portions of the Mormon Pioneer
NHT (primarily on federal land) sported auto tour route signs, while no such signs
graced the Oregon NHT.

In the Rocky Mountain Regional Office, which was directed by Lorraine
Mintzmyer, the Mormon Pioneer NHT was administered, after Mike Beaudry’s
departure, by a succession of short-term trail appointments between 1986 and
1989: John Brad Baumann, Robert Kasparek, and Jim Riddle (see appendix 4).
Given a scant budget, however, the only known trails-related project during this
period was a 46-page “Threatened Sites Study,” which Southern Illinois University-
Edwardsville professor Stanley Kimball completed for the NPS in the fall of 1989.22

In October 1989, this state of affairs slightly improved when Michael Duwe - a
Washington-office employee working in Lakewood, Colorado — was hired by the
regional office as an environmental protection specialist. A collateral (half-time)
duty of that job was administering the Mormon Pioneer NHT. He worked in the
Planning and Compliance Division, headed by Mike Snyder, but his immediate
supervisor was Chris Turk, the regional environmental coordinator. Some, or
perhaps all, of the funds that supported Duwe’s trails work appear to have been
allocated by the newly-established Long Distance Trails Office in Washington,
DC (see section below) to the Rocky Mountain Regional Office. These funds did

281 orraine Mintzmyer (RD/RMRO) to Reps. Howard C. Neilson and Wayne Owens, February 14,
1990, in “RMR Trails Program” folder, “Comprehensive Plan” drawer, NTIR-SLC files.
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not underwrite staff salaries or support the production of “interpretive or other
types of developments,” but instead were directed toward “NPS trail authorization
activities such as contracted studies, printing costs, and travel.”?*

Given this financial infusion, Duwe and his colleagues issued a contract for a
historic resource study for the trail; he promised to issue the first in a series of trail
newsletters, in order to keep trail supporters informed; and he expressed interest

in having an interpretive plan completed.”° These projects, in fact, came to fruition.
A 226-page Mormon Pioneer NHT historic resource study, written by Stanley
Kimball, was published by the agency in May 1991; Duwe issued the first of three
newsletters in the fall of 1991; and the regional office, in conjunction with the
agency’s Harpers Ferry Center, completed a 52-page interpretive plan for the trail in
late April 1992.231

Duwe also helped organize a diverse element of trail supporters. As noted in
Chapters 1 and 3, the Mormon Pioneer Trail Foundation had been founded in 1969
and had remained active into the 1970s, and the federally-sponsored Mormon
Pioneer NHT advisory council had brought these advocates together for a series
of meetings during the early to mid-1980s. In 1991, Duwe helped organize the
Mormon Trails Association, and for the next several years he undertook projects
with both the MTA (based primarily in Utah) as well as the lowa Mormon

Trail Association. He also met with representatives from the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), the U.S. Forest Service, the State of Utah, and with leaders
from a host of small trailside museums and other local groups. As Duwe recalls,
he spent “lots of time meeting with people about what the NPS wanted and
expected.”?3?

Much the same sequence of events took place in the Pacific Northwest Regional
Office, from which the Oregon NHT was administered — but as indicated in the
previous chapter, the agency’s administration of the trail was nominal at best
throughout most of the 1980s. In the fall of 1989, however, staff at the regional
office (headed by Charles H. Odegaard) decided to hire a full-time trails program
manager. Selected for the job was NPS veteran Margaret (Peggy) Dolinich, whose
previous posting had been in the Rocky Mountain Regional Office (see appendix

2 Duwe, “Position Page, Long Distance Trails Management/Coordination, RMRO,” June 5, 1992,
in “Activation of CALI/POEX” folder, NTIR-SLC Files; Mintzmyer to Neilson and Owens, Feb-
ruary 14, 1990; Michael Duwe interview, January 10, 2014. As Duwe noted, WASO contributed
$63,000 to RMRO trail management in FY 1992; the levels of assistance prior to that year, however,
are not known.

20 Mintzmyer to Neilson and Owens, February 14, 1990.

31 Kimball, Historic Resource Study, Mormon Pioneer NHT (Denver, NPS), May 1991; various news-
letters in “MOPI Newsletters” folder, NTIR-SLC Files.

32 Duwe interview, January 10, 2014.
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4). In Seattle, Dolinich worked in the partnerships office; her immediate supervisor,
however, was Bob Karatko, who headed the Rivers, Trails, and Conservation
Assistance Program.?** The funding for this position, as for Mormon Pioneer NHT
administration in Denver, was due to a recently-passed Congressional line item that
was specifically designated for long-distance trails (see below).

Dolinich, from the start, felt constrained in the breadth of her duties because, as
she noted, “NPS managers, at the time, thought of long-distance trails as being the
spaces between an interconnected series of NPS units.” (These units included Fort
Laramie NHS, in Wyoming, and Scotts Bluff NM, in Nebraska — both of which
were also part of the Mormon Pioneer NHT - as well as Fort Vancouver NHS, at
the trail’s terminus in southwestern Washington.) “They gave little support to the
trail as a distinct administrative entity.”**

An important part of her job duties, in her first year or two on the job, was marking
the route. As noted in Chapter 3, the Oregon Trail’s comprehensive plan had made
no provisions for an auto tour route; instead, it opted for marking the actual trail
route with a series of posts, to be installed on either private or public land parcels.
In response to those recommendations, she worked with members of the OCTA;
using both OCTA and NPS funds, she helped install a number of Carsonite posts
along the historic trail route. By the time she was on the job, however, an auto

tour route had been assigned to the trail corridor. Dolinich, therefore, helped in
the planning and installation of the various Oregon NHT auto tour route signs;
given the lack of direction on this subject in the comprehensive plan, she obtained
assistance from personnel in the agency’s Santa Fe office regarding design and
format issues.**

Dolinich also worked with OCTA members on interpreting the trail. The
partnership association, at the time, designed and installed its own interpretive
waysides. Dolinich, for her part, provided technical advice (to prevent the
installation of so-called “books on a stick” that overwhelmed the reader with
descriptive verbiage) and helped fund the waysides as well. To aid OCTA members
with future waysides, she teamed up with Tanner Pilley, an exhibit planner under
contract to the NPS, in order to compile a wayside exhibit guide.?*

23 An NPS letterhead that Peggy used, dated February 1992, was inscribed “Recreation Programs:
Rivers, Trails, SCORP, Surplus Property, LWCF, UPARR, Oregon National Historic Trail.” Located
in “Trail Certification” folder, NTIR certification files. SCORP is an acronym for Statewide Compre-
hensive Outdoor Recreation Program, while LWCF stands for Land and Water Conservation Fund,
and UPARR stands for the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery program.

24 Peggy Dolinich interview, January 9, 2014.

35 Dolinich interview, January 9, 2014; Gaines to ARD, Planning, SWR, December 13, 1990, in “SF-
NHT - Logo, FHWA/Testing Issue” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1995” box, NTIR.

26 Peggy Dolinich interview, January 9, 2014.
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Additional tasks dealt with various proposed trail-related visitor centers. During
the late 1980s, the BLM — which managed thousands of acres of the Oregon Trail
corridor east of Baker City, Oregon — acted to establish its own Oregon Trail visitor
center. Aubrey Haines’ June 1973 book, Historic Sites Along the Oregon Trail, had
identified Flagstaff Hill as a key trail location where westbound travelers, after
ascending a long hill along the Burnt River, entered Oregon’s first verdant valley
and gained their first view of the Blue Mountains; here also, today’s visitors could
view some 13 miles of trail ruts.?*” In 1976, the agency had built an Oregon Trail
Bicentennial Wayside at the site. During the mid-1980s, as noted above, the BLM
had made it known, as a participant in the Oregon Trail Advisory Council, that

it hoped to construct a visitor center there. The agency did so, in part, because
community leaders in Baker City and the surrounding area wanted to bolster a
tourism industry to supplement what was a depressed natural resource-based
regional economy.

Specific development plans began in early 1987, when city and county officials met
with local citizens to “explore the future of Flagstaff Hill as an important national
landmark.” They passed along their interests to state and federal officials, and

in August 1987 the county published a preliminary site plan for a Flagstaff Hill
National Monument, to be managed by the BLM. The national monument idea,
included in a December 1987 congressional bill, did not fare well. (By June 1988,
this bill provision had been eliminated.) But in response to a request from Oregon
Governor Neil Goldschmidt to Interior Secretary Donald Hodel, the NPS agreed to
prepare an environmental assessment for the proposed BLM visitor center. A draft
study, written by an interdisciplinary BLM team, was completed in August 1988,
and a final study followed two months later.?*® BLM officials, meanwhile, moved to
include funding for the proposed visitor center in the FY 1989 Interior Department
appropriations bill. That bill, which became law in September 1988, included a

$1.3 million first-year funding appropriation for the project.?** Construction of

the center began soon afterward, and the BLM’s National Historic Oregon Trail
Interpretive Center opened to the public in May 1992, in plenty of time for the
upcoming trail sesquicentennial.?*

7 BLM, Vale District Office, Proposed National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center at Flag-
staff Hill, Draft Environmental Assessment, August 30, 1988, p. 1, in “National Historic Oregon Trail
Interpretive Center, Baker City, Oregon” folder, NTIR-SLC files; http://www.blm.gov/or/oregontrail/
center-sights-ruts.php.

28100" Congress, H.R. 3680 (introduced December 2, 1987), in https://congress.gov.

29100*" Congress, H.R. 4867 (passed September 27, 1988, Public Law 100-446), in https://congress.
gov; NPS, Draft EA, Flagstaff Hill Visitor Center, p. 2.

240 https://oregonencyclopedia.org/articles/national_historic_oregon_trail interpretive center/#.
W257tGeWycw. The Dorthy Wooters book, Trail of a Dream; a History of the National Historic Or-
egon Trail Interpretive Center at Flagstaff Hill near Baker City, Oregon chronicles the long effort, from
the early planning stages in 1987 through funding and construction and, ultimately, opening day in
1992.
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Oregon City, Oregon, was the focus of another Oregon Trail visitor center during
this period. As noted in Chapter 3, the Oregon NHT’s comprehensive plan had
called for the NPS to provide technical (but not financial) assistance to establish
visitor centers at the two trail termini: Independence, Missouri and Oregon City,
Oregon. As noted previously in this chapter, construction had begun at the state-
sponsored National Frontier Trails Center (in Independence, Missouri) in early
1989, and the facility opened to the public in March 1990. At the western end of the
trail, however, the state-run Oregon Trail Advisory Council - established in 1984 —
recommended a visitor center not only in Oregon City but also in Baker City (see
above), plus Pendleton and The Dalles. Federal legislators, however, re-focused
efforts on an Oregon City site when Congress, in November 1988, passed a measure
calling for an “End of the Oregon Trail Study” — which more specifically asked the
Interior Secretary to “determine the feasibility and desirability of protecting and
preserving those lands and resources associated with the western terminus of the
Oregon Trail in Oregon City, Oregon.”**! Dolinich and other regional staff, during
the months that followed, did what they could to plan and coordinate an End of
the Oregon National Trail Center. The promised federal funds to underwrite the
feasibility study, however, were not appropriated. Lacking other alternatives, the
City of Oregon City and the Clackamas County Historical Society stated their
intention to build a visitor center and museum and offered to dedicate a portion

of that facility to the Oregon Trail.>** Later the Oregon Trail Foundation, in
conjunction with the State of Oregon, worked with Rep. Denny Smith (R-Oregon)
to obtain the needed funding. Those efforts proved successful, and in 1995, the
End of the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center, which was owned and operated by the
Oregon Trail Foundation, opened to the public.?*

Although the BLM and the NPS worked cooperatively on the planning and

design of the BLM’s visitor center in the Baker, Oregon, area, BLM officials often
expressed a general frustration with the NPS administration of not only the

Oregon NHT but the Mormon Pioneer NHT as well. This Interior Department
agency, which controlled tens of millions of acres in Wyoming, Utah, Idaho, and
Oregon - all of which had substantial trail mileage — had gathered detailed historical
information about the Oregon Trail soon after the route was authorized, and during
the mid-1980s it compiled long-distance trail management plans for Wyoming

24 Public Law 100-699, Sec. 401 (102 Stat. 4628), passed November 19, 1988.

22 NPS [Peggy Dolinich], “Briefing: End of the Oregon Trail Feasibility Study, Public Law 100-699,”
n.d. (1990?), in Box #10 (Four Trails Study), NTIR-SLC Files.

243 https://roadtrippers.com/us/oregon-city-or/points-of-interest/end-of-the-oregon-trail-interpre-
tive-center ; Gail Yazzolino email, July 16, 2014. Dan Fowler, a former Oregon City mayor, provided
Ms. Yazzolino historical background information about the center. Of the other three planned
visitor centers, the one in Baker City was completed in 1992 (see above), while another historical
museum was completed in The Dalles, in 1997, under different circumstances (see http://gorgedis-
covery.org/Hulse_article.pdf). The third museum, in Pendleton, was never built.
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and perhaps other states as well.?** From time to time the agency expressed its
frustrations at its sister agency because of the NPS’s seeming inattention to long-
distance trails matters. In addition, both BLM and various state-government
officials were frustrated because the administration of these two trails was divided
between Seattle and Denver.?* In terms of day-to-day trail administration, however,
both Mike Duwe and Peggy Dolinich (representing MOPI and OREG, respectively)
had cooperative, amicable relationships with their BLM counterparts.

In the midst of this renewed administrative activity, Congress weighed in with

a series of proposals that promised to expand the mileage and scope of the
NPS’s role as it pertained to the various emigrant trails. As noted in the previous
chapter, Congress in 1984 had passed a measure calling for the study of both the
California and Pony Express trails, and three years later, the NPS — with ample
public comment — had completed a feasibility study that recognized the national
significance of both trails.

Just a few months after the agency had completed its study, Congress weighed

in with a variety of legislative proposals. In May 1988, Sen. Chic Hecht (R-NV)
introduced a bill — S. 2400 - to authorize the Pony Express National Historic Trail.
Two months later, Republican Rep. Barbara Vucanovich, from Reno, submitted

a similar bill, H.R. 5005. Both bills died in committee. A third bill that year,
introduced by Norman Shumway (R-CA), called for the authorization of both

the California and the Pony Express as national historic trails. That bill, H.R.

5082, made no more headway than others; it did, however, provide a vehicle for
subsequent legislative efforts.?* It should be noted that all of the Pony Express bills
submitted during this period — both in the late 1980s and up until mid-1991 — were
limited to authorizing the route between St. Joseph, Missouri and Sacramento,
California.

The following year, shortly after the commencement of the 101 Congress, new
proposals were submitted relative to the emigrant trails. On February 8, 1989, Sen.
Harry Reid (D-Nevada) introduced a bill (S. 374) to authorize a Pony Express
NHT. Later that month, both Rep. Shumway and Sen. J. Bennett Johnston
(D-Louisiana) submitted bills - H.R. 1109 and S. 456, respectively — to authorize
both the California and Pony Express NHTS. Reid’s bill was heard in subcommittee
but progressed no further. Johnston’s more far-reaching bill also made it through

24 NPS, Oregon Trail CMP (August 1981), 9-10; http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/About BLM/
subsurface.html. See, for example, the BLM’s Oregon/Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trails Man-
agement Plan (Cheyenne, Wyoming State Office), 1986, at the following URL: http://www.blm.gov/
pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wy/programs/historictrails/86docs.Par.4793.File.dat/86trailsplan.pdf

245 Robert J. Shelley (DSC) to RDs, June 19, 1985, in “Activation of CALI/POEX?” folder,

246 See www.congress.gov, in the 100™ Congress, for activity related to S. 2400, H.R. 5005, and H.R.
5082.
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a subcommittee hearing. Shumway’s bill, the most successful of the three emigrant
trail bills, passed both the House subcommittee and the full committee in February
1990, and on March 6, after 40 minutes of debate, the full House passed Shumway’s
bill, 416-0. In the Senate, committee members opted to move Shumway’s House

bill rather than Sen. Johnston’s similar bill. In May, the Senate committee passed

the bill and sent it on to the full Senate; in the process, however, it added five
amendments to the House-passed bill, one of which had been introduced by Sen.
Malcolm Wallop (R-Wyoming). A month later, the Senate passed the bill on a voice
vote. In early October, with less than a week remaining in the 101 Congress, House
members — working in conjunction with Senate colleagues — agreed to accept three
of the Senate’s five amendments. But the Senate was never able to vote on the
House compromise, and therefore H.R. 1109 did not become law.?*” OCTA member
Jeanne Watson, who worked with congressional staffers during the final days

before adjournment, noted that hurdles to passage included a series of “senatorial
privilege” holds, which collectively prevented the bill from reaching the Senate floor
in the session’s closing days. These holds, or “blocks,” dealt with the location of
visitor centers, the condemnation of private leases on federal land, and concerns
about a proposed long-distance pipeline.**

Given the near-miss for this legislation in the 101%* Congress, OCTA members in
1991 worked with the new Congress to secure passage of the needed authorization
bill. Shortly after the session began, Rep. Doug Bereuter, a Republican from Utica,
Nebraska, introduced a bill (H.R. 479) to authorize both the California and Pony
Express trails as NHTs. (The OCTA newsletter noted that Bereuter’s bill had
“wording similar to old HR-1109 but without the Wallop amendment.”) By April,
two similar bills (both of which would also authorize the same two trails) had been
introduced: H.R. 1229, by Rep. John T. Doolittle (R-CA), and S. 801, by Sen. Harry
Reid. Both Doolittle’s bill and Reid’s bill received hearings at the subcommittee
level but went no further. Egged on by various OCTA members, however,
Bereuter’s bill had greater success. The bill passed out of the subcommittee in April
and the full committee in early May, and on May 8, H.R. 479 passed the full House,
409-0.

Along the way, however, a key amendment was added to H.R. 479. As noted in the
March 1991 OCTA newsletter, “There is growing support in California ... urging
addition of the Sacramento-San Francisco leg of the Pony Express route in the trail
legislation.” That sentiment was reflected in an amendment adopted in the House
subcommittee, and the House-passed bill reflected that amended language. (This
amendment did not authorize the leg west of Sacramento; instead, it provided that
the Interior Secretary could administratively authorize this additional mileage if a
report was submitted that historically justified the route addition.) In the Senate,

27 See www.congress.gov, in the 101st Congress, for activity related to S. 374, S. 456, and H.R. 1109.
248 News from the Plains, December 1990, p. 3.
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“concerns about protecting the rights of leaseholders” held up the bill for a while.
Subcommittee action, therefore, did not take place until February 1992, and the
full committee approved the bill that June. On July 15, the full Senate, without
amendments, passed H.R. 479 on a voice vote, and on August 3, President George
H.W. Bush signed the bill into law. Both the California Trail and the Pony Express
Trail were now part of the NTS.2#

Establishing an Administrative Presence for a Nationwide Trails
System

By the end of 1986, Congress had authorized fourteen long-distance trails under
the terms of the NTSA: eight NSTs and six NHT5.%° Nine of these trails (five NSTs
and four NHTs) were administered by the NPS, four trails (three NSTs and one
NHT) were administered by the U.S. Forest Service, and one trail (an NHT) was
administered by the BLM. For these 14 trails, however, line-item federal funding
totaled just $716,200, of which almost 90 percent ($641,700) was dispensed to

the Appalachian Trail Project Office (ATPO); the remainder went to the Oregon
NHT ($14,500) and the newly-funded Ice Age NST (860,000). The other 11 trails
remained without line-item funding (see appendix 3). In the NPS’s Washington
office, there were a number of staff in the Recreation Resources Assistance Division
office who were nominally associated with trails. Most of these were former
employees of the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (HCRS), which
had been merged into the National Park Service in 1981. They had worked on
urban and regional recreation trails. Except for a one-time (FY 1986) appropriation
for a N'TS inventory initiative, Congress during the early to mid-1980s had not
allocated dedicated trails funding to the Washington office of any land management
agency.’!

Given the lack of any specific verbiage in the NTSA, there was no central authority,
or common consensus, for how the various long-distance trails would be

24 See www.congress.gov, in the 102nd Congress, for activity related to H.R. 479, H.R. 1229, and S.
801; News from the Plains, March 1991, 4, and September 1991, 19; Jere Krakow, interview by the
author, Jan. 23, 2014. The “Wallop Amendment” was named for U.S. Sen. Malcolm Wallop (R-WY).
20 In addition to the 14 long-distance trails that had been authorized, Congress had also voted to
study an additional 14 trails that had not been (and would not be) authorized. Officially, this list in-
cluded 11 NSTs and 3 NHTs, but because 10 of these 14 trails were mandated for study before 1978
(when the NHT category was established), 9 of these 14, in actuality, were historical trails.

1 HCRS, which had been active during the Carter administration, disbanded in early 1981 (see
chapter 2); many of its functions and staff were delegated to the NPS. Gilbert interview, May 25,
2007, 27; Elkinton email, February 17, 2014; Charles Odegaard to Director NPS, February 17, 1987,
in “Admin Hist of NHT System and Office” folder, “Box 25 - #33250,” NTIR-SLC Files. Gilbert
notes in his interview (p. 27) that Bob Karotko was “our Washington office coordinator who was
Steve Elkinton’s predecessor,” but Karotko’s duties were sufficiently distinct that Elkinton was cor-
rect in stating that no one preceded him in that position.
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administered. Since 1971, the National Trails Council (see appendix 2) had held a
symposium every two years to discuss trail-related issues; that council, however,
dealt mostly with scenic trails, and it was a private-sector organization, though it
was supported with some NPS financial assistance.

As noted in Chapter 3, the most sophisticated attempt at attaining a common
consensus on federal trails administration took place in 1985 and 1986 when

Tom Gilbert — who was the only federal staff person (aside from the ATPO) who
worked primarily on long-distance trails issues — posed a series of administrative
questions to the NPS’s various regional directors. The recommendations that came
in response to those questions — which came forth in an issue paper dated July 1986
—served as an ad hoc administrative guide for Gilbert and other trail administrators,
at least for the time being. In March 1989, agency trails administrators in
Washington attempted to resolve these questions with more finality by preparing a
draft memo for incoming NPS Director James Ridenour; that memo recommended
that five of the six major issues (all but the unit-status issue) be fully resolved.
According to one trails official, however, Ridenour “was very ambivalent about

the NSTs and [NHT5] under NPS care;” his stance was that the agency should

be primarily interested in NPS units and that anything peripheral constituted
“thinning of the blood.” Moreover, he stood firmly against any trails attaining

unit status. Ridenour’s position was underscored in 1991 by the agency’s Office of
Policy, which stated that until the units issue was resolved, implementing the rest of
the proposed policy package (dating back to 1986) could not proceed.??

In 1987, a meeting on local trail matters — specifically, of the Ice Age NST’s
advisory council — quixotically brought forth a new impetus toward inter-trail
coordination. Attending that meeting were both Tom Gilbert (the Midwest Region’s
trails coordinator) and Gary Werner (the Ice Age Park and Trail Foundation’s
statewide trail coordinator).?* As Gilbert recalls that meeting, “we were talking

to the advisory council about some issue (... maybe signing [or] trail standards).

... And the Ice Age Park and Trail Foundation president and advisory council
chairman, John Zillmer, said, “Well, other trail partners must be facing these same
questions and problems.””?* To get answers to those questions, Zillmer proposed

a conference to bring together the federal managers and association partners of all
of the national scenic and historic trails. He committed his organization to host it in
Wisconsin. Midwest Regional Director Charles Odegaard, present at the advisory
council meeting, embraced the idea and committed his office’s support in making it
happen. The work, then, of planning and organizing the conference fell upon Tom
Gilbert and Gary Werner.

252 Ridenour to RDs, memo, March 1, 1989, in “Activation of CALI-POEX” folder, in “Box 25 -
#33250,” NTIR-SLC; Steve Elkinton to the author, email, July 20, 2017.

23 1n 2008, the Ice Age Park and Trail Foundation changed its name to the Ice Age Trail Alliance. Tom
Gilbert, email to the author, November 6, 2018.

24 Tom Gilbert interview, by Ron Brown, May 25, 2007, pp. 26, 27.
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In late September 1988, the first National Conference on National Scenic and
NHTs was held at a Boys and Girls Club facility (Camp Whitcomb) north of
Hartland, Wisconsin. It was a Spartan affair; as Gilbert recalls the event, most of
the 75 attendees “stayed in cabins with bunks on old plastic covered mattresses
with white and blue stripes.”?* By most accounts the conference was successful, in
large part because Louise Marshall of the American Hiking Society, who actively
supported the conference’s goals, made a special effort to reach out and embrace
the NHTSs. Gilbert recalls, however, that “there were frustrations in some sessions
that attendees associated with scenic trails did not understand the issues of historic
trails, and vice versa.” (One Mormon Pioneer NHT representative felt that historic
trails were “short sheeted”).?>¢

One of the conference attendees, Leo Rasmussen, from the Iditarod Trail
Committee, reportedly “challenged everyone to get together and form a nationwide
coalition.” Perhaps in response, the conference attendees agreed to form a steering
committee, which included both scenic and historic trail representatives, and which
was tasked (in part) “to carry momentum forward to a second conference at some
time in the future.” Indeed, the conference summary noted “a strong consensus
that the public and private interests represented at the conference should meet
together again or periodically.”’

An important goal that was realized during the period leading up to the September
1988 conference was the launching of a newsletter, Pathways Across America, which
was devoted exclusively to NSTs and NH'Ts. In all probability, the idea for this
magazine arose from discussions between Bill Spitzer, the nominal NPS trails head
at the time, and Butch Henley, the American Hiking Society’s executive director. In
the wake of the 1988 conference, both wanted to build communication among the
long-distance trails community, so the NPS forged a cooperative agreement with
the AHS; the NPS agreed to fund the publication of a quarterly trails newsletter if
the AHS would produce and distribute it. The newsletter’s first issue, eight pages
long, was dated Fall 1988. Pathways is still being published, and it plays a key role in
providing news and information about the NTS.?>

2 Tom Gilbert interview, p. 28; Tom Ross to Bob Karotko, April 16,1990, in “Admin Hist of NHT
System and Office” folder, “Box 25 - #33250,” NTIR-SLC files. The site is now (2018) called Camp
Whitcomb/Mason.

256 Tom Gilbert, email to the author, November 6, 2018; Stan Kimball to Rod MacRae, Dec. 21, 1990,
in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1991 folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box.

57 Steve Elkinton email, February 17, 2014; Elkinton interview, May 30, 2007, 16; Stan Kimball to
Rod MacRae, December 21, 1990, in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1991” folder, “SAFE Admin Files,
1987-1997” box, NTIR; “National Conference on National Scenic and National Historic Trails, a
Summary,” from Tom Gilbert, email to the author, November 6, 2018.

28 Steve Elkinton to the author, email, July 20, 2017; Elkinton, email to the author, December 12,
2017; http://sfct.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/econ_all.pdf; Tom Gilbert, email to the author,
November 6, 2018.
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During this same period, the various NPS-administered trails finally gained a

presence in Washington, D.C. As far back as 1984, members of the OCTA had made

a formal proposal at an NPS advisory-council meeting to establish a central trail
office, and in early 1987, Midwest Regional Director Chuck Odegaard noted that
“various proposals have been advanced in the past three years for creating a central
office for administering all of NPS’s national scenic and/or NHT5, be it located

in Washington or elsewhere.” Prodded by longtime California trails advocate
George Cardinet, NPS Director William Penn Mott by this time had signaled his
interest in having the agency take the lead on various long-distance trails matters;
Odegaard himself, however, did not recommend the establishment of a centralized
trails office. Mott and Cardinet may have played a role in the establishment of the
Washington-based trails office, although their connection to this action is by no
means clear.”’

During the summer of 1988, two stalwart, long-time members of the American
Hiking Society lobbied Congress on behalf of trails issues: Susan “Butch” Henley
was the society’s executive director, while Louise Marshall was the outgoing
board president as well as a member of the Pacific Crest Trail Conference.?®® The
House of Representatives passed its version of the FY 1989 Interior Department
appropriations bill on June 29, while the Senate passed its own bill on July 13.

In a second-hand anecdote, an NPS employee recalled that the two women met
with Senate Appropriations Committee staff after both bills had passed - but
before the conference committee met (beginning on August 2) to resolve the
differences between the two bills. The two women had implored the staft to add

a line item in the NPS budget for “National Trails System Development.” Their
effort was successful, and by September 8, the NPS budget in the conference report
contained a $400,000 line item for that purpose. President Reagan signed the bill
into law on September 27, 1988 (see appendix 3).?! Mott and Cardinet, noted
above, may have played a role in this process inasmuch as both men were longtime
Californian friends. (Cardinet, a horseman, was active in many trails groups, while
Mott had previously served as the head of California State Parks under then-
Governor Ronald Reagan.) Another NPS employee who provided “support and
encouragement” was Bill Spitzer, the Chief of the Recreation Resources Assistance
Division (see below).

In early 1989, the Congressional Research Service elaborated upon the need for a
stronger trails presence in Washington. George Siehl, the author of the CRS report,

%9 NPS, “Minutes of August 13-15, 1984 Oregon NHT Advisory Committee Meeting,” in “Advisory Council,
Oregon NHT” folder, NTIR-SLC files; Odegaard to Director NPS, February 17, 1987, in “Admin Hist of NHT
System and Office” folder, “Box 25 - #33250,” NTIR-SLC Files; Steve Elkinton email, February 17, 2014.

260 Steve Elkinton email, February 17, 2014; Werner interview, 21. The Pacific Crest Trail Conference, which
operated from 1977 to 1992, was the primary partnership association for the Pacific Crest NST.

%1 100" Congress, H.R. 4867 (became law September 27, 1988), in https://congress.gov/; Steve Elkinton inter-
view, February 17, 2014; Pathways Across America, Summer 2014, 12.
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noted that:

The growth of the National Trails System to 16 long-distance components
has resulted in some policy and program perplexities. The two categories
(i.e., National Scenic and National Historic) and the individual trails
themselves have different authorities, which has led to confusion. At the
Federal level, the trails are administered by three agencies: the National
Park Service, Forest Service, and Bureau of Land Management. There is a
need for much improved coordination among these agencies and among
the individual trail managers. The development and implementation of
clear policy guidance from the NPS Policy Office to trail managers and the
Regional Offices responsible for the trails is essential.?6?

In response to Congress’s new budget allotment, the NPS responded by advertising
for a single position to help coordinate the agency’s long-distance trails effort. In
August 1989, Steve Elkinton was selected for the position of Long-Distance Trails
Manager, and he began work the following month.?3 An 11-year NPS veteran

who had worked (as a landscape architect) at both the DSC office in Falls Church,
Virginia, and at Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area in Ohio, he had
experience working on Washington-area trails, though not on long-distance trails.
His new supervisor was Tom Ross, the Branch Chief for Trails; the two constituted
the NTS Branch.?* Ross, in turn, worked for Bill Spitzer, Chief of the Recreation
Resources Assistance Division in the Office of Planning and Development, which
was headed by Associate Director Denis Galvin.?®> Given the sizable ($400,000)
initial funding for “National Trails System Development” noted above, the large
majority of that budgetary allotment did not remain in Washington but was directed
toward the many long-distance trails that were either unfunded or underfunded. As
noted previously in this chapter, portions of that allotment constituted the Mormon
Pioneer NHT’s first budget, and the Oregon NHT received a substantial increase to
the modest ($13,600) annual budget that it had previously received.

%2 George Siehl, George, Jan., 1989, Trails Programs in Federal Agencies: A Data Compilation (Washing-
ton, D.C., Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress, Jan. 1989), 47.

263 Elkinton to author, email, July 20, 2017.

24 Elkinton to author, email, Sept. 21, 2017. Elkinton noted that Ross’s responsibilities, at the time, included
“national recreation trails, some regional trail atlases that RTCA was producing, and coordinating [various]
RTCA trail projects” in addition to the various national scenic and national historic trails.

265 Steve Elkinton interview, May 30, 2007, 3, 11; Long-Distance Trails Manager, WASO to Long-
Distance Trails Coordinators, October 1, 1991, in “Trails (NHT) Correspondence, John Conoboy
Collection” folder, NTIR Files; Steve Elkinton email, July 13, 2014. In his 2014 email, Elkinton noted
with some irony that much of the RRAD’s responsibilities during the early- to mid-1980s were a di-
rect result of the elimination of HCRS in 1981 and the transfer of that agency’s programs to the NPS.
By 1989, however, neither of the division’s two main programs (the National Trails System and the
Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance program) had been administered by the HCRS.
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Once on the job, Elkinton undertook a variety of coordinating duties that
pertained to both the scenic and historic trails. In 1990, for example, he, Gilbert,
and other NPS representatives attended the biennial National Trails Symposium,
which was held that year in Cedar Rapids, lowa. Symposia with that name had
been held since 1971 (see chapter 2), and at first their purpose had been to hear
citizen and volunteer perspectives on the progress and status of the two original
NSTs: the Appalachian Trail and the Pacific Crest Trail. By the early 1980s,
however, many participants had lost interest in that topic; instead, the symposia
gained new momentum by drawing in a larger audience of local trail people who
weren’t involved in either scenic or historic trails. The newly-organized symposia
focused on such diverse topics as U.S. Forest Service trails, trail construction and
promotion, fundraising, mapping, recreation research, rail trails, and local trail
systems. Then, in 1988, this series of conferences fell under the sponsorship of
American Trails — a new entity that was a merger of the former National Trails
Council and the American Trails Network. By 1990, the National Trails Symposium
(as Elkinton recalls it) was “on a pretty fixed path,” focusing on local and regional
trail issues.?®

Another of Elkinton’s early tasks was organizing a second meeting of the National
Conference on National Scenic and NHTIS, to follow up on the successful 1988
conference (noted above) in Hartland, Wisconsin. At the September 1990 National
Trails Symposium, which was held at Cedar Rapids, lowa, an interest-group
meeting that was focused on the N'TS became an ad hoc platform for organizing a
second long-distance trails conference. Longtime trail stalwarts such as Jeannette
Fitzwilliams (from the American Hiking Society), along with Bill and Jeanne Watson
(from OCTA), worked with Elkinton on the criteria for that conference, which was
sponsored by OCTA and was held in November 1991 at the Menucha Retreat and
Conference Center in Oregon’s Columbia Gorge, just east of Corbett.”

Conferees made a key decision there: to establish the “Committee of 17” (so named
because there were 17 NSTs and NHTSs at that time), which would serve as a core
group of advocates to keep in contact on a range of issues related to long-distance
trails. The group created a charter, and in the spring of 1992 its leader, Gary Werner,
testified before the Appropriations Subcommittee for both the House Interior
Committee and the Senate Energy and National Resources Committee (see chapter
5). He made two seemingly far-fetched requests: 1) that for each long-distance

trail, the responsible federal agency should assign one full-time staff person,

and 2) that an annual average of $250,000 be allotted for the operation of each

266 Steve Elkinton interview, May 30, 2007, 4, 18; Elkinton email, July 13, 2014.
267 Steve Elkinton interview, May 30, 2007, pp. 18-19.
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trail.?® Congress, in response, ignored both of those requests, but Werner — again
representing the Committee of 17 — returned to Congress, and he was eventually
successful in raising both the visibility and the financial support for the various
long-distance trails.?* The Committee of 17, it should be noted, was an aspirational
name, and for the first several years after its 1991 founding, a number of NST and
NHT organizations were slow to take part. Only in later years did most of the main
trail organizations join in.*”

Elkinton initiated another project that helped create a more cohesive trails system:
the production of the first National Trails System Map and Guide. He worked with
the Harpers Ferry Center publication staff on the four-color “unigrid” folder, which
was published in the fall of 1991, just in time for the Menucha conference (noted
above). The map and guide was widely accepted by the trails community, and in
response to the growing number of trails, it has been revised every few years since
that time.?”!

Yet another item on Elkinton’s agenda was trails-related training. As a specific goal,
he hoped to hold an annual training class on trails, so in 1990, the first such class
was held at the Mather Training Center, in Harpers Ferry, West Virginia, with the
theme “Long-Distance Trails -- A Cooperative Effort.” Elkinton recalls that it

was a once in a lifetime experience. I'm probably the one who learned the
most ... we had more speakers than “students.” We covered a wide range of
issues from hiker expectations to trail lands protection, from legislation to
mapping. It quickly became clear that trails training is complex and multi-

268 On May 27, 1993, nine members of Congress wrote to Rep. Sidney Yates, who served on the Ap-
propriations Committee throughout his career and chaired the Interior Subcommittee. Of the 19
NSTs and NHTT existing at that time, they noted that “aside from some annual support given to the
Appalachian Trail and minimal funding for several years for 6 of the other trails, there have been no
operating funds specifically appropriated for these congressionally designated trails” and that “only
8 of the 19 trails have either part-time or full-time managers...”. in “SFNHT, Advisory Council -
1993” folder, in “SAFE Admin Hist files, 1987-1997” box.

26 Gary Werner interview, May 25, 2007, 15, 19, 20. In that interview, Werner recalled that “At that
[1991] conference a group of us, Susan Henley and Reese Lukei from American Hiking Society,

and myself, and a couple of others were determined that we were going to come out of that confer-
ence with some kind of an organized effort to work together beyond the conference.” Based on that
conversation, “we ended up with a charter that we made up for ourselves” [to establish the Commit-
tee of 17], and they decided on the two “requests” noted in the main text. Based on the trail-specific
figures noted in Appendix 6, Werner’s two requests were lofty indeed, because it would be ten years
or more before either his staff or budget goals would be attained.

210 Steve Elkinton interview, May 30, 2007, 4; Ross Marshall interview, February 11, 2014.

211 Steve Elkinton interview, May 30, 2007, 3; Elkinton email, February 17, 2014; Elkinton to Gaines,
June 3, 1991, in “SFNHT, NPS Memoranda - 1991” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box,
NTIR. Subsequent editions of the map and guide have been produced in 1993, 1998, 2004, 2007, and
2010.
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faceted and should be better targeted.’”

In response, Elkinton offered a follow-up training, focused on cooperative
mechanisms, in 1991. That same year, moreover, he offered a training session at the
Menucha conference that provided both association partners, and new federal trail
managers, a deeper understanding of the NTSA and its authorities. The next trail-
related training courses supported by the Washington office, held during the mid-
1990s, would focus on interpretation (see chapter 5).27

A key question for Elkinton, and other NPS employees at the time, concerned

unit status; specifically, whether the various national scenic and NHTs under the
agency’s purview should be considered units of the National Park System. This
question had had a long, and somewhat contradictory, history (see chapter 3). The
agency’s first designated long-distance trail, the Appalachian NST, was declared

an NPS unit when its land acquisition office geared up in the mid-1970s. Later,
when the agency gained three new trails (all NHTs), these trails were designated as
“affiliated areas,” not park units. In 1980 and 1983, the agency gained five new trails
(four scenic trails and one historic trail); Natchez Trace and Potomac Heritage, both
NSTs, became park units via a Director’s memo in 1985, while the other three trails
did not carry that designation.

Tom Gilbert, the Midwest Region’s trails coordinator and a key player in the
development of overall policy for the long-distance trails, worked with his regional
director, Charles Odegaard, on this issue, and by the spring of 1984, Odegaard was
recommending to Washington officials that all long-distance trails should have

unit status, recognizing full well that such an action would have positive budgetary
consequences.?’ In 1985-86, Gilbert squarely addressed this matter — and the
agency’s inconsistencies —in a trails-related issue paper. (Gilbert, at the time, was
the designated administrator of three long-distance trails, none of which were park
units.) After having examined the issue in its historic context, and with frequent
references to NTSA language, Gilbert, having perused the General Authorities Act
of 1970, concluded that “all national scenic and national historic trails administered
by the Service should be administered as ‘units’ of the National Park System. The
legal authorization for the trails and a sense of consistency would seem to demand
such a decision.”?” Following up on that statement, Midwest Regional Director
Charles Odegaard, in a memo to NPS Director William Penn Mott, repeated his

272 Elkinton interview, May 30, 2007, and Sept. 21, 2017.

2% Elkinton interview, Sept. 21, 2017; Tom Gilbert, email to the author, November 6, 2018.

2 RD/MWRO to Associate Director, Planning and Development, WASO, May 1, 1984, in “Admin
Hist of NHT System and Office” folder, “Box 25 - #33250,” NTIR-SLC Files.

25 INPS-MWROY], “Issue Paper, National Park Service Administration of National Scenic and
National Historic Trails,” July 1986, in “Miscellaneous — SF Trail” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1963-
1989” box, NTIR.
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advocacy in favor of unit status.?’¢

Little further action took place on the matter until October 1991, when the agency’s
Office of Policy convened a broad range of Washington-office managers (but no
regional trails coordinators) to discuss the matter. In preparation for that meeting,
Elkinton prepared a discussion paper on the topic, and after weighing the issue,

he concluded that “National Scenic and National Historic Trails assigned to the
National Park Service should be considered units of the National Park System. This
would be clearly stated in a future amendment to the NTSA and reflected in agency
policy.” But after considering the matter, the various agency managers decided to
steer a middle course; they concluded that

all NPS-managed national scenic and national historic trails would be
considered components of the National Trails System. Some would also

be listed as units (like parks), such as the Appalachian Trail, where land
ownership, boundaries, management control, and management policies fully
apply. NPS will look at the existing NPS-administered trails and determine
which are units and which are not — and make adjustments in listings
accordingly.?”

Personnel outside of the Washington office were by no means wholeheartedly
supportive of that decision, and they continued to advocate for full unit status for all
trails.?”® For the time being, however, the NPS continued to administer a few trails
as park units, with the remainder being initially administered as affiliated areas. The
“affiliated areas” designation, however, did not remain for long. Instead, national
trails of all types — both units and non-units — have been listed in recent years in the
NPS Index not as affiliated areas but as one of five “related areas” that “are linked in
importance and purpose to areas managed by the National Park Service” and which
“preserve important segments of the nation’s heritage.”?” In the agency’s recent
budget justifications books (“green books”), moreover, all long-distance trails
administered by the agency are classified as part of the “National Trails System.”
These trails, just as park units, are considered “organizations” of the National Park

276 RD/MWRO to Director NPS, February 17, 1987, in “Admin Hist of NHT System and Office”
folder, “Box 25 - #33250,” NTIR-SLC Files. The General Authorities Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-383) be-
came law on August 18, 1970.

" Long-Distance Trails Manager, WASO to Long-Distance Trail Coordinators (various, December
19,1991,” in “Trails (NHT) Correspondence, John Conoboy Collection,” NTIR files.

28 RD/SWRO to Director NPS, January 31, 1992, in “Trails (NHT) Correspondence, John Conoboy
Collection,” NTIR files.

2 These five areas include: 1) Authorized Areas, 2) Affiliated Areas, 3) National Heritage Areas, 4)
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and 5) National Trails System.
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System.?

280 NPS, The National Parks: Index 1916-2016 (Washington, USDI, 2016), 11; U.S. Dept. of the
Interior, National Park Service Budget Justifications and Performance Information, Fiscal Year 2018,
“ONPS Summaries-18.”
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Photo Gallery:

Intermountain Region Trails Staff Over the Years

TRAILS STAFF, SANTA FE, EARLY 2002. LEFT TO RIGHT: DAVID GAINES, AARON MAHR, KAISA BARTHULI, JOSINA MARTINEZ, STEVE BURNS, JOHN CONOBOY, SHARON BROWN, HARRY MYERS, ANDREA SHARON, AND
MIKE TAYLOR. GAINES AND CONOBOY WERE THE TWO EARLIEST TRAILS EMPLOYEES, BEGINNING IN 1987 AND 1989, RESPECTIVELY.
© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

JERE KRAKOW (ABOVE) SERVED A 20-YEAR NPS

CAREER AS A TRAILS HISTORIAN AND AS THE
CHERRY PAYNE (ABOVE), SEEN IN 1996, WAS THE SANTA FE TRAILS OFFICE’S FIRST INTERPRETIVE SPECIALIST. SUPERINTENDENT OF BOTH THE SALT LAKE CITY
© CHERRY PAYNE AND SANTA FE TRAILS OFFICES.

© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
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TRAILS STAFF IN THE OLD SANTA FE TRAIL BUILDING LOBBY, LATE 2011 OR EARLY 2012. LEFT TO RIGHT (STANDING): STEVE BURNS, OTIS HALFMOON, SUSAN BOYLE, BRIAN DEATON, SHARON BROWN, MIKE ELLIOTT,

LYNNE MAGER, FRANK NORRIS, JOSINA MARTINEZ, GRETCHEN WARD, CORY DONNELLY, AARON MAHR, KAISA BARTHULL. (SITTING) CAROL ORTEGA, CAROL CLARK, KIM FINCH, LEE KREUTZER, KRISTIN VAN FLEET,
BROOKE SAFFORD.

© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

SANTA FE TRAILS STAFF (ABOVE), IN THE COURTYARD OF THE OLD SANTA FE TRAIL BUILDING, JUNE 2009. LEFT TO RIGHT: CAROL ORTEGA, OTIS HALFMOON, SHARON BROWN, FRANK NORRIS, SUSAN BOYLE, AARON
MAHR, BROOKE SAFFORD, JOSINA MARTINEZ, MIKE TAYLOR, STEVE BURNS, JOHN CANNELLA.
© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

TRAILS STAFF (ABOVE) AT LAS GOLONDRINAS (SANTA FE), OCTOBER 2015. LEFT TO RIGHT (BACK ROW) DEREK

TRAILS STAFF AT LAS GOLONDRINAS (SANTA FE), OCTOBER 2010. LEFT TO RIGHT (FRONT ROW) CAROL CLARK, STEVE IO, COR7IZRy (SGTEmMVAR (45 AT ENBTIA, (410 Nz CAOIL AL, (AN ML, S5
BURNS, LEE KREUTZER. (BACK ROW, (SHARON B)Il?O\/\/N MIKE TAY’LOR KAISA BAR<THULI JOHN )CANNELLA JOS’INA TN, (GLN7 BIORR AN, (7o T01) WA BRI U, TOlA AN A, ML TN, ANE A S
! o ) ! . . . CLARK, LEE KREUTZER, CAROL ORTEGA, FRANK NORRIS, AARON MAHR, MIKE TAYLOR, MIKE ELLIOTT.
MARTINEZ, FRANK NORRIS, CAROL ORTEGA, CHUCK MILLIKEN, BROOKE SAFFORD, BRIAN DEATON, LYNNE MAGER,
© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
ANNE MARIE (COOKIE) BALLOU, SUSAN BOYLE, AARON MAHR, OTIS HALFMOON.

© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

(LEFT): JOHN MURPHEY AND KAISA BARTHULI (RIGHT) FORM THE NUMBER
“66" ALONG LONGHORN RANCH ROAD, A FORMER SEGMENT OF ROUTE

66 JUST SOUTH OF INTERSTATE 40 AND SEVEN MILES EAST OF MORIARTY.
MURPHEY WORKED WITH BARTHULI ON THE ROUTE 66 CORRIDOR
PRESERVATION PROGRAM FROM EARLY 2009 TO EARLY 2011
© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

SALT LAKE CITY TRAILS STAFF (LEFT), AT THE ENTRANCE TO THEIR OFFICE AT 324

S. STATE ST,, JUNE 2009. LEFT TO RIGHT. CHUCK MILLIKEN, LEE KREUTZER, KAY

THRELKELD, TERESA BICHARD.

© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
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GIS SPECIALIST SARAH RIVERA, WITH A TRAILS DISPLAY AT A CONFERENCE, JULY 2018.
© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

(ABOVE) NPS STAFF IN BEND, OREGON (END OF THE SOLAR CAR CHALLENGE), JULY 2018
(STANDING) DIANE WEDDINGTON, JEFF DENNY, MATT TURNER (MIDWEST RO), FRANK

NORRIS. (CROUCHING) LEE SMITH (MIDWEST RO), TARA BURNETTE (AMERICORPS), CAROL
CLARK.

© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

TRAILS STAFF IN SANTA FE, DECEMBER 2016. (STANDING) AARON MAHR, ANGELICA
SANCHEZ-CLARK, BRYAN PETRTYL, MIKE TAYLOR, STEVE BURNS, JILL JENSEN, LYNN MAGER,
FRANK NORRIS, PATRICIA TRUJILLO, DEREK NELSON, KAISA BARTHULI. (CROUCHING)

KELLY SHEA, KRISTIN VAN FLEET, LEE KREUTZER, CAROLE WENDLER, CAROL CLARK, CORY
DONNELLY, JOHN CANNELLA

© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

THE OLD SANTA FE TRAIL BUILDING, ON MUSEUM HILL SOUTHEAST OF DOWNTOWN SANTA FE, HAS SERVED AS THE SANTA FE OFFICES FOR TRAILS STAFF

SINCE 2002.
© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
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324 SOUTH STATE STREET, AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF EAST BROADWAY (300 SOUTH), SERVED AS THE SALT LAKE CITY OFFICES FOR TRAILS STAFF FROM 1995 TO 2018.

© NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
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Chapter 5.

Trail Growth and Reorganization, 1991-2000
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Administering the Santa Fe Trail

As the year 1991 came to a close, officials in the Southwest Region’s Branch of
Long Distance Trails could look back on more than four years of experience
administering the national historic trails (NHTs). Most of that experience had
been gained with the Santa Fe National Historic Trail, which had been the focus

of considerable National Park Service (NPS) effort since mid-1987. But since early
March 1991, thanks to the efforts of Regional Director John Cook, the office had
also been in charge of the Trail of Tears National Historic Trail. (The Branch also
kept tabs on the Masau Trail planning study as well, but as noted in Chapter 4, most
of the activity related to that planning effort was conducted by regional planning
staff. The implementation of that planning effort, moreover, was effectively blocked
pending the passage of follow-up legislation.)

The branch’s office, at that time, was located in the NPS’s regional office, on the
third floor of the Pifion Building on St. Francis Drive in Santa Fe. It occupied just a
small area on that floor because the branch consisted of just two employees: David
Gaines, the branch chief, and John Conoboy, an outdoor recreation planner (see
appendix 4). A third employee — a secretary or clerk-typist position — was typically
assigned to the branch as well, but that position was vacant at the time, its duties
being performed on an ad hoc basis by others in the region’s Planning Division.
Since late 1989, Congress had provided a small, line-item budget for the Santa Fe
Trail, and an even smaller amount was attached to the Masau Trail, but despite
those allotments, which totaled less than $150,000 per year for all trails during

the early 1990s, the branch often depended on the regional office for financial
assistance (see appendix 6).

Between the end of 1991 and the end of the decade, as it turned out, the Santa

Fe office would continue to administer the same three trails. In many other ways,
however, this period of trails administration would prove to be both turbulent and
promising. Budgets and staff would increase, the Santa Fe office would be paired
with a newly created trails office farther north, association partnerships would be
continued and strengthened, many new projects would be implemented, new trails
would be investigated via the feasibility-study process, and a historic road would be
authorized.

Santa Fe Trail Projects, 1991-1996

! NPS, Long Distance Trails Group Office - Santa Fe, Annual Performance Report, FY 2000, p. 2.
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During the early 1990s, most of the budget for trails work conducted out of the
agency’s Santa Fe office was allotted to the Santa Fe National Historic Trail. (As
noted in Appendix 6, the trail’s annual budget during this period was between
$74,000 and $81,000; the Masau Trail, for most years, was allotted $33,000; and the
Trail of Tears NHT received no budget allotment.) Not surprisingly, therefore, trails
staff were primarily devoted to matters related to the protection, interpretation, and
development of the Santa Fe Trail. As noted in Chapter 4, staff initially worked with
the trail’s advisory council and the Santa Fe Trail Association (SFTA) to complete
the trail’s comprehensive management plan (CMP).? Soon afterward — starting in
January 1991 - they established the first-ever partnership certification at Autograph
Rock, Oklahoma, and by the end of the year, additional partnership agreements
had been signed for properties in Kansas, Colorado, and Missouri. In addition,
staff renewed the NPS’s original (1989) memorandum of understanding with SFTA
in April 1991, and four months later, NPS and SFTA officials signed a five-year
cooperative agreement, promising to work together on a variety of trail-related
matters.’

Gaines and Conoboy, during this period, recognized that in order for the Santa

Fe Trail to be effectively administered, they needed to gain a broad variety of

trail partners, and to do so, they needed to obtain a broad range of partnership
certifications (see appendix 9). In addition, they recognized that in order to
preserve, protect, interpret, and develop the trail by following the dictates of the
National Trails System Act (NTSA), they needed to engage in a variety of on-the-
ground projects that would implement NTSA goals. Because the trail’s budget and
staff was so limited, however, the two professional staff recognized that they could
not effectively undertake all of these goals at once. Gaines, therefore, chose a two-
part strategy. As he told the trail’s advisory committee in late 1993, the “first year
[after completing the CMP - therefore, Fiscal Year (FY) 1991] was spent focusing
mostly on efforts on getting our initial sites certified. The second year proceeded
basically as the first year. Last year [FY 1993], based on the certifications that
were done during the first 2 years, we then started to see the cooperators develop
programs for their sites.” This program expansion took place by “undertaking
ongoing planning, development, and preservation projects.”

Trying to make the most of its meager budget, Gaines and Conoboy immersed
themselves in a variety of Santa Fe Trail projects during late 1992 or in 1993. During
that time-period, for example, they conducted interpretive planning sessions at

2John Conoboy, in a March 14, 2014 interview, noted that many Santa Fe NHT advisory-council
members were also active in the SFTA, thus simplifying relationships with NPS staff.

3 David M. Gaines to SFTA Board of Directors, June 3, 1994, “SFTA, 1994-95, Member rosters”
folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box.

*Minutes for November 1993 Advisory Council meeting, in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1994
folder; Gaines to Bill Pitts, Nov. 18, 1993, in “SFT Public Correspondence, 1993” folder; both in
“Admin Hist 1987-1997” box.
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three Missouri sites — Westport Landing (where a riverboat gambling operation

was being proposed), Watts Mill, and the Schumacher Site in south Kansas City.

At the Schumacher Site (see chapter 4), they coordinated with the SFTA on an
interpretation project — one that resulted in the installation, in 1999-2000, of six
wayside exhibits.” Kansas City trail advocates, at this time, were just beginning to
collectively recognize that the area’s 19™-century trails were not only historically
important, but that they had enormous recreational potential as an alternative to
the area’s freeways and other arterial roads. In May 1993, Dorothy and Lee Kroh
founded the Kansas City Area Historic Trail Association (KCAHTA), a group that
by 1995 had gained status as a Sec. 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization. Craig Crease
(with SFTA) and Ross Marshall (SFTA’s president, and a former Oregon-California
Trails Association (OCTA) president) were substantially involved with the group as
well. The group’s avowed purpose was to “map, market and promote preservation
of historic trails in the Kansas City area.” The group chose, as one of its first major
projects, the compilation of a map of the metro area’s historic trails. This map,
entitled “Historic Frontier Trails Map,” was published and distributed in November
1997. The NPS trails staff were involved with this organization from its earliest days,
inasmuch as David Gaines and John Conoboy either attended meetings or provided
information to the group.¢

Moving west from the Kansas City area, office staft in 1992-1993 focused on
Council Grove, Kansas, where additional interpretive planning was conducted with
both city officials and state Department of Transportation (DOT) staff. Just west

of Dodge City, they met with county, state, and Boot Hill Museum staff on plans to
preserve the so-called Boot Hill trail ruts. On the Cimarron National Grassland in
southwestern Kansas, they worked with U.S. Forest Service staff on the companion
trail project (see chapter 4), and they assisted with the installation of wayside
exhibits both on the Cimarron Grassland and on the nearby Comanche Grassland
in southeastern Colorado. Under additional SFTA agreements, trails staff funded a
historical study of Lower Cimarron (Wagon Bed) Spring near Ulysses, Kansas, and
in eastern Colorado it provided financial assistance toward the preservation of the
main historical buildings at Boggsville.”

During the same period, major work was undertaken to increase the visibility of
the Santa Fe NHT to the traveling public. As was noted in Chapter 4, the Federal
Highways Administration (FHWA), in the summer of 1991, finally agreed to the
use of the trail logo on highway signs. The FHWA'’s approval paved the way for the
installation of Santa Fe NHT auto tour route signs. In the summer of 1992, NPS
staff worked with the various states’ DOT staff along the trail to obtain cooperative

>SAR, 1999, 5; SAR, 2000, 3-4. Lou Schumacher died in May 1998, but his sons, John Schumacher
and Lou Austin, continued to represent the family’s interests.

¢ https://www.kcahta.org/our-history-1/.

"NPS, “Santa Fe National Historic Trail Accomplishments — September 1992 to August 1993,” in
“Santa Fe Trail Association, 1992-1993” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box.
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agreements; these would provide NPS funding (approximately $22,500, for Federal
Prison Industries sign logos) related to the installation of auto tour route signs.®
During August and September 1992, all five states along the route signed these
agreements.” In 1993, the first auto tour route signs were installed, and by late 1994
or early 1995, signs had been installed along the length of the auto tour route. The
signs were not intended to provide an exact trail location; instead, as one Missouri
DOT representative noted, “Our purpose is to give people a general routing of the
trails.”1?

Additional efforts were made to produce a full-color trail brochure. As noted

in Chapter 4, trails staff had cobbled together an interim, black-and-white trail
brochure that was distributed in September 1991 and reprinted in late 1992. In
January 1992, Regional Director John Cook decided that “the time is right to begin
development of a full color Unigrid brochure.” Thanks to direct pressure from
Senator Robert Dole’s office, reluctant Harpers Ferry Center (HFC) officials agreed
to work with NPS staff on a Santa Fe Trail brochure, using HFC funds. Design work
began soon afterwards. A draft brochure was completed in June 1993 and sent to
SFTA officials for review.! Delays were incurred, however, due to a lack of printing
funds. Trails staff, at long last, convinced nine entities — the five NPS units that were
located along the trail, plus four trail-related museums or interpretive centers — to
pool their resources, and the brochure was completed and distributed in March
1996.12

Trails Funding and the Challenge Cost Share Program

8 Minutes of SFNHT AC Mtg., KC MO, August 27-28, 1992, in “SFNHT, Advisory Council - 1993”
folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997” box; David Gaines, email to the author, November 1, 2018.

° Gaines to Missouri DOT, Sept. 22, 1992, and Gaines to Colorado DOT, Now. 25,1992, both in
“SFNHT, Public Correspondence — 1992” folder, “SAFE Admin Files, 1986-1998” box.

10 Lakin (KS) Independent, Nov. 11, 1993; Kansas City Star, Jan. 20, 1994; Cherry Payne note, Oct. 11,
1994, in “SFT Public Correspondence 1994” folder, “SAFE Admin File, 1987-1997” box.

! John Cook to Harpers Ferry Center, Jan. 10, 1992, and David M. Gaines phone transcription,

Jan. 15,1992, both in “SFNHT, NPS Memoranda - 1992” folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box;
Gaines to Tim Priehs, Southwest Parks & Monuments Assoc., April 7, 1993, Gaines to Mark
Gardner, et al., June 4, 1993, and John Conoboy to Dan Bress, Dec. 15,1993, all in “SFNHT - Public
Correspondence 1993” folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box; Lakin Independent, Nov. 11, 1993. John
Conoboy, in an October 24, 2018 email, noted that “HFC did not want to do a unigrid for a national
trail as the trails were not NPS units. Santa Fe Trail finally was approved after the head of HFC got a
phone call from a rather important senator. I am not sure, but it may have been Senator Dole.” David
Gaines, in a November 1, 2018 email to the author, confirmed that someone from Dole’s office -
perhaps the senator himself — called the “red-faced” manager to ensure HFC’s cooperation in the
brochure production.

12 David M. Gaines to Ross Marshall, “SFTA 1996” folder, in “Admin Hist” 1986-1998” box; Gaines
to Ginny Fisher, Arrow Rock, March 25, 1996, in “SFT Public Correspondence 1996 folder,
“Admin Hist 1987-1997” box; David Gaines, email to the author, November 1, 2018.
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All of the projects that the Branch of Long Distance Trails was undertaking during
this period, not surprisingly, required the expenditures of federal funds — funds that
were perennially in short supply. As noted above, the line-item Santa Fe Trail budget
during the 1990-1993 period varied from $74,000 to $81,000 — an amount that
advisory council co-chair William deBuys deemed sufficient to fund only a “paper
trail.”** That amount, however, was sometimes supplemented by dipping in to the
modest Masau budget, and in addition, the branch might gain additional funds
(perhaps $20,000) from Regional Director Cook, and up to $30,000 from the newly-
established trails office in Washington, D.C."

These were half-measures, however. Given the statement in the 1990 CMP that
“the estimated annual operating cost for trail administration was $225,000,”
advisory council co-chair William deBuys in June 1991 urged the council to

lobby for more funds. Senator Bob Dole, a powerful Kansas legislator, included

a $205,000 trail appropriation (a $131,000 supplement) in the Senate’s 1992
Interior Department funding bill. That appropriation, however, was lost during
conference committee negotiations.!” The following year, Dole was again successful
in adding funds ($150,000 this time) to the Senate’s DOI appropriations bill. As
before, however, lack of any similar enthusiasm among House members doomed
the proposed budget increase.'® The following year, Dole submitted yet another
funding increase. This time, Dole promised a trail advocate that he would “work
both sides of the Capitol” to see it signed into law. This time it worked, and the

FY 1994 budget included a $205,000 budget for administering the Santa Fe Trail.'”
Though the budget was still less than what the CMP called for, it provided sufficient
congressional funding so that the trail — at long last — could be effectively managed
without recourse to ad hoc or temporary funding sources.

Another new funding source that presented itself during this period was the
Challenge Cost Share Program (CCSP). During the early 1990s, other land-
managing agencies — the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Fish and Wildlife

13 William deBuys to Sen. Pete Domenici, September 1991, in “SFNHT, Advisory Council — 1991”
folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box.

4 Senate Report 102-345 (FY 93 DOI Appropriations Bill), July 29, 1992, in “SFNHT, Advisory
Council - 1992” folder, “Admin Hist, 1987-1997” box; “Minutes of SFNHT Advisory Council
meeting,” August 27-28, 1992,” in “SFNHT, Advisory Council - 1993” folder, “Admin Hist, 1987-
1997” box.

15 William deBuys to Advisory Council, June 20, 1991, and deBuys to Sen. Pete Domenici, September
1991, both in “SFNHT, Advisory Council — 1991” folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box; Gardner
News, September 25, 1991, in “News Articles 1991” file, “Admin Hist 1986-1998” box.

16 87-97, “SFNHT, Advisory Council - 1992” folder; Senate Report 102-345 (FY 93 DOI
Appropriations Bill), 7/29/92, in “SFNHT, Advisory Council - 1992” folder, “Admin Hist, 1987-
1997” box; “Minutes of SENHT Advisory Council meeting,” August 27-28, 1992,” in “SFNHT,
Advisory Council — 1993” folder, “Admin Hist, 1987-1997” box.

7 David Gaines to Ramon Powers, February 19, 1993, in “SFNHT, Advisory Council - 1993” folder;
Bob Dole to W.Y. Chalfant, April 9, 1993, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1993, cont.” folder;
both in “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box.
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Service, and especially the U.S. Forest Service — had active CCSPs, in which the
agencies partnered with non-federal groups to accomplish shared goals. Williams
C. “Bill” Walters, who at the time was the NPS’s Assistant Director for National
Recreation Programs, was well aware that some parks had individual cost-share
arrangements, and he spread the word about the need for such a program. At

the time, there was no general authority or appropriations for it, but the House
Appropriations Committee staff strongly backed the idea.!®

On the heels of that interest, the NPS gained its first CCSP funds — approximately
$1.883 million - starting in FY 1993 (see appendix 10). Congress continued,
moreover, to supply a similar amount for the next several years, much of which was
funneled to the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail.!” Agency officials, however,
were not particularly enthusiastic about the funds, perhaps because working with
partners risked poor program accountability.?’ Trails, moreover, initially saw only a
smattering of those funds, because agency rules mandated that park units be more
favorably ranked than trails in the competition for CCSP funds.*

A serendipitous series of events, however, brought additional funds for trails
administration. As noted in Chapter 4, those who participated at the Second
National Conference on National Scenic and Historic Trails, held in Oregon in
November 1991, had called for the formation of a multiple-trail advocacy group,
which became known as the Committee of 17. Gary Werner, chosen to head that
ad hoc group, testified before Congress in the spring of 1992, asking for more
money to fund basic trail administration. Werner was turned down that first

year.?> Gradually, however, Werner gained a measure of support from the House
Budget Committee staff, because he was able to produce statistics, supplied by the
individual trail organizations, showing that thousands of hours of volunteer time, as
well as substantial amounts of private funding, were being devoted to the trails. The
following year (1993), Werner returned to Congress, and this time his testimony —
backed by the support from a number of advocacy groups — was also supported by

18 Steve Elkinton to the author, email, April 11, 2014.

Y'NPS, Budget Justification Books (Green Books), FY 1995 to FY 2001. As trails staff Tom Gilbert
noted in a May 25, 2007 interview with Ronald Brown, “with the early cost share money in ’93-’94,
... even though there were several trails up and running, my office was getting the lion’s share of the
whole Challenge Cost Share pot because we had really well-going programs.”

20 Elkinton to author, email, April 11, 2014.

1 John Conoboy, interview with the author, March 14, 2014.

22 Werner, in a May 25, 2007 interview, noted that “In the spring of 1992, I had a mandate from [the
Committee of 17] to go to Congress and testify, to make our case. The interesting thing was that we
didn’t get any immediate results, we didn’t get any more money in ’92. So we had another meeting
... at the National Trails Symposium that fall in Missoula, Montana. ... [and I asked] “What do you
want to do?’ And George Cardinet, who had a great booming voice, said, “We go back, and we go
back, and we go back, and we keep going back until we get what we want!” And the follow-up was
that the leadership basically said, “We’ve got to stick together. Let’s keep working together. The fact
that we didn’t succeed right away, that’s no reason not to keep doing it.””
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a substantial number of legislators.” These actions resulted in a substantial increase
(8812,000, or 59 percent) in the funds allotted to specific NPS-administered trails
for FY 1994 (see appendix 6). One of several trails to benefit, as noted above, was
the Santa Fe Trail. Werner’s advocacy also resulted in a separate line-item budget for
almost all NPS-administered long-distance trails.**

Soon after that budget increase was augmented, trails budgets were further
increased by including CCSP funds. As trails coordinator Steve Elkinton recalls the
situation, a House Appropriations Committee staffer approached Werner and said
something like, “This increase may not be enough -- compared to the need. Maybe
we should set aside some of this new CCSP funding within NPS to help the trails,
too.” Based on that level of cooperation, Congressional staff and the Partnership
for the National Trails System (PFNTS, later shortened to PNTS) representatives
decided that one-third of all CCSP funds would be directed to either national
scenic trails (NSTs) or NHTs. That earmark commenced in the FY 1994 budget,
and as a “set-aside” it remained for more than a decade.” This funding source
proved to be a boon for trail advocates, because relatively small amounts of federal
funding, when matched by private interests, often resulted in large-scale projects
that benefited the trails.?

These events, most of which took place in Washington, initially had little effect on
any trails being managed out of the agency’s Southwest Regional Office (SWRO). As
early as 1992, regional staff expended CCSP funds for trail purposes, specifically for
interpretive projects at three newly-certified sites: Autograph Rock, near Boise City,
Oklahoma; Harmon Park, in Prairie Village, Kansas; and Harley Park, in Boonville,
Missouri.” Trails staff, however, did not actively pursue CCSP funds until 1995, and
by August 1997, staff noted that these funds had “helped us get about $190,000 in
three years” for projects related to either the Santa Fe or Trail of Tears NHTs.%

% In June 1993, 22 U.S. House members, along with 26 U.S. Senate members, signed a letter
advocating for an additional $4.5 million for national scenic and national historic trails. The 1994
budget provided slightly more than half of that funding request. June 3, 1993 and June 12,1993
letters, in “SFNHT Advisory Council — 1992” folder, SAFE Admin Files, 1987-1997 box.

24 Elkinton to author, email, Sept. 21, 2017, notes that “we limited [the trails that received funding]
to those with an approved comprehensive management plan.” Before long, however, even “that
restriction faded away.”

% John Conoboy interview, March 14, 2014; Elkinton to author, email, April 11, 2014; NPS, “Santa Fe
National Historic Trail” newsletter, No. 10 (Jan. 1995), 2.

26 Steve Elkinton, interview by Ronald Brown, May 30, 2007.

2" Doug Faris to Steve Adams, Dec. 9, 1992, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence — 1992” folder,
“Admin Hist 1986-1998” box.

28 Cherry Payne to Elena Metzger (Council Grove, KS), Feb. 14, 1995, in “SFT Public
Correspondence 1995” folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box; David M. Gaines to Ross Marshall,
Aug. 29,1997, “1997+1998 Santa Fe Trail Association” folder, 1986-1998 box.
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The Santa Fe NHT, as noted above, finally got on fairly solid financial footing in
FY 1994. Trails staff responded to the budget increase in two ways. One response
was to abandon the narrow, “either/or” approach that had characterized office
activities since 1991. No longer did the office need to focus on either partnership
certifications or on working with partners on trail-related projects; given the
additional funds, staff could do both.?

The other response was to hire new staff. In mid-November 1993 - less than two
months into the new FY — the Branch of Long Distance Trails welcomed its first
interpretive specialist, Cherry Payne; her previous posting had been at Yosemite
National Park, as an interpreter in Yosemite Valley.>° Payne, however, was hired
not to the permanent staff, but as a two-year term appointment. Her less-than-
permanent hiring status reflected the fact that the Santa Fe NHT — along with all
other NPS-administered national trails except the Appalachian National Scenic
Trail — had not been on firm financial ground prior to the beginning of FY 1994.
While the congressional decisions that resulted in the 1994 funding increases
appeared, at long last, to commit the NPS to the active oversight of a number of
its long-distance trails, finances remained tenuous because not all trail advocates
favored a strong federal role in trails administration.’!

Those mixed messages were apparent with the SFTA, where several leaders, as well
as some advisory council members, had made it clear that they were uncomfortable
working too closely with a government agency. This was particularly true among
those who owned farm and ranch land. Ralph Hathaway, the owner of “Ralph’s
Ruts” in central Kansas, initially viewed both the federal government and NPS

trail representatives with mistrust. Don Berg, who owned Wootton Ranch near the
Colorado-New Mexico border, let it be known that he had no interest in allowing
recreational use on his land. And Paul Bentrup - the son of Charles Bentrup,

the owner of “Charlie’s Ruts” in western Kansas — was suspicious of federal
involvement because he thought that it would bring about the paving of trails at his
ruts and the installation of restrooms on his property. NPS staff, who met often with
these men over the years, gradually won over their trust and gained a civil, arm’s-
length friendship with them.?? These and other trail advocates, however, were dead
set against whether the NPS should provide the SFTA any ongoing administrative
support. SFTA President Bill Pitts summed up the opposing viewpoints as follows:

¥ Minutes for November 1993 Advisory Council meeting; John Cook memo, Sept. 22, 1994; both in
“SFNHT Advisory Council 1994” folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box.

30 Ibid.; Santa Fe National Historic Trail (newsletter), issue 9 (March 1994), 7.

31 John Conoboy, in an October 242, 2018 email to the author, notes that Payne, prior to the
expiration of her two-year term position (in 1995), was converted to a permanent position.

32 Jere Krakow, interview with the author, Jan. 23, 2014; John Conoboy interview, March 14, 2014;
Wichita Eagle, Feb. 24, 1995.
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Many of our members believe that fewer visitors mean the Trail will survive
longer. As an organization, the SFTA functions with a volunteer staff and no
direct assistance from NPS. Despite a growing need for a central office and
paid staff, many SFTA members have been adamant about not using federal
dollars to establish or run an office.??

For many of the same reasons, the SFTA was slow to work with other trail
organizations on common goals. Although the “Committee of 17” had represented
long-distance trail interests since 1991, the SFTA was one of several partnership
organizations which did not participate in the Committee’s efforts for the next
several years. SFTA finally joined PNTS (the successor to the Committee of 17) in
199734

NPS trails chief David Gaines recognized the SFTA’s need for a paid staff. He was,
however, acutely aware of the organization’s need to remain independent. In 1992,
he proposed the idea of having one paid SFTA staff member, but federal assistance
would be for two to five years, “with the view that it will help SFTA become self-
supporting without Federal assistance.” Given those same assumptions, the trails
office advertised its new interpretive specialist position, which was filled in late 1993
(see above), not as a permanent position. Instead, it was a two-year term position
that “would only extend for a few years until the nonprofit organization [SFTA]
became self-sustaining.”*

After the mid-1990s, fewer SFTA members voiced their discontent toward the idea
of federal assistance to the organization, and by the end of the decade, at least one
NPS official felt that SFTA’s relations with the NPS were “warm and collegial.”
There were holdouts, however. Longtime firebrand Gregory Franzwa, as late as
1997, demanded that federal officials abandon their role as trail administrators
because the SFTA, with its hundreds of members, was (in his opinion) fully able to
undertake a broad range of trail administration and operations.** The matter of a
paid staff, moreover, would not be realized until 2004 (see chapter 6).

33 Bill Pitts, “SFTA Report, appx. March 1995, 87-97, “SFT Advisory Council 1995” folder, “Admin
Hist 1987-1997” box.

3t Wagon Tracks 11 (May 1997), 2; Ross Marshall, interview with the author, Feb. 11, 2014.

35 Gaines to Pitts, May 27, 1992, in “SFNHT Advisory Council - 1992” folder; Gaines to Ramon
Powers, February 19, 1993, in “SFNHT, Advisory Council — 1993” folder; both in “Admin Hist 1987-
1997” box.

3¢ Gregory M. Franzwa, “A Call for Elimination of Federal Funding for the Santa Fe National
Historic Trail,” Folio; the Newsletter of the Patrice Press 10:2 (May 1997), 1; Stanley Kimball [STU
Edwardsville] to “Old Man” [Gregory Franzwa], June 26, 1997, in “SFT Public Correspondence
1997 folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box.
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By the late summer of 1994, as noted above, the Santa Fe NHT had been operating
at an increased funding level for almost a year. During that same period, major
structural changes were taking place in the NPS. In an attempt to flatten the
agency’s hierarchical structure, and to decentralize decision-making away from
Washington, the NPS decided to eliminate three of its ten regional offices, shrink
its headquarters work force, and adopt a host of other changes. One of the offices
slated for elimination was the SWRO in Santa Fe; in its stead, the Southwest and
Rocky Mountain regions merged into the newly constituted Intermountain Region
(IMR). Plans also called for longtime regional director John E. Cook to transfer
away from the Regional Director’s position in Santa Fe.>” Most of the former SWRO
staff, who were located in either the Old Santa Fe Trail Building (OSFTB) or the
Pifion Building, were assigned to IMR’s newly established Southwest Support
Office, which was led by newly appointed Superintendent Jerry Rogers.

As part of those larger-scale changes, the status of the trails office was upgraded,
from the Branch of Long Distance Trails (which had been under an Associate
Regional Director) to the more independent Long Distance Trails Group Office,
which reported directly to the regional director. This new independent field area
was led by David Gaines, whose position had been promoted from branch chief to
superintendent, effective October 1, 1994.38 Before long, John Cook was appointed
the director of the new Intermountain Regional Office in Denver. In that role he
continued to treat the trails program as if it had unit status, so he therefore treated
the Long Distance Trails Group Office on an equal par with the region’s large and
small park units.** Later, in the fall of 1996, Gaines was asked by regional officials
to manage the historic OSFTB, which had a full-time, five-person maintenance
staff; the OSFTB housed a full complement of NPS staff, even though trails staff
continued to work in the Pifion Building, 172 miles away.** None of these changes,
however, resulted in a higher trails budget, and there continued to be just four trails
staff: Gaines, Conoboy, Payne, and an administrative assistant.

37 https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/1994/09/12/park-service-plan-to-decentralize-
cleaves-a-canyon-of-disagreement/3749d037-ff8d-47f2-a119-6671fcb20564/?utm_term=.
e3d8311c49df . Appointed to take over operations in Santa Fe was Jerry Rogers, who was appointed
as the newly established superintendent of the Southwest System Support Office. Rogers, however,
did not administer the Long Distance Trails Group. http://protectnps.org/news/nps-centennial-
biographies/jerry-l-rogers/

38 David Gaines, Note to Files, Dec. 27, 1994, in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1994” folder, “Admin
Hist. 1987-1997” box; John Conoboy interview, March 14, 2014. Conoboy, who had been with

the trails staff since 1989, had his position shift from an outdoor recreation planner to park ranger,
although his duties remained largely as before.

% Jere Krakow interview, Jan. 4, 2008; John Conoboy interview, March 14, 2014.

40 SAR, 1996, 2. David Gaines, in a November 1, 2018 email to the author, noted that the trails

office (in 1996, shortly after the Santa Fe office lost its headquarters status) was paired with

OSFTB operations “to insulate the building from being caught up in future central office staff
reorganizations and, perhaps, even NPS abandonment.” Specifically, he noted that “a senior NPS
official in Denver had, previous to the reorganization, suggested that the [Old Santa Fe Trail] building
could be disposed of as surplus federal property.”
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Santa Fe Trail Administrative Issues, 1991-1996

During the early to mid-1990s, trails staff wrestled with the idea of “unit status” for
the Santa Fe NHT. As noted in Chapter 4, NPS officials in both the Midwest Region
and in Washington had discussed the pros and cons of unit status during the 1980s
and early 1990s; those who favored it felt that having unit status would make them
equal to parks and would offer them greater access to agency funds. But those who
opposed the idea (and opted for affiliate status instead) recognized that unit status
brought with it (according to trails staff John Conoboy) “a lot of management and
administrative baggage ..., as well as possible problems with non-federal support
for trails.”* By the early 1990s, three NSTs — Appalachian (1968), Potomac Heritage
(1983), and Natchez Trace (1983) — had been given unit status by NPS authorities.
But several other NPS-administered NSTs, and all NHTs, did not have that status.

Gaines, who headed the trails office, fully supported the idea of unit status for the
Santa Fe NHT.* As he told the trail’s advisory council in 1993, “many trails have
not achieved their potential because they were not viewed in the context [of] a
traditional national park,” and he sought unit status in order to “have access to the
same kinds of funding sources and technical services and support that a traditional
park unit has.” Late that year, he stated that NPS Director Roger Kennedy was
“getting close to signing off on an NPS unit status policy for the trail.”* Kennedy,
however, did not complete that approval process, and neither the Santa Fe Trail nor
any other NH'IS have attained unit status.

Trails staff, during the early 1990s, recognized that there was a general need for
training in trails-specific interpretation. By this time, Congress had authorized 19
national trails — 8 scenic trails and 11 historic trails — but many of these trails were
cared for by federal staff with little experience in trails interpretation, and the two
trails-related courses that had been offered previously —in 1990 and 1991 (see
chapter 4) had not focused on interpretation. In addition, many non-federal trail
advocates sought to learn more about the subject. In order to fulfill that need, John
Conoboy, who was trained as an interpreter, worked with the agency’s Mather
Training Center staff on developing the workshop curriculum, and the weeklong
course was held at the center, in Harpers Ferry, West Virginia, in early May 1993. A
variety of NPS interpretive experts, as well as outside specialists (such as a professor
from the University of Wisconsin at Stevens Point), served as course instructors.
The success of that course brought forth a follow-up training course in late April
1994, in Salt Lake City, and a third course was held in Lakewood, Colorado in mid-

4 John Conoboy interview, Mar. 14, 2014.

2 John Conoboy interview, Mar. 14, 2014.

# Minutes for Las Vegas (N.M.) Advisory Council Meeting, Nov. 4-5, 1993, in “SFNHT Advisory
Council 1994” folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box.
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September 1996. Several SFTA members were participants in these workshops.*

Based on these training courses, NPS trails staff were well aware of the HFCs’
expertise in exhibit planning and design. Using the center’s services, however,
could be both difficult (logistically) and expensive. To circumvent these difficulties,
trails staff arranged for interpretive specialist Cherry Payne to be sent there on a
detail to learn these skills. Later, after Andrea Sharon began working in Payne’s
position, Sharon undertook a similar assignment. As John Conoboy has noted,
having this in-house expertise “not only meant we could do the many wayside
exhibits we developed with partners, but we had staff who could explain and work
more effectively with partners during the planning and design phase.”®

Another issue that arose during this period dealt with the commercial use of

the trail logo. As noted in Chapter 4, the logo had been finalized in 1989, and in
November 1991, Gaines forged a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between
the NPS and the National Park Foundation which gave the NPF responsibility

for “trademark registration and commercial licensing” of the trail logo. (He

did so because “controlled sales could have helped raise needed funds for our
underfunded trails while promoting visibility and fostering public interest and
support.”) By the summer of 1992, trail officials moved to market the trail logo by
selling a so-called Santa Fe Trail blanket through a Santa Fe retail outlet called the
Dewey Gallery. (This blanket was designed by Ramona Sakiestewa, a Hopi weaver,
and was manufactured by Pendleton Woolen Mills.)* Trails chief David Gaines
agreed to give owner Ray Dewey (who owned Dewey Enterprises) permission to
use the trail logo on the blanket’s hang tag in return for Ray’s promise to donate
ten percent of the profit from the blanket sales for the Santa Fe Trail. The blankets
were available both in Santa Fe and at the Last Chance Store, which was the SFTA
retail outlet operated by Leo Oliva. Dewey also sold at least one other trail-themed
product: a cotton throw blanket with the trail logo in the center.*

Recognizing the key role that the National Park Foundation needed to play in any
logo licensing agreement, Gaines worked to set up a donation account so that the

# John Conoboy interview, Mar. 14, 2014; Richard Forry (Arrow Rock) to Gaines, Mar. 16, 1993,
in “SFT Public Correspondence, 1993” folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box; Minutes for Las
Vegas (N.M.) Advisory Council Meeting, Nov. 4-5, 1993, in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1994”
folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box; “List of Recent Santa Fe NHT Accomplishments,” May 11,
1995, in “SFT Advisory Council 1995” folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box; NPS, “Santa Fe NHT”
newsletter, No. 9 (Mar. 1994), 5; No. 10 (Jan. 1995), 3, and No. 12 (June 1997), 2.

# John Conoboy, email to the author, October 24, 2018.

% John Cook to Ray Dewey (Dewey Gallery), August 13,1992, in “SFNHT, Public Correspondence
—1992” folder, “Admin Hist 1986-1998” box; David Gaines, email to the author, November 1, 2018;
http://blankets.com/santa-fe-trail-by-ramona-sakiestewa/

47 John Conoboy to Joanne VanCoevern, email, Mar. 21, 2017.
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NPF would be the recipient of the blanket related donations. The foundation,
however, preferred an upfront donation in order to set up the account; as a result,
Dewey agreed to donate a fairly large sum — between $3,000 and $3,400 — to the
foundation. The agreement specified that if blanket sales exceeded $30,000, then
additional funds would be added to the account. The combined sales of the Santa
Fe blanket and the throw blanket, however, never achieved enough to offset the
initial donation. By 1994, Dewey had sold his store, and no further donations
were made to the foundation’s donation account.*® Throughout the early to mid-
1990s, Gaines showed a continuing interest in marketing the Santa Fe Trail logo by
attaching it to a variety of products, but none of these plans came to fruition.*

During the early to mid-1990s, the Santa Fe Trail also became a participant in the
agency’s passport program. This program, begun in mid-1986, increased visitor
interest in various National Park Service components in two ways: by having
visitors go to designated destinations (usually visitor centers and ranger stations)
to receive a stamped cancellation marking, and by issuing official, full-color stamps
(akin to postage stamps) that illustrate and commemorate park areas.>

By 1988, regional director John Cook proposed to the agency’s director that
“special Santa Fe Trail cancellation stamps” be manufactured, then distributed to
three points along the trail: Fort Union NM, Bent’s Old Fort NHS, and Fort Larned
NHS. He also hoped to see the trail on the following year’s set of passport stamps.’!
Progress was slow, however. In 1995, the SFTA proposed that that organization —
not the NPS — “establish a tradition for travelers of the Santa Fe Trail to complete

a ‘Santa Fe Trail Passport’ or credential while traveling along the Trail and having
done so, present it for verification and receipt of a “certificate of recognition” at

the end of their trip.”*2 That proposal, while not enacted, apparently spurred the
NPS to action. By early 1997, an official NPS passport cancellation stamp for the
trail was available at the trail office in Santa Fe, and before long it was also available
at eleven certified sites along the trail. In addition, customized cancellation stamps
were available at the four NPS units along the trail: the three units noted above, plus

# John Conoboy to Joanne VanCoevern, email, Mar. 21, 2017; Ray Dewey (RD Trading, SF) to David
Gaines, July 27, 1993, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1993” folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997”
box; Conoboy email to the author, October 24, 2018.

# Doug Faris to Steve Adams (Conservation Fund), Dec. 19, 1992, in “SFNHT, Public
Correspondence — 1992” folder, “Admin Hist 1986-1998” box; Gaines to Green Fields (company),
NY, May 27, 1993 “SFT Public Correspondence, 1993” folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box; Gaines
to Jan Drennan, April 11, 1994, in “SFT Public Correspondence, 1994” folder, “Admin Hist 1987-
1997” box; Gaines to Dave Webb (Dodge City), Mar. 28, 1996, in “SFTA 1996 folder, “Admin Hist
1986-1998” box.

Y http://www.eparks.com/store/home/9221/Theme-Passport/

>1 Regional Director, Southwest Region to Director NPS, July 1, 1988, in “NPS Memoranda — 1988”
folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box.

52 “SFTA, 1994-95, Member Rosters” folder, approximately Sept. 1995, in “Admin Hist 1986-1998”
box.
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Pecos NHP.>® The Santa Fe Trail has not yet been featured on a full-color passport
stamp; nor, ironically, have any other national trails — scenic or historic — been the
subject of an illustrated passport stamp.

Among the accomplishments that NPS staff and SFTA members collectively worked
on during the mid-1990s was the commemoration of the 175" anniversary of the
Santa Fe Trail’s founding. In an amicable collusion of roles, NPS employee Harry

C. Myers — who had been Fort Union New Mexico’s superintendent since August
1988 — volunteered in late 1993 “on behalf of the Santa Fe Trail Association” to
coordinate anniversary-related events. The SFTA formed a “175% Trail Committee”
shortly afterward.>* Plans for the commemoration began shortly after the Oregon
Trail had concluded its 150™ anniversary, so SFTA members to some extent
patterned their events from what the Oregon Trail Coordinating Council had
orchestrated for that trail. During 1996, which was the 175" anniversary of the

trail, SFTA members held a wide variety of special events along the trail. These
included a Santa Fe Trail Survey reenactment, which was held in late April in
Lenexa, Kansas; a five-day auto tour of the trail, held in July; a radio series about the
trail; and a Family History Project for the trail. The commemoration concluded on
November 16, 1996 — the 175" anniversary of the day that William Becknell and his
compatriots arrived in Santa Fe — with a series of festivities held in and around the
Santa Fe Plaza.”

Throughout the early to mid-1990s, NPS trails personnel had interacted with

two groups of advocates: the trail’s advisory committee and SFTA. The advisory
committee was authorized by Congress, and agency trails personnel organized
meetings for the council every eighteen months or so: in August 1992 in Kansas
City, Missouri.; in November 1993 in Las Vegas, New Mexico.; in May 1995 in
Dodge City, Kansas.; and in Nov. 1996 in Santa Fe, New Mexico. Between those
meetings, trails chief David Gaines kept up a regular stream of communications
with the council’s chair, Dr. Ramon Powers. During this period, SFTA held a
symposium, in various places, in September of each odd-numbered year; during
the intervening even-numbered year, the association held a smaller Rendezvous,
in Larned, Kansas, either in late May or early June. The SFTA’s presidents, during
this period, included Bill Pitts between 1991 and 1995, followed by Ross Marshall,
between 1995 and 1997 (see appendix 2).

%3 Conoboy to Dorothy Carriker, Feb. 2, 1997, in “SFT Public Correspondence 1997” folder, “Admin
Hist 1987-1997” box; NPS, “Santa Fe NHT” newsletter, No. 13 (Feb. 1998), 1.

Y NPS, Historic Listing of National Park Service Officials (Denver, the author, May 1991), 105; Gaines
to John Cook, Nov. 3, 1993, in “SFNHT - NPS Memorandum 1993 folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997”
box.

> Gaines to Council Members, Nov. 15, 1996, in “SFT Advisory Council 1996 folder, “Admin Hist
1987-1997” box; “SFNHT, 175th Anniversary (1996-97)” folder, passim., “Admin Hist 1986-1997”
box; Santa Fe New Mexican, Nov. 15, 1996.
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Given the fact that most if not all of the Santa Fe NHT’s advisory council members
were also members of SFTA, it was inevitable that there would be considerable
confusion between the specific roles of the two advocacy organizations. To
minimize that confusion, the NPS in June 1994 issued a draft role statement to
members of both organizations and sent it out again two years later.” The NPS
continued to work with both groups until December 1, 1997, when — in response to
language in the N'TSA, Section 5(d) — the Santa Fe National Historic Trail Advisory
Council concluded its business after its designated ten-year run.’’

A Budget Increase and Its Ramifications

By the late 1990s, the trails office in Santa Fe was still dominated by work related to
the Santa Fe Trail, and its budget reflected that reality. Thanks to legislative pressure
exerted by PNTS —a new name for the Committee of 17 — the trail’s annual budget
shot up from $205,000 in FY 1996 to $446,000 just a year later, while budgets for
the IMR’s other long-distance trails remained essentially static (see appendix 6).%
In response, the number of trails staff did not grow. The only staff changes during
this period involved the interpretive specialist position, where Andrea Sharon

(who transferred from Denali NP in April 1997) was hired to replace Cherry Payne
(who left for San Antonio Missions NHP in December 1996). In addition, Frances
McCalmont in 1995 replaced Terry Lovato (formerly Terry Urioste) as the trails
administrative assistant; McCalmont, in turn, was replaced in March 1999 by Josina
Cisneros (see appendix 4).”

The SFTA, during this period, was maturing and otherwise changing. Because

it had been founded in 1986, former president Marc Simmons celebrated the
organization’s 10-year anniversary by writing and publishing The Santa Fe Trail
Association; a History of its First Decade, 1986-1996, which became available in
1997.%° Another change, which was a recommendation from the association’s
Second Century Task Force, was to replace the biennial Rendezvous, held in
Larned in the late spring, with an expanded-format annual meeting, which would
be held in Larned in late September beginning in 1998. No moves, however, were

°¢ Conoboy interview, Mar. 14, 2014; Gaines to SFTA Board of Directors, June 3, 1994, in “SFTA,
1994-95, Member Rosters” folder, “Admin Hist 1986-1998” box; Gaines to Ross Marshall, Feb. 16,
1996, in “SFTA 1996” folder, “Admin Hist 1986-1998” box.

°" Gaines to Advisory Council members, Dec. 4,1997, in “SFT Advisory Council 1996 folder, in
“Admin Hist 1987-1997” box. Michael Olsen wrote a succinct history of the advisory council in
Wagon Tracks, August 2006, 19.

>8 Gaines to Ross Marshall, Aug. 29, 1997, in “1997+1998 Santa Fe Trail Association” folder, “Admin
Hist 1986-1998” box.

% NPS, “Santa Fe NHT” newsletter), No. 12 (June 1997), 4; John Conoboy interview, Mar. 14, 2014.
601997 + 1998 Santa Fe Trail Association” folder, “Admin Hist 1986-1998” box.
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made to hire paid staff.®!

Given the substantial Santa Fe NHT budget increases in both 1994 and 1997, plus
the ability for trails to access CCSP funds, the NPS and SFTA worked together on
an increasing number of planning and interpretive projects.®* Many of these were
joint projects that were part of a series of subagreements (four total, each covering
specific projects) that were added to the August 1991 cooperative agreement. By
1996, when the two entities were considering renewing their five-year agreement,
it was mutually agreed that the main agreement would be extended for more

than a year — until December 1997 — “to allow [for] the completion of several
projects.”® In November 1997, the two parties signed a second extension, good
until December 1999. A new five-year NPS-SFTA agreement was finally signed in
February 2000.%

Projects during this period included site development, bricks-and-mortar work,

wayside exhibits, a traveling exhibit package, interpretive planning, research, and
signage. Geographically, they spanned the trail from Missouri to New Mexico. A
sample of the major projects includes the following:

« At Autograph Rock, Oklahoma, NPS officials and the landowners (Dan and
Carol Sharp) had worked out the trail’s first partnership certification, which
was signed in January 1991. Between 1992 and 1994, NPS staff completed an
environmental assessment for proposed site planning, and staff worked with
SFTA on an $8,000 agreement related to site developments. In the spring of
1995, volunteers — supervised by a trails foreman on loan from Voyageurs
National Park — constructed a trail that took visitors from the parking area
through the site, and during the summer of 1997, a series of interpretive
exhibits was installed at the various places along the trail, along with the
completion of an informational brochure.®

61 Marshall to Directors and Officers, March 7, 1996, in “SFTA 1996 folder, “Admin Hist 1986-
1998” box; Gaines, Nov. 15, 1996, in “SFT Advisory Council 1996” folder, “Admin Hist 1987-1997”
box; Gaines to John Cook, Nov. 3, 1993, in “SFNHT — NPS Memorandum 1993” folder, 1987-1997.
2 Exemplary of the level of Santa Fe NHT CCSP assistance, for example, was $42,000 in FY 1996
and $28,000 in FY 1997. “1997+1998 Santa Fe Trail Association” folder, “Admin Hist 1986-1998”
box.

63 “SFTA-NPS Subagreement,” April 24, 1995, in “SFT Advisory Council 1995” folder, “Admin

Hist 1987-1997” box; Conoboy to Margaret Sears, Oct. 21, 1997, in “1997 + 1998 Santa Fe Trail
Association” folder, “Admin Hist 1986-1998” box.

¢ Max J. Garcia to Margaret Sears, Nov. 24, 1997, in “SFNHT, 1442CA7209-01-0014” folder; Ramon
Cintron to Margaret Sears, Jan. 10, 2000, in “SFNHT 14431250A0001” folder; both in “Inactive
Files” cabinet, NTIR-SF.

% Conoboy to Dan and Carol Sharp, Dec. 17, 1993, in “SFT Public Correspondence, 1993” folder;
Gaines to SFT Advisory Council, Aug. 12, 1994, in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1994” folder; Gaines
to SFTA Board, Aug. 15, 1994, in “SFT Public Correspondence, 1994” folder; Minutes of May 1995
Advisory Council Meeting, in “SFT Advisory Council 1995” folder; Gaines to Mr. & Mrs. Dan
Sharp, Oct. 20, 1997, in “SFT Public Correspondence 1997” folder; all in “Admin Hist 1987-1997”
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« Just across the Missouri River from Old Franklin, Missouri, lies Harley Park,
a city park on the west side of Boonville. In 1992 and 1993, the NPS forged
an agreement with the City of Boonville to install a series of wayside exhibits
—one for the Santa Fe Trail, another for the Lewis and Clark Trail — at a park
overlook. After design work, the exhibits were completed in early 1997 and
installed later that year.

« In Council Grove, Kansas, the NPS had certified nine different sites in June
1992. On the heels of those partnerships, NPS staff returned to the city,
in both August 1993 and April 1994, for a series of interpretive plannin
sessions. It was decided to %ave an outdoor exhibit (interpretive waysige)
at the site of each certified property. The need for local fundraising, text
development, and design work delayed the project for several years, but by
2000, tﬁe various waysides had been completed and installed.®

« In February 1994, the trails office received an unexpected gift: $10,000
from the National Parks and Conservation Association (NPCA) and from
Hi-Tec Shoes, Inc. NPCA officials contacted Regional Director John Cook
and informed him that the organization had won a challenge %rant. NPCA
officials wanted it used for the Santa Fe NHT, and more specifically for a
traveling educational exhibit. Later that year, the trails office contacted U.S.
Forest Service officials (who also contributed to the project) and began
working with a Portland, Oregon exhibit-design firm, Formations, Inc.
Exhibit construction took place during 1995, and it was completed in the
spring of 1996, after which it was installed at the Morton County Historical
Society Museum in Elkhart, Kansas. The exhibit then traveled to other
interpretive facilities along the trail corridor. One museum along the trail,
the Baca/Bloom House in Trinidad, used this exhibit as a model for its own
Santa Fe Trail interpretation.

+ Inthe Kansas City area, trails staff continued their work at Schumacher Park
by providing CCSP funds toward a wayside exhibit (completed by 2000) and
by assisting with prairie restoration work at the property.® Several years later,
they were able to celebrate a public dedication of two nearby interpretive
waysides: at Minor Park and New Santa Fe. All was not positive, however;
in June 1998, they learned - too late — that a well-known trail swale at Blue
Ridge Christian School (which was then located in the 8500 block of Blue

box; NPS, “Santa Fe NHT” newsletter, No. 11 (Dec. 1995), 6-7; No. 13 (Feb. 1998), 3; David Gaines,
email to the author, November 1, 2018.

 Minutes from Aug. 1992 Advisory Council Meeting, in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1993” folder,
“Admin Hist 1987-1997” box; Agreement, signed Sept. 1992, in “Santa Fe Trail Assn, 1992-93”
folder, “Admin Hist 1986-1998” box; NPS, “Santa Fe NHT” newsletter, No. 9 (Mar. 1994), 2; No. 11
(Dec. 1995), 2; No. 12 (June 1997), 1; No. 13 (Feb. 1998), 2.

7 Conoboy to City of Council Grove, Sept. 9,1993, in “SFT Public Correspondence, 1993” folder;
City of Council Grove to Gaines, June 8, 1994, in “SFT Public Correspondence, 1994” folder, both in
“Admin Hist 1987-1997” box; NPS, “Santa Fe NHT” newsletter, No. 10 (Jan. 1995), 4; No. 11 (Dec.
1995), 1; No. 13 (Feb. 1998), 2; No. 14 (Feb. 2001), 1.

% John Cook to NPCA, Feb. 3, 1994, in “SFT Public Correspondence, 1994” folder, 87-97; Gaines to
Ruth Olson Peters, et al., Feb. 2, 1995, “SFT Public Correspondence 1995 folder, 8§7-97; List of Re-
cent SENHT Accomplishments, May 11, 1995, in “SFT Advisory Council 1995” folder, 87-97; NPS,
“Santa Fe NHT” newsletter, No. 9 (Mar. 1994), 3; No. 10 (Jan. 1995), 4; No. 11 (Dec. 1995), 6; No. 12
(June 1997), 3; John Conoboy, email to the author, October 24, 2018.

% Gaines to Bill Pitts, July 8, 1993, “Santa Fe Trail Assn, 1992-93” folder, “Admin Hist 1986-1998”
box; Gaines to Donald Kurz, Sept. 8, 1995, in “SFT Public Correspondence 1995 folder, “Admin
Hist 1987-1997” box.
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Ridge Blvd.) had been bulldozed to make way for a soccer field.”

« Just west of Dodge City, Kansas, NPS staff followed up their early-1990s
planning work (see above) with further Boot Hill Museum work on
designing and constructing an improved walking path — complete with
several raised boardwalks — to replace the existing social trails. This pathway,
which was funded by the ISTEA program through the Kansas DOT and
constructed by the Fort Larned NHS maintenance staff, was begun in 1996
and completed in 1997. Museum staff, along with local Boy Scouts, helped
improve the site by eliminating well-used social trails. NPS assistance at the
site also included the design and installation of new interpretive exhibits.”

« The NPS, during this time, also underwrote a historical research study.
Stanley Kimball, a Southern Illinois University Edwardsville professor and an
expert on Mormon history, agreed to write a history of first-person accounts
related to the Mormon Battalion (from the Mexican-American War period)
and its travels on the Santa Fe Trail. By September 1994, Kimball’s work was
well underway, and a review draft was ready by January 1995. In 1996, the
agency published the 110-page The Mormon Battalion on the Santa Fe Trail
in 1846: A Study of the Mormon Battalion Trail Accounts During the War
with Mexico."

The trail corridor was subjected to an increasing number of threats during this
period, chief among them being the growth of hog processing plants in Kansas.
In order to learn more about the problem, and to express the agency’s concern,
an NPS representative went to Topeka and met face-to-face with both the state’s
Secretary of Health and Environment, and with the State Historic Preservation
Office staff, to discuss hog farms. There were other threats too, including “proposed
power lines, cell phone towers, interstate re-construction; irrigation caused
erosion; [and] gravel pits.” To monitor any proposed trail impacts, NPS staff had
typically relied on SFTA members to combat these problems on a local level; in
1998, however, the association identified a liaison person to “work with NPS on
coordinating an early warning system to address threats to the trail.””

Trail of Tears Administration

™ Wayside Exhibit Dedication Invitation, Apr. 11, 2000, in “SFT Public Correspondence 1995
folder [sic], “Admin Hist 1987-1997” box; Kansas City Star, June 29, 1998; SENHT Update, Aug. 12,
1998, in “1997+1998 Santa Fe Trail Association” folder, “Admin Hist 1986-1998” box.

" Stephen Hayward letter, Nov. 20, 1995, in “SFT Advisory Council 1995” folder, 87-97; Santa Fe
New Mexican, Nov. 12, 1996; SENHT Update, Aug. 12, 1998, in “1997+1998 Santa Fe Trail Associa-
tion” folder, 86-98; Norris to Aaron Mahr email, Sept. 7, 2011 (re: Boot Hill Ruts history, prior to
exhibit dedication); John Conoboy, email to the author, October 24, 2018.

2 Kimball to Advisory Council, 9/22/94, in “SFNHT Advisory Council 1994” folder, 87-97; Gaines
to Marc Gardner, 1/26/95, in “SFT Public Correspondence 1995” folder; List of Recent SENHT
Accomplishments, May 11, 1995, in “SFT Advisory Council 1995 folder; all in “Admin Hist 1987-
1997” box.

3 SAR, 1998, 1; SAR, 1999, 5.
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Program Activity, 1991-1996 Riley Bock (from New Madrid, Missouri) as its president. Dawnena Walkingstick-
Darnall (from Simpsonville, South Carolina) served as the association’s first
secretary and treasurer, a paid position (see appendix 5).”’

During the early 1990s, as noted in Chapter 4, three key events had taken
place as they pertained to the Trail of Tears NHT. First, in early March 1991,

the administration of the NHT had transferred from the NPS’s Southeast A few months later, in September 1993, the NPS and the new organization

Region (headquartered in Atlanta, Georgia) to the agency’s Southwest Region entered into their first cooperative agreement, and soon afterward, the NPS began
(headquartered in Santa Fe, New Mexico). Second, in mid-September 1991, the providing financial assistance to it. (The initial payment was $5,600, primarily
trail’s advisory council met for the first time, in Tahlequah, Oklahoma. Third, the for office equipment.) The term of the agreement was five years, and for the next
trail’s CMP, which had begun in 1988, was completed in draft form in September several years, the NPS provided $10,000 per year to supplement TOTA’s budget
1991 and finalized in September 1992. (see appendix 7). A renewed NPS-TOTA agreement (for another five years) was

signed on March 1, 1999.7

For the next year after the trail’s CMP was completed, the Congress did not provide

a line-item budget for the trail. In its stead, Regional Director Cook gave the trail TOTA'’s staff changed only slightly during the 1990s. Darnall served for almost

a $30,000 budget out of his discretionary funding.” Starting in October 1993, two years, until April 1995, after which Paul Austin, from Little Rock, Arkansas (in
however, Congress provided line-item funding; the $40,000 budget was paltry (less January 1996) succeeded her as TOTA’s executive director. Both Bock and Austin
than a sixth of what had been called for in the CMP), and it did not rise beyond remained in their positions for an extended period: Bock until 2001, and Austin
$42,000 for the remainder of the 1990s (see appendix 6). With those funds, the NPS until 2008. An NPS newsletter, commenting on TOTA’s earliest days, noted the
was able to hold two advisory council meetings in 1992 (both of which focused on following in 1997:

the CMP), and once-a-year meetings for the remainder of the 1990s (see appendix
5). In addition, the office established a series of foundation agreements with states,
tribes, and federal agencies (see below); consummated a series of partnership
certifications; provided some assistance to the partnership association (see below);
and sponsored staff travel related to projects and other trail-related matters.”

One of the greatest gifts to the effort to preserve the Trail and promote
greater understanding of American Indian removal was that provided

by [advisory council] members ... when several members acted on their
own initiative to establish the non-profit ... Association back in 1993. [It]
has really begun to take off, with increasing membership, state chapters
Although federally supported trail development, for budgetary reasons, was developing rapidly, [and] a paid professional support staff courtesy of Paul
effectively at a standstill in the wake of the CMP’s completion, the NPS encouraged Austin and the American Indian Center of Arkansas.”

both advisory council members and other trail supporters to establish a companion

organization, as the CMP had recommended. As a 1992 newsletter noted, “One

of the most urgent and vital needs being addressed by the advisory council is the Not long after the organization was formed, it began planning for its first annual
need for creation of a grassroots Trail of Tears Association. ... Such an organization conference, which was held in North Little Rock, Arkansas, in mid-April 1996. For
can help galvanize interest, help coordinate many local efforts, ensure quality and the remainder of the 1990s, the conference was held each spring, at locations that
consistency, and advocate support for the trail.”” ranged from Oklahoma to North Carolina.

The seed that led to the founding of that organization was sown in early April 1992,
during the trail’s advisory meeting in Cartersville, Georgia. Just over a year later, in
May 1993, trail advocates founded the Trail of Tears Association (TOTA), with H. 77 Pathways Across America 7:2 (Spring 1995), in “SFT Advisory Council 1995 folder, “Admin Hist

1897 1997” box; Conoboy interview, Mar. 14, 2014. TOTA’s establishment, and its early years, are
chronicled by H. Riley Bock in “Founding of the Trail of Tears Association, Our 10® Anniversary

™ John Conoboy interview, March 14, 2014. Milestone, in Trail News 2 (May 2003), 10-11 at https://irp-cdn.multiscreensite.com/fb914a72/files/
> Conoboy to Dan Bress, Dec. 15, 1993, in “SFNHT - Public Correspondence 1993 folder, “Admin uploaded/2003TrailNewsSpringEdition.pdf.

Hist 1987-1997” box; Conoboy interview, March 14, 2014. 8 Various entries in “TOT CA-7029-3-0023” folder and “1443CA099001” folder, both in “Inactive
" NPS, Comprehensive Management and Use Plan, TRTE, Sept. 1992, 49; NPS, “Trail of Tears NHT” Files” cabinet, NTIR.

newsletter, No. 3 (Sept. 1992), 1. " NPS, “Trail of Tears NHT” newsletter, No. 6 (July 1997), 2.
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A major activity that brought public visibility to the Trail of Tears NHT was the
installation of auto tour route signs along the main (northern) route. Between April
and October 1994, the trails office — repeating a process it had used previously

on the Santa Fe NHT (see chapter 4 and above) — completed Memoranda of
Understanding (MOU) with the six departments of transportation (highway
departments) along the route.® The completion of these MOU’s eased the way for
the installation of auto tour route signs, which took place over the next two years.
The signs themselves were provided by the North Carolina DOT, using funds from
the NPS’s SWRO.8!

Just before the first TOTA conference took place, the agency reached out to its Trail
of Tears partners and finalized its first partnership certifications (see appendix 9).
As noted in Chapter 4, the agency had begun certifying Santa Fe Trail partners in
early 1991, and by 1996 it had certified more than 40 properties on that trail. The
first Trail of Tears NHT property to be certified was Trail of Tears Commemorative
Park, in Hopkinsville, Kentucky. This certification took place on March 7, 1996,
and before the year was out, four additional Trail of Tears properties were certified
trail partners. Not long afterward, trails staff completed an interim, single-color
Trail of Tears brochure. As noted in a trails newsletter, only limited quantities of
this brochure were produced, and they were available only at certified interpretive
facilities and museums.®

Major Exhibit Development

Despite the fact that the Trail of Tears NHT lacked a substantial budget throughout
the 1990s, NPS trails staff were able to take part in two major Trail of Tears-related
projects during that period. These projects involved interpretive development at
major museums along the trail. The origins of these projects dated back to the trail’s
final CMP, which named 22 locations along the trail as “sites where interpretive
programs may be appropriate.” Among those locations, it further stated that “Well-
developed interpretive facilities already exist near both the eastern and western
ends of the Trail of Tears. The eastern center is on the Cherokee Indian reservation
in North Carolina” [while the] “western facility is the Cherokee Heritage Center

in Tahlequah, Oklahoma.”® Less than a year later, in early May 1993, personnel at
the Museum of the Cherokee Indian (in Cherokee, N.C.) held an exhibit planning
session and finalized a concept for a $1.5 million series of exhibits, one theme of

80 NPS, “Closed Trail of Tears Agreements” [chart], January 2002, U Drive, NTIR electronic files.
81 John Conoboy, email to the author, October 24, 2018.

82 “Trail of Tears NHT” newsletter, No. 6 (July 1997), 2.

8 NPS, Comprehensive Management and Use Plan, Trail of Tears NHT (Sept. 1992), 37-38.
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which would focus on “Removal and Related Matters.”%

Before long, however, officials at the Museum of the Cherokee Indian decided

to collaborate with their western counterparts at the Cherokee Heritage Center
(Cherokee National Museum) for a combined development proposal that would
entail a substantial expansion of both museums. These plans, moreover, included
the pursuit of federal (NPS) funds as well as those from tribal and other non-federal
sources. NPS officials, in all likelihood, first heard about the plan in early January
1995, and later that month several trails staff, along with Ranger James Phelps

from Fort Smith National Historic Site in Arkansas, traveled to both Cherokee,
North Carolina. and Tahlequah, Oklahoma. to speak with museum officials and
discuss the developing plans. By late January, trails officials had prepared a briefing
statement and forwarded it to Regional Director Cook; that statement noted

that both museums planned to allocate 2,000 square feet (out of a total of 12,000
square feet of new space) to “tell the story of the forced removal of the Cherokee
people from their traditional homelands by the U.S. Government in 1838-39.” The
briefing statement, endorsed by Supt. Gaines and supported by the directors of
the two museums, declared that the agency “strongly supports the development of
contemporary exhibits and programs at the major centers of Cherokee population.
... This is among the highest priorities of the Trail program.” Included in the
briefing statement was a proposed $1.7 million NPS assistance package: $600,000
for the Trail of Tears portion of each museum’s expansion plans, plus $500,000 to
underwrite a 20-minute film on the subject.®

Given the broad level of support noted in the briefing statement, museum and tribal
leaders contacted congressional staff, in hopes of gaining the necessary federal
assistance, and they also undertook a private campaign to muster the necessary
funds for the majority of the expansion project at each museum. Meanwhile,

trails officials worked on the exhibit design. Using the May 1993 exhibit-planning
package as a template, NPS officials (including James Phelps from Fort Smith)
critiqued the Trail of Tears portion of the document, then met with museum
officials in Cherokee, North Carolina in late March 1995 to discuss the project.®

In the months that followed, NPS officials worked with both museums to obtain
partnership certification. The Museum of the Cherokee Indian became a certified
partner on April 17, 1996, while the Cherokee National Museum entered into

an NPS certified partnership less than a month later, on May 13. These were the

8 Ken Blankenship, et al., “Exhibit Concept for the Museum of the Cherokee Indian,” May 1, 1993,
in “Museum of the Cherokee — Exhibit Plan” folder, NTIR Site Files.

8 Gaines to Supt., FOSM, memo, Jan. 24, 1995; NPS, “Briefing Statement, Museum Exhibits for the
Trail of Tears National Historic Trail,” January 25, 1995; both in “Museum of the Cherokee — Exhibit
Plan” folder, NTIR Sites File.

8 Alexa Roberts to John Conoboy, memo, Feb. 22, 1995; “Trail of Tears Exhibits Planning Meeting,”
Mar. 28-29, 1995; both in “Museum of the Cherokee — Exhibit Plan” folder, NTIR Sites Files.
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second and fourth properties, respectively, to become certified Trail of Tears
partners.

By late 1996, the NPS had refined the level of assistance that it was proposing

to the two museums. It planned to “provide interpretive media planning and
production assistance” to each museum, specifically to help tell “the tragic story
of the Trail of Tears and American Indian Removal.” The agency was still offering
to provide $600,000 to each museum, but it was no longer promising the $500,000
for the 20-minute interpretive film.»” Meanwhile, parties at both ends of the trail
waited for Congress to act, because while each museum expansion project totaled
more than $3,000,000, the $600,000 in federal appropriations was a key element
in each funding package. To that end, representatives from the Cherokee Nation,
the Cherokee National Historical Society, the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians,
their museum representatives, and Dr. Duane King all met with the NPS Director,
and these same representatives either met or corresponded with Congressmen and
senators to obtain exhibit funding.®

In 1997, federal funds finally came through. Earlier in the year, the NPS provided
two small grants — of $24,000 and $20,000 — to the Museum of the Cherokee Indian.
Later in the year, Congress authorized $600,000 for exhibit development at each
museum. An additional $120,000 in federal funds was provided to the Tahlequah
museum for exhibit planning and design.*

By this time, privately raised funding was coming to fruition at the eastern end of
the trail. A year earlier, the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians had assigned three
people to assist with museum development, and with their help, by January 1998
several contractors were “hard at work” at the property.” Work proceeded quickly;
by June the $3,500,000 project was complete, and on June 13, 1998, the expanded

87 Becky Debs to Larry Funk, memo, Aug. 26, 1996, in “Museum of the Cherokee — Exhibit Plan”
folder, NTIR Sites Files.

8 Gaines to Mary Tidwell, Apr. 9, 1999, in “Cherokee Heritage Center” folder, NTIR Sites Files;
Gaines, email to the author, November 1, 2018.

8 Conoboy to Blankenship, memo, Dec. 29, 1997; Ken Blankenship to Andrea Sharon, “MOTCI
Exhibit Redesign Project, Funding Sources, 1996-1998” (fax), May 7, 1999; both in “Museum of
the Cherokee — Exhibit Plan” folder, NTIR Sites File; Joe Boyd to David Gaines, Dec. 3,1997, and
Gaines to Mary Tidwell, April 9, 1999; both in “Cherokee Heritage Center” folder, NTIR Sites File;
Conoboy interview, Mar. 14, 2014.

 Gaines to Joyce Dugan, memo, Oct. 9, 1996; Dugan to Gaines, Oct. 28, 1996; Blankenship to
Gaines, January 29, 1998; all in “Museum of the Cherokee — Exhibit Plan” folder, NTIR Sites Files.
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museum reopened with a sacred corn-pouring ceremony.”

At the western end of the trail, the NPS officials requested a three-person advisory
committee, which was provided in 1997.”2 The construction of the new exhibits at
the Cherokee National Museum, however, apparently did not begin until late 2000
or early 2001. They were completed several months later, and the multimillion-
dollar exhibit — “a collaborative effort of the Cherokee Nation, the Cherokee
National Historical Society, Inc. and the National Park Service” — opened to the
public with a ribbon-cutting on May 12, 2001.”

Program Activity, 1996-2000

As noted above, the Trail of Tears gained its first certified partners in 1996, and that
same year, TOTA held its first annual convention, in North Little Rock, Arkansas.
In addition, the trail’s advisory council held its annual meeting that year; it did

so in conjunction with TOTA’s annual meeting. For the next two years, the trail’s
advisory council meetings were held just prior to TOTA’s annual convention.

In 1997, both the advisory council and the association’s meetings were held in
Cherokee, North Carolina, while the following year, the advisory council met in
Wagoner, Oklahoma, and the association gathered in nearby Hulbert.

By 1998, NPS officials had become aware that the advisory council was nearing the
end of its designate ten-year life; as noted in Chapter 4, Congress had authorized
the trail in December 1987, and because the Interior Department had activated
the council function several months later, the advisory council was scheduled

to terminate on July 7, 1998. Both trails officials and advisory-council members,
however, recognized that adequate trail administration (as noted in the CMP)
required an annual operating cost of $250,000.* Because the Trail of Tears NHT
had received less than one-fifth of that funding, at best, during the 1988-1998

° Asheville Citizen-Times, June 13,1998, B-1, B-3; June 14, 1998, B-1, B-5. During the renovation
process related to both museum projects, NPS officials were strong accessibility advocates; John
Conoboy had taken a Harpers Ferry training course as a disability coordinator, and David Gaines
was proficient with Americans with Disabilities Act regulations as they applied to new and existing
construction. Their advocacy resulted in an emphasis on universal design and access for the various
Trail of Tears exhibits. Conoboy interview, Mar. 14, 2014.

°2 Gaines to Joe Boyd, Oct. 9, 1996; Boyd to Gaines, May 13, 1997; Boyd to Gaines, Dec. 3, 1997; all
in “Cherokee Heritage Center” folder, NTIR Site Files.

> NPS Division of Ranger Activities, WASO, “Morning Report,” May 30, 2001, in “Cherokee
Heritage Center” folder, NTIR Site Files. The 2000 SAR, p. 11, and the 2001 SAR, p. 15, noted

that NPS funds for the Tahlequah museum project, including planning, design, fabrication, and
installation, totaled $790,000.

%4 NPS, Comprehensive Management and Use Plan, TRTE, Sept., 1992, 50.
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period, various advisory council members expressed an interest in extending the
life of the advisory council until such time as more appropriate funding became
available. NPS and Interior Department officials agreed.” As noted in a Federal
Register notice,

Because the need for the Council is expected to continue until such

time as trail plan implementation and administration had broadened

and matured to become fully effective and responsive to operational and
partnership responsibilities, the National Park Service is administratively
re-establishing the Council in the same form as it existed under its expiring
statutory authority. In this way, the Council may continue its work without
interruption.

On July 15, 1998, Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt endorsed the advisory council’s
extension. As staff member John Conoboy recalls, agreeing to the extension “was
not a controversial decision.”*

The extension of the trail’s advisory council spotlighted the fact that the trail’s
budget — even as late as 1999 — had still not budged beyond $42,000 per year. As a
1997 trail newsletter noted, these funds were stretched in a number of different
ways:

to support the Trail of Tears Association and the Trail advisory council, to
provide limited technical and planning help to partners and to certify sites,
to defray travel costs and help offset salaries charged to fulltime positions
funded by the Santa Fe NHT appropriation, and to cover printing and
telephone costs.””

Given the trail’s difficult finances, advocates went to work in late 1997 and early
1998 to increase the trail’s budget. Advisory council members Bobbie Heffington,
in Arkansas, and Mary Tidwell, in Oklahoma, spearheaded a broad effort aimed
toward Congress — an effort that (according to an NPS newsletter) also included
“the Trail of Tears Association, the PNTS , Cherokee tribal support, and growing
Congressional commitment to the success of the Trail of Tears National Historic
Trail.”*

% NPS, “Trail of Tears NHT” newsletter, No. 6 (July 1997), 1-2; No. 8 (Feb. 2001), 5.
° Federal Register 63 (July 30, 1998), 40732-33; Conoboy interview, Mar. 14, 2014.
T NPS, “Trail of Tears NHT” newsletter, No. 6 (July 1997), 2.

%8 Ibid.
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The effort worked. In late April 1998, NPS Director Robert Stanton attended

the annual TOTA meeting in Hulbert, Oklahoma; in a speech to the association
members, Director Stanton “committed ... that he would assure that the Trail of
Tears NHT received adequate funding to conduct its activities. He followed up

by directing that the trail be the top priority for additional funding requests for

FY 2000.”” What followed was a near sixfold increase in the trail budget: from
$42,000 in FY 1999 to $249,000 a year later. Finally — twelve years after the trail was
authorized, and seven years after the CMP’s completion - the trail had a baseline
budget that nearly matched what the CMP had recognized as being sufficient to
operate the trail (see appendix 6).1%

Two major actions resulted from the trail’s budget increase. First, the trails office
was able to hire two new staff members, Aaron Mahr Yafiez and Steve Burns (see
appendix 4). Mahr, a historian, had previously been the historian and resource
management chief at Palo Alto Battlefield National Historic Park, in southern Texas,
while Burns, a planner and landscape architect, transferred to the Santa Fe office
from Mount Rainier National Park in Washington state. Mahr and Burns started
work as trails employees in June 2000 and August 2000, respectively.!%!

The other action resulting from the budget increase was the eventual demise of
the Trail of Tears Advisory Council. Throughout the 1990s, the council had been
an important conduit by which Trail of Tears advocates and NPS staff had kept in
touch. As noted, advisory council members had been instrumental in establishing
TOTA and, later in the decade, in spearheading a major effort to give the national
historic trail a viable, working budget. But the growing vitality of TOTA — with its
annual conferences and its semi-annual board meetings — meant that NPS officials
had two different avenues to communicate with trail advocates. Shortly after Jere
Krakow assumed the trails superintendency, the trails office let it be known that
the advisory council would expire, and in October 2002, the last advisory council
meeting was held, in Fort Smith, Arkansas (see appendix 5).

Administering the Four Northern Trails

% SAR, 1998, 2. Two years later, at the agency’s landmark Discovery 2000 conference in St. Louis,
Stanton gave a speech in which he emphasized the importance of the Trail of Tears NHT, which
(according to David Gaines) “provid[ed] for an equivalence that had heretofore never been
expressed by an NPS Director.”) Gaines, email to the author, November 1, 2018.

100 NPS, “Trail of Tears NHT” newsletter, No. 8 (Feb. 2001), 6; Conoboy interview, Mar. 14, 2014;
Gary Werner, “Congress Provides Significant Increase in Trails Funding,” Pathways Across America
13:1 (Winter 2000), 1.

WINPS, “Trail of Tears NHT” newsletter, No. 8 (Feb. 2001), 7.
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Program Operations, 1992-1994

As noted in Chapter 4, Congress in August 1992 established two new historical
trails along the central trails corridor: the 5,665-mile California NHT and the
1,966-mile Pony Express NHT. The passage of this bill brought forth the obvious
question: which agency would administer these trails? Throughout the late 1980s,
and on into the early 1990s, there had been a lively interagency debate surrounding
this question, a debate that came to a head just before the bill was signed into law.
Mike Duwe, who since October 1989 had been working as the NPS’s Mormon
Pioneer NHT administrator — and had often worked with the BLM staff as part
of his job — noted in a June 1992 position paper that “The BLM has made great
strides in managing” both the Mormon Pioneer and the Oregon NHTs over the
previous seven years, while during part of that time the NPS had been involved at
a minimum level. He added that the BLM “desperately wants” to administer the
Mormon Pioneer trail, “in addition to the Oregon Trail, and the California and
Pony Express trails once they are authorized.” Steve Elkinton, who oversaw trails
administration at the Washington level, largely agreed, noting in August 1992 that
the “NPS has largely been absent for eight years (1981-1989) administering the
Oregon NHT after the comprehensive plan was completed,” and he further noted
that “little, if any, support exists by the PNRO and RMRO regional directors to
keep the trails in the National Park System. Long-distance trails are considered

a secondary (or lower) priority compared to park management.” He also noted,
however, that the BLM, eager as it was to administer these four NH'Ts, had little
experience in the administration of long-distance trails outside of Alaska.!??

Despite the BLM’s enthusiasm in administering long-distance trails, Interior
Secretary Manuel J. Lujan entrusted NPS with the administration of both the
California and the Pony Express trails. The specific regional office that would
administer these two trails, however, remained an open question.!® These two new
trails complemented two existing NHT, the Oregon NHT and the Mormon Pioneer
NHT, both of which Congress had established in November 1978. (Both the new
and existing trails, for example, were collinear in significant portions of central
Wyoming.) At the time of the August 1992 bill passage, Peggy Dolinich of the
agency’s Pacific Northwest Regional Office (PNRO) was administering the Oregon
NHT, while Mike Duwe from the Rocky Mountain Regional Office administered
the Mormon Pioneer NHT. The Oregon NHT, at that time, had a token line-item
budget of $15,000 per year, while the Mormon Pioneer NHT had no independent
budget.

102 Steve Elkinton, “BL.M Proposal to Take Over Administration of the OREG, MOPI, CALI and
POEX NHTs,” May 18, 1992, in “Admin Hist of NHT System and Office” folder; Michael Duwe,
“Position Paper, LDT Management / Coordination, RMRO,” June 5, 1992, in “Activation of CALI/
POEX” folder, Box 25 - #33250; both in NTIR-SLC Files.

103 Michael Duwe, interview by the author, Jan. 10, 2014.
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Just a month after President George H.W. Bush, in August 1992, signed the bill
authorizing the California and Pony Express NHTs, NPS Director James Ridenour
stated that the Rocky Mountain Regional Office would administer these two newly
designated trails, primarily because staff in that office had been active, five years
earlier, in preparing the feasibility study for those trails. Ridenour’s decision was
soon relayed to the trails coordinators in Denver, Seattle, and elsewhere.'™ In
January of 1993, NPS administrators of various NSTs and NHTs met in Tucson,
Arizona, and suggested further changes in trail administration. Specifically, they
recommended that “all four NH'Ts which overlap in Nebraska and Wyoming should
be administered from one office somewhere in the NPS Rocky Mountain Region.”
Both Ridenour’s decision and the recommendation made at the Tucson meeting
would have far-reaching consequences on the administration of the northern
trails.'® Neither of these actions, however, had any immediate, practical impacts
on trail administration. For the next several years, the agency’s focus related to the
two newly designated trails would be devoted to the completion of a CMP. And

in terms of day-to-day trail administration, Peggy Dolinich (in Seattle) continued
to administer the Oregon NHT, while Mike Duwe (in Denver) administered the
Mormon Pioneer NHT.!%

Soon after Secretary Lujan entrusted the administration of the California and

Pony Express NH'Is to the NPS, it became clear that neither of these new trails —
unlike the trails that had been designated previously — would have citizen-based
advisory councils. The N'TSA, up until this point, had required (in Section 5(d))
the establishment of an advisory council for each newly-authorized trail.'”” Newly-
elected President Clinton, however, questioned this course of action when, shortly
after his inauguration, he announced plans to “reinvent government,” the goal

of which was “to make the entire federal government less expensive and more
efficient, and to change the culture of our national bureaucracy.” The Clinton
administration specifically targeted five departments, one of which was the Interior
Department.'® One aspect of the effort was the elimination of certain advisory
committees. Executive Order 12838, which Clinton signed in February 1993, stated
that “Each executive department and agency shall terminate not less than one-third
of the advisory committees subject to FACA (and not required by statute) that are

104 Director NPS to four regional directors, memo, Sept. 1992, in “Admin Hist of NHT System and
Office” folder, Box 25 - #33250, NTIR-SLC Files; NPS; “Mormon Pioneer NHT Newsletter,” No. 3
(July 1994), 1.

105 NPS Long Distance Trails Program, Long Distance Trails Managers Meeting, Tucson, Arizona,
January 26-28, 1993, Meeting Report, in the National Trails System Administrative History Archive,
WASO.

106 Michael Duwe interview, Jan. 10, 2014; Peggy Dolinich, interview by the author, Jan. 21, 2014.

107 NTSA, Section 5(d) stated that “The Secretary charged with the administration of each respective
trail shall, within one year of the date of the addition of any national scenic or national historic trail
to the system, ... establish an advisory council for each such trail, each of which councils shall expire
ten years from the date of its establishment.” The NTSA today still has the same verbiage in Section
5(d).

108 https://govinfo.library.unt.edu/npr/whoweare/history2.html.
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sponsored by the department or agency by no later than the end of FY 1993.71%
Robert Baker, the Rocky Mountain Region’s director for the NPS, responded to
the executive order by recommending that advisory committees for the California
and Pony Express trails not be established. He did so because advisory committee
meetings could cost $20,000 each, and also because “there are major, national
organizations [OCTA and the National Pony Express Association (NPEA),
respectively] that are serving the same functions.”!!

A major event that took place along the so-called “northern trails” between August
1992 and September 1993 was the Oregon Trail Sesquicentennial, held 150 years
after the trail’s “great migration” year of 1843.""! To commemorate that trek, states
and cities along the way organized a variety of events. Perhaps the most iconic
event, however, was a wagon train, organized by Morris Carter of Mills, Wyoming.
The caravan was scheduled to leave Independence, Missouri on May 2, 1993;

it would follow the best-known trail route over South Pass, and would arrive in
Independence (near Salem), Oregon in early October.!2

During the winter of 1992-1993, Oregon NHT administrator Peggy Dolinich
responded to news of the upcoming event by trying to obtain funds so that an
NPS wagon could be entered in the train. She initially contacted Tom Ross, a trails
official in the agency’s Washington office, as well as Bill Walters, who was the
agency’s Assistant Director for National Recreation Programs, Deputy Director for
Partnerships. But she was refused in both cases because, as was noted in Chapter
4, “NPS managers gave little support to the trail as a distinct administrative entity.
The idea of partnerships and outreach, during the early 1990s, was still new to
NPS decision makers.”'!* Tiwo or three months later, however, BLM officials made
it known that that agency would be sponsoring a wagon. Perhaps as a result,

Bill Walters — who by now was the Deputy Regional Director in the agency’s
Seattle office — told Dolinich to secure and equip an 1840s-style wagon by pulling
the necessary funds away from a wayside exhibit account. Driving the wagon,

109 FEO 12838, February 10, 1993, Section 1. As noted in https://www.gsa.gov/portal/content/100916,
“The Federal Advisory Committee Act became law in 1972 [P.L. 92-463, Oct. 6, 1972] and is the
legal foundation defining how federal advisory committees operate.”

110 Robt. Baker (RD/RMRO) to Chief, Office of Policy, March 24, 1993 and Sept. 17, 1993, both in
“CALI & POEX Advisory Council Info” folder, NPS-SLC Administrative Files.

11"The Oregon Trail was opened in stages. First traveled by fur trappers prior to 1820, missionaries
Marcus and Narcissa Whitman headed over the route in 1836 on their way to settling in present-
day southeastern Washington, and in 1841, about half of the 60-odd members of the Bidwell-
Bartleson party traveled to Oregon. The first year of substantial trail travel, however, was 1843,
when between 700 and 1,000 emigrants left Missouri for Oregon.

12 http://articles.chicagotribune.com/1993-06-22/features/9306220330_1_oregon-trail-wagon-
great-american-desert; https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/lifestyle/travel/1993/05/23/the-
oregon-trail/aeb4cf53-05d2-409b-a689-e83234edab0d/?utm_term=.a5f084b09000; http://articles.
latimes.com/1993-09-12/local/me-34302_1 wagon-train.

113 Peggy Dolinich, interview by the author, Jan. 9, 2014; Steve Elkinton, interview by Ronald
Brown, May 30, 2007.
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however, was another matter. Dolinich, at the time, was pregnant and had a small
child; as a result, she stepped aside and asked a colleague, Bryan Bowden, to assume
her duties. Bowden responded by both obtaining a reconstructed wagon and by
driving the wagon west.!!4

Beyond her duties related to the sesquicentennial wagon train, Dolinich worked
with OCTA members to erect Carsonite posts to sign the historic route. She

also worked with association members on several of OCTA’s wayside exhibits.
NPS funds were used on both of these projects. As a trained interpreter, she had
philosophical differences with OCTA members over the amount of verbiage to
be placed on an interpretive wayside. In order to explain the interpretive process,
therefore, she worked with Tanner Pilley, a contract exhibit planner, to write a
wayside exhibit guide.'” She described most of these activities, however, as being
“very low key” and “under the radar” because, at the time, trails were simply not
thought to be a very important priority in the agency.'

During the same time period (August 1992 to September 1993) in which Dolinich
worked on various Oregon NHT projects, Mike Duwe helped administer the
Mormon Pioneer NHT. During this period, Duwe continued to do many of the
same partnership activities that had engaged him, on a part-time basis, since
October 1989 (see chapter 4). These included 1) working with various states on
setting up auto tour routes, 2) meeting trail advocates to let them “know what
our standards are,” 3) spending “lots of time meeting with people about what the
NPS wanted and expected,” 4) trying to identify actual trail routes (going so far
as to search for ruts soon after a snowfall), and 5) working with partners, such as
the Iowa School for the Deaf in Council Bluffs, to design and install interpretive
waysides.!'” Duwe also worked with the agency’s HFC on a trailwide interpretive
plan, which was completed in 1992. That plan, in turn, served as the basis for the
trail’s wayside exhibit plan, dated March 1995, which provided designs for three
different NPS-style interpretive panels, plus specific recommendations regarding
where these panels should be installed.!?

During the fall of 1993, a decision made by upper-level NPS personnel had a

4 Dolinich interview, Jan. 9, 2014. Bowden, like Dolinich, worked in the region’s Rivers, Trails, and
Conservation Assistance Program office.

115 Dolinich interview, Jan. 9, 2014. OCTA members, at the time, felt that interpretive panels should
be “books on a stick” (as Dolinich characterized it), while the waysides she designed typically had far
less verbiage.

116 Ibid.

17 Michael Duwe interview, Jan. 10, 2014; News from the Plains 7 (July 1993), 17.

118 Harpers Ferry Center, Interpretive Plan, Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail, 1992; HFC and
Dearborn Geyman and Co., Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail Wayside Exhibit Plan, March 15,
1995; both at NTIR Library, SLC. Lee Kreutzer, email to the author, February 2, 2018.
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dramatic impact on trails administration along the northern trails corridor. Until
then, trails administration had been split: the Oregon NHT was administered out
of the PNRO, while the Mormon Pioneer NHT (along with the newly designated
Pony Express and California NHTs) were administered from the Rocky Mountain
Regional Office. But in a fall 1993 meeting of the agency’s regional directors, Chuck
Odegaard, the Pacific Northwest office’s regional director, offered (as Dolinich
recalls it) to do some “horse trading” with Robert Baker, the director from the
Rocky Mountain Regional Office. They mutually decided that Big Hole Battlefield
(near Wisdom, Montana) and Bear Paw Battlefield (near Chinook, Montana)
would move from the Rocky Mountain Regional Office’s administration over to the
PNRO. In return, the administration of the Oregon NHT was transferred from the
Pacific Northwest to the Rocky Mountain Regional Office.!” This administrative
transfer was in line with what agency trails officials had recommended earlier that
year when they had met in Tucson (see above). This decision, at least temporarily,
undercut Dolinich’s major job responsibility. At the time, however, PNRO’s Chief
of Interpretation position was vacant. Dolinich, therefore, assumed that position in
an acting capacity, and before long she turned over all of her Oregon NHT duties to
Michael Duwe. Before she did so, however, she and Duwe smoothed the transition
process by traveling the trails together several times, specifically visiting areas where
Oregon Trail projects had been completed or were being proposed.!#

Between August 1992 and the fall of 1993, therefore, Duwe’s responsibilities
ballooned from administering one trail to four. Shortly after that, perhaps in early
1994, he shifted his position in the regional office (in Denver) from the Planning
and Compliance Division over to Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance
Program (RTCA). In that new job, he recalls that he spent “most or all of his time
on long-distance trails,” and he worked a good deal with OCTA.'*!

At the same time that Duwe began assuming duties over the Oregon NHT as

well as the Mormon Pioneer NHT, Congress began putting new funds into trails
administration. The Oregon NHT, which had had a line-item budget allotment of
just $15,000 in FYs 1991 through 1993, had its budget increased to $100,000 the
following year. And the Mormon Pioneer NHT, which had been established in
1978 but still had no budget fifteen years later, began receiving a $75,000 annual

19 Dolinich interview, Jan. 9, 2014. As noted elsewhere, a major effort — undertaken by planners

- had begun as it related to a comprehensive management plan. Beyond that effort, some CCSP
projects (see below) were undertaken as early as 1994 on the California NHT, and possibly on the
Pony Express NHT as well.

120 Dolinich interview, Jan. 21, 2014; Ridenour to RDs, draft memo, March 1, 1989, in “Activation of
CALI-POEX” folder, in “Box 25 - #33250,” NTIR-SLC. Dolinich noted that the interpretive chief’s
position was available because Charles “Corky” Mayo, the former chief, had moved on to become
the NPS’s Chief Interpreter in the Washington office. Dolinich later became the region’s interpretive
chief on a permanent (non-acting) basis. Also see NPS, “Long Distance Trails Office — Salt Lake City,
Utah, Annual Report, 1995, p. 1.

121 Duwe interview, Jan. 10, 2014.
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allotment in FY 1994. Neither the California nor the Pony Express NHTs received
line-item funding in the 1994 budget (see appendix 6).

Given these new funds for trail administration, Duwe was able to state (in a
newsletter) that “we can be reasonably assured of funding for operations (salaries,
travel, special projects) on a year-to-year basis, just as parks receive.” For the
Mormon Pioneer NHT, Duwe hoped to re-sign the trails auto tour route in Iowa,
mark many sections of the historic route, issue new maps, encourage trail interest
outside of Utah and Iowa, and prepare a series of standard wayside exhibits. Many
of these hoped-for projects, in fact, were implemented that year.!*> But he worked
on projects for other trails as well in 1994, most of which were funded through the
CCSP. Duwe awarded a total of nineteen projects in 1994; as noted above, most

of these dealt with either the Oregon or California NHT5. OCTA, the primary

funds recipient, received eleven grants worth a total of $43,000 that year, most

of which were related to trail-segment mapping and the installation of Carsonite
trail markers.!? The 19 grant-funded projects included the following: 1) Mapping
Nevada segments, 2) Aerial location of California NHT segments, 3) Mapping and
marking California NHT alternate routes, 4) Yreka Trail Mapping, 5) Donner Spring
(Utah) Waysides, 6) Installing Carsonite Markers in California, 7) Oregon Trail
Mapping and Physical Inventory in Idaho, 8) Emigrant Diary Transcriptions, 9)
Reconnaissance Survey of Emigrant Camp, California, and 10) Waysi