
A STUDY OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

IN THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

By 
Management Consulting Division 

and 
Cultural Resources Management Division 

WASO 

(917 



STUDY OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
IN THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

Purpose and Objective 

This study was begun with the intention of ascertaining the state of 

cultural resource preservation in the Service today and attempting 

to determine what is needed to be done to improve NPS preservation 

and management efforts as they relate to cultural resources in 

YH^\ Re­
order that the Service's posture j^~once again that of leadership 

in all phases of cultural resource preservation and management. 

The objectives of the study were to evaluate the in-house NPS 

Cultural Resource Management activities to determine the effective­

ness of the program in meeting the mission of the Service (System) 

in preservation of historic resources, possible program overlaps 

or voids, and if the program interfaces or coordinates with other 

activities. Areas to be reviewed were cultural resources planning 

and control; organizational structures; staffing, to include 

recruiting; budget; training, to include career development for the 

different professions; interface with other activities such as 

maintenance, natural resources and science programs; storage and 

curation of artifacts; and cultural resources inventories. 

Method of Study 

The study was conducted jointly by the Management Consulting and 

Cultural Resources Management Divisions. All regional offices were 

visited and key personnel in those offices were interviewed. We 

also interviewed a number of park superintendents, Service Center 

and Harpers Ferry Center managers and key preservation supervisors, 
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and all archeological center chiefs. Everyone appeared to be honest 

and objective in his assessment of the problems. We were especially 

impressed with the candor and thoughtfulness displayed by the key 

supervisory preservation personnel of the Denver Service Center 

of the Center's preservation program, and therein, discussions of 

its problems and failures. 

Background 

Traditionally the National Park Service has taken the development 

approach to the preservation of its cultural resources while most 

preservation organizations in the United States and in the inter­

national community have discarded this approach, viewing preservation 

as a continuous site operations process. The process is basically 

preventative maintenance based on the most modern analysis and the 

utilization of technical methods. This modern and generally 

accepted approach is being used in only two regions (NAR, SWR) and 

the archeological centers at present. 

The development approach is expensive and not always in the best 

interests of historic resources. Such an approach requires the 

application of much money and the undertaking of major alteration, 

for its intention is to bring a structure to a level of full 

restoration. Concomitantly, the great majority of available funding 

is applied to relatively few resources, leaving many others lower on 

the priority list, to deteriorate, or, if they are lucky, to 

receive only superficial treatment. 
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Presently there are several centers in the National Park Service 

concerned with cultural resources preservation. They are: DSC, 

HFC, Conservation Laboratory; Western Archeological Center, Tucson; 

Southeast Archeological Center, Tallahassee; Midwest Archeological 

Center, Lincoln; Southwest Cultural Resource Center, Santa Fe; and 

the North Atlantic Preservation Center, Boston. Regional offices 

and some parks also provide technical support services for cultural 

resources preservation. In total, these centers provide the majority 

of the professional anthropological, historical, architectural and 

curatorial services for the National Park System. This includes 

curation, preservation and conservation of artifact materials, 

research studies, maintenance training, project planning, stabiliza­

tion of adobe and stone structures, historical investigations, 

historic architecture and landscapes, remote sensing research, 

special programs such as underwater archeology, and environmental 

quality work. 

There is, at least on the surface, much overlapping of effort and a 

concomitant., waste of federal dollars. Often the centers and 

regional offices are in conflict with one another. 

Most people we talked to expressed concern with the state of cultural 

resource preservation in the National Park System, and the resources 

(structures, sites, objects) in the Service's care. Many feel the 

Service has not kept current with preservation techniques and 
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philosophy, but have difficulty articulating courses of action 

necessary to bring the Service's preservation program into line 

with current accepted practices. 

The individuals interviewed feel overwhelmed and are acutely 

concerned with their responsibility. The recently completed LCS 

lists over 70,000 structures. This number will probably double with 

the listing of sites (archeological, battlefields, etc.) to be 

undertaken soon. In addition, we are responsible for an estimated 

10,000,000 objects. 

Findings are organized by major problem areas so as to show more 

clearly the magnitude and scope of the problem and the effect upon 

normal Park Service operations. 



DENVER SERVICE CENTER 

Findings 

The discussions the study team had with field, region and center 

personnel, all to a great extent, revolved around the Denver Service 

Center and its effectiveness. Our findings are essentially in 

agreement with the study of historic preservation in the Denver 

Service Center completed last year. The views expressed have been 

arranged topically. 

Project Execution 

Denver Service Center personnel appear to have arbitrarily expanded 

some projects in doing complete historic structure report), history 

or archeological studies in excess of that required without consulting 

with appropriate regional and park officials. Rather than restricting 

the scope of their work only to that specified cultural resources 

personnel at the Denver Service Center often do a full and complete 

study. The resulting report has often been excessive and ineffective 

as a management tool with which to plan or draw up specifications due 

to its lack of specificity. 

It was often said that many of the reports are slow, if ever, to 

be published with the reason being cited that there was no money 

left to publish the report after the project was completed. This 

seems to show a lack of planning and responsible action. Our 

observation is that too often this material is lost forever due to 

lack of archival concern by the Service Center. Many projects 

5 
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exceeded the programmed monies and the attitude of DSC personnel 

has norma41y been that the park can come up with more money. There 

is an apparent indifference and often hostility on the part of 

DSC personnel when this is brought to their attention. 

This failure to get Denver Service Center to respond can be laid 

in part at the door of the regions. The understandable reluctance 

on the part of Regional Directors to go to the mat with DSC on 

historic preservation matters is partially responsible. One region 

developed a reputation of being unable to get along with DSC, and 

when a new Regional Director was appointed, the then Director pointed 

this fact out to him and instructed him to improve relations with DSC. 

Relations may have improved, but the problems still exist. 

Quality Control 

There has been a lack of quality control exercised in the cultural 

resources activity. Cases of intrusion on the historical integrity 

of buildings is common with such things as electric lights^ television 

cameras and fire and intrusion alarm systems openly and unnecessarily 

i*A exposed to view and intrude on the historic scene. These intrusions 

have oeeurred when work is assigned to non-historical preservation 

personnel or to inadequately trained historical architects. A 

prime example is Castle Clinton, where modern lights are unnecessarily 

obvious; where blue marl, a modern crushed stone, was used on the 
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parade of this 1812 fort; where flashing was inadequate and resulted 

in leaks^ where the shingles were put on wrong, 6-tq,ijL/*t3c\ The 

specifications for Castle Clinton were done by an architect who had 

no training in historical preservation, and the project supervisors 

were equally untrained. Apparently qualified preservationists did 

not check the drawings and specifications. 

Insensitive design and poor project execution resulted in unnecessary 

damage to the fabric of the Carriage House at Adams when a fire and 

intrusion alarm system was installed. The Dilworth-Todd House is 

another example of intrusive design of a fire detection system being 

placed in a structure despite the fact there was the example of 

sensitivity designed system in another house in the park. There 

has been resistance on the part of DSC personnel to respond to 

questions or criticisms in instances such as the above wi/th an 

attitude displayed that "I am the professional and who are you to 

question what I do." 

A goodly portion of the problem stems from crash programs and the 

strong pressure on DSC management to obligate funds. The DSC 

historical preservation professionals, many of whom are "semi trained," 

are freed to get work out and in the haste make faulty judgments 

that receive little or no review by their supervisors. 
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For some years now there have been newer technologies available to 

the preservationists—X-rays, mortar analysis, paint analysis, etc., 

and techniques are being further developed and improved continually. 

These techniques are not the be-all- end-all of preservation, but 

they are valuable tools that reduce the costs of preservation and 

at the same time contribute dramatically to more accurate assessments 

and restorations. 

There has been a reluctance on the part of preservationists in DSC 

and in most of the regions to take full advantage of these tools. 

This can be attributed to several factors: 1) the new technologies 

require different approaches to obtaining information; 2) new equip­

ment is required, which will save continuing needs, and trained 

personnel are needed; 3) technologies applicable to preservation are 

evolving rapidly and therefore difficult to keep abreast of them. 

Younger historical architects, with formal training in historical 

preservation, have been more willing to accept these newer techniques, 

but they have to learn about these things on their own and virtually 

train themselves. No system exists at DSC to keep abreast of 

developing technologies or to encourage use of appropriate ones. 

The problem in control of quality stems from two sources. One is 

that there is no apparent systematic check of studies, drawings and 

specifications by qualified senior professionals. The other source 

is the resistance on the part of some DSC personnel to accept 

criticism from Cultural Resources Management Division (WASO), 
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regional or park staffs. A prime example is the historic structures 

report on the fire and intrusion alarm systems proposed for Edison 

Laboratory. The preparers of this report initially failed or 

refused to deal with the criticisms of it made by the park, the 

region, and the Washington Office. The defects in the plan were 

corrected only after a concerted effort by park/region/WASO which 

was triggered by the mailing of bidding documents, a very late 

stage in the project to be making substantial corrections. 

At other times the rush to obligate money on historic structures 

forces the acceptance of questionable proposed work. Specifications 

for detailing work on Fort Stanwix were questioned by the region 

because of future maintenance problems the design would cause. 

Denver Service Center resisted a change order citing the need to 

obligate funds. Predicted maintenance problems are now beginning 

to show up, A project supervisor untrained in historic structures 

made decisions damaging specifications on work on structures at 

Fort Larnedj caused removal of historic fabric that should not have 

been taken away, affected the appearance of the structures, and 

cranked in future maintenance problems. These kinds of problems 

are legion in the Park System. 

One failure in the quality of restoration that results from the 

development approach to preservation is that new evidence during a 
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rehabilitation project may negate assumptions made in the initial 

studies. The restoration of a historic structure has a continuity 

that requires the intimate involvement of the historical architect 

from the study phase through the restoration work, for protection 

of the historical integrity of the structure. A project supervisor 

who enters the work at the last stages is often not intimately 

familiar with the studies, and consequently would not always recognize 

new evidence when it appears. 

Program Controls 

Lack of program control has presented a problem to parks and regions. 

Denver Service Center has the reputation of not being responsive 

to parks or regions and fails to respond when questioned or criticized. 

Fredericksburg NHS asked for a historic structures report on the 

Chatham House to specifically identify those portions of the struc­

ture which could be used adaptively as office space. The report 

did not provide the information requested; it dealt entirely with 

the history of the occupants, events on the plantation, and a 

variety of associated subjects. Denver Service Center was told that 

the report did not meet the park needs as a management document and 

was worthless as a research document, but no changes were made. 

It is very difficult for regions and parks to control, halt, or 

modify projects once they are designed, due to a lack of management 
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concern, a poor review process and a determination to obligate funds. 

As most of the cultural resources effort is treated as developmental 

work, this inflexibility of DSC leads to a major assault upon fabric 

by putting the Service into crash programs resulting in inadequate 

time for studies, skewed priorities, and uneven and inconsistent 

preservation work. This is not the fault of individuals, but rather 

of the system. 

It was expressed that DSC doesn't follow agreed upon task directives 

(such as in Chatham previously cited). Some of this was caused 

by failure of management in the parks and regions in clearly and 

precisely defining in the directives the task to be accomplished. 

Many felt that DSC did not respond in a timely manner and the best 

way to get work done was to contract out historic preservation work. 

The general feeling among those interviewed was that some DSC 

personnel show an apparent lack of sensitivity to the resource and 

are rigid in their approach once a project is designed and ready 

for contract. This is further aggravated by the fact that in many 

instances DSC accepts project overruns, both in time and money. 

Part of the problem is the fact that the Service has attempted to 

look upon a person, if he has a degree in preservation discipline, 
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as being capable of making mature and professional judgments on all 

preservation matters, and not recognize the fact that effective 

cultural resource management requires an interdisciplinary approach, 

particularly among the four principal professions—archeologist, 

historic architect, historian, and curator. It was recognized at 

all levels of management as well as the preservation community that 

there needs to be a greater degree of cooperation and coordination 

between these disciplines for the best interest of the resources 

and that managers should understand the various preservation 

disciplines and the limits of each area of expertise. 

Fiscal Responsibility 

In the management of its historic resources, the Service also displays 

poor fiscal responsibility. Regional and WASO professionals with 

the knowledge and training necessary to make rational decisions 

relating to their use, display and preservation are often not 

consulted. The result has been the abuse of historic resources and 

in some cases, significant losses of these resources. 

For the last several years the Park Service has been wasting large 

amounts of money on preservation projects and is continuing to do so. 

Preservation work has been accomplished on a crash basis with the 

work supervised by project supervisors unknowledgeable of construction 

techniques of the past. Bicentennial work at Fort McHenry was 
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designed, supervised and carried out by individuals with no knowledge 

of historic architecture or historic construction techniques. The 

project was well along before it was recognized that the proposed 

work was faulty. Luckily, the project supervisor realized the project 

was adversely affecting the resource before major damage was done, 

but work had to be undone, requiring an additional expenditure of 

money. 

Sensitivity to Resources 

One of the most voiced complaints was the DSC cultural resources 

personnel were not knowledgeable of the fabric of resources and 

conditions—geographic, human, environmental, and climactic—that 

the resources experience over a period of time. These investigators 

see a structure for only a few weeks out of a year and then prescribe 

for the treatment of the building. This lack of full understanding 

of the structures and the factors affecting it has led too often 

to reports that do not reflect reality. 

It was a common feeling among managers and preservationists that 

those working on cultural resources needed to be nearer those 

resources. Unlike a modern structure where all fabric is new, a 

historic structure requires preservation of original extant fabric 

and the installation of new material and utilities into that fabric. 

To insure efficiency and preserve the integrity of the structure, 

the historical architect must be at or near the project. 
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Conclusions 

In the analysis performed by the Management Consulting and Cultural 

Resources Management Division, the following conclusions were 

reached: 

1. The Denver Service Center is a development/construction oriented 

organization. Many of the problems identified in the findings 

are the result of having the historic preservation function 

located in Denver Service Center and being perceived as a 

development related activity. NPS management does not recognize 

what the injury crash programs do to historic fabric. 

This perception leads to programming full treatment for a struc­

ture when in many cases all that is needed is a limited amount 

of work to bring a structure to a maintenance level. It also 

leads to a feeling that architects can be interchanged between 

modern construction and historic fabric restoration. The 

problems with research reports not meeting management needs in 

relation to both content and timeliness is also a direct result 

of the perception of the need for full treatment. Historic 

preservation related reports should deal with those areas 

identified by management. 

The present unsatisfactory situation can be solved by basing 

historic preservation on a maintenance approach. This can be 

done only if the professional services function is removed from 

the development orientation. 
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2, Having the preservation personnel in Denver results in a less 

than full understanding by the preservationist of a structure 

and the full factors affecting it, since he does not know 

intimately the climate and other environmental factors affecting 

it over a period of time. In addition, being situated in Denver, 

the preservationists are unable to give non-project (maintenance, 

minor repair, etc.) advice economically to the parks on an on-

site basis. 

The expense of travelling from Denver to the various sites is 

great, and with the constant effort to cut travel, the preserva­

tionists at DSC do not get to the site on which they are working 

frequently enough to understand completely the problem and to 

prescribe the correct treatment. 

3. Presently the bulk of the Service's research historians are 

located in Denver where there are few research facilities. Many 

of the major projects require the research historian to visit the 

site he is researching and, generally, Washington, where the 

National Archives and Library of Congress are located, the two 

principal archives in the country. 

Each time a historic research paper is written, a restoration 

is completed, or a significant museum object receives conserva­

tion treatment, a great deal of basic data is accumulated. Too 
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much of this material has been lost or misplaced because of the 

lack of an archival library or central repository where this 

information can be stored. 

Recommendations: 

1. The responsibility for historic preservation activities be 

transferred from the Denver Service Center to cultural resource 

centers. The centers would report to the Assistant Director, 

Planning and Development through a line officer on his staff. The 

historical architects, several historians, and the archeologists now 

assigned to DSC would be transferred to cultural resource centers. 

The people assigned to the centers would be base funded. The 

centers and the regions each would serve are: 

Boston - North Atlantic, Mid-Atlantic, National Capital Parks 

Atlanta - Southeast 

Denver - Rocky Mountain, Midwest 

San Francisco - Western, Pacific Northwest, Alaska 

Santa Fe - Southwest 

The centers would be responsible for all preservation work funded 

through the development program, the preservation fund, and lump 

sum. At the discretion of the regions, the centers would do work 

funded from cyclic maintenance and regional reserves. There will 

be a need for specialists, but the workload at any one center 
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may not be great enough to support them. These professionals 

will be assigned to a center, but will be available Servicewide. 

In addition, curators/conservators would be assigned to the 

centers to provide professional care of objects in the parks of 

the regions served by the center. Major preservation work on 

objects would still be done at Harpers Ferry where there will 

continue to be more sophisticated equipment and storage areas. 

Moreover, Harpers Ferry would continue to do all of the work for 

the National Capital Region. /See appendix for Analysis of 

Alternatives^/ 

2. Transfer the Research Historians from the Denver Service Center 

to a duty station in the Washington metropolitan area under the line 

control of the Assistant Director, Planning and Development. /See 

appendix for Alternative AnalysisV 

3. Establish a permanent repository for all historic research docu­

mentation and basic data (drawings, photos, historic documents) 

derived from original research. 

4. The Service will recognize the need for and strive to program a 

consistent amount of funds for preservation work each year. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT DIVISION, WASO 

Findings 

The function of the division, as the Service's principle professional 

advisor and program manager in the multidisciplinary field of cultural 

resource management is to: 

1. Develop and coordinate policies, standards, and programs 

pertaining to the preservation, study, development, and use of 

cultural resources in the System. 

2. Monitor application of cultural resource policies and standards, 

3. Review research and development needs related to cultural 

resources and recommend priorities. 

4. Administer for the Director the Service's Memorandum of 

Understanding with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 

5. Maintain the List of Classified Structures. 

6. Evaluate qualifications of and recommend to management candidates 

for professional positions within cultural resource disciplines 

servicewide. 

7. Establish qualification standards for personnel studying, 

preserving and managing historic resources within the System, 

Despite this broad mandate the role of the division has been 

relatively limited. The major emphasis has been on policy and 

standards formulation, and review of GMP's and planning related 

research documents. Concurrently, a great deal of work has been 
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accomplished during the past two years in setting up the List of 

Classified Structures which identifies for the first time the scope 

of our preservation responsibilities and provides a base upon which 

planning and programming decisions can be made. 

Design Review 

The division only occasionally reviews preservation project documents. 

There is no system to provide the division with accurate status reports 

on projects by the Denver Service Center. Information has to be 

secured informally and a specific request made to review specific 

documents or plans. These requests have on occasion been ignored. 

When comments are made they usually center on policy considerations, 

although the division occasionally questions the necessity of certain 

work or the quality of project proposals. These comments and 

suggestions usually meet a mixed reaction ranging from negative to 

welcome acceptance. The negative reactions have led to conflicts 

over matters that are clearly spelled out in the Management Policies. 

A recent example of this is the division's disagreement with the 

region over the Taft NHS General Management Plan. The division 

has not always received unequivocal support from higher levels in 

WASO. 

Policy 

The basic guidelines for historic preservation work in the Service 

are the Management Policies established by the Service. 



20 

The regions are often proposing and DSC is often executing projects 

that are in clear violation of Service policies. Those interviewed 

specifically cited unnecessary reconstructions, reconstructions 

through the subterfuge that they are interpretive exhibits, designs 

intrusive on historic scenes, and structures, inappropriate or 

unnecessary studies. When the Cultural Resources Management Division 

calls such violations to the attention of offending offices, either 

an unnecessary conflict results with wasteful further correspondence 

or the objection is ignored as in the study of the Franciscans for 

the preservation of the extant mission church at Tumacacori; the 

history of Cumberland Island when the project called for a study to 

preserve the Dungenness Ruins; and the recent study on Hampton 

Mansion that was unnecessary for the preservation of the structure. 

In interviewing key and long experienced personnel, many expressed 

the view that the policies are adequate and clear, but many people 

in the Service either do not consult them or when they do, they 

don't use them properly. Some personnel have claimed not to have 

ever seen them. 

Some of the personnel expressed the view that there was a lack of 

policy guidance from Washington, others, especially among the 

preservationists, expressed the view that there was a distinct lack 

of preservation leadership, and they looked to Washington to provide 

it. They were quick to qualify that they did not mean leadership in 


