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Foreword

For many years the amateurs and professionals who
have fought to identify and preserve America’s historic
buildings have operated in a double vacuum. They have
often been unaware of preservation efforts similar to their
own, and they sometimes have fallen into the trap of
believing that they would have to develop techniques of
their own without reference to campaigns carried on in
the past. It is true that organizations like the National
Trust for Historic Preservation and the American Associa-
tion for State and Local History have tried to fill this void,
but busy historians often believe they do not have time
to write down the story of their own work.

There is no comprehensive history of historic preser-
vation in this country covering the years since 1950. The
National Trust has published several volumes covering
its own history, and the National Park Service has pro-
duced administrative studies of its Landmarks program

v

and the challenges that came with the passage of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.

James A. Glass has filled a most important gap in show-
ing us the people and organizations that came together
in the early 1960s to preserve the built environment of
the United States in opposition to the forces of “progress”
For the first time professionals in historical and preser-
vation agencies will have a clear understanding of the
National Historic Preservation Act, a major piece of leg-
islation that has affected all of us. His lively text gives
recognition to key actors in the drama that unfolded in
Washington between 1964 and 1969. We can only hope
Glass will develop the themes touched on in his last
chapter and provide us with a survey of the 1970s and
the activities that did so much to put preservation into

the mainstream of American culture.
Charles B. Hosmer, Jr



Pretace

Historic preservation, the practice of conserving man-
made structures, sites, and objects because of their his-
torical, aesthetic, or archeological importance, is today
a diverse activity that extends throughout the United
States. During the past twenty years, the impulse to pre-
serve has been fostered by a national program established
by Congress in 1966. Under the terms of the National
Historic Preservation Act, the federal government and
the states and territories have jointly encouraged the pres-
ervation and protection of historic places. At present, each
state receives an annual grant from the United States
Department of the Interior as a partial reimbursement
for the cost of conducting statewide surveys of historic
properties, registering such sites, carrying out comprehen-
sive preservation plans, guiding the rehabilitation of tax-
depreciable historic structures, and participating in a
review of federal projects aimed at protecting historic
places.

Some aspects of the program have been judged widely
successful; others have caused conflict among the par-
ticipanis. One of the most popular features of the na-
tional program today, dispensing income tax incentives
for the rehabilitation of historie structures, has attracted
more than $10 billion in private investment since 1976,
while the protective review conducted by the states and
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has become
“institutionalized’ in the practices of federal agencies.
On the other hand, the need for several aspects of the
program has been debated in recent years, particularly
federal grants-in-aid to the states for the acquisition and
development (that is, restoration, rehabilitation, and ar-
cheology) of historic properties and detailed federal over-
sight of the national program in each state.

Both the popular and controversial features of the pro-
gram are rooted in the events of the 1960s that led to
adoption of the Historic Preservation Act and shaped the
administrative system devised to carry out the legislation,
For example, the current investment tax credits are direct-
ly descended from a 1966 recommendation of the Rains
Committee, a blue-ribhon preservation study group. The
pratective review of the states and Advisory Council
originated in the agitation of preservationists between
1957 and 1966 for a mechanism that would slow the
destruction of historic landmarks by federally financed
projects. Grants-in-aid to assist in the preservation of
historic buildings was one of the principal rationales for
the 1966 legislation, and the authority for federal regula-

tions that today require detailed accounting for expen-
ditures derives in part from provisions for record-keeping
that were included in the Nationat Historte Preservation
Act.

Despite the relevance of the beginnings of the preser-
vation program to current practices, until recently Little
had been written about the early years. To help fill this
void, the anthor recently prepared a doctoral disserta-
tion that examines the formative period of the program.
Based on a review of more than a thousand primary
documents and some twenty taped interviews, the disser-
tation provides a detailed reference source for scholars
and other specialists in the preservation field. The pres-
ent booklst is condensed from the larger work!

Several qualifying remarks should be made regarding
the following account. Drawn mainly from the archives
of the National Park Service and interviews with people
who spent their careers in Washington, DC., the book
tends to reflect points of view held by Service employees
and by government officials and preservationists in the
national capital. Due to limitations of time and money,
no investigation was attempted of surviving state records
for the period from 1966 to 1969. Mention of the role
played by the states in the program is based on cor-
respondence in the files of the Park Service and inter-
views with several former state preservation officials.

Also, little is said in this account concerning the Na-
tional Trust for Historic Preservation after the 1966
legislation authorized federal grants to the private organ-
ization. This omission was partially dictated by current
restrictions against use of the Trust archives, but also by
indications in the documents of the Park Service that the
Trust pursued activities that were not central to the
federal-state program.

As a final caveat, this book attempis to present the
period from 1957 to 1969 as perceived by participants
in the events described. This approach allows present
participants in the national program easily to put into
perspective policies that originated two decades ago. The
desires and objectives of the people who set forth the
policies initially can be compared with current motiva-
tions and rationales.

NOTES

1See James A. Glass, ‘“The National Historic Preservation Program,
1957 to 19697 (Ph.D. diss., Cornell University, 1987).
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Introduction

The program created in 1966 was not the first ven-
ture of the federal government in the field of historic
preservation. Some one hundred years before, the United
States War Department had assumed custody of bat
tlefields associated with the Revolutionary and Civil wars,
both to memorialize the conflicts and to protect the sites
from civilian encroachment. The settlement of the Amer-
ican West in the decades after the Civil War brought the
national government further into preservation activities.
Pot hunters and vandals aroused the concern of ar-
cheologists and other citizens interested in the prehistoric
ruins surviving in western states. Popular outcries over
the destruction of such remains on federal lands
stimulated Congress to pass the Antiquities Act of 1906,
which authorized the President to declare sites in the
public domain that were of great prehistoric, historic, or
natural value as national monuments. Such an action
placed the endangered artifacts under the protection of
the federal government?!

Most of the national monuments were placed in the
custady of the National Park Service when the park bu-
reau was created as part of the Department of the Inter-
jor in 1916. Thereafter, a second method of extending
federal protection to prehistoric and historic properties
was available to preservation advocates: persuading Con-
gress to acquire such sites and inclide them as parts
of the new National Park System. In 1933, President
Franklin D. Roosevelt considerably enlarged the Park
System by transferring to the Park Service most of the
historic battlefields and ferts that the War Department
had previously maintained?

The New Deal years of the 1930%s brought a further
expansion of preservation activities on the part of the Park
Service. A series of national historical parks commem-
orating the colonial and Revolutionary War periods of
American history were created in Virginia and New
Jersey, and the Historic American Buildings Survey was
launched under Service leadership to put the unemployed
architects of each state to work preparing measured draw-
ings and taking photographs of historic architecture.
Spurred by growing public interest, Congress established
in 1935 a national program for the preservation of historic
properties outside of the National Park System? The
Historic Sites Act of that year authorized the Park Ser-
vice to inaugurate surveys of nationally important historic
sites and to work cooperatively with other units of govern-
ment and private citizens to preserve such properties for

411

the “‘inspiration and benefit” of the American people?

After adoption of the 1935 law, the park bureau or-
ganized a Historic Sites Survey to inventory nationally
important historic places and recommend sites illustrating
significant historical themes in the American past for in-
clusion in the Park System. The Service also continued
operation of the Historic American Buildings Survey and
published state catalogs of historic architecture recorded
by the architects. The burst of preservation activity by
the federal government came to an end in 1942, as the
United States entered World War II and the budget of
the Park Service shrank. Following the end of the war
in 1945, the Park Service slowly resumed its peacetime
activities. Nevertheless, funds were insufficient 10 revive
either the Historic Sites Survey or the Historic American
Buildings Survey. Until the late 1950’s, the national
preservation program created in 1935 remained largely
dormant 5

Meanwhile, the conclusion of the war brought sweep-
ing changes to American sociely with implications for
historic properties outside the Park System. The natjonal
population expanded rapidly, as returning veterans set
off a *baby boom™ by getting married and beginning
families. The increasing numbers of households brought
a steadily growing demand for additional housing and
spawned countless new suburban residential tracts on
the outskirts of existing urban areas, {inanced with
mortgages guaranteed by the federal government. The
national economy also entered a “boom’™ period, as
American trade expanded throughout the world and con-
sumer demand at home brought forth many new
businesses producing both durable goods and luxuries$

The diversion of people from cities lo suburbs was ac-
companied by a corresponding decline in the vitality of
older residential neighborhoods and central business
districts. Physical decay appeared in communities across
the nation. At the same time, a rapid Increase in popular
mobility due to the growing use of automobiles led to
a desire on the part of many people for changes in the
layout of cities. Those who lived in suburbs or “*bedroom
communities’” wanted a quick way to travel between their
homes and downtown working places. City street patierns,
which had been laid out in a horse-drawn age, seemed
to foster constant traffic jams.

Automobiles and trucks also rapidly became the pre-
ferred modes of inter-city transportation for pleasure
travelers, business people, and shippers of commercial



and industrial goods. Advocates of better roads urged
that a national neiwork of highways be constructed that
would permit swift transit across the United States?

Alarmed by the decline in cities and anxious to adapt
urban areas and the countryside to meet the demands
of growth, private lobbyists, representatives of city and
state governments, and officials of federal agencies per-
suaded Congress and the administrations of presidents
Harry 8. Truman and Dwight D. Eisenhower to launch
ambitious federal programs. The new national activities
resulted in the destruction of many treasured historic
landmarks and aroused the resistance of preservationists,
who pressed for new preservation legislation.

Notes

'For a summary of the War Department’s role as custodian of
histaric military sites, see Charles B. Hosmer, Jr., Preservation Comes
of Age: From Williamsburg fo the Nutional Trust, 1926-1949. (Charlot-
tesville; University Press of Virginia for the Preservation Press, 1981},
i, pp. 471-74.

v

hid., pp. 474-77; 527-32.

41bid., pp. 493-576.

#5ce “Public Law 74.292 [Historic Sites Act],” United States
Statutes at Large, 49 (1935-1936), p. 666.

*Se¢ Barry Mackinlosh, The Historic Sites Survey and National
Historic Landmaris Program: A History {Washington, DC.: History
Division, National Park Service, 1985), pp. 4-33.

*See Mel Scont, American City Planning Since 1890 (Berkeley,
Calif.; University of California Press, 1969), pp. 415-513.

*Ernest Allen Connally alludes to the physical changes occurring
across post-war America in his essay, ““Origins of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 [lart [,” CRM Bulletin, 9, No. 1 (February,
1986), pp. 7-10.

Note Concerning Citations

Because this accounl is based on the author's doctoral disserta-
tion, citations {rom the larger work have been supplied in most of
the chapter notes, as an aid to those readers who wish to delve into
the episodes described in more detail, Copies of the dissertation may
be ordered {rom University Microfilms International, Inc., Ann Arbor,
Michigan 48106 (800-521-0600).




The Beginnings of a New
National Historic
Preservation Program,

1957 to 1969




James AL Efﬂ.i:'}

immediately. and local citizens soon voiced concern over
the destruction by highway projects of the scenic and
historie character of many communities. By 1958, objec-
tions were commanding national publicity. The New York
Times reported that 1o some preservabionists, the interstate
highway system had become *perhaps the most menacing
threat [to historic landmarks].™

The Housing Act of 1956. which authorized the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Agency (HHFA) 10 advance sums
o local redevelopment authorities for clearance of
municipal slums, acted as a catalvst for additional destruc-
tion of historic structures and neighborhoods. By the late
1950s the annual budget of the HHFA had risen w $343
million. a large portion of which was devoted 1o Urban
Renewal grants for the clearanee and redevelopment of
older urban arcas? Preservation advocates began 1o ques-
tion the use of renewal funds o demolish lange numbers
of urban landmarks, and Richard W. E. Perrin, an op-
ponent of the program. suggesied that the federal Urban
Renewal program seemed likely 1o follow the destructive
pattern of the highway construction effort?

Preservationosts in Levington, Kentucky, attempt to stop the
destruction by a redevelopment bulldozer of one of the oldes
butldings in the cirx, November, 19689, Courtesy, National Register
Branch, National Park Service {WASO),

As the real estate arm of the federal government, the
General Services Administration (GSA) was charged with
providing quarters for federal agencies throughout the na-
tion. Following World War 11, the GSA began to abandon
many nineteenth-century federal buildings and replace
them with new structures. By the end of the 19505, notahle
landmarks across the nation were threatened with aban-
donment and demaolition, including such monuments as

the Pension Building and the former Patent Office in
Washington, DI, the Si. Louis Post Office. and the former
San Francisco Mint. Local preserationists grew concerned
about an apparent lack of consideration for historical and
aesthetic values ai the GSA®

Hembers of the National Thust stand on the steps of the en-
dangered San Francisco Mint, October, 1962, Phowgraph by
Bamey Peterron, San Fruncesco Chroncle. Courfery, National

Trust for Histone Preservation.

The principal national organizations with preservation
mandates were unable o restrain the federally financed
destruction. The National Park Service had been charged
under the Historic Sites Act of 1935 with preserving for
public use historic sites, buildings, and objects of national
‘lwl'ﬁ{'ﬂ.nl’f" .\Ilf“-'f"'ﬂ}]i‘lf".‘ﬁ, II'If" 1|n|:ﬁ TS u.l’rll]'l_l{'d r{jr
preservation under the law was acquisition of a threaten-
ed property by the federal government. The addition of
such sites to the National Park System required acts of
Congress and often large expenses for acquisition, restora-
tion, and maintenance. By the 19505, it had become clear
that only small numbers of natonally imporant landmarks
or sites could be saved through inclusion in the system?

Under Conrad L. Wirth, who served as director from

1951 to 1963, the Park Service emphasized the rebuilding



Chapter 1
Antecedents to Legislation, 1957-1966

Three federal agencies in particular precipitated the
adoption of new historic preservation legislation. The
Bureau of Public Roads, the Housing and Home Finance
Agency! and the General Services Administration car-
riecd oul policies thal incurred opposition of preserva-
tionists across the United States. Lobbying by preserva-
tion advocates, logether with increasing public concern
over damage to the human envirenment, gradually cap-
tured the attention of both the executive branch and the

Congress, Three impulses toward legislation then pro-

;| e ~

- - -

National Park Serviee Washingson Office (WASO)L

duced proposals and the necessary political backing for
a new law,

The interstate highway system, requested by President
Dwight D. Eisenhower in 1956, won ready approval in
Congress. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of that vear au-
thortzed more than $31 billion o be spent in grants by
the Bureau of Public Roads (BPR) 1o state highway
departments for construction of a national network of
interstate and other public highwayvs? The impact of the
expenditures on the physical labric of cities was felt almost

il

Construction of an interstate highway interchange in Hartford, Connecticut, circa late 1960, Courtesy, National Register Branch,
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of its deteriorated facilities and acquisition of a limited
number of additional natural and histoncal sites. In 1956,
Wirth secured the approval of President Eisenhower and
Congress for Mission 66, a §] hillion, ten-year program
o finance the reconstruction and expansion of the National
Park System. As a part of the program, Wirth's historical
stafl persuaded him 1o revive on a modest scale the Hisoric
Sites Survey and Histone Amerncan Buildings Survey
(HABS)®

A new series of historical theme studies conducted by
Park Service regional histonans began in the late 1950s
The studies were intended o serve both as a j.tlllli*" L3
future acquisitions of historical parks and as an iven-
tory of nationally significant properies likely to remain

outside the National Park Svstem. In 1960, the Park Serv-
ice estnhlished a Registry of National Historie Landmarks
o recognize especially important sites and structures not
administered by the park bureau. Although the thrust of
the landmark program was 1o promote preservation of de-
signated properties, no sanctions could be brought against
an owner who demaolished or aliered a national landmark.
Meanwhile, under the leadership of veterun historical ar-
chitect Charles E. Peterson, summer teams of student ar-
chitects recorded early archilectural monuments of the
eastern states for the Historic American Buildings Survey.
The ebjective of the HABS was o provide a permanent
recond of the design and appeamnnee of historie buildings,

many of which were threatened with destrudion®

Helen ”nfm Bullock fthird from [=ft) t_fwaﬂul,r_' il a presen wlion conferenoe 'ilr-u--:v.-rnlf by the New York Sitate Council on the Arti,

January, 1966, thers present from the left are Jamies Marsion Fiich of Columbla University. Robert M. Anderson of Symcuse Unipersiny

Bemnd Foerster of Rensselaer Polvtechnic Institute, fohn B Hightower of the New York State Council on

the Arts, Harclay G Jones

u.,f' Cornell University, and Assembivman 5 William Green of New York City F'.ll||l.‘.--}_-rulra.".' by Marmin P Lasarus. Courtesy, National

Trust for Historie Preservation,
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Despite the creation of the Registry and the projects
mounted by the HABS, during Wirth's tenure the Park
Service operated an inward-looking preservation program,
in which activities that enhanced its own historical monu-
ments and parks were emphasized. In addition, the restric-
tion of the Historic Sites Survey to the study and designa-
tion of nationally important landmarks meant that con-
flicts over loss of historic properties and urban districts
of local or regional interest remained owside the purview
of the Park Servicel®

A second national preservation organization, the private
National Trust for Historic Preservation, had been char-
tered by Congress in 1949 to acquire and preserve sites
and structures of great historical or architectural value and
to promote public partictpation in historic preservation!!
Again, the sole means afforded 10 the Trust for presery-
ing properties was acquisition. With its funds coming whol-
" Iy from private donations, the preservation organization
was able to assume ownership of only a few structures)?

The Trust was more effective in serving as a “clearing-
house” for information about preservation and threais to
important landmarks, Helen Duprey Bullock, editor of the
Trust quarterly, Historic Preservation, wrote editorials aler-
ting members of the Trust to the destructive potential
represented by the federal highway construction program,
the Urban Renewal policy, and the abandonment of
historic federal buildings by the GSA. She also publish-
ed letters from members presenting local experiences with
the destruction occasioned by federally financed projects
and referred readers to articles in other periodicals
describing the problems faced by preservationists}?

Desperate to halt the use of federal funds to destroy
notable landmarks and whban areas, preservationists
turned to their representatives in Congress. Between 1957
and 1962, bills were submitted in each Congressional ses-
sion seeking to require agencies to consider historic sites
and structures in the planning of federally financed ac-
tivities. Several ideas with considerable merit emerged in
the legislative proposals introduced by Senator Ralph Yar-
barough of Texas and Congressmen Willard S. Curtin of
Pennsylvania, Henry S. Reuss of Wisconsin, and Harris
B. McDowell of Delaware!

In keeping with increasing public concern regarding
landmarks of local interest, one bill proposed that inven-
tories be conducted of historic properties important to states
and localities, as well as to the nation as a whole. Another
proposal would direct the Secretary of the Intertor to

publish lists of the inventoried properties and require
federal agencies to take into account these sites and struc-
tures when approving plans for construction projects. A
third stipulation found in several bills would require public
hearings to be held in the locale of a threatened property
or area in order to ascertain the merits of the site and the
degree to which its integrity was threatened by a project}s

Despite the introduction of growing numbers of such
preservation bills, the concept of protecting historie struc-
tures through new legislation found little support in either
the executive or legislative branches of the federal govern-
ment, The National Park Service itself, absorbed in
carrying out Mission 66, recommended that the
Fisenhower administration oppose bills requiring the
Department of the Interior to assume a role in the pres-
ervation of historic properties not of national significance.
In addition, the targets of the proposals, such as the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Agency and General Services
Administration, termed the bills unduly burdensome, With
the Eisenhower administration opposed to enactment of the
preservation legislation, the Interior subcommitiees in Con-
gress did not even bother to hold hearings an the bills.!5

After 1960, popular sentiment arose for intervention
by the federal government to protect the natural “environ-
ment,” which had become threatened by uncontrolled in-
dustrial and commercial growth. The new administration
of President John E. Kennedy sensed the increasing public
desire for federal action, and Secretary of the Interior

. Stewart L. Udall led successful efforts to create a Land

and Water Conservation Fund, from which grants could
be made to the states for conservation and recreation pur-
poses. Udall, writing a widely circulated book, The Quiet
Crisis, and speaking across the United States!” hecame
an outspoken advocate for conservation.

At the same time, several writers called into question
the effectiveness of the federal Urban Renewal program
and criticized the design of new construction in American
cities since World War L. Jane Jacobs in the Death and
Life of Great American Cities and Martin Anderson in The
Federal Bulldozer attacked the fatlure of federal redevel-
opment policies to revitalize urban areas. In God’s Own
Junkyard, architect and journalist Peter Blake bitingly con-
demned the lack of aesthetic considerations observed in
both public and private development projects. Blake drew
particular atiention to the importance of older architec-
tural landmarks in providing an attractive character for
American cities}®
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Secretary of the Interior Stewart L. Udall speaking in 1966
Photograph by Jack E. Bouche; National Park Service Photo-
graphic Collection, Springfield, Viginia

Implicit in several of the writings was the view that man-
marde historic sites and structuns were part of the human
environment and frequently just as worthy of preserva-
tion as unspoiled natural features. This broad concept of
environmental conservation dominated the discussions al
a Seminar on Preservation and Restoration sponsored by
the National Trust and Colonial Williamsburg Foundation
in 1963, Preservationists al the seminar eriticized the
clearance policies of local redevelopment authorities across
the United States and drew up a statement urging the Ur-
ban Renewal Administration of the HHFA 10 encourage
the conservation of whole urban areas possessing impor-
tant historical or architectural elements!*

Beginning in 1964, three impulses toward the ercation
of a new national |!h'H‘n'elli:rll PrOgriim arnese in PUSMM
to a swelling of popular concern and interest. The im-
pulses came from the administration of President Lyndon
B. Johnson, the National Park Servier, and the Hains Com-
mittee, a private study group. Of prime importance was
the impetus provided by Johnson, who became President
in late 1963. The new chiel executive continued the

popular natural conservation policy of the Kennedy ad-
ministration. and his wife, Lady Bird Johnson, adopted
the protection of natural beauty as one of her principal
interests. Through the influence of Mrs. Johnson, the Presi
dent decided 1o emphasize preservation of the unspoiled

0 i (]
emvironment as one ol his !!rl-l“‘l}.l‘il.l l!'-"llll"‘-“'-' P“lll st

Lady Bird Johnion presents a Nanonal Hisene landmark

designation cerfificate to Gordon Grax, Chairman of the National
Thast, Augnust, 1964,

In 1964, Johnson appointed a task force to report on
the preservation of natural beauty. The panel, which in-
l'h'll"ll l'liii{'h 'J[ [l‘lh'lill L lli!lr J"lrFlﬂ.“T‘l as “"'” s :“I"
vocales of natural conservation, urged in its recommen-
dations that a joint, federal-state program bir estabilished
in historic preservation. The Department of the Interior
through the National Park Service should coordinate com-
pletion of a comprehensive inventory of historic sites and
structures important in states and localities. To protect
significant properties and areas, o governmental boand
should be nstituted with the puwer o velo fedeial Exper-
ditures for projects that would result in the destruction
of such properties. The sk force also suggested that mat-
ching federal funds be provided for the National Trust,
in order to increase the effectiveness of the private
organization®!

In February 1965, the President sent a "Mr*ﬂ-;!gr on
Natural Beauty' to Congress, drown largely from the
recommendations of the presidential task foree. Johnson



observed that an increasing amount of preservation ac-
tivity was occurring throughout the United States and that
preservalionists were objecting to the loss of historic struc-
tures. He pledged that his administration would assist local
efforts in preservation and recommended that legislation
be adopted authorizing federal grants o local governments
for the acouisition, development, and maintenance of
private historic properties. Also, the National Trust should
be encouraged and supported. To further discussion of
the points raised in his message, the President announe-
ed that he would call a2 White House Conference on
Natural Beauty in the spring of 196532

Gordon Gray standing with his wife, Nancy, in the entry to the
San Frunciseo Mint, October, 1962, Photograph by Bamiey Peter
son. =an Franceoo Chronicle. Cowrteny Nanonal Thea for Hessonic

Preservation,

With the First Lady opening the proceedings, the con-
ferenee took place in Washington on May 24 and 25, The
Townscape panel at the meeting considered the preser-
vation aspects of environmental eonservation and under
the prodding of Gordon Gray, chairman of the board of
trustees of the National Trust, adopted recommendations
for a national preservation policy®?* Gray urged that a
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survey be created to iventory “landmarks of all types
and grades of historie, architectural, and unique com-
munity value™ and asserted that machinery to veto fedeml
expenditures resulting in destruction of landmarks was
essential. In addition, the national government should pro-
vide loans or matching grants 1o state and local author-
ities for preservation activities and subsidies o the Trust2

Simultaneous with efforts
of the Johnson administra-
tion, a second impulse

toward new legislation was
taking shape within the Na-
tional Park Service. In
1963, Secretary Udall had
appointed George B. Hart-
zog, Jr., 1o succeed Wirth
as director of the Service™
When Hartzog assumed
office in January 1964, he

Ceorge B Hartzog, Jo, cima
1964, National Park Service
photograph. Cowrtesy, Neional
Puark Service Photographic Col-

began o search for ways in
which the park burean
could expand its influence
in fields related to its man-

lection, Springfield. Vingnia.

dates. One such field was
historic preservation. As already noted, under Wirth the
Park Service had concentrated its efforts on rebuilding
and augmenting the National Park System. Outside the
system, the preservation activities of the bureau had been
limited 1o designating nationally significant sites, strue-
tures, objects, and districts as National Historic Landmarks
and recording historie buildings through the HABS, Hant-
zog, in contrast, wanted the Service 1o assume a ]l'uding
role in the preservation movement, which increasingly was
turning its attention to the conservation of properties im-
portant to states and localities?®

Late in January, Hartzog asked Bernard R. Meyer, the
solicitor of the Park Service, whether the bureau could
provide financial assistance to the states for preservation
projects of regional or local interest, Mever replied that
under the Historic Sites Act of 1935, the Service might
furnish grants to the states for preserving properties of
national historical significance, but not for sites and struc-
tures of state or local importance??

The director shelved the matter until the middle of 1964,
when Ronald F. Lee, the senior authority on historic pre-
servation in the Park Serviee, urged him to reclaim the
primacy the bureau had enjoved in the preservation




movement before the 1960:2% Lee, who had spent more
than thirty years as an administrator associsted with the
history and presenvation programs of the bureau, was con-
cerned that historic preservation was diminishing in im-
portance in the Park Service. Knowledgeable preserva-
tion administrators and professionals were retiring, and
siccessars were not being developed rapidly enough. In
addition, recent reorganizations had diluted the identity
of the Service divisions that handled preservation mat-
ters outside the Park System, resulting in confusion among
preservationists seeking help?®

Hartzog responded by
appointing Lee o head a
commitiee of senior Park
Service administrators that
would examine the prob-
lems and recommend
remedies™ As background
information, Lee sent the
director in September a
drafi report that he had
helped prepare for the Na-

Ronald E lee, ciren early
1960s. Photograph by Abbie
Rowee, National Park Service.
Courtesy. Natiwnal Park Ser-
ice Photwographic Collection,
Springfield, Vinginia.

tional Trust on *Principles
and Guidelnes for Historice
Presenation in the United
States.” The report, which
wits 1o be distributed 1o the
public &= a Trust leaflet,
stressed the dislocating effect of large-scale urban change
on the character of American cities and drew attention
to changes in the nature of the preservation movement
itself. Once limited to retaining notable historic landmarks
as museums, the movement now soughl 1o preserve ar-
chitectural and acsthetic values as well as historical
elements. Increasingly, preservationists were endorsing
adaptation of historic structures o “living.” contemporary
uses as the best means of preservation. Activists were re-
defining historic preservation in terms of environmentul
conservalion. The movement was changing swiftly, and
the Park Service was losing wuch with current ideas ow-
side the federal government?!

In December 1964, Lee submitted the report of his
committee (o the director, calling for the Department of
the Interior and the Park Service o re-assent their leader-
ship in the preservation movement “as part of contem-
porary conservation.’ The bureau should expand its
historical services and activities outside the National Park

System as rapidly as funds and personnel could be
secured. To increase its effectiveness, the Serviee should
consolidate the scattered members of its preservation stafl
in a single organizational unit?

Under the stimulus of the Lee's reports, Harteog asked
the Division of History Studies in the park bureau 1w draw
up scenarios under which the Service could become ac-
tive in historic preservation al the local level, using the
authority of existing law. During the [all of 1964, Robert
M. Utlev, the new chief of the division, prepared several
draft papers and analvses suggesting that the Park Serv-
e participate in Jocal preservation efforts through coopera-
tion with other federal agencies that could provide finan-
cial assistance®® Under one proposal, the Service would
advise the states on how to carry out preservation proj-
ects financed by the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation of the
Department of the Interior. Under another, the park bureau
would advise local redevelopment authorities receiving
assistance from the Urban Renewal Administration on the
preservation of historic structures in renewal areas.
Although none of Utley's proposals went further than
discussion, several of his ideas re-emerged later™

President Johnson's
Message on Natural Beauty
in February 1965 offered
an - opportunity for the
Department of the Interior
and the Park Service o
assume an expanded role
in historic  preservation.
Shortly afterward, Secre-
tary Udall directed the
Service to draft legislation
authorizing grants to local
authorities that would help

Robert M. Utley in 1967, Cour-
ey, Robert M. Litlen: them preserve  “private
landmarks of beauty and history”” Early in September
1965, the History Swudies stafl and the legal division of
the Service completed work on a bill that would suthaorize

matching federal grants to the states for historic preserva-
lion activities?s

In writing the drall legislation, Utley and his colleagues
borrowed features from the system previously developed
by the Bureau of Ouidoor Recreation for making recreation
grants to the stales® Under the bill, the federal govern-
ment would finance a survey in each state conducted by
the state historical society or a similar agency. Each
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imventory would be based on the standards and procedures
used by the Historic Sites Survey of the Park Service in
inventorying properties of national significance. Each state
would then prepare a comprehensive, statewide preser-
vation plan drawn [rom the results of the survey. Once
approved by the Seeretary of the Interior, the plan would
serve as the guide for federal grants to the state for ac-
quiring, preserving, and developing public or private
historic properties. Sites and structures of importance to
regions, states, and localities, as well as those of national
significance, would be eligible for financial assistance”

The Park Service also drafied in September 1965 o
bill providing for matching grants to the National Trust.
Assistance to the private organization was not to exceed
$2 million in any one fiscal vear. Soon after the two grant
hills were finished, the third impulse toward legislation
pushed both proposals into the background 38

The last impulse was sparked by two men: Laurance
G. Henderson, a housing lobbyist, and Carl Feiss, a city
planner and preservationist?® In 1964, Representative
Albert M. Rains, chairman of the House Subcommitiee
on Housing, decided 1o retire. Rains told Henderson, a
friend, that he was interested in pursuing a project of public
interest after leaving office. Henderson then approached
Feiss, who was a trustee of the National Trust, and sug-
gested that Rains head a special study of historie preser-
vation, a topic of growing popular interest. The two men
decided that the former Congressman should lead a non-
partisan, blue-ribbon commitiee, which would visit Europe
to examine preservation activities abroad and produce a
report presenting the need for preservation in the United
States*®

After Rains agreed to the idea, Henderson and Feiss
visited several foundations during the summer and carly
fall of 1965 1o seek funds for underwriting the activities
of the proposed committee. At first no foundation would
entertain their proposal, which appeared vague and lacked
the endomsement of established institutions. Finally,
Henderson persuaded the United States Conference of
Mayors to creale a Special Committee on Historic Pres-
ervation that would take the tour and produce a report.
The Ford Foundation then agreed to underwrite the prog-
ect, and Henderson, Rains, and Feiss recruited members
for the commiltee?!

On the advice of Robert R, Garvey, Jr, executive direcior
of the National Trust*? the impresarios of the project asked

the heads of federal agencies involved in financing con-
struction projects or pursuing preservation activities lo serve
as ex officio members. The
administrator of the Gen-
eral Services Administra-
tion and the Secretaries of
the Departments of the In-
terior, Housing and Urban
Development, and Com-
merce readily agreed to
participate** Rains and
Henderson also asked peo-
ple with influential political
connections 1o serve on the
panel, including Senator
Edmund S. Muskie of
Maine; Congressman
William B. Widnall of New
Jersey: Governor Phillip
Holl of Vermont: former
Mavor Raymond R.
Tucker of St Louis: and Gordon Gray, chairman of the
National Trust*

In preparation for the committee’s trip abroad, Feiss
made a list of monuments and preservation activities Ut
the Eroup should sec. 'l;nr\r_v. who had Iu.'lprd the pre-
vious June o found the International Council on Monu-
ments and Sites in Warsaw, Poland, set up meetings with
leading spokesmen for historic preservation. Henderson
served us director of the committee and orchestrated ar-
rangements for the trp, assisted by Casey Ireland, an aide
to Congressman Widnall. In late Oclober and carly
November, the special commiltee, or Rains Committee,
as it soon became known, visited eight European coun-
trics with notable records in preservation

It soon became clear that the national governments in
Europe had assumed the principal responsibility for
preserving and restoring their physical heritage. George
Hartzog. who represented Secretary Udall on the trip, later
recalled that seeing the war-damaged sections of Euro-
pean cities rebuilt and restored under public auspices per-
suaded the committee that the federal government in the
United States had to participate in preservation efforts.
Private enterprise alone could not afford w0 preserve the
historic features of American cities*®

Robert R. Garvex, Jr, in 1967
Photograph by Dunlop, Wash-
ington, DC. Courtexy. Robert R.
Garvey, Jr

e, | e
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Several weeks after returning from Europe, the Rains
Committee met in New York City and approved recom-
mendations drafted by Feiss and Casey Ireland for a new
national preservation program in the United States. Dur-
ing December Feiss collaborated with Helen Bullock, the
National Trust’s editor, and a small clerical staff in as-
sembling o book containing essavs, photographs, and the
committee report. With Heritage So Rich, the handsomely
maounted result of their efforts, arrived in Washington from
the publisher at the end of January 1966. With a fore-
word by Lady Bird Johnson, essays on the varied nature
of the physical heritage of America, and attractive
pholographic plates, the new volume commanded m-
mediate public attention

In its report, the Rains Committee recommended that
the federl Eovernmeni tnke an active role in historic [pres-
ervation. In doing so, the government should embrace a

(rovdon Grax, Senator Edmund 5. Muskie, and Albert M. Rains
leave a conference attended by the Rains Commirttee in London,
I‘-'I'J'u:‘.»r"r. 155, f’flu!r.l_].".rrllrah Ilr'r Kirbvert H. 'Ifulll.l"rﬁ_ _,Fr f.-uu.rlrn,

Yarional Thuse _|I'.-'|: Histone Preservation.

1\ | ‘5 wﬂ

,.,"' -
. -
Mre Robert R. (Nancy) Garvey, Je, Ronald F Lee, and Carl Fein fleft to right), about 1o cross the English Channel, October 1965,

I’Ilmtup'uph by Robert K Ganey, Jr Covrtery, Robert Carpex
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“new preservation” that could keep pace with the swifl
changes in Amencan society. Such a pobicy should acknow-
bedge the importiunce of architecture, destgn, and acstheties
and emphasize the conservation of arcas and districts that
contained specinl meaning for each community*®

The committee advocated estublishing a  National
Register of historie sites and structures, which would serve
as a master list of all properties discovered through in-
ventory and survey programs. To assist those involved in
rn.ll\irl;: decisions r|1.u 1|”‘l‘1 1r'|| lt]~1||| W siles l|j:|1| slruciunes,
the Hr'],[b[rl wotlld be divided into three ¢ alegones ol um
ponance, MNENE rom prme national monuments of gream
‘..I|.'Ilr L hl*-1|r||| |l|'|||n'|1|r'- of |||-|.._|r interest. Al II,"I;..#'\.
1r|-.i-.|--m ", Iil-' lr.lrlr'l L ! 1|II'|IH|'F|t1r'|i rh.u I|'h1nl||~|1||l|l'. lir
the Register be given to the National Park Service, and
that the park bureau be authorized 1o make grants 1o state
and local governments for carrving out inventory efforts.
The Park Service would also Emhh-]l and distribute the
National Register. To pssist presenation activities, the com
mittee recommended that federal government make mat-

ching grants to public agencies for the acquisition and

Jumes A, Glaw

preservation of historie structures and that easting federal
housing loan programs be expanded o assist privale groups
and individuals in acquiring and rehabilitating historic
properties. In addition, tax relief should be afforded 1o the
private owners who undertook restoration of landmarks*"

As a result of the continuing outery over federlly finane-
ed destruction of histonic oS, n~|1n'-|'ll.li':i in the
deliberations of the Rains Commitiee by Gray and Garvey
of the National Trust, the |hH1I'] recommended several ae-
tions. A national preservation policy board, the Advisory
Council on Historie Preservation, should be ereated and
include representatives of federd agencies, state and local
governments, and privile preservation and urban llﬂl'lrrp-
ment organizations. The council would drw up policies
and guidelines for resolving preservation conlflicts involy-
ing federal projects and advise the President and Con-
gress on preservation malters. To afford additional pro-
tection for historie properties, the Rains Commiltee urg-
ed that federal agencies be required o ascertain the loca-
non and status of such sites and structures before -

ceeding with or Approving l{r'l.r'llr|1t|:||'r11 projects?®

Participants in the Rains Committee trip observe restoration work in the courtyard of the Hotel de Sully, Pans, November, 1965,

ann left o .r:|!l-|r|]'_ Ronald F [ee: Gillis ’-rrlg distans o the [hirector ._-." the ”._f.’f: P i Economis ”‘Hfmr'rm:rh: j:.l.'llﬂ _|‘ Gonther Fouey live

Director of the LS Conference of Mayor; Walter I Pozen, Special Asisiant to Secreiary Udall of the Inierior; Senator Edmund
b 'IF||-.er_ u.'n-.lI f_urll Feuss f'u‘]ul'q-_;_’l'lrflfl by H:.-f:l-'.r:r H “—!’.I-"‘ L _.Il-'. i';uln."'ll'fl'n. H'-"l-'f” [.l.'ﬂ-l"l i
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The Rains Committer party prepares to embark on a i

.f’fru_'rrr.'.'l '\"J".l waliar ar the Wictenma and t!'"-'.'.'n”lf'.'lf" Thieiran o the United Nanions Econom

(UNESCOY: a Dutch mude: and Lourance G, Hendeson, Due

Robert (rarvex

The influence of several individuals was paramount in
q r"_ra-r,1H|,:|n;: and directing the "”l""l""" that were building
toward '.Hrlj-:”"w‘-l'lru| !1';11‘-'-'”'”' at the end of 1965, Lady
Bird Johnson persuaded her husband w0 emphasize the
preservation of natural beauty, including histone preses
vation, in his domesti |--;_-'|n|.1||u- program Gaordon Gray
and Robert R, Garveyv, Jr., of the National Trust made
sure in both the White House Conference on Natural Beau
ty and the activities of the Rams Committee that protes
tion of histor properies rom federally financed proy
» B Hart

p‘:lli_‘,' _Ij__ .i|||i Hl-ll._1||1 I |r1' .In]_'|.;'r'|'=--l'\.1'|\. ‘-lr'-tl_'lﬂ Ty SRy

erls wWias l'|r'|}l.|:.|_‘|:l_|-'l'r1 Al the P.ﬂk SEvoe, Lerof

Imenl 1§|r' 1|||.r' nillw |r.i|'|-. Illlll'._iu i I|'|1 Fqlru'n,i'l:u!l [RITHLL
menit, |||H| Huiu'ﬂ ‘||.1, Litley «Il]llllri'ni many ol fhr' |11r'.|.--
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wir of canals in Amsterdam, November 1965, From Lot o nehe, Himdhs I.lun_,l'r.-;'_,-,_

Sociad, and Cultwral Onpanisation

vtor of the Comumiliee f'."l:-.‘:-.'_'.'l.'_.‘n": by Roberi R. Garvex, Je Courtesx

of the Interior, Finally, Laurance G, Henderson and Carl
Feise sensed that a propinous moment for preservalion
had arrved and instigated establishment of the Rains Com-
mittee, which proved 1o be a suitable vehicle for bringing
together all of the parties who would have 10 concur on

the provisions ol a new prescrvalion Lagwe,

In 1965 the Hiusing and Home Finance
Department of Housing and Urban Development
e U3 Year Higdhvauy
val. 12 (Washington, [ Congressional Quanerly News Features

0N

Program,” Congressaonal (haarierfy Al

1956), pp
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| Chapter 2
The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

Although the Johnson administration, National Park
Service, and Rains Committee were now agrced that there
should be legislation, each was pursuing a slightly dif-
ferent objective. The administration desired to encourage
a popular activity through grants to the states. The Park
Service wanled to enhance its position in the preserva-
tion movement through a grants-in-aid program. The
Rains Committee was seeking primarily to curb destruc-
tive actions financed by federal agencies. During 1966,
bills were introduced, modified, and combined, as each
parly strove to have its objective emphasized in the legisla-
tion and features amended that it did not favor.

The administration acted first. On February 23, 1966,
President Johnson promised in a message to Congress
that he would recommend a program of matching grants
for historic preservation to the states and the National
Trust! A few days later, Secrelary of the Interior Udall
transmitted a preservation bill endorsed by the admini-
stration to the House of Representatives and the Senate.
Introduced on March 7 as Senate Bill 3035 (5. 3035)
and House Bill 13491 (H. R. 13491), the measure re-
sembled the state grants proposal drafted the previous
September by the Park Service. S, 3035-H. R. 13491
would likewise establish a program of matching grants
to the states, beginning with the financing of a statewide
historic sites survey and conlinuing with assistance for
the preparation of a comprehensive preservation plan.
Matching grants would then be made to the states for
the acquisition, preservation, and development of historic
properties in non-federal ownership?

The principal new provisions of the administration bill
were borrowed from the report of the Rains Commitiee.
The Secretary of the Interior would be authorized to
“mnaintain a national register of sites, buildings, and ob-
jects significant in American history and culture” and
to make matching grants to the National Trust® The bill
did not provide for the protection of historic properties
from federally financed actions, indicating that the main
interest of the administration and Department of the In-
terior lay in stimulating preservation through grants-in-aid.

Members of the Rains Commitiee also began in Feb-
ruary to pursue enactment of their legislative agenda.
Laurance G. Henderson arranged for a copy of With
Heritage So Rich (o be placed on the desk of every Sen-
ator and Congressman. He then asked the Imterior
Department to draft a preservation bill containing the
Rains Committee proposals that fell within the jurisdic-
tion of the National Park Service. At the same hme,
Henderson requested that the Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) draft a measure based
on the recommendations in With Heritage So Rich for
preservation grants to municipalities, loans for private
rehabilitations, and other features related to housing and
Urban Renewal?

On March 17, 1966, two members of the Rains Com-
mittee, Senator Edmund S. Muskie and Congressman
William B. Widnall, introduced the Interior and hous-
ing bills of the committee. The Rains Interior proposal,
5. 3098-H. R. 13972, contained similar provisions lo
those in the administration bill for making grants to the
states and National Trust and creating a National Register.
Unlike S. 3035-H. R. 1394}, the Rains measure also
provided for protection. The head of any federal agency
having jurisdiction over a proposed project would be re-
quired to take into account the effect of such an activity
on any nationally significant property included in the Na-
tional Register?

The Rains housing bill was intreduced as 5. 3097-H.R.
137990. Tule 1 was chiefly concerned with authorizing
preservation grants-in-aid to municipalities and making
changes in existing Urban Renewal and housing laws to
allow more favorable treatment of historic properties. Title
I was derived from the recommendation of With Heritage
Se Rich that called for the establishment of a *“National
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.” Under Senate
Bill 3097, such a council would be established and com-
posed, like the Rains Committee itself, of the heads of
the principal federal agencies involved in historic pres-
ervation, as well as state and local governmental officials
and private citizens. The advisory body would develop
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and recommend policies for preservation at the federal,
state, and local levels®

With vigorous lobbying by Albert M. Rains, Senator
Muskie, and Congressman Widnall, the House and Sen-
ate gave rapid consideration to the housing bill of the
Rains Committee? In March and April, the Housing Sub-
commitiees of both chambers held hearings on S
3097-H.R. 13790, and during the summer of 1966, the
two panels reported favorably on the provisions in Title
[ involving Urban Renewal and grants to municipalities?

Iy contrast, the Interior hills, S. 3035-H.R. 13491 and
S. 3098-H.R. 13792, became stalled in the House
Interior Committee, Chairman Wayne N. Aspinall, a Col-
orado Congressman chiefly interested in mining and graz-
ing rights, did not consider the measures vital and made
no move to schedule hearings. The administration was
unwilling io put pressure on Aspinall to consider the bills,
and Rains, Muskie, and Widnall lacked influence with
members of the Interior panel. Finally, Gordon Gray of
the National Trust asked Senator Henry M. Jackson, a
personal friend and chairman of the Senate Interior Com-
mittee, to hold a hearing on the bills immediately. Jackson
agreed, and a hearing was set for June 8, 19667

In preparation for the Senate hearing, Robext M. Utley
of the Park Service Division of History Studies drafted
a prospectus describing how the park bureau would
administer the preservation program envisioned in the
administration hiil. Utley stated that the Park Service
would prompily establish the National Register and set
forth criteria for evaluating properties for inclusion. Any
property listed in the Register would be deemed worthy
of preservation. As a suggestion of the kind of criteria
that could be used in the program, Utley aitached to the
prospectus a copy of the twelve conditions used by the
Park Service’s Historic Sites Survey to evaluate national
historical significance!® .

Each state desiring 1o participate in the new program
would designate a responsible agency, possibly the state
historical society, to carry out the responsibilities assumed
by the state. The Park Service would furnish the states
with guidelines for organizing, financing, and conduci-
ing the statewide surveys and for preparing the com-
prehensive preservation plans. The states would list in
their plans those historic properties that merited
assistance through federal grants. The Park Service would
then review and approve the plans as the basis for
distributing matching preservation grants.

Armed with Utley’s prospectus, George B. Hartzog, Jr.,
appeared as the witness of the Department of the In-
terior at the Senate hearing. Senator Jackson did not ob-
ject to the federal government making preservation grants,
but he asked for assurance that standards would be
established that permitied only “truly qualified” pres-
ervation projects to receive assistance. The director of
the Park Service assured him that eriteria comparable
to those used in the Historic Sites Survey would be in-
stituted for the selection of properties to be included in
the National Register!?

Gray also testified at the hearing. Drawing on testimony
prepared by Robert R. Garvey, Jr., and the Trust staff,
he pressed Jackson to provide in Senate Bill 3035 for
the protection of historic properties from federally fi-
nanced destruction. Gray propused ihat the commitiee
adopt the provision in the Rains housing bill for an Ad-
visory Council on Historic Preservation. The committee
chairman readily agreed that coordination of the activities
of federal agencies was needed and asked Frank E.
Harrison, an attorney from the Park Service, for his opin-
ion? Harrison endorsed the creation of the council and
suggested that the administration measure also include
the section in the Rains Interior bill requiring federal
agencies to take into account historic sites before approv-
ing projects.t4

Jackson then expressed doubt that the requirement of
the Rains Interior bill would be effective. Nothing in the
section would prevent an agency from declaring that it
had considered the effect of an activity when it had not
done so. The chairman told the witnesses that the provi-
sion should have “some tecth in it.” Accordingly, with
the concurrence of Gray and the Park Service, Jackson
directed the staff of the committec 1o draft an amend-
ment to Senate Bill 3035 stating that the head of a federal
agency could not proceed with any change to a historic
building or site that had been included in the National
Register!s

On July 7, 1966, the Senate Interior Commitiee re-
ported an amended version of the administration bill to
the {full Senate. The bill now consisted of two titles—I
providing for the Secretary of the Interior to make grants
to the states for surveys, plans, registration, and preser-
vation projects and II creating an Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation. Title I also contained Section 106,
which directed the heads of federal agencies to report
to the Advisory Council any assisted project that affected
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properties listed in the National Register. No federal funds
were to be spent on such a project for sixty days after
the council was notified 1¢

Shortly before the Senate Interior Committee reported
Senate Bill 3035, the Johnsen administration expressed
its opposition to the protective provisions of the bill, In
a letter to Senator Jackson, Wilfred H. Rommel of the
Bureau of the Budget objected to the establishment of
an advisory council and to the sixty-day waiting period
required in Section 106. Not adamant in opposing the
council, Rommel only voiced a belief that such a body
was unnecessary. On the other hand, he told Jackson
that the proposed delay could “seriously interfere’” with
the execution of important federal programs. Instead, he
suggested that the heads of federal agencies be required
to seek the advice of the Advisory Council regarding proj-
ects that affected historic properties. The Interior Com-
mittee took no action on Rommel’s request, but included
his letter as an appendix to the report of the panel!?

On July 11, the Senate passed Senate Bill 3035, and
advocates of the legislation were able to persuade
Chairman Aspinall of the House Interior Committee and
Chairman Roy Taylor of the House Subcommittee on Na-
tional Parks and Recreation to schedule hearings. At the
subcommittee hearing on July 15, much of the discus-
sion cenlered on the protective provisions of the measure.
The stafl of the panel asked Hartzog, again the witness
for the Interior Department, whether actions directly au-
thorized by Congress, such as military construction and
the erection of federal buildings, or activities licensed
by federal agencies, such as the construction of dams,
would be subject to the requirements of Section 106,
Hartzog declared that such undertakings would prob-
ably be exempt. Gray, who testified for the National Trust,
disagreed with the director of the Park Service. Gray told
the panel that Section 106 should apply to all situations
in which federal funds or licenses were involved '8

The full House Interior Committee filed its report on
Senate Bill 3035 at the end of August. The panel made
several amendments to the bill, most of them dealing with
protection. Persuaded by Gray’s testimony, the commit-
tee retained the broad authority of the Advisory Council
o review federally financed actions and extended the
scope of Section 106 to include licenses issued by federal
agencies. Heeding Rommel’s earlier recommendation,
the panel amended the protective section to require

federal agencies to afford the Advisory Council a “rea-
sonable opportunity’” to comment on undertakings.!?

The committee also responded to lobbying by Hart-
zog and designated the director of the National Park Serv-
ice as executive director of the Council. Hartzog therefore
emerged from the committee hearings with control for
the Park Service of all aspects of the national program
envisioned in the amended bill—surveys, plans, registra-
tion, grants, and protection.

Opposition by conservative Congressmen prevented ap-
proval of Senate Bill 3035 when its floor managers
brought it up for action by the House of Representatives
in mid-September. Referred to the Rules Committee, the
measure langunished until Gray intervened with Chair-
man Howard W. Smith and asked him as a personal favor
to allow the bill to be considered again. In early October,
the measure passed the House, and the Senate agreed
to the House amendments. On October 15, 1966, Presi-
dent Johnson signed Public Law 89-665, which became
known as the National Historic Preservation Act2?

The preamble of the new law declared that the
historical and cultural past of the nation should be
preserved as “‘a living part” of community life in order
to “‘give a sensc of orientation to the American people.”
Title 1 authorized the Secretary of the Interior to expand
and maintain a National Register of districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects significant in American
history, architecture, archeclogy, and culture. The title
also allowed the Secretary to grant matching funds to the
states to assist them in conducting statewide surveys of
historic sites and in preparing comprehensive preserva-
tion plans. The plans were to serve as the basis in each
state for matching grants to help in the acquisition, pres-
ervation, and development of historic properties. Federal
funds were also authorized for the National Trust to assist
the private organization in carrying out its mandates?!

Section 106 of Title T required the heads of federal
agencies that financed or licensed projects to take into
account the effect of the undertakings on any properties
included in the National Register, prior to approving the
expenditure of funds or issuing licenses. The Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation was to be allowed a
reasonable opportunity to comment on such projects??

Title 11 of the act created the Advisory Council, which
was to consist of the administrators of six federal agencies;
the chairman of the National Trust; and ten, non-federal
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members appointed by the President?? Section 202
directed the Council to advise the executive and legislative
branches of the national government on historic preser-
vation matters; encourage public and private participa-
tion in preservation; recommend studies on national, state,
and local preservation policies; furnish guidelines to assist
state and local governments in drafting preservation
legislation; and encourage training and education in the
preservation field. The director of the National Park Ser-
vice was designated as executive director of the Council 24

Passage of the National Historje Preservation Act un-
doubtedly occurred in part because of its endorsement
by President Johnson as part of his domestic legislative
program. During the mid-1960s, Congress adopled many
presidential bills aimed at improving conditions in
American society. The preservation bill also attracted
Congressional support as a measure aimed at preserv-
ing the national heritage. The legislators were aware of
iticreasing popular interest in conserving historic land-
marks and of public disquiet over the damaging affects
of federally financed construction activities.

Nevertheless, despile the popular appeal of Senate Bill
3035, the bill would not have become law and assumed
its final form without the determined lobbying of several
people. Members of the Rains Committee, especially
Chairman Albert M. Rains, Senator Edmund 5. Muskie,
and Congressman William B. Widnall, influenced mem-
bers of the House and Senate to support preservation
legislation. Gordon Gray of the National Trust won & hear-
ing for the Interior bills through his appeal to Senator
Henry M. Jackson and persuaded the Senate Interior
chairman to include protective provisions in the legisla-
tion, George B. Hartzog, Jr., working *‘behind the scenes”
with the members and staffs of both the Senate and House
Interior Committees, enlisted votes for the bill and en-
sured that the Park Service would play a dominant role
in the scenario being established. Staff people, in par-
ticular Robert R. Garvey, Jr., of the National Trust and
Robert M. Utley of the Park Service, supplied points for
Gray and Hartzog to emphasize in their testimonies at
the Congressional hearings. Even after all of the lobby-
ing, Senate Bill 3035 would have died in September if
Gray had not again intervened to secure another hear-
ing for the measure in the House.
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Chapter 3

The Park Service Devises Standards and Procedures

for the New Program, 1966-1967

When President Johnson signed the National Historic
Preservation Act on October 15, 1966, the National Park
Service was suddenly faced with the challenge of creating
a mechanism for administering a new preservation pro-
gram. The Secretary of the Interior delegated to the Serv-
ice responsiblity under Title 1 of the law for preparing
criteria, standards, and procedures to guide the states
in surveying and registering historic places, preparing
preservation plans, and carrying out acquisition, pres-
ervation, and development projects! During the nine
months that followed, the Park Service devised criteria,
standards, and procedures that still serve as the basis
for state participation in the national program.

Early in November 1966, George B. Hartzog, Jr., asked
four sentor administrators of the Park Service to set forth
a plan for executing the legislation? Led by veteran
historian Ronald F. Lee, the administrators recommended
that a Historic Preservation Task Force be formed to
devise criteria, standards, and procedures for making
grants-in-aid to the states. They also suggested that the
legal division of the park bureau draft a letter for the
Secretary of the Inlerior to send to the governors of the
states and territories, requesting that liaisons for the new
program be appointed. Lastly, the administrators sub-
mitted to Hartzog a list of possible nominees for the non-
federal seats on the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation?

James M. (“Mike’”) Lambe, a Park Service attorney,
drafted the letter to the governors. Lambe emphasized
the cooperative nature of the preservation program, in
accord with President Johnson’s *“Creative Federalism™
policy, which advocated that the federal government sup-
ply the states with funds to carry out governmental func-
tions properly exercised at the state and local levels?
Under the Historic Preservation Act, federal assistance
would be made available to the states to accelerate their
preservation activities. Following the precedent estab-
lished by the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation in making
its grants to the states, Lambe asked each governor to
name an official to represent the state in carrying out
the program?

At the end of 1966, Secretary Udall approved Lambe’s
draft, and letters signed by the Secretary were sent to
the governors. Some of the state executives replied
promptly and expressed immediate interest in the pres-
ervation program. Others acted more slowly. Nevertheless,
by early 1967, the Park Service was receiving regular
inquiries from newly appointed “state liaison officers”
concerning the procedures that should be followed to
secure grants-in-aid$

The officials named by the governors headed a diverse
assortment of agencies, About half of them represented
state historical commissions or societies; a third park and
recreation departments; and the remainder miscellaneous
entities, such as planning or economic development agen-
cies, ourism divisions, secretary of state offices, and even
a state highway department’ The high proportion of
lizison officers appointed from historical agencies was
undoubtedly due in part to the strong public identifica-
tion in 1966 of historic preservation with the work of
historical societies. It also probably derived from a let-
ter sent by William T. Alderson, Jr, director of the Amer-
ican Association for State and Local History, to the heads
of state historical commissions and secieties. Alderson
alerted his colleagues to the advent of the new grants
program and the possibility of state historical executives
securing appointments as liaisons®

The Historic Preservation Task Foree met for the first
time in late November 1966. The group included rep-
resentatives of the three professional fields within the Park
Service related to historic preservation: history, historic
architecture, and archeology. Robert M. Utley, chief of
the Division of History Studies and a historian, served
as chairman and selected Murray H. Nelligan, William
E. Brown, and John A. Hussey to represent also the
historical discipline. Other members included Russell
V. Keune, representing historic architecture and architec-
tural history, and Zorro A. Bradley, an archeologist?

As the senior preservationist on the staff of the Park
Service, Ronald Lee drafted an outline of activities that
the task force should pursue and acted as an unofficial
advisor to the group. He suggested that the task force
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first acquaint themselves quickly with preservation prac-
tices outside the National Park Service. Information re-
garding criteria for evaluation used in historic sites
surveys, elements included in preservation plans, and
procedures followed in registering significant properties
could be obtained from federal, state, and local agen-
cies engaged in preservation. A manual should then be
prepared to assist the state liaison officers in carrving
out the national program.!®

Drawing on Lee’s outline, Utley laid down an ambitious
schedule for the task force to follow. Members of the task
force were to define the National Register by mid-
December; prepare criteria for expanding the Register
by mid-January; and agree on standards and procedures
for the new national prograrm by the end of January, Utley
also hoped that the task force could produce an illustrated
brochure on the Register, including the current listings,
for use by federal agencies in complying with the re-
quirements of Section 10611

The task force completed its {irst draft of a definition
for the National Register on December 1, drawing on
references made in the National Ilistoric Preservation
Act and reports of the Interior commitiees of Congress.
The group then looked for existing criteria that could
be used to determine whether properties discovered
through the state surveys merited inclusion in the Register.
In mid-December, the task force decided to follow the
lead of Utley’s June 1966 prospectus and base the Regis-
ter criteria on the conditions already used by the Historic
Sites Survey for evaluating national historical
significance!? Late in the month, the group preparced
preliminary guidelines to assist the states In carrving owt
the provisions in the preservation act related to granis!3

On December 20}, Utley told his colleagues that they
should draw together their various drafts into a single,
“talking paper” for discussions with the states, other
federal agencies, and professional preservationisgs!? After
a recess for the holidays, William Brown analyzed the
assignments still before the task force. The central re-
maining task would be to devise a “framework” for the
Park Service and states to use in carrying out the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act. The framework would
be cast in the form of a report and contain criteria for
listing in the National Register, explanations of their ap-
plication, standards for stale participation in the national
program, and procedures for administering the program.
Brown told his colleagues that the criteria and standards

should serve as basic principles, and the procedures as
tentative statements, intended to evolve as the program
developed J®

During January and the first half of February 1967,
the task force drafted the report suggested by Brown and
met with outside professional organizations and preser-
vation groups to explain the provisions of the national
program and solicit advice. The finished document cou-
sisted of definitions for the National Register and terms
related to the Register, criteria for evaluating historic prop-
erties, a preliminary draft of the manual that the states
would follow in carrying out the program, and a draft
inventory form for use in the statewide surveys. On
February 16, the group transmitted its finished docu-
ment to Hartzog and was disbanded ¢

The task force defined the Naiional Register as a List
of the significant evidences of the national heritage, in-
cluding districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects
important in American history, architecture, archeology,
and culture. Drawing on the Historic Sites Survey criteria,
the task force stated that properties would he considered
significant that were associated with important events or
persons in American history or with inspiring American
ideals. Also eligible for listing would be examples of a
gite or structure especially valuable for studing a period,
style, method of construction, or work of a master, and
sites that had produced, or might produce, important
scientific information. To qualify for the Register, any
otherwise eligible property would also be required to re-
tain the integrity of its historical location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, “feeling,” and associations!”

Certain properties would usually not be admiited to
the Register, including cemeteries, birthplaces or graves
of historical personages, properties owned by religious
institutions, structures moved from their original loca-
tion, reconstructed historic buildings, properties primarily
commemorative in nature, and sites and structures that
had become important within the past fifty vears. Because
some properties covered by the exclusions would merit
preservation on other grounds, a list of exceptions that
could be included was provided.!®

The task force decided not to follow the lead of the
Rains Committee, which had recommended that the
Register be divided into three categories of value, rang-
ing in importance from national menuments o proper-
ties of local interest. Instead, the National Register would
be an ungraded, uncategorized list of properties. In
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avoiding the division of the Register into hierarchical
classifications, the task force was heeding the advice of
several state and local preservation leaders, who had pro-
tested that historic properties with less than prime ratings
in local surveys were sometimes automatically selected
for removal by proponents of redevelopment.'®

The draft manual attached to the report contained
standards and procedures for the national program. The
standards were legal requirements and administrative
principles set forth by the National Park Service as con-
ditions for participation by the states. The procedures
were steps for the states to follow in carrying out the pro-
visions of the Historic Preservation Act and in applying
for matching grants2®

The task force emphasized professionalism as the foun-
dation for any state preservation effort. The manual re-
quired the staffs that carried out the slatewide surveys
and comprehensive plans to possess professional creden-
tials in the fields of history, archeology, and architecture.
In addition, the contents of the surveys and plans were
to be reviewed in each state by a ‘“‘consulting commit-
tee”’ the members of which met similar professional re-
guirements?!

With respect to procedures, the liaison officers were
to nominate historic properties discovered through the
surveys for inclusion in the National Register. The
Secretary of the Interior would list the sites submitted
after review by the Park Service. Nominations would be
made on a standard Register inventory form, and the
officers were to include in their state preservation plans
the inventory forms of all properties recommended. The
states were to observe other procedures when they ap-
plied for grants-in-aid to assist in acquisition, preserva-
tion, and devclopment projects. Only those states with
plans approved by the Secretary of the Interior would
be eligible to receive such grants, and recipients of the
assistance would be requircd to assume the cost of
maintenance, repair, and administration of the proper-
ties involved. The amounts appropriated annually by Con-
gress for prescrvation grants would be apportioned by
the Secretary among the stales on the basis of need **

Attached to the draft manual was a preliminary ver-
sion of the National Register inventory form. Russell
Keune, who designed the form, based it on an inventory
sheet then in use by the Historic American Buildings
Survey. The two-page Register form requested information

on the location, appearance, condition, significance, and
history of the property??

After the task force completed its report, Utley turned
his altention to briefing leaders of the preservation move-
ment on the new national program. In February 1967,
he sent a summary of the actions taken by the Park Serv-
ice since October to individuals who were authorities on
historic preservation and to professional groups interested
in preservation, such as the American Institute of Ar-
chitects, the American Institute of Planners, and the
American Society of Civil Engineers2+

At the beginning of March, Utley explained the na-
tional program to participants in a workshop organized
by the National Trust to revise the 1964 *“Principles and
Guidelines for Hisloric Preservation” leaflet? He and
members of his staff then distributed copies of the task
force report and related information to those present.
After the workshop, Utley and Keune?® contributed
descriptions of the preservation program for the text of
Historic Preservation Tomorrow, the revised booklet that
the Trust published2?

In late March, 1967, the Purk Service sent the draft
manual and most of the other attachments of the Historic
Preservation Task force report to a hundred reviewers.
Receiving the material were the forty-one officials who
had been appointed as state liaison officers, participants
in the Trust workshop, and representatives of federal agen-
cies with an interest in the national program. During the
following two months, more than half the recipients sent
comments to the Park Service. By June, Keune had
reviewed most of the points made and prepared a digest
of especially pertinent comments. He was now ready to
revise the manual?®

With the receipt of comments from the reviwers, most
of the preliminary preparations for operating the new na-
tional program in the states were complele. Assisted by
Ronald F. Lee, the “‘elder statesman™ of historic preser-
vation in the Park Service, Robert M. Utley and his task
force had devised draft standards and precedures that
could be used by the states when appropriations for
grants-in-aid became available??

Pressed by a tight schedule, the task force did relatively
little research on the ways in which existing programs
of survey, registration, and planning were conducted at
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the state or municipal levels. Instead, the historians who
made up most of the group relied on criteria and pro-
cedures with which they were already familiar, principally
the criteria for historical significance used in the Historic
Sites Survey of the Park Service and administrative pro-
cedures already developed by the Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation (BOR).

The most important legacy of the task force was set-
ting forth the concept of significance as the basis for
evaluating historic or prehistoric properties. During the

subsequent twenty years, most other bases for evalua-

tion used by states or municipalities were dropped or
modified to be compatible with those followed in the na-
lional program. The National Register criteria of signifi-
cance set the standard for evaluation in the preservation

maovement.

The administrative system outlined by the 1966 legisla-
tion and defined further by the Historic Preservation Task
Force also endured: conducting statewide surveys, reg-
istering inventoried properties, incorporating the survey
results into comprehensive preservation plans, and
using the plans as a guide for state activities in historie
preservation.

Notes

"Under Title II, the park bureau was also expected to see that
an Advisory Council on Historic Prescrvation was appeinted and to
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R. Stagner, assistans director for Resource Studies; Frank E. Har-
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Department of Archives and History, Columbia, S.C.).
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1%R.F. Lee, *Preliminary Notes for Discussion Purposes on Na-
tional Register, Grants to States and Trust, Comprehensive Plans, Ad-
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History Division, WASQ}. See also Glass, pp. 325-335,
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a supplemental appropriation to begin the national program was possi-
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p. 383, and chapter 5.

128ee chapter 2. The task force undoubledly was also heeding the
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the June 1966 Senate Interior hearing o use such criteria.

13(lass, pp. 339-349; 360-364; 371-379.

Y2Memorandum from Chairman [Robert M. Utley] to Historic Pres-
ervation Task Force: Nelligan, Bradley, Brown, Keune, and Thomas.
Subject: “Action Program,” December 20, 1966, pp. 1-2 (from file,
“Special Committce—Historic Preservation.” National Register ad-
ministrative files, WASQ).

5Glass, pp. 394-399. Brown did not mention preparation of a Na-
tional Register brochure, as initially directed by Robert Utley, Prab-
ably Brown thought that the other tasks he outlined would absorb
all of the group’s time. No further action was taken on publishing
the Register unul the fall of 1967, See chapter 7.

Memerandum from Chairman, Historic Preservation Task Force
[R.M. Uiey} to Director |{G.B. Harizog]. Subject: “Report of the
Historic Preservation Task Force,” February 16, 1967 {from file
“Federal Register]” National Register administrative fles, WASQ).
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of Evaluation”' See also Glass, pp. 360-364; 375; 411.
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2iMemorandum from Chairman to Director, Attachment 4, pp. 5-6.
Also see Glass, pp. 417-418. The idea for consulting commitices was
barrowed from the Historic Sites Survey, in which a “consulting com-
mittee” reviewed all proposals for designation of National Historic
Landmarks or Districts. See Barry Mackintosh, The Historic Sites
Survey and National Historic Landmarks Program: A History
{Washington, D.C.: History Division, National Park Service, 1985),
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See also Glass, pp. 421-424.

23The draft form is reproduced in Glass, pp. 426-429.
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operating the program afler the task force was dishanded in February.
See chapter 4.
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Chapter 4
““The New Preservation,” 1966-1968

Besides devising standards and procedures for oper-
ating the new national program, the National Park Serv-
ice organized during the winter of 1966 to 1967 a special
office o execute its preservation responsibilities. Later,
the bureau held a series of conferences to spread word
of the program among preservationists throughout the
United States. Tn recruiting administrators for the office
and publicizing the conferences, the Service invoked a
theme that symbolized the philosophical orientation of
the 1966 legislation.

At the beginning of 1967, Robert M. Utley wrote a
speech for George B. Harlzog, Jr., 10 deliver regarding
the preservation mandates of the Park Service. In the
director’s speech, Utley referred to the tenets that un-
derlay the National Historic Preservation Act as “the New
Preservation!”! He used the term to distinguish between
the charges given the bureau by the 1966 law and the
program the Park Service had previously carried out
under the Historic Sites Act of 19352

While the *“old preservation™ had been concerned with
a few “shrines of transcendent signilicance to the Na-
tion.” the “New Preservation” embraced thousands of
local landmarks important to states or communities. While
the earlier concept had emphasized associative and in-
spirational values, the new version stressed the impor-
tance of architecture, design, and aesthetics. Unlike the
old prescrvation, which had encouraged the preserva-
tion of single buildings as museums, the “New Preser-
vation’® would foster the conservation of historic com-
munities, areas, and districis through adaplation to
*compatible modern uses.”?

Although Utley used the term for the first time in carly
1967, the broadened precepis represented by the “*New
Preservation”” had already shaped the administrative
structurc that the Park Service organized to carry out
its enlarged preservation responsibilities. In May 1966,
Hartzog had appointed a Special Committee on Historic
Preservation to recommend ways in which the park
bureau could re-assert itself in the preservation move-
ment. The divector had named Lo the panel three men
with distinguished professional credentials. As chairman,

Hartzog chose Ronald F. Lee, one of the senior historians
of the Service. Al Lee’s suggestion, the director asked
J. O. Brew, director of the Peabody Museum at Harvard
University, to represent the field of archeology and Ernest
Allen Connally, professor of the history of architecture
at the University of [linois, to represent the ficld of historic
architecture!

The Lee-Brew-Connally Committee, as it became
known, interviewed scnior administrators, historians, ar-
chitects, and archeologists of the Park Service, soliciting
opinions on how the reputation of the bureau in historic
preservation could be improved. In June 1966, Ronald
Lee wrote a draft report on behalf of the committee. He
recommended that the director create an Office of Ar-
cheology and Historic Preservation to supervise the Serv-
ice’s preservalion activities®

As already seen? Lee believed that the Park Service
musl acknowledge the new emphases in the preserva-
tion movement on hisloric architecture, aesthetic land-
marks, and urban conservation, In addition, the bureau
musl keep abreast of the latest restoration techniques.
Accordingly, he recommended that the proposed office
be headed by a historical architect? respecled in pres-
ervation circles and that one of the divisions in the
organization be devoted 1o historic architecture. The of-
fice should also include the existing Park Service divi-
sions of archeology and history, as well as a new unit
concerned with preservaon matters ouiside the National
Park Systern?®

With minor changes, Hartzog accepted Lee’s recom-
mendations in September 1966, shortly before the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act was approved. Late in
the same month, Lee and Brew recommended that the
director offer the top position in the new office to their
colleague on the commitiee, Ernest Connally. The latier
possessed an unusual combination of credentials: a Ph.D.
degree in architectural history, experience with the Park
Service both as a supervisor of Historic American
Buildings Survey documentation projects and as a restora-
tion architect, and familiarity with the broad, environmen-
tal conception of preservation that Lee wished o stress.
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(:m'ln.'lil\l\' was also a wiity and erdite person who could
represent the Park Service with persuasiveness and
authority in encounters with outside agencies and the
public at large. Hartzog readily agreed to hire the ar-
chitectural historian, who J!.:'rl'|ﬂr'd the rinst at the end
of September®

Connally could not enter
duty as chief of the Office
of Archeology and Historie
Preservation (OAHP) until
the following June, when
the academic vear at the
University of Hlinois con-
cluded. The tasks of car-
rving out the 1966 preser-
vation mandates of the
Park Service therefore fell
o Lee, |'I|I'}'. and the
Historie Preservation Task
Force!® [}nmnll}' devoted
his attention to designing a
suitable organizational
structure for the office and seeking qualified professional
people to head divisions and subdivisions in the new unit!’

The new chief immediately encountered difficulty in fin-

Emeu Allen Connally ar the
University of Illinois in 1964,
Courtesy, Emes A. Connally

ding suitable candidates within the Park Service for the
administrative posts of the OAHP. Few professional peo-
ple or administrators in the bureau were knowledgeable
about the “New Preservation.”” The solution appeared to
lie in recruiting from the preservation movement outside
the Service. Hartzog had already filled one post in the
office with an “outsider”” Early in the fall, the director
and Robert R. Garvey, Jr. executive director of the Na-
tional Trust, had agreed tentatively that Garvey would
assume the job of liaison between the Park Service and
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.'?

In December, Connally asked Russell Keune, & mem-
ber of the Preservation Task Force and former student
of Connally st the University of Illinois, 1o act as a liaison
lo other federal agencies and the stales regarding the new
national preservation program. Later in the month, Utley,
whom Connally had nominated o head the History Divi-
sion, advised the OAHP chief w0 ereate a unit for ad-
ministering the National Register, either as part of the
History Division or as part of Connally's immediate
office. Utley believed that the head of such a unit would
have o be sought outside the park bureaut?

Early in January, 1967, Connally drafied an organiza-
tion chart for the Office of Archeology and Historic Pres-
ervation and recommended that Utley be appointed acting
chief of the office® The OAHP chief prop. wed that three
divisions—{for gm'h:!l.llng‘_lr, historic  architecture, and
history—earry out the Service's responsibilities under the
Historic Sites Act of 1935 and assist in executing the
charges of the 1966 law. Antached to Connally’s own of-
fice would be two small units devoted entirely 1o CHITYINE
out the new preservation program: a National Register unit
and the staff of the liaison 10 the Advisory Council. Ai
]'llr'_\ s suggestion, r.ﬂhhil.l].:i' devided 10 call the ad-
ministrator heading the Register unit ““keeper of the Na-
tional Register’™'*

Due to lack of the Congressional appropriations® the
Park Service was unable to fill most of the new positions
envisioned by Connally, Instead, the OAHP chief re-
assigned Keune to serve as acting keeper of the Register
and charged him temparanly with carrving out all activities
of the office related o the 1966 [l'gihl:llinll.”

Connally offered the
Lﬂ'in’r position isell o
William J. Murtagh, direc-
tor of program for the Na-
tional Trust, “urtngh
seemed w0 embody the
precepts of the **New Pres-
ervation.” Like the DAHP
chief, he held a Ph.D.
degree  in  architectural
history and had been train-
ed ns an architect. For
sieven years he had served
as director of education at

William J Murtagh in 1967,
NPS Phowgraphic Collection,
Sprngfield, Viminia.

the Trust and had organ-
ized many local and regional conferences on current prin-
ciples and techmiques in historic preservation. Through
much public speaking, Murtagh had become an eloquent
advocate of environmental conservation and aesthetic
valurs. He could effectively promote the broad interpreta-
tion of preservation represented by the national program
and expluin the National Register and other features of
the National Historic Preservation Act!®

Murtagh tenttively accepted Connully’s offer in Feb-
ruary 1967, In April. Hartzog and Garvey reached final
agreement on the appointment of the Trust director as
exceutive seerctury of the Advisory Council, the linison
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position broached carlice. In May, Murtagh's appointment
as keeper was confirmed. By mid-June, when Connally
arrived in Washington 1o take up his duties formally, four
people expenenced in the “New Preservation” or the pres-
ervation movement had been recruited as administrators
for the Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation.!®
Two were veterans of the Park Service. Although con-
cerned chiefly before 1966 with the “old preservation,”
Hobent Utley had conceived many of the concepts in Ti-
tle 1 of the Historic Preservation Act and proven an apt
pupil of the changing emphases in the preservation move-
ment. In addition, the chiefl of the History Division was
an ahle executive who had led the efforts of the Park Serv-
e o organize an administrative system for carrving out
the new program®® and understood the workings of the
federal bureaucracy, In every respect, he was well suited
o serve as one of Connallv’s principal advisors.
Russell Keune, acting
keeper of the Register un-
til Murtagh reporied for
duty in August, had been
trained both as an architect
and architectural historian
at the University of Dlinois.
He was familiar with inven-
ory and documentation
techniques through work at
the Historic American
Buildings Survey and with

restoration  principles

Russell ¥ Kewne in 1969, Pho-
tograph by Harms & Ewing
Wahuington, TN Courtesy Rus-

through previous assign-
ments as a historical ar-
chitest in the National Park

sefl ¥ Keune

System. A person with con
sidderable organizational ability, Keune had also carried
out single-handedly most of the preparations the Park Serv-
ice made during the spring of 1967 10 begin operation
of the new program?!

Garvey and Murtagh, like Connally himself, were new-
comers o federal service, Gnnr:r wits an astute ad-
ministrator with fifteen vears of experience in operating
nonprofit preservation organizations, In July he wok over
coordination of the protective functions of the Historic Pres-
ervation Act?® Murtagh, the keeper of the National Register,
brought an intimate knowledge of the outside preserva-
tion movement 1o the OAHP. He was to head the small
Register unit attached to Connally’s office and administer

the survey, planning, registration, grants-in-aid, and Sec-
tion 106 provisions of the new national program* The
keeper thus had the apportunity to endow all aspects of
the program with the point of view associnted with the
“*New Preservation, 24

After joining the Park Service staff, Murtagh devoted
much of his attention to publicizing the provisions of the
National Historic Preservation Act. He asked Keune, now
assistant keeper, to plan a series of regional conferences
concerning the national program and invite the attend-
ance of state ligison officers, administrators of federal agen-
cies, and representatives of private preservation ongani-
zations. Dirawing on his experience at the National Trust,
Murtagh hoped 0 make officials of the Park Service aware
of their new partners, the stale governments and local pres-
ervation groups, and make preservationists alert 1o the op-
portunities opened by the 1966 legislation

The administrtors of the OAHP selected the “*New Pres-
ervation” as the theme for the conferences. Although in-
terest in environmental conservation and acsthetics was
common among architects interested in preservation, ur-
ban design eritics, and neighborhood advocates, it was
still rare among the stale and local historical socicties that
made up much of the preservation movement. For many
such societies and the public at large, historic preserva-
tion still denoted the commemoration of famous events
and personuges through operation of museums in historic
structures. Murtagh and his colleagues at the Office of
Archeology and Historic Preservation hoped 1o implant
in their history-oriented constituents an appreciation for
masterworks of architecture, old structures renewed in
adaptive uses, and historic distnicis preserved as living
communities?®

Early in the fall of 1967, Keune and Jerry L. Rogers,
who had joined the National Register unit as a historian
in June. designed a brochure for distribution at the eight
regional conferences. On the outside flap Keune repro-
duced an elevation drawing of the Robie House in Chicagn,
a noted residential design of fomed Amencan architect
Frank Lloyd Wright. Beneath the drawing in large bold
letters appeared the words “The New Preservation."??

The inside of the brochure contained the schedule for
the two-day meetings. On the firsst day, officials of the Na-
tional Park Service would brief participants from the host
region on the National Historic Preservation Act and new
national program. Representatives of the principal national
organizations involved in preservation and state liaison
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FParticipants in the Richmond Regional Conference. Jefferson Hotel, January, 1968, Courtesy, National Reguseer Hraneh, National

Park Service (WASO),

officers of the region would then explain their adivities.
U the second day, Park Service admimstruiors would con-
duct seminars for the linisen oflicers on the draft grants
manual and on procedurss that the Park Service had
prepared sinee the {all of 1966 for carrving oul Section
1062 The seminars were intended 1o offer o chanee for
the OAHP staffl and state olficials 1o meet cach other and
for the linison officers 1o ask questions about the national
program=*

The first of the “New Preservation’” conferences was
held in Boston at the end of November 1967 the last
oceurred in Omaha al the beginning of May 19683 On
the first dav of the meetings, Munagh -'~.p|.-1||1-'-] thut pres-

ervation now entailed a “concern lor the otal environ-

ment,” while Connally emphasized that the **new historie
presd rvation”’ r|-|1r---u-l1|:|'ri by the national program woild
be a conperative effort between the National Park Serv-
we and state and local preservation agencies. The Park
Service would eoordinate the program, but the bureau
would not send out a stream of messages from
Washington telling how it is to be accomplished.”” Instead,
results would 4[|'|k'11|f on the nitiative and insiezht Bup-
plied by local organizations !

On the second dav of the conferences, delegates from
the states and territories discussed and debated parts of
the draft grants manual with Murtagh, Keune, Utley, and
I‘.il‘k Semviee -u“rl!ur Hll'rll,illii Mevesr Al '\-l"\r'r.'il Chn-

ferences, delegates urged the Park Service 1o allow
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decisions in the program in be made at the statle level
At all of the meetings, liaison officers eniticized the lack
of appropriations mvailable for grants-in-aid?*

During the exchanges, Murtagh's objectives in holding
the mestings were realized. The characteristics of the ™ New
Preservation”” were clearly commumicated 1o the audiences
at each conference, and the Park Service stall became
acquaimted with the stal limson officers and aware of their
GpInans on the infani [T On their sade, the state
officials and their staffs were bnefed on the standands and
procedures that would govern stale preservalion activilics
and met the individuals in the Ofice of Archeology and
Historic Preservation who would guide them in carrving
oul the Historic Preseration Act.

Faced in 1966 with assuming large new mandates in
histori l,lll"'\-l"l"h'ﬂlll”. '.r:'nl'lrti' H. “.I.H.-'UL’. JI.. |:||:-1-.i|'-11 lh"
advice of Ronald F. Lee and ook senously the « :Il-”l}:f"'
that had occurred in the philosophical orientation of the
preservation movemenl. Lee persuaded the director to
organize a preservation office in which knowledge of “en
vironmental preservation” would serve as a prme criterion
in selecting administrators. As a result, three talented out
siders with stature in the preservation movement— Ermest
Allen Connally, Robert R. Garvey, Je, and William J
Murtagh—were recruited along with insiders Robert M
Utlev and Russell V. Keune to estnblish the 1966 preser-

valion program

William Murtagh speaking at the New Preservation Regional Conference held in Richmond, Viegima, January, 1968, At left 3 Creorge

,fﬁuf;""‘- and i rught Emext Connally f'."p.-.‘.--;rr.llr-.'; by Cecil Stoughton, National Park Sermice Courtesy, Nanonal Register Branch

Nationgd Park Service (WFASOH,
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Opening session of the New Preservation Conference held in Denver, Colorado, March, 1968. Speakers ar the head table include,
from lefi to nght, Ernest Connally; William G. Marshall, Executive Director, Colorado Historical Society; Stephen H. Hart, President
of the Colomdo Historical Society; Governor John A. Love of Colorado; Robert Utleyv; William Murtagh, and Russell Keune. Courfery,
Nanonal Hr'_;::-:'r'.' Branch, Nanonal Park Servace (RAS(H

“il' lerm |'u|||l"ri I:l". I 1]1':\._ “\r'h |’|1--1-n:11|ur|." |1ru'.|~1i

Mational Historke Preservation Program., 1957 o 1999 (Ph.AL diss,
an effective theme for promoting the program, and at the Comell University, 1987). p 278
:l-l;|n|:|.|_| confereices ‘01I|11.|.;_':|'| used the erm to Argue per- "Remarks by Gearge Hartsog, Jo'° ppe 2-4. See abo Glass,
suasively that architectural significance, aesthetic values pp. 277-280

1 W ks 175176

and historie districts should be emphasized in histonc el ’

d } I HR.E Lee], “Dmft Repon of Special Commimes on Historie Pres
Fllfl\.lr|\|.“||||r_ n addibon W0 sioncal ASSOCaions, Inspirm- crvation: May 34-35. 1966, Washington, INC.™ sttiched o mimonis-
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Chapter 6

The Advisory Council Assumes Its
Responsibilities, 1966-1968

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation was one
of the first governmental bodies of its kind, an inter-agency
panel that brought together the representatives of six
domestic federal agencies, the chairman of the National
Trust, and ten citizens from outside the federal govern-
ment. The Historic Preservation Act charged the coun-
cil with mediating in conflicts between federal agencies
and preservationists and suggesting measures to foster
historic preservation.

Gordon Gray, Robert R. Garvey, Jr., and others who
had supported providing for the panel in Senate Bill 3035
had seen the council primarily as a mechanism for coor-
dinating the actions of governmental agencies so as to
minimize the destruction of historic sites and structures.
Carl Feiss and Casey Treland, who wrote the report of
the Rains committee, from which Title II of the 1966
legislation was derived, had cast the body also in the
role of a national policy board for preservation. During
the first year of the council’s existence, the National Park
Service, the panel itself, and Executive Secretary Garvey
sought both to establish the protective authority of the
body and to carry out its responsibility to recommend
policies, Despite the initial effort at balance, by the end
. of the year, protection had emerged as the dominant func-
tion of the council.

George B. Hartzog, Jr., had sought in 1966 to have
himself designated as executive director of the Advisory
Council in part because of the nature of the panel’s man-
date under Section 106. He had concluded that the ad-
visory body would find itsell engaged in “high-risk”™
political decisions, due to conflicts that would arise with
federal agencies over the protective requirements of the
preservation law. If the Park Service assumed the staff
function for the council, the bureau could guide the panel
away from actions that would provoke hostility. Hartzog
also believed that because the President would name the
non-federal members of the advisory body, political ap-
pointments were probable. In order for the panel to
establish a credible reputation among preservationists,
its decisions would have to be based on professional
recommendations. The Park Service director thought that

the preservation staff of his own bureau was best qualified
to offer such advice?

After the Historic Preservation Act was adopted,
Hartzog decided that the new Office of Archeology and
Historic Preservation (OAHP) should carry out the staff
work associated with Section 106, and that Ernest Allen
Connally, the chief of the office, should exercise the direc-
tor’s authority as executive director of the council.
Another official in the OAHP would provide liaison be-
tween the Park Service and the Advisory Council and
coordinate the preparation of comments by the panel on
Section 106 cases?

As already seen in chapter 4, carly in the fall of 1966,
Hartzog agreed to hire Garvey for the liaison post. The
Trust executive was a capable administrator who was ex-
perienced in working with a board of trustees similar to
the Advisory Council and knew how to accomplish goals
in the Washington political scene. Garvey could steer the
governmental body away from damaging confrontations.*

In November 1966, the four Park Service administra-
tors advising Hartzog on how to establish the new pres-
ervation program® gave him a list of possible nominees
for the Advisory Council. Robert M. Utley and the Divi-
sion of History Studies then investigated the background
of each person, added a few names, and sent the list
back to Hartzog, who reviewed the list and appended
more nominees. Secretary Udall forwarded the final list
to the President. During the first months of 1967, Garvey
met with Matthew Coffey of the White House appoint-
ments staff and urged that qualified professicnal people
and preservation advocates be named to the council. Un
March 1, the White House announced the President’s
appointments for the ten non-federal seats on the panel®

Coffey made an effort to select members for the coun-
cil who were both involved in historic preservation and
enjoyed the support of powerful figures in Congress, Four
of his choices held professional credentials in the pres-
ervation field. Sylvester K. Stevens, whom the President
appointed as chairman of the body, was executive director
of the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission
and a nominee of Senate Minority Leader Hugh L. Scott



42

James A, Glass

of Pennsylvania. Russell W. Fridley, president of the
American Association for State and Local History and
director of the Minnesota Historical Society, was the can-
didate of Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey, while
Richard D. Daugherty, professor of anthropology at
Washington State University, was associated with Henry
M. Jackson, chairman of the Senate Interior Committee.
Christopher Tunnard, chairman of the Depariment of City
Planning at Yale University, apparently was the only
purely professional appointment,

Members selected with an avocational interest in pres-
ervation included Albert M. Rains, chairman of the Rains
Committee; San Francisco landscape architect Lawrence
Halprin, who had assisted in Lady Bird Johnson's beau-
tification efforts; Joseph B. Cumming, chairman of the
Georgia Historical Commission and a nominee of several
members of his state’s Congressional delegation; Mrs.
Ernest L. Ives of llinois, a preservationist active in Nlinois
and North Carolina and sister of former Democratic
presidential candidate Adlai E. Stevenson; attorney
Harold L. Kennedy of Texas, a friend of President
Johnson; and Colonel John A. May of South Carolina,
probably-nominated by-Senator Strom Thurmond?

Due to the absence of a 1967 fiscal );Eé“r“apprppria-

tion for the national preservation program, the Park Serv: ™ -

ice was unable to inaugurate the Advisory Council until
July 1967, the beginning of the following fiscal year. Many
months were also required before the spring of 1967 to
secure approval from the Civil Service Commission for the
appointment of Robert Garvey, As a result, the Trust exe-
cutive did not report for duty until the summer of 19678

During the nine months that preceded Garvey’s arrival,
Utley took charge of carrying out Section 106 of the
Historic Preservation Act. In the fall of 1966 he and the
Historic Preservation Task Force met with representatives
of the federal Bureau of Public Roads (BPR) and sup-
plied suggestions for a memorandum that the BPR
wished to send its regional and divisional engineers
regarding Section 106. As finally drafted, the memoran-
dum directed the engineers to compile case reports for
any highway project that would “adversely affect” prop-
erties included in the National Register?

During the spring of 1967, Utley, now acting chief of
the Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation, and
Russell V. Keune, acting keeper of the Register, worked
out an informal procedure with the Bureau of Public
Roads for meeting the requirements of Section 106. The

BPR would provide the OAHP with information on
highway projects located in the vicinity of National Historic
Landmarks!® The OAHP staff would evaluate each situa-
tion and give the BPR an opinion as to whether the under-
taking would damage the historic property. If an adverse
effect were involved, the Park Service would advise the
Bureau of Public Roads to “‘examine feasible alierna-
tives”” If an alternate way could not be found for carry-
ing out the project, the highway bureau would refer the
case to the Advisory Council for commentl!

While they were discussing procedures with the BPR,
Utley and Keune also reviewed a few undertakings in-
volving federal agencies. One case in particular set a
precedent for the application of Section 106 to federally
financed highway projects, The state of New Mexico was
planning to build a road through the old Spanish-Mexican
village of Las Trampas, a National Historic Landmark
District. The location of the new highway had been decid-
ed without considering the historic architecture along the
route. Nathaniel A. OQwings, a prominent architect who
lived near the village, opposed the plan and called Hart-
zog in the spring of 1967 1o ask if the new preservation
law could be used to stop the project.2

The director agreed to intervene and asked the Bureau
of Public Roads, which was financing part of the cost
of the highway, to halt payment of the federal grant to
New Mexico. The BPqumck]y acceded to Hartzog's re-
quest and sent word to the state highway department that
no money. would be released for the project unti the state
obsgrved the requirements of Section 106. The New
Mexico Highway Commission immediately agreed to
negotiate with local preservationists and representatives
of the Park Service. Utley later recalled the solution that
the three parties adopted:

The preservationists did not insist on the highway
bypassing the town, only that it be designed in a
way that alleviated the adverse effects on the his-
torical values. This was accomplished by paving
only half the right of way, of adopting a little more
circuitous alighment to avoid some of the buildings,
and in bridging the stream with a harmonious
wooden bridge instead of a big concrete span, The
Bureau of Public Roads then took the freeze off
and they built the highway3

Early in June, Utley reported to Hartzog that only one
federal undertaking reviewed by the Office of Archeology
and Historic Preservation had involved an “‘adverse
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Service that Congress had intended the entire $§100,000
to go to the National Trust. He added that dividing
$82,500 under the formula among fifty-five states and
territories would not ““‘do much good.” while reducing
the share of the Trust from the $300,000 granted in 1968
to $17,500 would do great damage. For their part, some
of the liaison officers disliked the formula because they
thought it guaranteed too large a proportion of the grant
appropriation to the Trust!?®

In October 1968, the Park Service sent the state liaison
officers the final draft of the grants manual for the na-
tional program, providing explanations of the standards
each state must meet in order to apply for aid and the
procedures that should be followed in applying!® In
December the Office of Archeology and Historic Pres-
ervation invited the states to request money from the
“token funding” in the 1969 appropriation. Each state
participating would receive an amount that would be in
the same proportion o the $82,500 being distributed
as the amount of the application {rom the state was in
proportion to the total of all requests made by the states??

Possibly because so little money was available, only
twenty-five liaisons officers applied for grants. On March
26, 1969, the new Secretary of the Interior, Walter J.
Hickel, announced the disposition of the funds. Under
the apportionment formula announced by the Park Serv-
ice in December, the more money a state requested, the
larger the amount of need assumed by the Service!® The
states demonstrating the greatest “‘need”” would receive
the largest grants. Missouri apparently submitted the
highest request and received the most money, $11,745;
Maine and Ohio ticd for the lowest grants, $788.51. The
apportionment formula resulted in such anomalies as
Alaska, Nebraska, and West Virginia, none of which had
yet established historic preservation programs, receiving
more funds than some states with established preserva-
tion records, such as New York, Virginia, Connecticut,
and Massachusetts.!®

Reactions from state liaisons officers to the Park Serv-
ice apportionments were not enthusiastic. Daniel R.
Porter, the liaison officer for Ohio, registered his disgust
with the small size of his grant by mailing the check sent
to him back to the Park Service. Porter told Murtagh and
the National Register staff that accepting the grant would
cosl his state more in processing charges than the amount
was worth. Other officers thought that the National Trust
should not have received more than any one state had

been granted. Most of the state officials were disappointed
in what they saw as the failure of the federal government
to honor its promises of financial assistance??

Long after the 1969 disbursements, several state liaison
officers continued to blame the Department of the In-
terior and the Park Service for failing 1o begin opera-
tion of the preservation program in the states earlier than
1969 and for failing to secure grants closer to the large
sums authorized by the National Historic Preservation
Act. On their side, administrators in the CAHP often felt
frustrated by the lack of understanding among some of
the state officers regarding the difficulty in the federal
government of obtaining an appropriation for the full
amount authorized in legislation?!

In retrospect, responsibility for meager appropriations
after 1966 probably should be assigned to the Johnson
administration, which did not consider financing the
newly created preservation program a priority. Without
approval by the Bureau of the Budget of an adequate
budget request each year, chances of securing sufficient
funds in Congress were slim. On the other hand, even
with greater support in the administration, the preser-
vation appropriations might have been small, given the
huge sums required during 1967 and 1968 for the war
in Vietnam.

Whether or not greater funds could have been secured,
the QAHP, National Trust, and several state liaison of-
ficers learned a fundamental lesson in the summer of
1968 about influencing Congress. By organizing a net-
work of lobbyists in the districts and states of key members
of the House and Senate, preservation advocates could
persuade appropriations subcommittees to increase the
amounts in Park Service grants-in-aid budgets,

Noles
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Chapter 5
Difficulties in Obtaining Appropriations, 1966-1969

The new national preservation program was a “‘pump-
priming’” operation. The Seeretary of the Interior was
to grant matching funds 1o the states, which would be
stimulated to conduct surveys, prepare plans, register
historic properties, and finance preservation projects. In
order for this cooperative system to function, the ad-
ministration in power had to request each year from Con-
gress sufficient funds to underwrite grants-in-aid for the
states and an administrative staff at the National Park Serv-
ice. Congress in turn had 1o appropriate adequate funds.
During the three years after the enactment of the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act, appropriations for the
program were very meagey, and the partnership between
the Park Service and the states almost died for lack of
money.

When the Senate Interior Committee amended Senate
Bill 3035 in June 1966, the National Park Service made
sure that the revised measure authorized ample sums
for the first four fiscal years of the national program. The
final version of the National Historic Preservation Act
allowed $2 million to be spent in the 1967 fiscal year
and $10 million in each of the following three years. If
such amounts were spent annually, the Service predicted
that the states could complete their statewide surveys and
preservation plans and register all of their historic prop-
erties by June 30, 1970, the end of fiscal year 1970.
A new series of authorizations could be then sought for
making grants to the states for acquisition, preservation,
and development projects.!

Nevertheless, under the federal budgetary system,
legislative authorizations were only guidelines for the ad-
ministration and Congress to consider in appropriating
funds. A portent of future problems appeared in Sep-
tember 1966, during floor debate by the House of
Representatives on Senate Bill 3035. Congressmen
Durward G. Hall of Missouri, H.R. Gross of Towa, and
Craig Hosmer of California nearly defeated the bill on
the grounds that the $32 million it autherized could not
be spared at a time when increasing sums were needed
to carry on the war in Vietnam?

Despite its sponsorship of the preservation legislation,
the Johnson administration soon showed that it had reach-
ed the same conclusion as Hall, Gross, and Hosmer. In
mid-October, on the same day that the President signed
the Historic Preservation Act, the Bureau of the Budget
at the White House refused to submit to Congress the
request of the Interior Department for a $2 million pres-
ervation appropriation for the remainder of the 1967
fiscal year. The action of the budget bureau meant that
until the opening of fiscal year 1968 on July 1, 1967,
no grants-in-aid would be available for the states and Na-
tional Trust, and no money could be secured for
establishing the Advisory Council?

The adminisiration failed again to support the preser-
vation program when the Department of the Interior re-
quested the full $10 million authorized for grants-in-aid
and administration in the 1968 fiscal year. In December
1966, the Bureau of the Budget reduced the amount of
the request by 80 percent, allowing only $2 million for
the program in the President’s budget?

In February and March of 1967, the Interior Ap-
propriations Subcommittees of the House and the Senate
held hearings on the fiscal 1968 budget. Chairman Julia
Butler Hansen of the House panel warned George B.
Hartzog, Jr., and the other Park Service witnesses that
the demands of the Vietham War would necessitate
sacrifices in many worthwhile activities, including the
preservation program. The amount finally approved by
Congress in June bore out Mrs. Hansen’s prediction. Of
the $2 million recommended in the President’s budget
for grants-in-aid and program administration in the 1968
fiscal year, only $447,000 was appropriated—$300,000
for grants and the remainder for beginning operation of
the Advisory Council and making modest additions to
the staff of the Office of Archeology and Historic
Preservation®

The small sum provided for grants delayed the start

~ of the national preservation program in the states for

another year. During the hearings on Senate Bill 3035
in 1966, the Park Service had promised to make available



38

James A. Glass

$1.75 million to the National Trust from the fiscal year
1967 appropriation When the Johnson administration
refused to submit a request for the first year, the Park
Service deferred the grant to the Trust until the 1968
fiscal year. Afier Congress reduced the $2 million re-
quested for 1968 to $300,000, the bureau was left with
insufficient funds to begin both the disbursement prom-
ised to the Trust and the financing of survey and plan-
ning activities in the states. Because most of the states
were not yet ready to participate in the preservation pro-
gram, the Park Service granted all of the 1968 appropria-
tion to the National Trust?

In order to persuade the administration and Congress
to increase the appropriation for grants in fiscal year
1969, the Office of Archeology and Historie Preserva-
tion asked the new state Haison officers to estimate the
amount of federal funds they would need during the
following year for survey and planning. By the end of
October 1967, thirty-seven liaison officers had submit-
ted estimates totalling $1.493 million, or ahout $40,400
per state. The National Register stall incorporated the
estimates in the Historic Preservation budget justifica-
tion of the Interior Department for the 1969 fiscal year8

During the fall of 1967, the Johnson administration
ordered a general reduction in the budgets of domestic
federal agencies, in an effort to meet the increasing
demands of the Vietham War. As a consequence, despite
lhe evidence assembled by the Park Service of need for
funds among the states, the budget bureau cut the In-
terior Department’s request for preservation grants to
$680,000, only 7 percent of the $10 million authoriza-
tion for 19697

At the spring 1968 Congressional hearings on the
President’s budget, the war overshadowed every non-
defense appropriation. Hartzog attempted to draw the
attention of the House appropriations subcommiitee to the
preservation grants item by emphasizing the large sums
requested by the home states of several members of the
panel. Although the director’s strategy was effective in the
House, where Chairman Hansen recommended renewal
of the fiscal 1968 appropriation for granis-in-aid, the
Senate appropriations subcommittee deleted the grants
item altogether. When the full Senate adopted the recom-
mendation of its subcommittee, the national program was
suddenly faced with death. The states would drop their
participation if the federal government failed for a third
year o produce funds to assist them '?

Ernest Allen Connally and the senior staff of the Of-
fice of Archeology and Historic Preservation acted quickly
to save the appropriation. They telephoned Senators and
Congressional staff members whom they knew and urged
that the House-Senate conference committee consider-
ing the Interior appropriations bill restore the $300,000
approved by the House. In addition, the chief of the
OAHP asked a friend who served as lobbyist for a Texas
oil company to intercede for the program in the Senate.
Robert M. Utey, William J. Murtagh, and others in the
OAHP cailed state ltaison officers whose Congressmen
or Senators were likely lo be influential and asked the
officers to make known the need of the states for grants,
Gordon Gray of the National Trust helped by writing let-
ters fo all members of the conference committee and malk-
ing several personal calls!!

Swayed by the lobbying. the conference committee
compromised between the House and Senate versions
of the bill and recommended $100,000 for grants-in-
aid in the 1969 fiscal year. Congress accepted the con-
ference report without change. The new national preser-
vation program had been saved, but only barely!?

The appropriation of an amount that was only one-
hundredth of the $10 million authoerized for grants in
1969 left the Park Service in an uncomfortable situa-
tion. How could so small a sum be divided equitably
between the National Trust and the states? Clearly, hoth
parties must receive some funds. The Trust had begun
expensive restoralion projects during the previous year
and would be hurt by a curtailment of federal funds. On
the other hand, if the states did not to receive any match-
ing money in the new fiscal year, many would drop out
of the program3

Afier much discussion, Connally und his staff decided
that they would recommend to Secretary Udall that the
states receive most of the 1969 grants-in-aid appropria-
tion. The OAHP then devised a formula for apportion-
ment, allotting 82.5 percent of the $100,000 10 the states
and 17.5 percent to the National Trust. The percentages
m the formula approximated those that the Service would
have used if the full $10 milion authorized for 1969
had been appropriated. Connally later explained that the
OAHP used the formula in order to start the pational
program in the states and still keep the commitment of
the Park Service to the Trust, even if only in token terms!*

The apportionment formula made neither the Trust
nor the state haison officers happy. Gray told the Park
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eviluation.” The acting OAHFP chiel believed that the
case—a highway planned across the Long Island of the
Holston, near Kingsport, Tennessee—would make a poor
lesl for making a negalive comment. The sland, a Na-
tional Historic Landmark, was more important as o sym-
bol of the Revolutionary War than for what actually
transpired there. In addition, much of the historical in-
tegrity of the site had already been destroyed, and Utley
sensed little interest in the local community for presery-
ing the surviving historical features. Also, the character
of the terrain appeared unlikely 1o allow feasible alter-
nale roules for the highway!*

To Utley, the Holston situation illustrated the dangers that
the Park Service faced in providing federal agencies with
formal OGNS CONCETTINE the effect lrr-llh Wects on historic
properties. He wold Hartzog that such evaluations would
either exculpate the agency and risk rousing the ire of pres-
ervationists or cast the progect involved in an unfavorable
light and risk incuwrring the enmity of the agency.!®

The acting chief’s solution was 10 eNCourage the state
liaison officers. who had been gven no mle in Section

10 reviews by the National Historie Preservation Act, 1o
assume much of the evaluation [unction when the nabional
program bhegan to operate fully. He hoped that the of
ficers would cultivate an amicable relationship with state
agencies imobved in federally fnanced construction. Polen-
tial conflicts between the goals of such agencies and pres-
ervahion values could then be discovered while allernate
courses were still possible. Utley viewed the Advisory Coun-
cil as a “Supreme Court of Preservation,” entering cases
only when conflict could not be avoided. The advisory
body should decide in its comments where the public in-
terest in cach situation lay and advocate preservation,
destruction, or some point between the two extremes)®

In July 1967, Garvey reported for duty as executive
secretary of the Advisory Council and received three in-
structions from Harzog. The director wold Garvey 1o muide
the council so that it accomplished its charges under the
National Historic Preservation Act, provent the panel from
creating [nction between the Park Service and the
administration or Congress, and retain control of the

direction in which the council moved '®
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Despite his broad mandate from Hartzog, the new ex-
ecutive secretary found his freedom of action limited by
two ealier actions that the director had taken. As already
seen, Hartzog had designated Connally to act as executive
director of the Advisory Council and placed Garvey’s posi-
tion in the Office of Archeology and Historic Preserva-
tion. In order to carry out the director’s instructions,
Garvey required administrative discretion and standing
as the executive officer of the council. As a subordinate
of Connally, he lacked both authority and standing. The
result was tension between the OAHP chief and council
secretary, as each attempted to oversee operations of the
advisory bodyl®

Garvey showed his political acumen almost immediately,
as he planned the first meeting of the Advisory Council.
For the inaugural ceremeny of the body, the executive
secretary invited the Congressional sponsors of council
members, representatives of the Interior committees in
Congress, and influential staff people from the House or
Senate. He also arranged for the council to be welcomed
in prestigious settings, including a reception at the White
House hosted by Lady Bird Johnson, a luncheon in the
private dining room of S. Dillon Ripley, secretary of the
Smithsonian Institution, and a buffet at Decatur House
cosponsored by Gordon Gray of the National Trust and
George Hartzog of the Park Service!®

When the Advisory Council met in Washington on July
20 and 21, 1967, the executive secretary made sure that
equal time on the agenda was given to the advisory and
protective charges of the panel. On each day he arranged
for the body to be briefed by representatives of the federal
agencies sitling on the council, both as an orientation for
the members and as a means of gathering information
for future dissemination to the public. On July 21, the
council authorized the staff of the Office of Archeology
and Historic Preservation lo negotiate on behalf of the
panel with federal agencies. Chairman Stevens of the coun-
cil told his colleagues that the number and frequency of
federal undertakings under Section 106 would preclude
comment by the council on each one. Instead, the threat
of action by the panel would often be enough to induce
agencies to resolve differences with preservationists. Only
cases involving irreconcilable conflicts would be brought
to the counci for comment2°

Following the July meeting, Garvey sent out press
releases regarding the inauguration of the Advisory Council
to the principal newspapers of the nation and saw to it

that an article appeared in Freservation News, the monthly
periodical of the National Trust. Preparing for the sec-
ond meeting of the council in September, he drafted a
plan for carrying out the advisory and educational respon-
sibilities of the panel and coltaborated with Keune of the
National Register unit on a draft procedure for carrying
out Section 10621

The procedure cast the keeper of the National Register
in a central role, soliciting news of federal undertakings
from state liaison officers, investigating each undertaking
treported, evaluating the nature its effect, negotiating with
the agency involved, and referring cases in which con-
flicts could not be resolved to the Advisory Council. Under
the procedure, the state Liaison officers would also play
an important part. Garvey agreed with Ulley that participa-
tion by the states in the review of Scction 106 cases was
desirable. If the National Register stail and ihe Advisory
Council were to evaluate where the public inicrest lay in
each situation, they needed to know how local opinion
regarded the undertaking, as well as the attitude of the
federal agency. For the Park Service to gather such opi-
nions throughout the United States would be impossible.
Garvey believed that permanent agents were needed in
each geographic region to present local views. The state
liaison officers offered the best opportunity for conveying
such information 22

At the second council meeting in September 1967, the
panel considered a range of issues related to its advisory
responsibilities and adopted resolutions on such diverse
subjects as the preservation of redwood trees in California,
the effect of sonic booms on cultural properties, the use
of automatic data processing in the national preservation
program, and the dralt grants manual being prepared by
the National Register staf{?* The council also endorsed
the preliminary procedures that Garvey submitted for car-
rying out Section 106 and werc told by Keeper William
J. Murtagh that for all ten federal undertakings under
review by the Register unit, solutions to the problems in-
volved either had been found or were “evolving” through
negotiation 24

One of the cases Murtagh mentioned at the meeting
had set another important precedent for the application
of Section 106, In June 1967, the Office of Archeology
and Historic Preservation had learned that the Spring-
field (Massachusetts) Technical Institute planned to
demolish a group of historic buildings at the Springfield
Armory, a National Historic Landmark. Three federal




Chaprer 6 *

The Advisory Council on Hissone Preservation s swom in af the beginning of 1o inaugural meeting, July 20. 197, From (df o

right: N. O Wood, Je, administering the oath to the non-Federal members: Secretary of Agri tiltre (hville . Freeman; Secretan
of Housing and Urban Development Robert C Weaver: Secreiary of the Intenor Steweart [. Udall: M. Emer Lo Toes: 3K, Stevens,
Chairman of the Advisory Council; Albert M. Rauns, Richard [} I"rla_a"-lllv'lr\.' Hamld [. Rennedy; Col. John A. May; Riessell W, Fridley:
Joseph B Cumming; Lavrence Halpring and Christopher Tunnand, Department of the Interior photograph. Caurtesy, Veational Park

Service Photograph Archives, Springfield, Vigra

agencies were imvolved in the proposed demolition. The Utley believed that the transler of lederally owned real

Department of Defense wies closing the armory and seck- estate 1o another party should be considered an *under-
ing new uses for the grounds: the General Serviees Ad- laking " within the meaning of Section 106, An his unang,
munistranon (GSA) was .huqm-m:: of the site as surplus the Park Serviee asked Assistant Secretary of the Inlerior

federal property; and the Department of Health, Educa- Stanley AL Cain o advise the General Services Administra-

tion, and Welfare (HEW) was transferring the threatened
buildings to the technical institute as part of & program
to convey surplus federal property o educational institu-

nons2®

tion that & trunsler o the institute would be subyject 1o the
requirements of the National Historie Preservation Act.
Lam I,:.'_-”q-.{ to =end the GSA g letter notiving th Ty

of its responsiblities. The GSA relerred the matter 1o
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the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
which opposed anv interference with the transferral
scheme?®

Shorly afterward, HEW, the GSA, the Defense Depart-
ment, and several Congressmen from Massachusetts began
o pressure the Interior Department to stay out of the
Springfield situation. Faced with so much “heat” Cain
asked the ffice of Archeology and Historic Preservation
to conduct a special study of the need for preservation
at the Springfield Armory, Connally assigned an inter-
disciplinary team composed of Frank B Sarles, a historian,
and Denys Peter Myers, an architectural historian, to visit
the armory, analyze the historical importance of the
threatensd buildings, and callect architectural drawings
1'{ ll|1 struciures, l‘:ll”l'h'lll} il'lr”'-l'rf d.llik KI"IIl]f'. 'J!r'l'l ac-
ting keeper of the National Register, also evaluated the
sile?’

In August, the OAHP completed a report presenting
stutements on the *Ll.."l"lirl{'.'!.!'ﬂ.'l' of each I]IJI!IJIT]I_’ and recom

mendations for the preservation of cenain structures. The

James A. Glax

report suggested that several buildings could be adapted
by the Springhield Institute 10 new uses as classrooms. Us.
ing the study, Utley and Keune attempted 1o persuade the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 1o attach
restrictions 1o the deed of transfer binding the institue
not 1o destroy the historic buildings. Although HEW refus-
ed o write such covenants, the agency .44-_'!‘1-'-1‘-1 to attach
the OAHP report o the instrument of conveyance,
obligating the school 1o respect the recommendations of
the Park Serviee2®

Following the Seplember meeting of the Advisory Coun-
cil, the National Hr'gj.-li': unil successfully imvoked Sec-
tion 106 in an Urban Renewal project. The Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) was providing
financial assistance o the Memphis (Tennessee) Hous
ing Authority for redeveloping the Beale Street area, a
National Historic Landmark District. In late November,
Keune accompanied George A, Karas of HUD on a visit
to the district, which was associoted in American |m|:l1.1.!u.r

music with Uwe beganning of the “blues”™ At the site, Keune,

Buidding 13 of Main Amenal, Springfield Armory, in Spnngfield, Masachusetrs, September 1974, Phowograph by Polly M. Rettig.
Courtese. History Division, Naponal Park Service (WASOH
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Karas, and representatives of the housing authority were
able 1o agree on a rehabilitation scheme for the project
that would preserve the exterior character of historic strsc-
tures in the area??

Meanwhile, a Section 106 case was unfolding in
Washington, D.C., that would require the Advisory Coun-
cil to issue its first comment on a federal undertaking.
The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare had
muade a grani o {i-qmr_u:vh-v.n University for construction
of a medical teaching center. Part of the assistance was
intended for a heating and cooling plant, which the

educational institution had decided 10 erect at the top of
a hill, adjacent to the landmark observatory of the univer
sity. The site was part of the Georgetown National Hisior
Landmark Dhstrict, and |rrv=-r~r\,mr:nni-l- in the area had
complained about the location of the plant to the Appro-
priations Commitiee of the United States Senate. The com-
mittee had then written to HEW and asked for an immed.
wate explanation. The Jetter persuaded the federal depan-
ment o seek the commenis of the Advisory Council 3

Early in November 1967, Garvev received the request
of HEW for action by the council. In December the Office
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of Archeology and Historic Prescrvalion investigated the
project. Connally asked Joseph Watterson, chief of the Divi-
sion of Historic Architecture®! 1o supervise a study of alter-
nate designs for the plant. A month later, shortly bhefore
the Advisory Council was to meet, Georgetown Universi-
ty decided to move the heating structure to another site
at the base of the observatory hill#?

On February 8, 1968, at the third meeting of the Ad-
visory Council, Connally and Watterson briefed the panel
on the project and the resulis of the OAHP design studies.
The advisory body then visited Georgetown University and
examined both of the locations that had been propesed
for the plant. At the new site, the structure would be buried
enough so that the roofline would rise no more than twenty
feet below the crest of the hill. The visual disturbance
to the character of the historic district would be: diminished
considerably. The council voted to advise the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare that the original site
would have affected adversely the historic district, but the
alternate location was acceptable3?

Georgetown case established hoth the autherity of the
Advisory Council to comment on federal undertakings and
the principle that disrupting the inmtangible, visual
characlerislics of a historic district constituted an adverse
effect. The case also demonstrated that increasing
demands were being exerted on the advisory body by its
protective mandate.

The third meeting of the council was dominated by mat-
ters related to Section 106. Besides the Georgelown com-
ment, which consumed nearly a third of the two-day ses-
sion, the panel found much of its time taken by an
unscheduled appeal by Assistant Secretary of Transpor-
tation M. Cectl Mackey for the council to oppose construc-
tion of a bridge that would impinge on the character of
several historic arcas in the District of Columbia34

In order 1o prevent business related to Section 106 from
overwhelming the meetings, the council decided at the
February session to promulgate formal rules for carrying
out its protective function. Louis E. Reid, Jr., Seeretary
Udall’s representative at the meeting, told his colleagucs
that they should devise a procedure that would regulate
presentation of issues before the panel, but still allow agen-
cies to bring up controversial matters quickly. Patricia H.
Collins, the representative of the Attorney General, en-
dorsed Reid’s call for rules and recommended that Stevens
form an ad hoc group to assist the staff of the panel in

preparing procedures. The chairman accepted the sug-
gestion on behalf of the council 3

Following the meeting, Garvey asked Utley if he could
spare a historian to draft guidelines for carrying out Sec-
tion 106. The chief of the Hislory Division assigned
Benjamin Levy, a hislorian with the Historic Sites Survey,
to the task. As background information, Levy reviewed
the legislative history of the National Historic Preserva-
tion Aet; the initial procedures adopted by the Advisory
Council in September 1967; the relevant files of Utley
and Garvey; and notes on carrying out Section 106 that
Ronald F. Lee had prepared for Connally and Garvey the
previous fall. The historian then prepared a working paper
on Section 10636

In the report, Levy agreed with one of Lec's central
points: that the 1966 legislation charged the Advisory
Council, rather than the Park Service, with initiating in-
vestigation of Section 106 cases and with providing ultimate
praofessional review. The role of the Park Service was
limited to furnishing professional services upon the re-
quest of the council. When federal agencies found that
one of their projects would harmfully affect a property
included in the National Register, they should inform the
executtve director of the Advisory Council (that is, Con-
nally, whom Hartzog had designated to act in his behalf)
und reguest comments on the undertaking. The executive
director should then ask the keeper of the Register to in-
vestigate the case and provide a report presenting his con-
clusions to the stafl of the council?”

Levy believed that the uliimate goal of the Advisory
Council should be to achieve a system in which each fed-
eral agency considered the impact of its projects early in
the planning stages and avoided detrimental effects on
registered properties, precluding the need for Section 106
review. In order for such a system to function properly,
field representatives of the agencies would require easy
access to the National Register, in order to know which
sites and structures were protected. The agencies would
also need guidance on how to “take into account’ the
effect of projects on histeric properties and a precise defini-
tion of the word “effect” nself3?

After reviewing the paper, Garvey recommended to
Stevens that the ad hoc committee on procedures pro-
posed at the February meeting be formed. In order to
secure rules that would be acceptable to federal agen-
cies, the chairman of the council appointed to the
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committee representatives ol the Departments of Justice,
Interior, Housing and Urban Development, and Transpor-
tation3® With Patricia Collins of the Justice Department
serving as chairman, the ad hoc committee met during
March and April and drafted procedures?®

At the fourth meeting of the Advisory Council in early
May 1968, Miss Collins presented the report of the com-
mittee to the full body. The ad hoe panel recommended
that the protective mandate of the council be brought in-
to full operation. Of prime importance, the Secretary of
the Interior should publish the National Register in the
Federal Register, the daily bulletin of the federal govern-
ment, and send a letter to the heads of all federal agen-
cies engaged in financing or licensing construction ac-
tivities and notify them of their responsibilities under the
National Historic Preservation ActM

The procedures that the ad hoc committee proposed
for carrying out Section 106 followcd the lead of Levy’s
paper. Agencies were asked to take the effects of their
projects into account by consulting the National Register
when planning began for a project and by applying
“criteria of effect”’ to determine if the undertaking would
affect any property listed in the Register. If an effect would
result from the project, the agency should consult with
the state laison officer in whose jurisdiction the under-
taking would occur and with the staff of the Office of Ar-
cheology and Historic Preservation to ascertain whether
the impact would be adverse??

1f such an effect were found, the ageney should remove
it through the use of a “prudent and feasible alternative.™
Failing an alternate course, the effect should be reduced
as much as possible. In situations in which the adverse
impact remained unresolved, the agency should refer the
matter to the Advisory Council for comment. The com-
mittee anticipated that comment by the council would be
required only in a few instances*?

The criteria for effect included in the procedures were
based on a suggestion by Garvey that the criteria be tied
to those used in evaluating properties for the National
Register. A federal undertaking would be considered to
affect a National Register listing when any aspect of the
project would result in a change to the characteristics that
qualified the property for inclusion in the Register. Adverse
effect would be construed te occur when a Register prop-
erty was destroyed or altered; its immediate environment
was removed or altered; or visual, audible, or atmospheric
elements were introduced inconsistent with its character

and setting. To determine which characteristics were af-
fected, the agency should refer to the National Register
criteria #

The committee concluded its report by setting forth pro-
cedures for comment hy the Advisory Council. The panel
would decide which cases required its review and would
notify the agency involved of its intention. The executive
director of the council would coordinate preparation of
a report presenting the views of all parties involved for
each case that the advisory body reviewed®

The Advisory Council adopled the report of the ad hoc
committce at the May meeting. In June, the Section 106
procedures of the panel ook effect and entered into use
by the council itself, the Office of Archeology and Historic
Preservation, and by the federal agencies. The rules would
not be fully effective until the listings in the National
Register and the procedures themselves were disseminated
to all federal agencies. These tasks were left for the stafl
of the OAHP#¢

Soon after the rules were adopled, an important change
occured in the staff operation of the Advisory Council.
Garvey had reached the conclusion since the previous
summer that his position as a subordinate of the chicf
of the Office of Archcology and Historic Preservalion
hampered him in persuading high-level administrators in
federal agencies to comply with Section 106. Tn addition,
so long as Connally held Hartzog’s delegation as executive
dircetor of the Advisory Council, the federal members of
the panel were likely 1o question whether the comments
prepared hy the council staff on Section 106 cases were
disinterested *7

The procedures adopied by the advisory body in May
underscored the latter point. Under the rules, Connally
and the OAHP were responsible for both evaluating a
federal project in preservation terms and preparing a re-
port for the council based on the opinions of the federal
agency, as well as the preservation view. The difficulty
of the same organization performing both tasks credibly
soon became apparent.*?

In July 1968, Garvey persuaded Hartzog that the
delegation of authority to the OAHP chief should be
removed. The director designated Harthon L. Bill, deputy
director of the Park Service, to replace Connally as ex-
ecutive director of the council. Garvey became a special
assistant to Hartzog and the de facto executive officer of
the advisory body. The director’s action removed Garvey
from the Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation,
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bestowed him with a higher Park Service rank, and gave
him authority over all aspects of Section 106 review. A
larger conflict of interest issue, whether the staff of the
council as employees of the Park Service and Interior
Department could prepare reports on Section 106 cases
that did not reflect the point of view of any one agency,
remained unresolved #?

At the end of its first year, the Advisory Council was
firmly established. Thanks to the efforts of the Park Serv-
ice, the panel had met the {irst challenge of any new
tederal body: securing funds for operation. Beginning
in fiscal year 1968, the park bureau had obtained suffi-
cient funds to pay the cost of a small staff and the ex-
pense of holding council meetings5?

Of greater importance in the eyes of the preservationists
who had supported creation of the panel, the protective
authority of the council had been upheld repeatedly, in
varied circumstances. There were several reasons for this
success. Above all else was the predisposition of the
Johnson administration during the last two vears of the
President’s tenure (1966-68) to incorporate environmen-
tal considerations in federal decisions involving construc-
tion and development projects,

In 1966, for example, the administration had accepted
inclusion of Section 4{f) in the act creating the Depart-
ment of Transportation. The section required the new
agency to meet an even greater standard of avoiding en-
vironmental damage through transportation projects than
imposed by Section 106 of the National Hisloric Preser-
vation Act3! As a consequence, the Burcau of Public
Roads, which had been transferred by the legislation to
the Transportation Department, was more willing to
acknowledge natural and historic elements in reviewing
project plans, as evidenced by its efforts 1o comply with
the preservation law even before the Park Service had
devised protective procedures.

Another agency, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), tried after its creation in 1965 to
assert an interest in historic preservation and reduce the
emphasis in its Urban Renewal program on clearing older
buildings. [n 1966, Congress and the President approved
the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development
Act, which included the provisions of the Rains Com-
mittee housing bill requiring HUD to consider the historic
features of urban areas when approving local redevelop-

ment plans. The speedy resolution of the Beale Street
conflict in Memphis was the result of HUD'’s new pres-
ervation mandate, as well as its obligation to comply with
Section 10652

The success of the Advisory Council also owed much
to the support given it by Secretary of the Interior Stewart
L. Udall, one of the principal advocates of environmen-
tal conservation in the President’s Cahinet. Udall was
willing o pursue Section 106 cases involving powerful
cntities, as witnessed by Assistant Secretary Stanley A.
Cain’s intervention in the politically charged Springfield
Armory case33

In addition, the National Park Service itself aggressively
sought to carry out the law. George B. Hartzog, Ir., hired
a leading advocate of controls on the *‘federal bulldozer,”
Robert R. Garvey, Jr., to serve as execuiive secretary of
the Advisory Council, and Garvey made protection one
of his principal goals after taking office. The director of
the Park Service himself readily agreed to intervene with
the Bureau of Public Roads to halt construction of the
highway at Las Trampas, the site of the first Section 106
case. Although Robert M. Utley questioned whether the
Park Service should allow itself to be caught between
preservationists and [ederal agencies in Section 106 situa-
tions, he and Russell V. Keune attempted to secure every
possible consideration for the historic features involved
at Las Trampas and the Springfield Armory. After Ernest
Allen Connally and William J. Murtagh took office, they
both forcefully supported the use of Section 106 to ob-
tain consideration for preservation values.

As the Advisory Council exercised its protective man-
date repeatedly during the first year, the advisory and
educational functions given the body rapidly subsided
in importance. The primary impetus for creating the
Council had been a desive for protection, and as See-
tion 106 increasingly absorbed the attention of the panel,
the absence of a popular constiluency pressing the Coun-
cil to set preservation policy became obvious. The pat-
tern set in 1967-68 has changed little in the years since:
the protective responsibilitics of the Council continue to
dominate the activities of the panel and its staff.

The first year of the Advisory Council was also impor-
tant because the state liaison officers, whom the National
Historic Preservation Act had given no responsibility with
respect to Section 106, assumed a role in the protective
portion of the national program. Utley and Garvey ad-
vocated including the state officials in Section 106
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procedures as a way both to shift negotiations between
preservationists and federal agencies from the Park Serv-
ice in Washington to state and local governmenis and to
secure reliable opinions from a prescrvation point of view
regarding individual cases, Within a few years, the part
played by the ligison officers in Section 106 became as
important as the statutory responsibilities that the states
carried out.

Another tendency that became noticeable in 1967 and
1968 involved the uneasy relations between the Advisory
Council staff and the Office of Archeology and Historic
Preservation. Although Harizog had tried w0 ensure the
ascendancy of the Park Service in the new preservation
program by placing the staff function for the body in the
park bureau, the arrangement did not work well. Both
Garvey and Connally tried to administer the operations
of the Advisory Council, and Garvey concluded that the
stall of the panel could not achieve a disinterested reputa-
tion in the eyes of federal agencies while it was part of
the OAHP and the Park Service. Some of the immediate
problems eased with the removal of the executive secretary
from the office, but the potential for a conflict of interest
arising in a Section 106 casc remained as long as Garvey
was an employee of the Park Service and the OAHP
prepared professional comments on each case,
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#|Linda Ward], Minutes of “Advisary Council on Historic Preser-
vation [meeting], Departmenmt of State. Department of the Inlerior
Washington, D.C., February 7-8, 1968, passim (from file, “‘February
7-8, 1968. COUNCIL MEETING, Washington, DC. NO 106 Case,”
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation files, Washington, DC.). See
also Class, pp. 633-638.

35|Ward|, Minutes . . . February 7-8, 1968, pp. 25-26. See also
Glass, p. 634.

*Glass, pp. 638-639,

¥ Benjamin Levy], “Proposed Procedures for Cases Arising Under
Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act of 1966: A Working Paper.”
passim, attached (o memorandum from Benjamin Levy, Historian, Divi-
sion of History, to Executive Secretary, Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation [R. R. Garvey]. Subject: “Proposed Frocedures under
section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act of 1966, March 15, 1968
(from file, “Procedures--106—1968," Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation files, Washinglon, D.C.}). See also Glass, pp. 639-644.

38[Levy], *'Proposed Procedures”” Sec also Glass, pp. 640-641,

3*The Department of Transportation had been created by Congress
in 1966 to oversee the activities of the Bureau of Public Roads and

other federal transportation agencies. Since July, 1967, a represen-
tative of the Secretary of Transportation had been sitting on the Ad-
visory Council by invilalion of the body. See Glass, p. 542.

W(Class, pp. 645-647.

41"Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Procedures.” undated le.
June 18, 1968], pp. 1-2 (lrom file, *‘Procedures—106—1968." Ad-
visory Council on Historic Preservation (iles, Washington, D.C.). See
also Glass, p. 647.

2“Repart of the Ad Hoc Committee)” pp. 2-3. See also Class,
pp. 648-649,

#*Report of the Ad Hoc Committee,” pp. 2-3. See also Glass, p. 649.

4 Repart of the Ad Hoc Committee,” p. 4. Taped interview with
Can'ey, July 3, 1986, See also Class, p. 650.

45“Repont of the Ad Hoc Committee)” pp. 5-6. See also Glass,
pp- 651-652.

®Glass, p. 654. Sece chapter 7 for a description of the efforts to
publish the Register in the Federal Register:

#Taped interviews with Garvey, June 30 and July 3, 1986, and with
Keune, July 8, 1986, See also Class, pp. 566-569.

48Glass, p. 635,

1hid., pp. 6534-656. In 1976, this issue was also resolved, when
an amendment to the Land and Water Conservation Act made the Ad-
visory Council an independent Federal agency. See chapter 8,

30%ee chapter 5.

513ee “Public Law 89-670, the Deparimeni of Transportation Act,”
United Staes Statutes at Large BO (1966} pp. 931-950.

525¢e “Public Law 89-754, the Demonstration Cities and
Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, United States Statutes at Large
80 (1966): pp. 1,255-1,296, and the discussion of Senate Bill 3097,
the Rains housing hill, in chapter 2.

53Taped interview with Hartzog, July 2, 19806.



Chapter 7

The Park Service Completes Preparations
for Operating the New National Program, 1967-1969

In addition to helping the Advisory Council assume
its responsibilities, the National Park Service completed
between 1967 and 1969 the preparations necessary to
administer the registration, survey and planning, and
granis-in-aid features of the national preservation pro-
gram. Publication and distribution of the National
Register, which was central to the operation of most other
aspects of the national program, was the greatest challenge
faced by the staff of the Office of Archeology and Historic
Preservation, as delays postponed the first release of the
listing for nearly two years. Also important was comple-
tion of the grants manual, containing the standards and
procedures that the states would need.

Officially, the National Register was a listing that pre-
dated adoption of the National Historic Preservation Act.
During the Congressional hearings on Senate Bill 3035,
George B. Hartzog, Jr., had maintained that the Register
already existed in the guise of the Registry of National
Historic Landmarks, created by the park burcau in 1960
under the authority of the Historic Sites Act! The Senate
Interior Committee had accepted the director’s interpreta-
tion and defined the National Register as an expansion
of the existing Registry to include historic properties of
state and local significance. Accordingly, the National
Historic Preservation Act authorized the Secretary of the
Interior to *expand and maintain a national register.”?

In practice, the 1966 Register was a new registration
device, without precedent for most of its functions. Unlike
the 1960 Registry, which had promoted preservation in-
directly through drawing public attention to the historic
qualities of designated landmarks, the primary function
of the National Register was as an instrument for plan-
ning. Once all eligible properties were included in the
1966 list, it could be used to determine which properties
in each state merited funds for acquisition and develop-
ment and which sites and structures should be protected
from harmful effects of federally financed activities.

Initially, the Register included the same properties as
the Registry,—that is, the historical parks and monuments
of the National Park System and National Historic Land-
marks or Landmark Districts located outside the System.

!

When the statc Liaison officers began to nominate places
of state or local importance, the character of the Register
would change considerably, as the large numbers of
historic properties and districts Important to limited areas
or regions came to outnumber those of national sig-
nificance?

One of the first tasks the Park Service faced after enact-
ment of the 1966 legislation was to determine the form
in which the National Register was to be issued to the
public. In the spring of 1967 Robert M. Utley recom-
mended to Hartzog that for reference and publicity pur-
poses, the National Register should be published annually
in an aftractive format listing historic properties by state,
Such a version would make preservationists and the
general public aware of the nature of the Register and
provide federal agencies with an indication of properties
that must be taken into account for purposes of Section
106. In July 1967, Ermest Allen Connally endorsed
Utley’s proposal, and the director agreed to publish an
annual edition of the National Register?

When William J. Murtagh became keeper of the Na-
tional Register in August, he assumed responsibility for
publishing the edition. In mid-September, the keeper
presented a proposal to Connally for undertaking the proj-
ect. The Register volume should consist of two sections.
The first would contain the listings in the Register proper
and be well-illustrated and annotated. The second would
contain an advisory List of properties that the Historic
Sites Survey had inventoried, but not recommended for
designation as National Historic Landmarks, and all strue-
tures invenioried or recorded by the Historic American
Buildings Survey (HABS).

The Register section would, of course, furnish a useful
checklist for the states and federal agencies to consult.
The advisory list would promote awareness among federal
agencies of historic sites and structures likely to be
nominated to the National Register and furnish the states
with an initial list of properties that should be nominated ?
The two seclions logether, published in an atiractive
volume, would be suitable for use by tourists as a guide-
book to historic siles in the United States®
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On September 19, Hartzog approved Murtagh’s pro-
posal and agreed that the publication should be called
the “National Register of Historic Places.”” During the
fall of 1967 and winter of 1968, a typescript of the Reg-
ister edition slowly emerged, the result of collaboration
by the staffs of the National Register unit, Historic Sites
Survey, Historic American Buildings Survey, and the Diwi-
sion of Archeology. The goal of the Office of Archeology
and Historic Preservation was to complete editorial work
on the publication by June 1968, with release to the
public by the end of the summer?

At the February 1968 hearing of the Senate Interior
Appropriations Subcommittce on the 1969 budget,
Hartzog described the National Register. He told Acting
Chairman Alan Bible of Nevada that the Register would
be a book revised periodically, as new entries were added
from the statewide surveys and plans. Eventually, the Park
Service expected the Register to include some 300,000
listings® The publication would be needed by most federal
agencies and all of the state liaison officers and could
be used to promole tourism in each region of the nation?

Complications in meeting the schedule for completion
arose in May 1968, when the Advisory Council and the
Park Service agreed that the National Register should
be published in the Federal Register'® Russell V. Keune
and Jerry L. Rogers of the Register unit stopped work
on the edition and compiled a list of current National
Register entries for use in the federal bulletin !

In June, completion of both Register projects became
mired in delay. The Johnson administration had imposed
a “freeze’” on all governmental contracts, preventing the
award of a contract for laying out the Register edition,
and the Department of the Interior had not yet requested
publication of the listing in the federal bulletin. In order
to make the National Register available immediately to
the states and federal agencies, the Park Service issued
and distributed in late July a booklet based on the text
prepared for the Federal Register!?

Although a note at the beginning described the July
version as “‘a preliminary interim working list,” the OAHP
entitled it ““The National Register of Historic Places.”
It was therefore the first publication of the national listing,
Invoking the emphasis of the “New Prescrvation” on
historic architecture, Keune reproduced on the cover a
measured drawing of St. Michael's Episcopal Church in
Charleston, South Carolina, a notable monument of the
colonial period.?

The booklet opened with a definition of the Register
adapted from the grants manual for the national program
and then presented the names and addresses of the cur-
rent historical units of the National Park System and all
National Historic Landmarks, with each listing arranged
according to location.!* At the end appeared a reproduction
of the National Historic Preservation Act. The Office of
Archeology and Historic Preservation distributed copies
of the Register to the regional offices of the Park Serv-
ice, the state liaison officers, and some federal agenciesls

In late August 1968, Chairman S. K. Stevens of the
Advisory Council wrote to Secretary of the Interior Stewart
L. Udall and asked that he publish the National Register
in the Federal Register as quickly as possible. In Sep-
tember Udall agreed to act. Shortly afterward, Keune
and Rogers asked the administrative committee that
published the federal bulletin 1o accept a notice contain-
ing the Register. The secretary of the committee refused
at first, doubting that publication of such a list in the
Federal Register could be justified. A delay of several
months then ensued, while the Park Service convinced
the committee that dissemination of the National Register
throughout the United States was essential¢

Finally, in January 1969, ihe administrative commit-
tee agreed to publish the National Register, together with
the May 1968 procedures of the Advisory Council. On
January 15, Secretary Udall sent letters to all federal
agencies involved in construction and licensing activities,
alerting them to the forthcoming publication of the Na-
tional Register in the Federal Register and reminding them
of their responsibilities under Section 106. When the
notice appeared on February 25, it contained several sec-
tions. Included was an explanation of Section 101 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, authorizing expan-
sion of the Nattonal Register; a list of the state liaison
officers; the Register criteria; an explanation of the rules
governing granis-in-aid; the Advisory Council procedures;
and an alphabetical listing of the 1,000 properties then
listed in the National Register}”

The appearance of the February notice in the Federal
Register was an important advance toward full operation
of the national program. Also helpful was completion of
the grants manual for the program. Keune and Rogers
had begun the task of revising the manual in June 1967,
reorganizing the draft assembled by the Historic Preser-
vation Task Force and incorporating some of the sugges-
tions made by the reviewers of the task foree document 18
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The Register staff presented an initial revision to the
Advisory Council at the September 1967 meeting of the
panel. The advisory body suggested minor changes and
endorsed the draft, which Keune and Rogers again re-
vised 1? The new version of the grants manual, completed
in November 1967, gave equal weight to the four princi-
pal activities that the states would carry out in the national
preservation program: statewide surveys; preservation
plans; nominations for the National Register; and acquisi-
tion, preservation, and development projects?®

The November draft contained several changes in the
National Register *‘criteria of evaluation” that the Historic
Preservation Task Force had draficd. At Connally’s sug-
gestion, an interdisciplinary panel compased of himself,
Murtagh, Utley, Joseph Watterson, John M. Corbel,
Keune, and Rogers had carefully analyzed the criterta and
amended them2! The group had decided to delete the
criterion referring 1o ““inspiring American ideals™ and ex-
pand the condition involving examples of a distinctive type
to inctude features of artistic or aesthetic importance and
districts containing vernacular architecture. The panel also
had elarified the criterion that had referred to properties
expected to produce “‘important scientific information,”
substituting the words “information important in pre-history
or history. %2

The National Register unit distributed the November
draft of the grants manual to the state laison officers at
all of the “New Preservation” regional conferences. Dur-
ing each meeting, Keune made noies of the questions and
comments that delegates made regarding the manual. After
the last conference in May 1968, Keune and Rogers revis-
ed the document for the third time. Connally, Murtagh,
Utley, and Park Service solicitor Bernard Meyer then
reviewed the lext, The final draft of the manual was finish-
ed in July. The following month, J.E.N. Jensen, associate
director of the Park Service, approved the manual on
behalf of Hartzog and declared it to be in effect?

By mid-October of 1968, all the state liaison officers
had received copies of the document, which bore on its
cover a photograph of an eighteenth-century coin and the
title Grants for Historic Preservation: A Guide for State Par-
ticipation. The states could now apply for federal grants-
in-aid, conduct stalewide surveys, and prepare preserva-
tion plansZ* They could not yet nominate properties to
the National Register; the grants guide contained no
nomination forms?®

The National Register staff had revised the Register in-
ventory form of the Historic Preservation Task Force several
times. In January 1968, XKeune had redesigned the sheet
to include space for a legal description; classification of
the property involved as a district, site, building, structure,
or abject; and an indication of whether the property was
represented in other surveys, Keune had changed the
heading of the ‘‘historical summary” section to read “‘state-
ment of significance,” as an encouragement to the state
haison officers to present justifications for inclusion in the
Register, rather than histories of nominated properties?®6

In June 1968, the Office of Archeology and Historic
Preservation had contracted with the International Busi-
ness Machines Corporation (IBM) to design the National
Register forms in a way that would allow the data includ-
ed to he stored in an automatic data processing system
and retrieved easily. IBM completed work on the form
in November, and the following month, the Park Service
approved the inventory sheets for use??

The December 1968, ““National Register of Historic
Places Inventory-Nomination Form”” consisted of four
pages. In addition 1o the information requested on the
previous versions, the stales were now asked to indicate
the kind of property involved, its present usc, the type
of ownership, whether the property was occupied and ac-
cessible to the public, the current condition of the prop-
erty, and the degree of historical integrity remaining. To
assist the liaison officers in completing the statement of
significance, the Register unit included boxes in which
to indicate the historical period associated with the im-
portance of the property. Twenty-three categories of human
endeavor were also furnished, {rom which the state agen-
cies could select the type of significance associated with
each site or structure. IBM incorporated boxes with
automatic data processing codes in all sections of the form
involving location2®

During the fall of 1968, progress toward publication
of the National Register edition ceased. Although the staff
of the OAHP had finally completed the text, llustrations,
and lay-out for the volume in September, the Park Serv-
ice posiponed publication until after the presidential
clection in November. With the subsequent change in ad-
ministrations from Lyndon B. Johnson to Richard M.
Nixon, Hartzog decided to defer release of the Register
edition until after Walter J. Hickel, the new Secretary of
the Interior, took office in January 19692°
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During the spring of the new year, the National Register
unit made slight revisions to the Register section of the
text, ensuring that the entries were current, and divided
the original manuseript into two volumes—one for the
Register proper and the other for the advisory list. The
OAHP siaff then sent the final version to the United States
Government Printing Office3?

Late in 1969, the two volumes arrived from the printing
office, and Hartzog arranged for an elaborate dedication
ceremony to be held at Decatur House, the headquarters
of the National Trust. At a candlelighted reception, mem-
bers of Congress and other dignitaries were presented
with copies of the National Register of Historic Places
bearing their names embossed in gold3! With the im-
pressive inauguration at Decatur House, the National Reg-
ister assumed a new identity as an illustrated guide to
the historic properties of the nation.

All of the administrators involved in historic preserva-
tion at the Park Service recognized from an early point
that the National Register was likely to be of prime im-
portance in the new national program. Even before passage
of the 1966 legislation, George B. Hartzog, Jr, had
recognized that whichever federal agency was able to
demonstrate that it already operated such a register would
likely to be given the largest share of the preservation man-
dates recommended by the Rains Committee’? He
therefore fold the Senate Interior Committee that the Park
Service already possessed a National Register. As finally
drafted, the National Historic Preservation Act placed the
National Register at the center of both survey and plann-
ing activities and review of Section 106 cases.

Initially, the Park Service intended to publish the cur-
rent listings of the Register as a brochure that could be
distributed quickly to federal agencies and assist them
in complying with Section 1063* Later, Robert M. Utley
and William J. Murtagh perceived the educational and
promotional value of the listing and urged that an itlus-
wrated National Register edition be compiled. Murtagh's
vision of a handsome “‘coffce-table” volume suitable for
use as a touring guidebook established a public image
for the Register as an ““honor roll”” of especially notable
properties and districts, a perception that continued even
after revisions of the initial volumes were discontinued 34

The grants manual released in the fall of 1968 drew
attention to the importance of the Register in the survey

and planning activities that the states were to carry out.
Statewide inventories were to be conducted using the
criteria for evaluation set forth for the Register, and
nominations to the Register based on the survey results
were to be made by the state liaison officers. In addition,
hoth the inventory results and proposed nominations were
to be presented by the states in their comprehensive pres-
ervation plans. In turn, recommendations in the plans for
state preservation activities were to he predicated on the
findings of the surveys and the choices made in nominating
propetties. Only those properties listed in the National
Register would be eligible for federal acquisition, pres-
ervation, and development grants.

In order for the Register to be used by the states and
federal agencies, a current version had to be published
and distributed. When the OAHP staff encountered de-
lays in finishing the illustrated Register book, they rushed
inio circulation an “emergency’’ version. With the appear-
ance of the National Register in the Federal Register, the
listing at last became available o agencies and state laison
officers across the United States and entered fully into
use as planning instrument.

Nates

LThe director made this assertion for two reasons. He helieved that
demonstrating that the Park Service already maintained a register would
help cnsure that the park bureau, rather than ancther sgency. would
he given authority over the national prescrvation program. In addi-
tion, Hartzog wished to place the Park Service in a position that would
allow it to proceed with the registration of properties of state and local
importance, even without appreval of Senate Bill 3035, Taped inter-
views with Robert M. Utley, July 22, 1986; Emest Allen Connally,
June 9, 1986; and William J. Murtagh, June 17, 1986. Sec also James
A. Class, *“The National Historic Preservation Program, 1957 to 1969”
{Ph.D. diss., Cornell University, 1987) pp. 132.

2Glass, pp. 132; 138-139. See also “*Public Law 89-665 {National
Historic Preservation Act).” United States Statutes at Large 80 (1966}):
915, or the appendix in this book.

#For morc than two years after approval of the 1966 act, the Na-
tional Register contained only the historical parks and monuments in
the National Park System and National Historie Landmarks. Until the
grants manual providing registration criteria, standards, and nomina-
tion forms became available (see discussion later in this chapter), the
states were unable to nominate properties of state or local importance
to the Register. See Glass, p. 302.

4Ihid., pp. 300-303; 498.

SMemorandum fram William J. Murtagh, Keeper of the National
Register, to Chief, Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation [E. A.
Connally[: Subject: “'First Edition of National Register,” September 18,
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1967, passim (from file, “Director’s Decisions 1967, 1970, E. A,
Connally’s administrative filcs, WASQ). See also Glass, pp. 503-504.

*Taped interview with Murtagh, June 17, 1986.

"Glass, pp. 506-508; 780.

8Hartzog derived this figure from an estimate made by Robert Utley
in a January 1968 report. Ibid., p. 519.

S1L.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Appropriations, Subcommit-
tec on the Department of the Interior and Related Agencies, Depert-
ment of the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations for Fiscal Year
1969, Hearing, 90th Cong., 2d. Sess., February 27, 1968 (Washing-
ton, D.C.: US Government Printing Office, 1968},
pp- 994-996. See also Glass, pp. 778-779.

19Sce chapter 6.

Glass, pp. 781-783.

2fbid., pp. 781-783; 803.

133ee “The National Register of Historic Places 1968"" (Washington,
DC.: Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation, National Park
Service, 1968). A copy is in the National Register administrative files,
WASO. See also Glass pp. 784-785.

YProperties of state and local significance had not yet been
nominated by the states, pending release of the grants manual. See
discussion later in this chapter

15The Naticnal Register;” passim. See also Glass, pp. 785-788.
Evidence survives in the Park Service files only of distribution to the
regional offices and Liaison officers, but ransmitial to federal agencies
likely also ocourred, given the urgency under Section 106 of providing
agencies with a current list of Register entries. See chapter 6.

16(Glass, p. 803-804.

1Thid., pp. 805-806; “National Kegister of Historic Places,” Federal
Register 34:37 {Tuesday, February 25, 1969): pp. 2,580-2,596.

18Glass, pp. 470-471. See chapter 3.

At this early point, the Park Service regarded the Advisory Coun-
cil as a review body for all important policies related to the national
ptogram.

20" Grants-in-Aid Manual (Draft). Public Law 89-665. 80 Stat, 915
(1966). The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966” {(Washington,
DC.: National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, November,
1967), passim {from file, “Historic Preservation Task Force~1966,”
Ulley’s file box, History Division, WASQ). See also Glass, pp. 487488,

21Watterson had just become chief of the Division of Historic
Architecture. Corbett was chief of the Division of Archeology. See (lass,
p. 490,

*2Taped interview with Jerry L. Rogers, June 20, 1986; comments
sent 1o author by Rogers, July 7, 1987; “Grants-in-Aid Manual,”
pp- 4-5. Sec also Glass, 489-491,

23(lass, pp. 488; 788-789.

2#Under the Historic Preservation Act and guidelines of the manual,
a state could not receive federal grants for acquisition, preservation,
or development projects unti! it had completed an approved preserva-
tion plan,

*58ee Grants for Historic Preservation: A Guide for State Participa-
tion. {Washington, D.C.: Cffice of Archeology and Historic Preserva-
ton, National Park Service, January 1969}, passim. See also Glass,
pp. 789-794,

268¢e Class, p. 797 and appendix H.

#7]bid., p. 800. Much time was spent between 1967 and 1968 by
Rabert Garvey and the National Register staff attempting to persuade
the Park Service and other federal agencies to develop an automatic
data processing system for the National Register, so that the national
listing could be rapidly compiled, and data from its files could be easily
retrieved and transmitted swifily across the United Siales, Lack of money
and intcrest defeated the effort, except for a single study compiled
by IBM under contract to the OAHP and the coding incorporated in
the National Register nomination form. See detailed discussion in Glass,
pp. 563-565; 600-608; 613-614; and 636-637.

28]hid., pp. 800-802 and appendix J.

291hid., pp. 783-784. The director wished 1o draw the attention of
the new Secretary to the national preservation program by affording
Hickel the opportunity to issue the first Register volume.

30)bid., p. 807.

31Taped interview with Murtagh, June 17, 1986. Glass, p. 807.

32]n 1966 Hartzog feh a sense of competition with the Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for control of the preser-
vation program set forth by the Rains Committee. As noted in chapter 2,
HUD emerged from the 1966 legislative session with authority for pres-
crvation grants 1o municipalites, but not for a separate National Register.

358ee chapter 3.

34The final cloth-bound edition appeared in 1976, the bicentennial
year of the American Revolution.




Chapter 8
Legacies of the Early Years

What were the legacies of the Nanonal Historic Pres-
ervation Act and the first years of the 1966 national pro-
gram?’ Fight in particular can be distinguished? First,
the philosophical orientation symbolized by the “New
Preservation”” theme extended after 1968 throughout
much of the American preservation movement, Second,
during the 1970s, grants-in-aid for acquisition and de-
velopment projects became one of the principal features
of the national program, helping to underwrite demonstra-
tions of historic preservation values in communities across
the nation.

Third, afier the near-death of the national program in
1968, the state liaison officers organized a potent lobbying
organization to obtain adequate appropriations. Fourth, in
order to secure a stable source of money, the Office of Ar-
cheology and Historic Preservation and the states drafted
a legislative proposal for creating a Historic Preservation
Fund, and preservationists convinced Congress to create
the fund. Fifth, as the sums involved in grants and state
preservation offices grew in size, the National Park Serv-
ice required stricter accounting for funds and increased
emphasis on comprehensive planning by the states.

As a sixth legacy, the environmental movement in the
1960s, which had contributed to the adoption of the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act, continued 1o influence
Congress and the Executive Branch into the 1970s,
resulting in an initiative that greatly extended the scope
of the protections in Section 106 and ultimately in
enactment of tax incentives for rehabilitating historic struc-
tures. Seventh, the National Register was gradually su-
perseded as a planning instrument by less formal
“determinations of eligibility’”” made by state historic pres-
ervation officers and the federal agencies and by registers
of historic properties established by the states. Finally,
the conflict of interest question involving the placement
of the Advisory Council staff within the Park Service grew
as a problem in the early 1970s, until resolved by a
change in the 1966 legislation.

In the decade following the regional conferences of
1967 and 1968, William J. Murtagh and the staff of the
National Register unit energetically preached the en-

vironmental values of the *‘New Preservation.” A host
of new preservationists rehabilitating historic urban neigh-
borhoods or adapting commercial buildings to different
uses attended subsequent conferences and learned about
the architectural and aesthetic sides of preservation.
Simultaneously, the requirement in the grants manual
for state historic preservation offices to employ architects
or architectural historians® produced a cadre of profes-
sionals in each locale trained to analyze the architecture
of cities and the countryside.

During the 1970s, the staffs of the state preservation
offices took over from the Park Service the task of
educating the public about historic preservation and
accelerated a swing from historical and inspirational con-
notations in mosl cormmunities to environmental conser-
vation. As a result, by 1986, more than 75 percent of
the listings in the National Register were cited for ar-
chitectural importanced A revolution in the rationale for
preservation occurred after 1966, due in Jarge measure
to the “missionary”’ efforts of the Park Service and states
in prometing the “New Preservation.”

Despite the emphasis of the National Historic Preser-
vation Act on the actions of state governments and federal
agencies, the Johnson administration and Park Service
had viewed the provision for acquisition and develop-
ment grants as a stimulus to municipal authorities and
private owners of historic properties to engage in pres-
ervation activities. The promise of the grants-in-aid to
spread the influence of historic preservation was finally
realized in the early 1970s, when sufficient funds to begin
acquisition and development grants were appropriated.
Local preservationists drew upon the possibility of match-
ing federal funds as an incentive for private property
owners, developers, and municipal governments to re-
tain landmarks and rehabilitate them. In addition, restora-
tion projects financed partially through federal grants and
carried out to exacting Park Service standards provided
illustrations for people in every community on how historic
properties should be renovated?

A related development was the emergence of an
effective preservation lobby for appropriations. The state
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liaison officers led the way, working through an associa-
tion organized in 1969, the National Conference of State
Historic Preservation Officers (NCSHPO)® During the
early 1970s, the National Conference embarked on a
coordinated campaign of persuading key Congressmen
and Senators to vote for increased appropriations. The
state officials achieved results by showing members of
the House and Senate Interior Appropriations Subcom-
mittee evidence of the improvements being brought to
most Congressional districts and states through grants-
in-aid projects?

In 1974 the NCSHPO was joined in its “‘educational”
efforts by a lobby organized by private preservationists,
Preservation Action. By the mid-1970s a coalition to
secure yearly appropriations had come together, including
the National Conference, Preservation Action, and the
National Trust. The administrators of the Office of Ar-
cheology and Historic Preservation also lobbied discreet-
ly. The activities of the preservation groups were suc-
cessful. From the $88,500 approved by Congress and
the President for {iscal year 1969, monies for grants-in-
aid to the states rose to $17.6 million in fiscal year 19758

Noting the reluctance of the Office of Management and
Budget® and Congress to appropriate funds for historic
preservation out of general federal revenues, Ernest Allen
Connally and W. Robert Williams, president of the Na-
tional Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers,
decided to seek a more reliable method of securing
money. In 1976 the preservation lobbying coalition per-
suaded Congress to adopt a proposal drafted by the
OAHP and the NCSHPO for creation of a special fund
from which yearly appropriations could be made. Mod-
eled on the Land and Water Conservation Fund, which
had been used since 1965 to finance recreation and con-
servation, the new Historie Preservation Fund was to be
drawn from revenues derived by the federal government
from off-shore mineral drilling leases??

Largely as a result of the change in law, preservationists
were able 1o induce Congress between fiscal years 1975
and 1979 to increase by nearly three times the appropria-
tion for the national preservation program. Grants-in-aid
to the states rose to a peak figure in fiscal year 1979
of $47.121 million!! a large proportion of which was
dispensed for acquisition and development projects in
the states and local communities.

After 1981, in response to popular restiveness with
domestic grant programs, the administration of President

Ronald Reagan did not request any money from the
Historic Preservation Fund for preservation appropria-
tions!? In addition, during the 1981-88 period, neither
the Reagan administration nor Congress approved funds
for acquisition and development grants. The states in the
1980s struggled to carry out the national program with
modest matching grants for survey and planning, ap-
proved by Congress each year over the objection of the
adminisiration. The potential of the Historic Preserva-
tion Fund to place the national program on a stable finan-
cial basis faded, while the “‘pump-priming’’ capacity of
the national program diminished markedly.

As the states received larger allotments of grants-in-
aid during the 1970s, the National Park Service issued
regulations requiring stricter accounting of the federal
funds spent for survey, planning, and “bricks and mor-
tar’” projects. The regulations came in response to urg-
ings by solicitors in the Interior Department that the Office
of Archeology and Historic Preservation promulgate for-
mal rules so that financial irregularities and unsound
stewardship of public monies could be avoided. As
grounds for such rules, the lawyers pointed to the man-
dates of the 1966 legislation for procedures and record-
keeping and the Administrative Procedures Act of 1974,
which required agencies to issue regulations to govern
activities authorized or mandated by lawl?

The first Park Service regulations concerning grants-
in-aid appeared in the Federal Register in 1975, and al-
though based on the initial procedures set forth in 1968,
required that the states provide considerably more detail
in their financial records, applications for federal funds,
and claims for reimbursement by the Interior Depart-
ment. Regulations treating the other activities carried out
by the states under the Preservation Act soon followed,
as the Park Service endeavored to achieve regulariza-
tion of procedures in the national program. At the end
of the 1970s, the Office of Archeology and Historic Pres-
ervation strove to make the comprehensive preservation
plans prepared by the states more useful in decision-
making. An elaborate system of rational analysis was
devised by the office as the basis for the plans and in-
stituted through guidelines distributed to the states!*

Many of the state historic preservation officers (SHPOs},
who had become accustomed during the early years of
the national program to making decisions informally,
questioned the need for detailed regulations and planning
guidelines. Since the late 1970s, Park Service officials
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and SHPOs have debated regularly the degree of federal
oversight necessary in the program.>

A sixth legacy of the beginnings of the 1966 program
was the inclusion of historic preservation considerations
in a movement to afford additional protection to natural
resources. Public concern over the deterioration of the
human environment continued to mount at the end of
the 1960s, building a momentum for new protective
legislation that proved irresistible even for the Nixon ad-
ministration, which took office opposed to further govern-
ment intervention in the environmental field. After Senator
Henry M. Jackson pushed the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) through Congress, President
Richard M. Nixon decided to seize upon a popular im-
pulse and develop his own proposals!®

The President desired a program that would both carry
out the 1969 legislation and create some initiatives iden-
tified with his administration. Aware of the environmen-
tal orientation of the national preservation program, the
President’s Council on Environmental Quality recruited
authorities on historic preservation as well as natural con-
servationists to formulate the presidential policy!?

George B. Hartzog, Jr., Ernest Allen Connally, Robert
R. Garvey, Ir., and the staffs of the Office of Archeoclogy
and Historic Preservation and the Advisory Council all
advised the environmental panel. Garvey succeeded in
having the advisory body designated to participate in the
review of the environmental impact statemenis required
of federal agencics by the 1969 act. He and his staff
_also persuaded William K. Reilly of the Council on
Environmental Quality to draft a presidential executive
arder directing every ageney to incorporate historic pres-
ervation in its planning.!®

Signed by President Nixon in May 1971, Executive
Order 11593 considerably expanded the application of
the National Historic Preservation Act. The directive in-
structed all land-holding federal entities to devise pres-
ervation policies for the care of the thousands of historic
sites and structures that they administered and required
agencies that financed projects to take into account prop-
erties eligible for the National Register, as well as those
already included in the listing!® Since 1971, the executive
order has acted as a catalyst for the institutionalization
of preservation in much of the federal government.

Connally and his staff suggested to Reilly and Boyd
Gibbon of the environmental council that some of the

recommendations of the Rains Committee not included
in the 1966 preservation legislation—especially tax relief
for historic properties and federally guaranteed loans for
the repair of historic houses—should be included in the
Nixon environmental legislative package. In addition, Con-
nally persuaded Reilly and Gibbon to call for a bill that
would improve the existing arrangements for the transfer
of surplus historic federal properties from the General
Services Administration to local authorities?®

All three measures became law during the 1970s,
although the home loan and surplus property measures
never met their initial promise. The tax relief bill, on the
other hand, which the preservation lobbying coalition
finally convinced Congress to adopt as an amendment
to the Tax Reform Act of 1976, had a profound effect.
Providing income tax deductions for owners who reha-
bilitated depreciable historic properties, the 1976 law
stimulated more than $1 billion in private investment be-
tween 1977 and 1981. Under the Economic Recovery
Tax Act of 1981, which authorized generous investment
tax credits for such rehabilitations, an additional $9
billion in private funds was spent by 19872

The tax incentives compensated for the loss of ac-
quisitions and development grants with respect to com-
mercial, industrial, and income-producing residential
properties. The success of the incentives also helped the
preservation lobbyists persuade Congress to appropriate
monies for adminisiration of the national program dur-
ing the financially austere 1980s. On the other hand,
the incentive policy did not completely supersede the
need for acquisition and development grants. Non-
depreciable historic properties held by private owners
and historic properties under public ownership did not
qualify for the tax credits.

As a consequence of Executive Order 11593 and the
curtailment of acquisition and developments grants, the
goal implied in the National Historic Preservation Act
of listing all the historic properties of the nation in the
National Register declined in importance. Originally, only
those historic places included in the national listing were
covered by the protective requirements of Section 106
and could gualify for matching grants-in-aid. State pres-
ervation offices and private preservation organizations
pursued nominations in order to extend Section 106 re-
view to endangered historic properties and districts,
secure matching acquisition and development funds, and
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obtain federal recognition of historic significance of the
properties. As a consequence, the number of listings in
the Register rose from 954 in 1968 to 13,392 in 197622

With the issuance of the executive order, the Register
ceased to be the sole indication of what should be taken
into account by federal agencies. Instead, lists of prop-
erties declared eligible for the Register largely replaced
the national listing in determining which federally fi-
nanced actions were subject to Section 106 review. Afler
1981, the halt to acquisition and development grants fur-
ther reduced the impetus for nominations. New in-
ducements to nominate properties came with the
Tax Reform Act of 1976 and the Economic Recovery
Tax Act of 1981. The 1981 law reserved the highest levels
of tax benefits for owners who rehabilitated structures
listed in the National Register or designated as landmarks
by local governments. During the five years following
passage of the 1981 tax act, despite the end of acquisi-
tion and development grants, the number of listings in
the Register doubled, increasing from 27,084 in 1980
to 45,500 in 198628

Nevertheless, only a fraction of eligible properties are
likely to be nominated to the National Register. Tts role
as a planning instrument has been taken over by deter-
minations of ehigibility made by the states, federal agen-
cies, and the Park Service and by inclusion of the historic
properties in state registers by the siate historie preser-
vation officers?4

A final legacy of the late 1960s, the ambiguous posi-
tion of the Advisory Council and its staff, was resolved
in the mid-1970s. The possibility for a conflict of interest
involving the Park Service or the Department of the In-
terior existed even after Garvey was remoeved from the
Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation, in part
because the professional staff of the OAHP continued
to investigate Section 106 cases on behalf of the coun-
cil. In 1972 a celebrated case involving construction of
a sight-seeing tower near Gettysburg National Battlefield
forced the park bureau to confront the problem. Ben-
Jjamin Levy of the Office of Archeology and Historic Pres-
ervation was asked by Harthon Bill as deputy director
of the Park Service to preparc a justification for the
bureau to grani an casement for the tower. Almost
simultaneously, Levy received a request from Bill as ex-
ecutive director of the Advisory Council to prepare an
assessment of the impact of the ower on the historical
dqualities of the battlefield 25
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As a result of the ensuing controversy, Hartzog removed
several professional staff people from the OAHP and
placed them directly under Garvey’s supervision. Never-
theless, the possibility of conflict of interest remained as
long as the staff of the Advisory Council were employees
of the Park Service and the Department of the Interior.
Soon after the Gettysburg incident, Garvey began negotia-
tons with the staff of the Senate Interior Commitiee to
remove the Advisory Council and its staff altogether from
the Interior Department. In 1976 the executive secretary
and his staff attorney, Kenneth Tapman, succeeded in
having 4 rider attached to the Land and Water Conser-
vation Act making the Advisory Council on Historic Pres-
ervation an independent federal agency?¢

During the late 1970s, the advisory body enjoyed suc-
cess as a separate entity. securing an inersascd budgei
from Congress and extending the effectiveness of Sec-
tion 106, the National Environmental Policy Act, and Ex-
ecutive Order 11593. After 1981 the council found iis
review of federal actions under attack from the Reagan
administration, which sought to reduce the application
of Section 106 as part of the President’s general cam-
paign to “cul red tape” in the federal government. Con-
gress intervencd in 1983 to rebut the arguments of the
administration for restricting the authority of the coun-
cil, and hetween 1981 and 1988 Congress rencwed most
of the agency’s appropriation in the face of cuts recom-
mended by the President.

Despite the swing in the public mood during the 1980s
against federal domestic expenditures and regulations,
the national preservation program has survived. From
its origins in the desperation of preservationists to stop
federally financed destruction and the desire of an ac-
tivist Presidential administration to **prime the pump,”’
the program has attracted a political constituency in
regions throughout the United States. Grants-in-aid, tax
incentives, and the protective review of the Advisory Coun-
cil have all left their marks in local communities. As a
result, during the “storms™ of the 1980s, advocates of
the national preservation program have becn able to per-
suade Congress to keep it functioning.

Notes

'Chapter 8 is drawn primarily from some sixty taped interviews
that the author conducted with people involved in the national
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preservalion program during the 1970s and 1980s. The interviews
included people associated with all of the principal agencies and
organizations active in the vears after 1969, Some documentary
material from the files of the participating agencies was also reviewed.

20f course, the legacies of the 1960s were only part of the factors
that shaped the national program during the following two decades.
The full story awaits a hislory of the federal-state partnership after
1969,

35ee chapter 3.

4Carol D Shull, “The National Register After 20 Years,” article
in ““With Heritage Still So Rich: A Celebration of the 20th Anniver-
sary of the National Historic Prescrvation Act,” [supplement to] Pres-
ervation News 26:10 (Qctober 1986): 59.

5Taped interview with Ernest Allen Connally, June 9, 1986,

6The Liaison officers renamed themselves “‘state historic preser-
vation officers” in the early 1970

"Taped interviews with Russell W, Fridley, October 17, 1986;
Charles E. Lee, June 26, 1986, William Penn Mott, Jr., August 5,
1986; Wiliam J. Murtagh, June 17, 1986; and Merle W. Wells,
October 22, 1986.

8Taped interviews with Tersh Boasberg, July 24, 1986; Jerry L.
Rogers, June 13, 1986; and Connally, June 9, 1986. Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation, Report o the President and Congress: Twenty
Years of the National Historie Preservation Act (Washington DC.: Ad-
visary Council on Historic Preservation, 1986}, p. 37,

“In 1970 the Bureau of the Budget became the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget.

0Taped interview with Connally, June 9, 1986,

YAdvisory Council on Historic Preservation, Report to the President.

12The Reagan administration maintained that the Historic Preser-
vation Fund was not a fund of money dedicated to a specific pur-
pose, but a non-hinding entry in the accounts of the United States
Treasury.

Taped interview with Rogers, June 13, 1986.

14]bid.; taped interview with Lawrence E. Aten, July 10, 1986,

15Taped interview with Rogers, June 13, 1986; conversation with
Eric Hertfelder, May 1, 1986.

16Taped interview with George B. Hartzog, I, July 2, 1986; Robert
R. Garvey, Jr., July 1, 1986; and Connally, June 9, 1986.

VTaped interviews with Garvey and Connally,

18] hid,

190)fice of White House Press Secretary, “Executive Order 111593
Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment,” May 13,
1971 {frem file, “OAHP History,” R.M. Utley’s box of files, History
Division, WASO). The dictates of the cxecuuive order were incor-
porated in the Historic Preservation Act by amendments in 1976 and
1980. See Advisory Council en Historic Preservation, Report to the
President p. 23.

20Taped interview with Connally, June 9, 1986,

#11hid.; taped interview with Nellie L. Longsworth, July 15, 1986;
H. Ward Jandl, “Preservation Tax Incentives: Past and Present,” in
*“With Heritage So Rich: A Celebration of the 20th Anniversary of
the National Historic Preservation Act,” Preservation News 26: 10
{Cctober 1986): Sé.

22Advisory Council, Report to the President, p. 37.

23]bid.; Jandl, “Preservation Tax Incentives™; Shull, ““The National
Register”

24Determinations of eligibility are made by the states and the Park
Service in connection with Scction 106 cases and in certain cases
in which nomination to the National Register is not possible. Federal
agencies use the determination of eligibility procedure lo comply with
their obligation under Executive Order 11593 (incorporated in the
Historic Preservation Act by amendment in 1980} to inventory all
of their properties that mect the criteria for inchusion in the National
Register. Several states award state grants-in-aid only to the owners
of historic propertics listed in the state register, much as the Historic
Preservation Act requires listing in the National Register as a condi-~
tion for matching federal acquisition and development grants.

25Taped interviews with Garvey, July 1, 1986 and with Murtagh,
June 17, 1986.

26Taped interview with Garvey, July 1 and 3, 1986.
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Public Law 89-665
89th Congress, S. 3035
October 15, 1966

An Act

80 STAT, 915

To establish a program for the preservation of additional historic properties
throughout the Nation, and for other purposes,

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled,
The Congress finds and declares—

{a) that the spirit and direction of the Nation are founded
upon and reflected in its historic past; . )

(b? that the historical and cultura] foundations of the Nation
should be preserved as a living part of our community life and
development in order to give a sense of orientation to the Ameri-
can people;

(c) that, in the face of ever-increasing extensions of urban cen-
ters, highways, and residential, commercial, and industrisl devel-
opments, the present governmental and nongovernmental historic

reservation programs and activities are inadequateé to insure
uture generations a genuine opportunity to appreciate and enjoy
the rich heritage of our Nation; and o .

(d) that, although the major burdens of historic preservation
have been borne and major efforts initiated by private s%en.clgs
and individuals, and both should continue to play a vital role, it is
nevertheless necessary and appropriate for the Federal Govern-
ment to accelerate its historic preservation programs and activities,

to five meximum encouragement to agencies and individuals
undertaking preservation by private means, and to assist State
and local governments and the National Trust for Historic Pres-
ervation in the United States to expand and accelerate their his-
toric preservation programs and activities.

TITLE I

SEc.101. {a) The Seeretary of the Interior is suthorized—

(1) toexpand and maintain a national register of districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects significant in American history,
architecture, archeology, and culture, hereinafter referred to as
the National Register, and to grant funds to States for the pur-
pose of preparing comprehensive statewide historic surveys and

lans, in accordance with criteria established by the Secretary,
or the preservation, acquisition, and development of such prop-
erties;

{2) to establish & program of matching grants-in-aid to States
for projects having as their purpose the preservation for public
benefit of properties that are significant in American history,
architecturs, archeology, and culture; and

(8) to establish & program of matching grant-in-aid to the
National Trust for Historic Preservation in the United States,
%;;’tered by Tl‘:d offo Congressh n.ppro;ed October 26,}}949 (63 S}t)a{.

, a8 amended, for the purpose of carrying out the responsibii-
jties of the National Trust. e Bo

(b) Asusedinthis Act—

{1) The term "“State” includes, in addition to the several States
of the Union, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American Samoa.

(25 The term “project” means programs of State and local govern-
ments and other public bodies and _private organizations and indi-
viduals for the acguisition of title or interests in, and for the develop-

‘Hatorio prop-
arties.
Preservation
program afe=
tablished,

Buildings and
objects, eto,
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80 STAT, 916

Pub. Law 89.665 -2 - October 15, 1966

"Historio pre-
servation,”

"Sepretary.”
Conditions for
grants.

16 USC 46014
note.

Waiver,

Apportionment.

© Limitation.

ment of, any district, site, building, structure, or object that is signifi-

cant in American ﬁ%sto_ry, architecture, arr:i:eology, and culture, or

property used in connection therewith, and for its development in order

to nssure the preservation for public benefit of any such historical
roperties.

_{3) The term “historie preservation” includes the protection, reha-
bilitation, restoration, and reconstruction of districts, sites, buifdings,
structures, and objects significant in American history, architecture,
archeology, or culture,

4) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of the Interior.
eC. 102. (a) No grant may be made under this Act—

(1) unless application therefor is submitted to the Secretary in
accordance with regulations and procedures prescribed by him;

(2) unlesa the application is in accordance with the compre-
hensive statewide historic preservation plan which has been ap-
proved by the Secretary after considering its relationship to the
comprehensive statewide outdoor recreation plan prepared pur-
sstiaxg.tatng ;he Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 {78

& H .

(3) for more than 50 per centum of the total cost involved, as
determined by the Secretary and his determination shall be final;

(4) unlessthe grantee has agreed to make such reports, in such
form and containing such information as the Secretary may from
time to time require;

(5} unless the grantee has agreed to assume, after completion
of the tEﬂz‘t.)]ec:t, the total cost of the continued maintenance, repair,
and administration of the property in a manmer satisfactory to
the Secretary; and

(6) until'the grantee has complied with such further terms and
conditions as the Secretary may deem necessary or advisable.

(b) The Secretary may in his discretion waive the requirements of
subsection Xz), paragrapL (2) and (5) of this section for any grant
under this Act to the National Trust for Historic Preservation in the
United States, in which case a grant to the National Trust may in-
clude funds for the maintenance, repair, and administration of the
property in & manner satisfactory to the Secretary.

(c) No State shall be permitted to utilize the value of real property
obtained before the date of apﬂroval of this Act in meeting the
remaining cost of a project for which a grant is made under this Act.

Sec. 108. (a) The amounts appropriated and made available for
grants to the States for comgerehensive statewide historic surveys and
glans under this Act shall be apportioned among the States by the

ecretary on the basis of needs as determined by him: Provided, horw-
ever, That the amount granted to any one State shall not exceed 50
per centum of the total cost of the comprehensive statewide historic
survey and plan for that State, as determined by the Secretary.

(bg The smounts appmsriamd and made available for grants to
the States for projects under this Act for each fiscal year shall be
apportioned smong the States by the Secretary in accordance with
needs as disclosed in approved statewide historic preservation plans.

The Secretary shall notify each State of its apportionment, and the
amounts thereof shall be available thereafter for payment to such
State for projects in accordance with the provisions of this Act. Any
amount oF any apportionment that has not been paid or obligated by
the Secretary during the fiscal year in which such notification is given,
and for two fiscal years thereafter, shall be reapportioned by the
Secretary in accordance with this subsection.
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Sze. 104. (a) No grant may be made by the Secretary for or on

Coordination

account of any survey or project under this Act with respect to which with other Fede

»

financial assistance has been given or promised under any other Fed-
eral program or activity, and no financisl assistance may be given
under any other Federal program or activity for or on account of any
survey or project with respect to which assistance has been given or
promised under this Act. . . . ,

(b) In order to assure consistency in policies and actions under this
Act with other related Federa) programs and activities, and to assure
coordination of the planning scquisition, and development assistance
to States under this Act with other related Federal programs and
activities, the President may issue such regulations with respect thereto
as he deems desirable, a.nc(y such assistance may be provided only in
accordance with such regulations.

Sec. 105. The beneficiary of assistance under this Act shall keep such
records as the Secretary shall prescribe, including records which full
disclose the disposition by the beneficiary of the proceeds of suc
assistance, the tota) cost of the project or undertaking in connection
with which such assistance is given or used, and the amount and nature
of that portion of the cost of the project or undertaking supplied by
ot-l:ier sources, and such other records as will facilitate an effective
audit.

See. 108, The head of any Federal agency having direct or indirect
jurisdiction over a proposed Federal or federally assisted undertak-
ing in any State andp the head of any Federal department or independ-
ent sgency having authority te license nxl:(y undertaking shall, prior
to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal funds on the under-
taking or prior to the issuance of any license, as the case may be, take
into account the effect of the undertaking on any district, site, build-
ing, structure, or object that is included in the National Register. The
head of any such Federa! agency shall afford the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation estab%ished under title IT of this Act a reasona-
ble opportunity to comment with regard to such undertakin%.

Sec. 107. Nothing in this Act shall be construed to be applicable to
the White House and its grounds, the Supreme Court building and its
grounds, or the United States Capitol and its related buildings and

grounds.

Sec. 108, There are suthorized to be approprinted not to exceed
$2,000,000 to carry out the provisions of this Act for the fiscal year
1967. and not more than $10,000,000 for each of the three succeedin
fiseal years. Such appropriations shall be available for the financia
assistance authorizedp gy this title and for the administrative expenses
of the Secretary in connection therewith, and shall remain available

tmtil expended.
TITLE 1I

Sec. 201. (a) There is established an Advisory Council on Historie
Preservation (hereinafter referred to as the “Council”} which shall
be composed of seventeen members as follows:

21 } The Sécretary of the Interior.

2) The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development.

(3} The Secretary of Commerce.

(4) The Administrator of the General Services Administration.

(5) The Secretary of the Treasury.

(6) The Attorney (Feneral.

(N The Chairman of the Nsationnl Trust for Historic Preser-
vation.
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Terms of
office,
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(8) Ten appointed by the President from outside the Federal
Government. In making these appointments, the President shall
give due consideration to the selection of officers of State and local
governments and individuals who are significantly interested and

ienced in the matters to be considered by the Council,

(b) Each member of the Council specified in pnra.gnphs E)
through (6) of subsection (a) mnt.{ designate another officer of his
de t or agency to serve on the Council in his stead.

¢) Each member of the Council appointed under paragraph (8)
of subsection m&a) shall eerve for & term of five years from tﬁﬂex.pim-
tion of his predecessor’s term ; except that the members first appointed
under that parsgraph shall serve for terms of from one to five years,
a8 designated by the President at the time of appointment, in such
manner a8 to insure that the terms of not less than one nor more than
two of them will expire in any one year.

"~ {d) A vacancy in the Council shall not affect itz pawers, but shall

be filled in the same manner as the original appointment. {(and for the

balance of the unexpired term&;,

a {8) The Chairman of the Council shal! be designated by the Presi-
ent.

éf) Eight members of the Council shall constitute a quorum.

20, 202, (a) The Council shall—

_{1) advise the President and the Congress on matters relat-
ing to historic preservation; recommend measures to coordinate
sctivities of Federal, State, and local agencies and private institu-
tions and individuals relating to historic preservation; and ad-
"vise on the dissemination of information pertaining to such setivi-
tiea;

(2) encourage, in cooperation with the National Trust for His-
toric Preservation and appropriate private agencies, public in-
terest and participation in historic preservation;

(3) recommend the conduct of studies in such areas as the ade-
quacy of legislative and administrative statutes and regulations
pertaining fo historic preservation activities of State and local
governments and the effects of tax policies at all levels of govern-
ment on historic preservation;

(4) advise as to guidelines for the assistance of State and Jocal
govenun;nts in drafting legislation relating to historic preserva-
tion; an

(b) encourage, in cooperation with appropriate public and pri-
vate agencies a%la& institutions, training and educat?on in the fﬂeld
of historiec preservation.

(b) The Council shall submit annually & comprehensive report of
its activities and the results of its studies to the President and the Con-
gress and shall from time to time submit such additional and inl
reports as it deems advisable. Erch report shall propose such legis-
lative enactments and other actions as, in the judgment of the Council,
are necessary and appropriate to carry out its recommendations.

Sec. 203. The Couneil is authorized to secure directly from any
de].lmrtment, bureau, agency, board, commission, office, independent es-
tablishment or instrumentality of the executive branch of the Federal
Government information, Westions, estimates, and statistics for the
purpose of this title; and such department, bureau, agency, board,
commission, office, indaﬁandent establishment or instrumentslity is au-
thorized to furnish such information, snggestions, estimstes, and sta-
tistics to the extent permitted by law and within available funds.

Sec. 204. The members of the Council specified in paragraphs (1)
through (7) of section 201(a) shall serve without sdditiona} compen-
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sation. The members of the Council appointed under parugraph (8)
of section 201(a} shall receive $100 per diemn when engaged in the per-
formance of the duties of the Council. All members of the Council

1l receive reimbursement for necessary traveling and subsistence
expensg?s incurred by them in the performance of the duties of the
Council.

Sec. 205, Sa The Director of the National Park Service or his
designee shal the Executive Director of the Council. Financial
and administrative services (including thcose related to budFetin A
accounting, financial reporting, personnel and rocumme.nt} shall
provided the Council by the Department of the Interior, for which
payments shall be made in advance, or by reimbursement, from funds
of the Council in such amounts as may be agreed upon by the Chair-
man of the Council and the Secretary of the Interior: Provided, That
the regulations of the Department of the Interior for the collection
of indebtedness of personnel resulting from erroneous payments 35
U.8.C. 46e) shall apply to the collection of erroneous payments made
to or on behalf of a Council employee, and regulations of said Secre-
tary for the administrative control of funds (31 U.S.C. 665 (g)) shall
aggl to appropriations of the Council: And provided fm'tﬁr, That
t uncil shail not be required to prescribe such regylations.

(b) The Council shall have power to appoint and fix the compensa-
tion of such additional personnel as may be necessary to carry out its
duties, without regard to the provisions of the civil service Iaws and
the Classification Act of 1949,

(c¢) The Council may also procure, without regard to the civil
service Jaws and the Classification Act of 1949, tempo and inter-
mittent services to the same extent as is authorized fome executive
departments by section 15 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946
(5 US.C. 55a), but at rates not to exceed $50 per diem for individuals.

(d) The members of the Council specified in paragraphs (1)
through (6) of section 201(a) shall provide the Council, on a reim-
bursable basis, with such facilities and services under their jurisdic-
tion and control as may be needed by the Council to carry out its
duties, to the extent that such facilities and services are requested by
the Council and are otherwise available for that purpose. To the
extent of available appropriations, the Councii may obtain, by pur-
chase, rental, donation, or otherwise, such additional property, facili-
ties, and services as may be needed to carry out its duties.

Approved October 15, 1966.
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Personnel,
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Ireland, Casey, 10-11, 41; as co-author of
recommendations of Rains Committee,

11, 41; as staff aide for Rains Commit-
tee trip to Eurcpe (1963), 10
Ireland, Lucille (Mrs. Casey}, 15
Ives, Mrs. Ernest L., 42

Jackson, Henry M., 18, 20, 61; as advo-
cate for “teeth” in the protective pro-

visions of Senate Bill 3035, 18, 20; as -

chairman of Senate hearing on Senate
Bill 3035 (1960), 18; as chief sponsor
of National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969, 61

Jacobs, Jane, 6, 75

Jensen, J. E. N., 56

Johnson, Lady Bird, 7-8, 11, 13, 44; exerts
influence on husband to include preser-
vation of natural beauty in legislative
agenda, 7; hosts reception for the Advi-
sory Council on Historic Preservation
at the White House {1967), #4; opens
White Conference on Natural Beauty
(1965), 8; writes foreword to With Her-
itage So Rich, 11

Johnson, Lyndon B., 7-9, 13, 17, 19-20,
23, 26, 35, 41-42, 56; administration
of, 8, 17-19, 37-39, 50, 54, 59; advo-
cates preservation legislation in mes-
sage to Congress (1966}, 17; advocates
“Creative Federalism,” 26, 35; appoints
President’s Task Force on the Preser-
vation of Natural Beauty (1964), T;
calls White House Conference on Nat-
ural Beauty, 8; includes historic preser-
vation in ‘““Message on Natural
Beauty” (1965), 7-8; signs National
Historic Preservation Act (1966), 19

Jones, Barclay G., 5, 73

Karas, George A., 46-47

Keeper of the National Register, origins
of, 30

Kennedy, Harold L., 42, 45

Kennedy, John F., 6; administration of, 7

Keune, Russell V., 23, 25, 27, 30-34, 43,
44, 46, 50, 54, 56; as acting keeper of
the National Register (1967}, 30-31, 42,
46; as assistant keeper of the National
Register (196769, 31; as member of
the Historic Preservation Task Force
(1966-67), 23, 25, 27; biographical
information, 30, 31; plans Regional
Conferences on the *“New Preserva-
tion” (1967), 31; prepares illustrated
edition of the National Register
(1967-68), 54; revises grants manual for

the national preservation program
(1967-68), 54, 56; role in early Section
106 cases, 42, 46-47

Knott, Lawson, B., Jr., 73

Lambe, James M. (Mikej, 23, 75

Land and Water Conservation Act of 1964.
See Legislation

Land and Water Conservation Act,
Amendments to {1976). See Legislation

Land and Water Conservation Fund, &, 60

Las Trampas National Historic Land-
mark District (Las Trampas, New
Mexico), 42

Las Trampas Section 106 case (1967),
42-43

Lee-Brew-Connally Committee, National
Park Service, 29

Lee, Charles E., xv, 73

Lee, Ronald F., xv, 8-9, 11-14, 23-25, 29,
48; as advisor to the Historic Preser-
vation Task Force (1966-67), 23-24; as
chairman of the Lee-Brew-Connally
Committee {1966}, 29; as one of four
senior administrators asked to recom-
mend to George Hartzog how to carry
out the 1966 legislation, 23; hiographi-
cal information, 14; desire to return
National Park Service to position of
primacy in the preservation movement,
9; drafts notes on carrying out Section
106 review (1967), 48; heads commit-
tee of senior administrators on historie
preservation (1964), 9; helps draft
“Principles and Guidelines for Historic
Preservation™ (1964}, 9; participates in
trip of Rains Committee to Europe,
11-12; recommends appointment of
Ermest Connally as chief of Office of
Archeology and Historic Preservation,
29; role as advisor to George Hartzog
on historic preservation, 8-9

Legislation: Administrative Procedures
Act of 1974, 60; Antiquities Act of
1906, xvii; Demonstration Cities and
Metropolitan Development Act of
1966, 20, 50, 74; Department of Trans-
portation Act (1966), 50, 74: Economic
Recovery Tax Act of 1981, 61; Federal-
Aid Highway Act of 1956, 3; Historic
Sites Act of 1935, xvii, 4, 8, 14, 29-30,
53, 74; Housing Act of 1956, 4; Land
and Water Conservation Act of 1964,
14, 15; Land and Water Conservation
Act, Amendments to (1976), 52, 62;
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National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, 61; National Historic Preserva-
tion Aect of 1966, xiii, 19-21, 23-24, 29,
31,33, 37, 41-42, 45, 49-50, 53-34, 58,
59, 61, 67-71, 74; organic act creating
the National Park Service {1916), xvii;
Tax Reform Act of 1976, 61

Legislative Bills: Senate Bill 3035-House
Bill 13491 (1966), 17-20, 37, 57, 3;
Senate Bill 3097-House Bill 13790
(1966), 17-18, 74; Senate Bill
3093-House Bill 13792 (1966}, 17-18,
73

Levy, Benjamin, 4849, 62; asked to pre-
pare comment on tower at Gettysburg
National Battlefield (1972), 62; pre-
pares report on suggested procedures
for the Advisory Council (1968), 48-49

Long, Gillis, 12

Long Island of the Holston, proposed
highway across, near Kingsport, Ten-
nessee (1967}, 43

Love, John A., 34

McDowell, Harris B., 6

Mackey, M. Cecil, 48

Management and Budget, Office of
(OMB), 60

Marshall, William G., 34

May, [Col.] John A., 42, 45

Meyer, Bernard R., 8, 32, 50; answers
questions at Regional Conferences on
the "“INew Preservation,” 32; asked for
opinion on whether Park Service could
provide grants to assist in preservation
of historic sites of regional or local
importance (1964}, 8; reviews final text
of the 1968 grants manual for the new
national program, 36

Mission '66. See National Park Service

Moore, Samuel V., 26

Murtagh, William J., 30-34, 38, 44, 50,
53-34, 57, 59, T3; as advocate for the
“New Preservation,” 30-34; as direc-
tor of education at the National Trust,
30; appointed keeper of the National
Register (1467), 30; biographical infor-
mation, 30, 31; proposes illustrated edi-
tion of the National Register (1967),
53-534; praposes that the Park Service
hold regional conferences on the “New
Preservation” {1967), 31

Muskie, Edmund 5., 10-12, 15, 17-18, 20;
as member of the Rains Committee,

10-12; as sponsor of Senate Bills 3097
and 3098 (1966), 17
Myers, Denys Peter, 46

Nationa! Environmental Policy Act of
1969. See Legislation

National Conference of State Historic
Preservation Officers INCSHPO), xv,
60; as co-authors of proposal to create
Historic Preservation Fund (1975-76],
60; as lobbying organization for
appropriation after 1969, 60

National Historic Landmark program,
National Park Service, xi, 5, 8, 51,
53-54, 57, 15

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
[Public Law 89-665]. See Legislation

National Park Service, xi, xiii, xv, xvii,
4-6, 8-10, 12-15, 18-20, 23-26, 29-34,
37-39, 41-43, 45, 48-51, 53-534, 56-58,
59-60, 62-63; carries out the Historic
Sites Act of 1935, xvii, 4, 8, 29-30, 53,
74; committee of senior administrators
on historic preservalion created (1904},
9; creation as bureau in the Depart-
ment of the Interior (1916}, xvii; issues
regulations to govern the national
preservation program (1970°s and
1980°s}, 60; Lee-Brew-Connally Com-
mittee created (1966}, 29; makes prepa-
rations to carry out the Historic
Preservation Act {1966-67), 23-26; pre-
pares grants manual for the new
national preservation program
{1966-693, 54-56; pursues Mission '66
program (1956-66), 4-0; receives
historic battlefields and forts from War
Department (1933), xvii; role in
administering historic preservation pro-
grams during the New Deal, xvii

National Parks and Recreation, Subcom-
mittee on, United States House of
Representatives, 19

National Park System, xvii, 4-3, 8, 29, 51,
53, 57

National Register of Historic Places, 12,
17-19, 24-26, 30-31, 4849, 51, 53-58,
59, 61-63; evaluative criteria drafted for
{1966-67), 24-26; first published in the
Federal Register (1969), 54; issued as
iltustrated edition (1969}, 57; proposed
as a brochure, 53; role as an honorific
registrat, 37; use as an instrument of
planning, 53, 61-62; use as a reference

book, 53-34; use as a tourist guide,
53-54

“National Register of Historic Places
Inventory-Nomination Form™ (1968),
56

National Trust for Historic Preservation,
xi, xiii, 6, 7-15, 18-20, 30-31, 37-39, 44,
51, 60; co-sponsor of 1963 Serninar on
Preservation and Restoration (Wil-
liamsburg, Virginial, 7; leads efforts to
secure legislation to protect historic
properties from federally financed
destruction, 7-15; lobbies for grants-in-
aid appropriation (1968}, 38; receives
grants-in-aid in 1968 fiscal year, 37-38;
receives grants-in-aid in 1969 fiscal
year, 38-39; role as a clearing house of
information for the preservation move-
ment, 6; sponsor of 1967 workshop on
Principles of Historic Preservation
(Williamsburg, Virginial, 25

Nelligan, Murray H., 23

Nelson, Lee H., 73

“New Preservation,” the, 11-12, 29-34, 54,
59; applicd by Robert Utley o the new
national preservation program, 29;
coined in Rains Committee report,
11-12; role as a theme for the new
national program, 29-34; used as a
theme for the Regional Conferences
{1967-68), 31

“New Preservation” Regional Confer-
ences. See Regional Conferences

Nixon, Richard M., 56, 61; administra-
tion of, 61

Outdoor Recreation, Bureaun of (BOR, 9,
15, 23, 26: liaison officer system in
states borrowed by Park Service, 23;
makes matching grants-in-aid for recre-
ation to the states, 9; system for grants-
in-aid used as model in drafting
Interior Department historic preserva-
tion bill (1965}, 9-10

Owings, Nathaniel A., 42

Patent Office, former United States
{Washington, D.C.}, 4

Pension Building (Washington D.C.), 4

Perrin, Richard W. E., 4

Peterson, Charles E., 5

Plans, comprehensive statewide preserva-
tion, xiii, 10, 17-19, 23-24, 36, 60; lirst

proposed (1965}, 19; included in 1965
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Interior legislative proposal, 10; stan-
dards and procedures for preparation
drafted and issued (1966-08), 23-24,
56; subject of controversy in the
national program, 60

Porter, Daniel R., 39

Pozen, Walter 1., 12

Preservation News, 44

President’s Task Force on the Preservation
of Nawral Beauty, 7

“Principles and Guidelines for Historic
Preservation in the United States,”
(1964), 9

Public Roads, Bureau of (BPR}, 3-4, 42,
50; policies arouse opposition of preser-
vationists, 3-4; secks assistance of the
National Park Service in complying
with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (1966-67), 42;
role in Las Trampas Section 106 case
{1967), 42; reasons for cooperative atti-
tude after 1966, 30

Quiet Crisis, The (1963), 6, 75

Rains, Albert M., 10-11, 18, 20, 42, 45;
appointed member of the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, 42;
as chairman of the Rains Committee,
10-11; as lobbyist for preservation legis-
lation in 1966, 20;

Rains Committee {Special Committee on
Historic Preservation, United States
Conferences of Mayors), 10-13, 17-18,
20, 42; activities financed by the Ford
Foundation, 10; conceived by Laurance
Henderson and Carl Feiss, 10; issues
With Heritage So Rich (1966}, 11;
makes trip to Europe (1965}, 10-11;
members lobby for preservation legis-
lation (1966), 17-18, 20; recommends
new preservation legislation, 11-12

Rath, Frederick L., Jr., xv

Reagan, Ronald, 60, 62; administration
of, 60, 62

Redwood trees in California, the preser-
vation of, 44

Regional conferences on the “New Preser-
vation” (1967-68), 31-35; planned by
Russell Keune, 31; proposed by Wil-
liam Muriagh, 31; purpose, 31; results,
33; subjects discussed, 31-33

Registry of National Historic Landmarks,
5, 8, 53, 57; as precursor of the

National Register, 53, 57; created by
the Park Service (1960), 5

Reid, Louis E., Jr., 48

Reilly, William K., 61

Reuss, Henry S., 6

Ripley, S. Dillon, 44

Robie House, Chicago, 31

Rogers, Jerry L., 31, 54, 56; as first
historian in the National Regisirar
unit, 31; assists Russell Keune in
préparing the first Vational Register
edition, 54; assists Keune in revising
the first grants-in-aid manual for the
states, 56; participates in revision of
National Registrar evalnative criteria,
1967, 56

Rommel, Wilfred H., 19

Roosevelt, Franklin D., xvii

St. Louis Post Office Building (St. Louis,
Missouri), 4

St. Michael’s Church (Charleston, South
Carolina), 54, 55

San Francisco Mint (San Francisco,
California), 4, 8

Sarles, Frank B., 46

Scott, Hugh L., 41

Section 4{f), Department of Transporta-
tion Act, 1966, 50

Section 106 review by the Advisory Coun-
cil, See Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

Seminar on Preservation and Restoration
at Williamsburg, Virginia (1963), 7

Senate Bill 3035. See Legislative Bills

Senate Bill 3097. See Legislative Bills

Senate Bill 3098. See Legislative Bills

Smith, Howard W., 19

Smithsonian Institution, 44

Sonic booms, the effect of on cultural
properties, 44

Springfield Armory National Historic
Landmark District, Springfield, Mas-
sachusetts, 44

Springfield Armory Section 106 case
{1967}, 44-46

Stagner, Howard R., 26

States, the, xiii, 7-10, 12, 15, 17-18, 23-26,
31-33, 37-39, 43-44, 49, 50-51, 53-54,
56-57, 59-63; asked to appoint liaison
officers, 23; fail to receive grants-in-aid
in fiscal year 1968, 37-38; first sug-
gested for role in a national preserva-
tion program (1965}, 9; included in the
Naticnal Historic Preservation Act, 17

State liaison officers, 23-24, 31-33, 38-39,
43-44, 49-51, 54, 56, 59; appointed by
governors (1966-67), 23; asked for esti-
mates of non-fiscal matching funds
expected to be spent in the fiseal year
1969, 38; participate in the “New
Preservation’” regional conferences
{1967-68), 31-33; reactions to 1969 fis-
cal year apportionments, 39; role as
lobhyists for appropriatiens, 38, 59-60;
sent draft of grants manual prepared
by the Historic Preservation Task
Force, 56

Stevens, Sylvester K., 41, 44-45, 48, 54;
announces delegation of negotiations
in Section 106 cases to the Office of
Archeology and Historic Preservation
{1967}, 44; appointed first chairman of
the Advisory Council on Historie
Preservation (1967}, 41; appoints Ad
Hoc Committee on Procedures (1968),
48; requests that Secretary Stewart
Udall of Interior publish the National
Register in the Federal Register (1968},
54

Stevenson, Adlai E., 42

Surveys of historic properties, statewide,
6, 7, 9-10, 12, 17-19, 24-25, 53, 56;
described by Robert Utley in his 1966
prospectus for the new national preser-
vation program, 18; first proposed by
Interior Department (1965}, 9-10;
included in the 1965 Interior legislative
proposal, 9; standards and procedures
devised for conducting (1966-68),
24.25, 53, 56

Taylor, Roy, 19

Thompson, Ben, 15

Thurmond, Strom, 42

Tise, Larry E., xv

Transportation, Department of (DOT), 50
Truman, Harry S, xviii

Tucker, Raymond R., 10

Tunnard, Christopher, 42

Udall, Stewart L., 6-7, 9-10, 17, 23, 26,
41, 45, 49, 50, 54; as advocate within
the Kennedy and Johnson administra-
tions for natural conservation, 6;
appoints George Hartzog as director of
the National Park Service {1963), 8;
directs the National Park Service to
draft preservation legislation (1965), 9;
sends letters to Federal agencies
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announcing publication of National
Register in the Federal Register, 54;
signs letters requesting appointment of
state liaison officers (1966), 23; snbmits
administration preservation hill to Con-
gress (1966}, 17; supports carrying out
Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, 50

Urban Renewal Administration, Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, 7, 9

Urban Renewal program, Housing and
Home Finance Agency (HHFA) and
Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), 4, 6, 7,9, 17-18,
20, 4647, 50; arcuses opposition of
preservationists, 4, 0; restrictions on
use imposed by Demonstration Cities
and Metropolitan Development Act,
20, 50; source of funds in Beale Street
Section 106 case, 46-47; subject of
debate at Seminar on Preservation and
Restoration, 7; subject of provisions in
Senate Bill 3097 {1966), 17-18

Utley, Robert M., xv, 8, 15, 18, 23-24,
29.-34, 38, 4143, 45-46, 50, 53, 56-38;
applies the term “New Prezervaiion”
to the new national historic preserva-
tion program {1967, 29; as acting chiel
of the Office of Archeology and
Historie Preservation (1967), 30, 42-43;

as advisor to Ernest Connally, 31; as
chairman of the Historic Preservation
Task Force (1966-67), 23-26; as chief
of Division of History, Office of
Archeology and Historic Preservation,
30-31, 48; as chief of Division of His-
tory Studies, National Park Service, 9,
18, 23, 41; biographical information,
15; conceives of scenarios for partici-
pation by the Park Service in state and
local preservation projects {1964), 9;
drafts prospectus for carrying out the
preservation program envisioned in
Senate Bill 3035 (1966}, 18; helps draft
1965 preservation legislation of Interior
Department, 9-10; role in early Section
106 cases, 42-43, 45-46; role in
negotiating informal Section 106 proce-
dures with the Bureau of Public Roads,
42; speaks at the Regional Conferences
on the “New Preservation,” 32, 34;
suggests that the National Register be
issued as an illustrated, annotated pub-
lication {1967), 53; suggests state lai-
son officers participate in Section 106
review (1967), 43; views on Park Serv-
ice role in Section 106 review, 43, 30

Vietnam, the war in, 37-39

War Department, United States, xvii

Watterson Joseph, 48, 52, 56, 58;
appointed chiel of the Division of
Historic Architecture (1967), 52; par-
ticipates in revision of National Reg-
ister evaluative criteria (1967), 56;
supervises preparation of alternate
designs in Georgetown heating and
cooling plant Section 106 case, 48

Weaver, Robert C., 45

White House Conference on Natural
Beaunty (1965}, 8; Townscape panel
makes preservation recommendations,
8

Widnall, William B., 10, 17-18, 20; as
member of the Rains Committee, 10,
20; introduces House Bills 13790 and
13792 (1966}, 17; lobbies for preserva-
tion legislation (1966), 18, 20

Williams, W. Robert, 60

Wirth, Conrad L., 4-3, 8; as director of
the National Park Service (1951-63),
4-5, 8; attitudes toward legislation
proposing role for Park preservation,
6; revives Historic Sites Survey and
Historic American Buildings Survey as
part of Mission 66, 5; secures approval
of Mission 66, 5

With Heritage So Rich (1966), 11, 17, 34,
75

Wright, Frank Lloyd, 31

Yarborough, Ralph, 6
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