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U.S. Department of the Interior, Mission Statement

The mission of the Department of the Interior is to protect and provide access to our
Nation’s natural and cultural heritage and honor our trust responsibilities to tribes.
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THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON

ocT 3 1997

The President
The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

I apologize for the delay in responding to your request pertaining to an April 22, 1996,
memorandum to the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies entitled “Facilitating
Public-Private Partnerships for Protection of the National Parks” directing me to prepare
a report on options for preserving park historic structures that considers the possibilities of
private sector partnerships. 1 am pleased to enclose the requested report for your considera-
tion.

The recommendations of this report were developed by the National Park Service and are
summarized below. Four partnership options are presented.

Cooperative Agreements

Issue: In the past, the National Park Service has had limited authority to use cooperative
agreements to allow partners to help preserve park historic structures. The Omnibus
Consolidated Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 1997, P.L. 104-208, gives the National
Park Service expanded authority.

Recommendation: Implement this additional cooperative agreement authority based on
the premise that resource preservation is a park program in support of a public purpose.

Leasing

Issue: In May 1995, I asked the Congress for expanded authority to lease all park real
property, to retain half the income for park purposes, and to adjust the rental by taking
into account any amounts expended by the lessee. This proposed legislation would allow
packaging of historic and non-historic properties into economically viable leases and
therefore could preserve additional historic structures. To date, this authority has not been
enacted.

Recommendation: Renew the request for a general leasing authority.



The President

Conveyance of Historic Structures

Issue: 16 U.S.C. § 4601-22a authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to convey a freehold
interest in park real property with appropriate easements except in national parks,
monuments of scientific importance, and properties that were always federally owned.
Many historic structures for which there is insufficient preservation funding are located in
these excepted types of parks.

Recommendation: Investigate the advantages and disadvantages of seeking legislation to
allow conveyance of real estate in appropriate situations where resource protection would

be enhanced in these excepted types of parks.

Philanthropic Support

Issue: Additional philanthropic support is needed to provide a portion of the large amount
of funding that is required to supplement appropriated funds to preserve park historic
structures.

Recommendation: Strongly encourage park superintendents to work with national and
park partners to pursue actively additional philanthropic support for historic structures.

The National Park Service will work to implement these recommendations. Your continued
interest in and support of the National Park Service is appreciated.

Respectfully,

vaz?

Enclosure



STATUS

The National Park Service (NPS) defines a historic structure as "a constructed work ...

. consciously created to serve some human activity." Historic structures are
usually immovable, although some have been relocated and others are mobile by design.
They include buildings and monuments, dams, millraces and canals, nautical vessels,
bridges, tunnels and roads, railroad locomotives, rolling stock and track, stockades and
fences, defensive works, temple mounds and kivas, ruins of all structural types, and
outdoor sculpture.

According to both federal law and NPS Management Policies, all historic structures in
the National Park System are to be managed as cultural resources. Regardless of type,
level of significance, or current function, every structure is to receive full consideration
for its historical values whenever a decision is made that might affect its integrity.
Historic structures that are central to the legislated purposes of parks, especially those
that are to be interpreted, may be subjects of additional, specialized efforts appropriate
to their functions and significance.

Structure Inventory

The NPS maintains a computerized database containing information about historic
structures in which the NPS has or plans to acquire any legal interest. Structures
included are either in or eligible for the National Register or are to be treated as cultural
resources by law, policy, or decision reached through the planning process even though
they do not meet all National Register requirements. Data fields include identification,
category of significance, condition, use, threats, treatments, cost estimates for treatments,
and physical description.

The inventory has three major applications: (a) to describe historic structures on an
individual or collective basis at park, cluster, field area, or system-wide levels, (b) as a
common information source for other automated management systems such as the
Maintenance Management (MM) program and the Housing Inventory, and (c) as an
analytical tool in budgeting, scheduling, and program development.

Beginning in FY 1992, the NPS commenced a 6 year project to update the inventory data
for the estimated 20,000-25,000 structures in the 369 parks.

This project is beginning to give us some very good information. As of March, 1996,
data on 17,436 historic structures in 228 parks have been updated. The inventory
includes all types of historic structures as defined above and shown in figure 1.



Condition

While 45.5% of the
inventoried historic
structures are in
good condition;
54.5% are in poor,
fair, or unknown
condition  (figure
2). See Appendix
B for condition
definitions.
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Impact Level

While the severity
of all deleterious
impacts is low for
56.1% of these
structures, about
43.9% of structures
endure moderate to
severe impact
levels or the impact
is unknown (figure
3). See Appendix
B for impact level
definitions.

Condition and
Impact Level

To be expected,
there is a strong
correlation between
the condition of
historic  structures
and the severity of
impacts as shown
in figure 4.
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Major Types of
Impacts

Weather and
structural
deterioration due to
age and materials
accounts for the
primary negative
impact on 57.5% of
all historic
structures. The
major types of
negative  impacts
are shown in figure
5.

Management
Agreements

Not all historic
structures in parks
are or can be
managed  directly
by the NPS.
Several alternatives
are available and
deserve
consideration,
particularly when
treatment or use
cannot be supported
by the NPS.
Management
agreements are in
place for 1,810
structures or 10.4 %
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of all historic structures. Most commonly, management agreements exist for buildings,
and the most common instruments are concession contracts and cooperative agreements.



Maintenance and
Major Treatment
Responsibility

NPS is solely
responsible for the
maintenance and
major treatment,
i.e., rehabilitation,
restoration, and
reconstruction, of
over 90% of all
historic structures.
Structures for
whichresponsibility
is shared or
assumed by non-
NPS parties are
usually buildings.
When maintenance

Responsibility
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responsibility is shared with a non-NPS party, usually the NPS assumes the responsibility
of providing cyclic maintenance and the non-NPS party performs routine maintenance.
When major treatment costs are shared, the NPS usually performs the approved treatment
while the non-NPS party provides interim costs to maintain the structure until funds for
the approved treatment are allocated.

Maintenance and
Major Treatment
Costs

Unfunded
associated with
maintenance and
the major
treatments that have
been approved by
park planning
documents for
inventoried
structures total
$1,021,371,092.

Of this amount,
$386,899,329 is for
stabilization and
preservation which
constitute the cyclic

costs

Treatment Costs
by Treatment Type
17,436 Structures

Total Treatment Costs = $1,021,371,092
Preservation

Rehabilitation
51.3%

$524.3

$128.0

Reconstruction
Restoration 49 $24.6
5.8%
$59.7

Specific Treatment Costs in milions of dollars

Figure 8




6.

maintenance backlog. See figure 8. See Appendix B for treatment definitions.

Although buildings
constitute only
38.1% of all
historic structures,
the assessment of
treatment costs for
this type of
structure is 69.2%
of the total cost for
all historic
structures, as
shown in figure 9.

Although historic
structures are used
in many ways, the
majority are either
residential,
government,
recreational,
transportation
structures or
structures not in
use. Most of the
treatment costs are
also associated with
these categories of
structures.
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Unfunded Minimum Needs

Focusing on stabilizing and preserving just the national significant structures and those
that contribute to national significance, the NPS has an unfunded need of $244,486,738
for the inventoried structures.

Examples include:

$1,220,300 to preserve the batteries at Fort Wadsworth at Gateway NRA. These
batteries were constructed in the late 1800’s and early 1900’s as a result of
President Cleveland’s panel to review coastal defenses headed by William
Endicott. These batteries were a radical shift in design, not only of armament,
but also of the housing and ancillary supporting structures. The guns were
breech-loading and bored. They could shoot farther, faster, and truer than the
then common smooth bored, muzzle-loading cannons the Endicott guns made
obsolete. The Narrows of New York harbor, the site of Fort Wadsworth, was
a the top of Endicott’s list of 27 sites that needed new defenses. Now these
nationally significant batteries are in poor condition and suffering severe negative
impacts with insufficient funds to arrest the continuing deterioration.

$22,500,000 to preserve five ships at San Francisco Maritime NHS. These ships
include the steam schooner Wapama, scow-schooner Alma, schooner C.A,
Thayer, steam tub Hercules, and the ferry Eureka. 225 steam schooners were
built; only one remains today, the Wapama. The Alma and the C.A. Thayer also
are the last existing examples of their respective class and design. There are no
replacements for these historic vessels, but there are minimal funds to preserve
them.

$1,455,000 to preserve the mansion at Vanderbilt Mansion NHS. The estate built
by Frederick Vanderbilt represented the ostentatious display of family wealth built
over three generations from industrial stewardship of America in shipping and in
railroads. It represents a superb example of Italian Renaissance architecture.
Frederick’s wife’s bedroom was copied from that of a French queen. When built
in the early 20th century, the Vanderbilt estate was one of the greatest in
America; today is even rarer, but fifty years of intensive use is having a toll, and
funds are needed for preservation.

$1,000,000 to preserve the Mississippi State Memorial at Vicksburg NMP. This
massive monument towers 76 feet tall over the landscape. Built between 1909
and 1912 of Mt. Airy granite and bronze to commemorate the brave men from
Mississippi during the siege of Vicksburg in 1863, the monument contributes to
the national significance of the battlefield. It is, however, in poor condition, and
limited funds exist to preserve it.

In addition, $2,500,000 is needed to preserve the fort at Fort Point NHS;
$1,518,000 to preserve the Paradise Inn at Mount Rainier NP; $1,626,000 to



preserve the fort at Fort McHenry NM; $375,000 to preserve the memorial at

George Rogers Clark NM; and $1,981,000 to stabilize the West Ruin at Aztec
Ruins NM.

Setting Priorities
As part of the inventory update, the NPS has categorized historic structures by

management category that reflect park planning decisions. The following chart shows
the number of structures in each management category for the different levels of

8.

significance. See Appendix B for management category definitions.

Management Category

Significance A. B. C. D. Total

Must be Should be | May be May be

Preserved | Preserved | Preserved | Disposed

or Altered

National 1,363 229 29 2 1,624
Contributing 8,412 1,109 502 35 10,058
State 280 1,692 162 12 2,146
Local 103 1,235 383 33 1,754
Not Evaluated 622 580 288 5 1,495
Not Significant 105 37 129 3 276
Unknown 21 41 22 0 85
Total 10,906 4,923 1,515 92 17,436

Based upon this management categorization, the NPS has become more aware of the
unrealistic expectations reflected in and furthered by park planning documents and of the
historic structure treatment pressures on a finite budget. Therefore, the NPS has begun
to explore an alternative method for setting priorities as discussed in the following

section.




SETTING PRIORITIES

Historic structures are not the only cultural resources in the National Park System, nor
can they be considered apart from other types of cultural resources. They are often parts
of cultural landscapes, they may be closely associated with archeological or ethnographic
resources, and they may house museum objects or contribute to museum collections.
However, they are among the System’s most prominent cultural resources and the most
costly to preserve.

Because the preservation needs of the NPS’s historic structures invariably exceed the
funds available for the purpose, decisions must inevitably be made about which structures
should receive priority. Without the use of rational criteria for making such decisions,
too often they are based on arbitrary considerations or reflect immediate pressures rather
than long-range planning.

On March 13, 1995, the Deputy Director of the NPS asked the Associate Director,
Cultural Resource Stewardship and Partnerships, and the Chief, Office of Policy, to
develop a paper addressing this concern and providing guidance for setting historic
structure preservation priorities. A Work Group on Priorities for Historic Structures
assembled in Washington on April 26-27 to respond to this charge. See Appendix E for
a list of participants.

The NPS Commitment to Cultural Resources

The NPS is committed to preserving and protecting the cultural resources entrusted to
its care. Severe budget constraints, however, require a reexamination of NPS
management practices and better guidance to managers on how to set priorities in
allocating funds and personnel for resource preservation. The challenge is to determine
the most appropriate treatment for each resource and to develop partnerships where
necessary to assist in preservation efforts.

Much decision-making on allocation of money and people to meet resource preservation
needs will be at the park and cluster levels. These decisions must be made in a
collaborative, not competitive, fashion with a high level of trust among parks.

The Problem

Based on identified maintenance, rehabilitation, and development needs, the NPS does
not have and has never had enough funds and staff to care for all resources in its
.custody. Contributing to this fundamental problem are unrealistic expectations reflected
in and furthered by park planning documents, an overwhelming deferred maintenance
workload, and a lack of multidisciplinary focus to set and achieve realistic goals in
cooperative efforts recognizing the value of all aspects of park operations. As NPS
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works to meet statutory responsibilities for basic resource inventory, this expanding body
of information contributes to informed decision-making, but it can also result in
additional resource protection pressures on a finite budget.

Funds and staff are unlikely to be increased and may be reduced. The NPS must
therefore reevaluate critically its processes for setting priorities for resource preservation.
Unless it makes explicit, rational decisions about what it can and cannot preserve and
maintain, it will continue to lose resources by chance rather than choice.

The NPS is renowned for its preservation ethic, developed in direct response to the
tremendously significant resources within its stewardship. Cultural resource management
specialists are understandably reluctant to acknowledge that there are some resources the
NPS cannot afford to care for. They are nevertheless best able to evaluate which
resources are imperative to preserve, to determine whether existing information is
adequate for informed decision-making, and to recommend what additional information
is needed.

Resource preservation in the NPS has been driven largely by park legislation and the
specific desires of park management and cultural resource management specialists. To
effectively protect cultural resources, employees must look beyond individual resources
and consider the resource preservation problem on a park-, cluster-, and system-wide
basis in determining how to set priorities.

Desired Outcomes

The NPS will consult with employees, state historic preservation officers, community
leaders, and interested citizens

e to identify those resources on which to focus NPS attention to ensure that the
most significant resources are protected, and to identify achievable levels of
protection;

e to identify those resources that the NPS cannot protect now, and perhaps ever;

e to develop plans to encourage others to protect those resources the NPS cannot
protect, and to identify acceptable treatment levels for them;

e to identify those resources for which no other protection can be found;

e to ensure that field managers have authorities and flexibility to create
opportunities for others to protect and interpret significant resources; and

® to ensure that available funds and staff are used in the most effective ways to






