
o 

o 

o 

Information Related to Responsibilities of the Secretary of the Interior 
Section 3, Executive Order 11593 

Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation 

Vol. 2, No.3 

N 
This issue contains reports on the 

Annual Meeting of State Historic 
Preservation Officers and Federal 
Representatives held in Washington 
February 27 through March 2, 1977. We 
have included summaries of sessions that 
lent themselves to articles for this bulletin; 
some pre-meeting ideas were presented in 
the February issue (Vol. 2, No.1) and 

A variety of creative approaches to 
management problems regarding 
identifying and preserving cultural 
resources were brought together at the 
Executive Order 11593 session. Tom 
Merlin, SH PO of New Mexico, explained 
how his office is cooperating with the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and 
other federal agencies to draw up 
management plans that identify 
archeological sites eligible for listing in the 
National Register, rather than concentrating 
on National Register nomination of these . 
sites. Accepting the premise that 
significance is relative, Merlin believes it is 
important to identify sites significant in 
terms of today's research designs, but he 
Continued on page 3 

STATEMENT BY 
HONORABLE CECIL D. 
ANDRUS, SECRETARY OF 
THE INTERIOR 

I do want you to krtow how strongly I feel 
about. historic preservation functions of the 
Department. In the past month, I have 
been reviewing the activities of the 
Department of the Interior. One recurrent 
theme is clear. Interior is the major Federal 
guardian of the natural and historic 
heritage of the Nation not just on the land it 
administers but through the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund, the 
Grants-in-Aid for Historic Preservation and 
a host of other laws and functions. 

'We can not shirk our responsibilities but 
must and will face its charge in a 
straightforward, forthright manner. I can 
assure you that I am well aware of your 
interest in and concern for the future of 

National Park Service 

future issues of 11593 will address other 
topics discussed at the meeting. 
Information on sessions not covered in this 
bulletin is available on cassettes made 
during the meeting. An order form is 
enclosed. The number in parentheses at 
the end of each report in this issue 
indicates which tape is related to the 
article. 

Two new concepts that could have a 
great effect on the National Register 
program are multiple resource 
nominations and thematic group 
nominations, alternatives to the 
nomination method now used in the 
National Register programs of state offices 
and federal agencies. 

In the session on the future of National 
Register nominations, speakers David 
Chase from the Rhode Island SHPO's 
office and Sally Oldham of the National 
Register explained the concept of the two 
new types of nominCltions, and Joe 
Williams, Director of the Texas State 
Historic Preservation Program, spoke about 
his preliminary attempts to assemble a 
multiple resource nomination for Bastrop. 
Continued on page 14 

(Delivered for the Secretary by Director 
Gary Everhardt of the National Park 
Service to the National Conference of 
State Historic Preservation Officers, 
Washington, D.C., March 2, 1977.) 

historic preservation of this Nation. I share 
that concer/") and will work toward a 
materially strengthened program. 

I intend to see that Historic Preservation 
is given a priority consideration in the 
formulation of budgets and the other 
aspects of the program. When President 
Carter visited Interior employees on 
February 18, he also spoke of his desire to 
work with private, local and State agencies 
to inventory the "precious places of our 
country" and "to make sure they are 
preserved for future-generations." The 
work that we are doing is a vital and viable 
partnership to that end. I welcome the 
opportunity to work with you in this 
endeavor. 

JUNE 1977 

SSION SUMMARI S 
The following session summaries offer 

'ideas and concepts we believe to be 
particularly timely and useful for federal, 
state, and local officials. They were written 
by Sally Glennan Oldham, Architectural 
Historian with the National Register. We 
welcome comments. 

PLANNING AT THE STATE 
AND LOCAL LEVELS 

Another especially valuable session dealt 
with the common problem of integrating 
preservation planning into different levels of 
government. Panelists Judith Kitchen from 
Ohio, Margo Webber from Massachusetts, 
Bill Padgett from California, and Cynthia Cole 
from one of the South Carolina regional 
planning councils explained how preserva
Hon programs are organized in their states to 
assist planning at the state and local levels, 
thus providing various approaches to the 
problem. 

Ohio is divided into 11 historical/ 
ar:Qhitectural regions, and into 11 
archeological regions with different 
geographical boundaries. The state office 

Continued on page 2 
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by Robert B. Rettig 
Chief, Planning Branch 
National Register 

One of the principal subjects discussed 
during the business meeting of the National 
Conference of State Historic Preservation 
Officers was a new process for 
apportioning historic preservation grants 
funds to the states. A special committee of 
the National Conference, chaired by 
Martha Bigelow of Michigan, had met 
several times during the fall and winter to 
identify national preservation objectives 
and to develop an apportionment process 
that incorporated those objectives. The 
Executive Committee of the National 
Conference discussed the Bigelow 
committee's proposal at its meeting 
February 27 and voted to recommend the 
new apportionment process, with minor 
modifications, to the full National 
Conference. After extensive discussion, the 
conference at its meeting February 28 
voted to endorse the new process, again 
with minor modifications, and to 
recommend to the National Park Service 
and the Secretary of the Interior that the 
new process be used in the apportionment 
of historic preservation grant funds for FY 
1978. 

The proposed new apportionment 
process is intended to do the following: 

1. Eliminate the apportionment warrant, 
which was becoming a "wish list" of 
projects with matching capability rather 
than a useful planning document. 

2. Provide the states with a predictable 
level of federal funding for use in 
budgeting and program planning. 

3. Reduce the gap betwaen apportioned 
funds and expended funds through 
incentives favoring prompt expenditure. 

Continued from page 1 
signs a yearly contract with each region 
based on a regional work plan, and provides 
50 percent of the regional office's funding. 
Each regional office has at least one 
professional staff member. 

The Massachusetts office coordinates with 
local governments through 266 historical 
commissions (there are 351 communities in 
MA) staffed by volunteers who receive 
guidance from the state staff. The local 
commissions may receive some funds from 
their town, arid the Massachusetts Historical 
Commission also has a small grant program. 
The state staff finds this organization 
effective for developing a geographically 
well-distributed survey and for 
communicating with the local level about 
environmental review concerns. 

In California there are 11 archeological 
regions with site designation and record 
keeping functions, but the state is not divided 
into historical/architectural regions. The size 
of the state precludes maintaining continual 
personal contact with local communities, thus 
the state staff has tried to discover ways to 
catalyze local preservation efforts. For 
example, they have published a preservation 
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Admiralty flead Lighthouse, Central 
Whidbey Island Historic 
District, Island 
County, Washington. 
A 1901 Puget Sound 
Lighthouse that 
received an NPS ~~-
grant-in-aid. 

4. Incorporate national preservation 
objectives for both survey and planning 
and acquisition and development. 

The proposed new apportionment 
process is intended for use in FY 1978 at 
whatever funding level is voted by' . 
Congress. It is to be reconsidered before 
any recommendation is made for FY 1979 
or subsequent years. The process is as 
follows: 

1. Thirty percent (30%) of the funds 
available for apportionment to the states 
will be divided equally among all the 
states. 

2. Fifty percent (50%) of the funds. 
available for apportionment to the states 
will be divided on the basis of past 

. expenditures of historic preservation 
grant funds. Each state's share will be 
computed on the basis of the ratio of its 
expenditures for survey and planning 
and acquisition and development in the 
second, third, and fourth fiscal years 
prior to the year of the apportionment 
(for FY 1978, fiscal years 1974, 1975, 
and 1976) to the total of all states' 
expenditures in those years. 

3. Twenty percent (20%) of the funds 
available for apportionment to the states 

manual distributed to the localities. The 
California Environmental Quality Act gives 
the state office the opportunity to review 
projects financed with state and local funds; 
environmental review consumes about 
one-third of staff time. The state office also 
helps fund local survey work in conjunction 
with university programs, using student 
volunteers. 

South Carolina is organized into 10 
regional planning councils (a part of the 
Council of Governments network), each with 
a pre'servation planner. A letter of agreement 
is signed yearly by the SH PO and each of the 
10 offices, and a portion of the funds for the 
preservation planners is provided by the state 
office. The preservation planners prepare 
National Register nominations, participate in 
administering the grant program, and work 
closely with local government officials on a 
weekly or even daily basis. 

For more detailed information about South 
Carolina regional Councils see the February 
1977 issue of 11593 (Vol. 2, No.1), "South 
Carolina Regional Councils and 
Preservation" by Christie Z. Fant, and 
"Regional Planning Office" by W. Wayne 
Gray. (Tape Number 14) e 

Drawing: Dennis Davis 

will be divided on the basis of 
population. Each state's share will be 
computed on the basis of the ratio of its 
population (as reported in July 1975 
U.S. Ce.nsus figures) to the total of all 
states' populations. 

4, If 70 percent federal funding for survey 
and planning is authorized, at least 
$100,000 of each state's apportionment 
may only be spent for survey and 
planning and may not be used for 
acquisition and development. If 70 
percent federal funding for survey and 
planning is not authorized and the 
maximum federal share of survey and 
planning remains at 50 percent, at least 
$42,000 of each state's apportionment 
may only be spent for survey and 
planning and may not be used for 
acquisition and development. 

5. Each state's survey and planning 
program for FY 1978 must be justified 'in 
the state's annual preservation plan for 
FY 1978 in terms of national 
preservation objectives for survey and 
planning, 

6. At least half of each state's 
expenditures for acquisition and 
development must go to projects that 
meet national preservation objectives for 
acquisition and development. 

7, Survey and planning funds must be 
expended by the end of the fiscal year 
following the year of the apportionment 
(for FY 1978, by September 30, 1979), 
or the funds will revert for 
reapportionment. 

8. Acquisition and development funds must 
be expended by the end of the second 
fiscal year following the year of the 
apportionment (for FY 1978, by 
September 30, 1980), or the funds will 
revert for reapportionment. 

9. If the application of this formula results 
in a state's receiving a lower 
apportionment than in FY 1977, an 
amount sufficient to make the state's FY 
1978 apportionment equa,l to its FY 
1977 apportionment will be taken from 
the Secretary's Discretionary Fund and 
added to the amount that the state 
would receive under the formula. 

The national preservation objectives for 
survey and planning are: 

1, Rapid compilation of sound inventories 
easily usable for planning and protective 
purposes, through increased survey 
activity, improvement in quality of 
survey activity, or better approach to 
survey activity. 
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2. Improved participation in planning, 
review, and protective activities, 
especially through cooperation with 
federal agencies and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. 

3. Activities or staff development to enable 
a state to qualify for reduced project 
review by OAH P under the proposed 
memorandum of understanding with the 
Advisory Council. 

4. Increased attention to functioning 
districts and neighborhoods. 

5. Increased activities to educate planning 
. officials and the public in historic 

preservation. 
6. Increased activity in dissemination of 

technical information produced or 
endorsed by OAHP. 

7. Participation in regional forums for 
exchange of methods and techniques 
among SHPOs, Federal 
Representatives, the National Trust, and 
OAHP. 

8. I mproved staff or review board 
capability in dealing with archeological 
resources. 

9. Increased or improved orientation and 
training for state staffs and review board 
members. 

10. Execution of cooperative projects with 
HABS, HAER, or Interagency 
Archeological Services to record 
resources or to recover data (with 
team members employed by the 
grantee in consultation with OAHP and 
team supervisors employed by OAHP). 

11. Activities to monitor the status and 
condition of national historic landmarks 
and to report to OAHP on threats 
thereto. 

12. Activities that will significantly increase 
the rate of nominations to the National 
Register. 

13. Increased exchange of staff under the 
Intergovernmental Personnel Act or 
similar authorities. 

14. Increased activity in monitoring state 
and local legislation that affects historic 
resources. 

The national preservation objectives for 
acquisition and development are: 

1. Projects that will result in the 
revitalization of National Register 
districts by stimulating preservation and 
rehabilitation activities through Rrivate 
investment and through the participation 
of all levels of government. 

2. Projects that will result in the adaptive 
use of resources that do not or cannot 
retain their historic function so that such 
resources can become self-sustaining 
and make a positive contribution to the 
economic and social well-being of the 
community. 

~3. Projects executed through incorporated 
nonprofit revolving funds in a manner 
that will decrease state dependence 
upon the federal government for 
financial assistance. 

4. Projects that will result in the 
conservation of archeological resources. 

5. Projects to acquire less than fee 
interests in resources. 

6. Projects that will contribute directly or 
indirectly to the protection of national 
historic landmarks. • 

Continued from page 1 

does not believe that these sites should be 
placed in the National Register if there is a 
possibility that future research and 
discoveries may lessen the significance of 
specific sites and alter judgments about 
eligibility. Merlin explained that 
management plans should be updated 
periodically to reflect recent research and 
new information. He also suggested that 
the Secretary of the Interior endorse the 
use of management plans rather than the 
nomination process in some instances. 
Although Merlin was speaking about 
archeological sites, he said this approach 
could apply to historical and architectural 
properties as well. One representative from 
BLM, however, pointed out the usefulness 
of National Register listing or formal 
eligibility status in convincing the 
management of an agency to prepare 
plans for specific cultural resources. 

Marcella Sherfey, a historian with the 
Cultural Resources Management Division 
of the National Park Service, explained 
how the Park Service, which has exclusive 
jurisdiction over 30 million acres of land, is 
attempting to respond to the cultural 
resource identification and management 
requirements of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 and Executive 
Order 11593, administered by OAH P. 
Three-fifths of the 291 units in the National 
Park system have historical or cultural 
value. In an attempt to comply with historic 
preservation legislation and to create an 
information source upon which to base 
future decisions about property disposition 
and treatment, the Park Service has 
recently completed a List of Classified 
Structures. The computerized list includes 
70,000 aboveground structures that the 
Park Service considers eligible for listing in 
the National Register, individually or in 
districts; 10,000 of these are major 
structures. The data compiled for each 
includes a description, condition, statement 
of significance, the preferred treatment and 
cost, and interim treatment and cost. The 
cost of the preferred treatment for all 
structures would be approximately $200 
million, while the interim treatment amounts 
to $20 million. Sherfey stated that the 
strong sense of tradition and national 
mission has led the Park Service to be less 
innovative in its solutions to cultural 
resource management than some other 
bureaus. She believes that compiling the 
List of Classified Structures has brought 
new visibility to cultural resource concerns 
in the Park Service and has suggested 
new possibilities for treatment of these 
resources. 

Panel member Darrell Lewis of BLM, a 
land-managing bureau responsible for 470 
million acres of land, activities on the Outer 
Continental Shelf, and subsurface mineral 
holdings, explained that the 1976 Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act gave 
BLM a clearcut mandate of wide-ranging 
responsibilities including the need to 
protect scientific, scenic, historical, 

ecological, environmental, and 
archeological values on BLM lands. Lewis 
said that BLM employs 68 professionals 
working with cultural resource concerns. In 
the last fiscal year, the bureau spent 
about $5 million on cultural resource 
management including compliance 
activities, National Register nominations, 
and survey and evaluation. Most BLM 
licenses, permits, and other use 
authorizations, now include cultural 
resource stipulations. Part of the job of 
these cultural resource professionals is to 
be sure that managers are aware of 
National Register nominations for 
properties within their jurisdictions and of 
the management implications of National 
Register listing, a policy which Sherfey said 
has been adopted by the National Park 
Service as well. 

Problems of a Non-land Managing 
Agency 

Robert Crecco, Environmental Affairs 
Specialist at the Department of 
Transportation (DOT)"a non-land 
managing agency, discussed his concerns 
about relations between his agency and 
the Department of the Interior. He stated 
DOT's policy of promoting decision making 
at the regional and state level and his 
belief that the SHPOs and Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) 
representatives ought to be able to make 
binding decisions on eligibility 
determinations without a final review by 
Interior in Washington. He also disagreed 
with the amount of data required for 
making a determination of eligibility. He is 
concerned about project disruptions 
resulting from citizen group intervention 
late in project development and would like 
to establish a cutoff date for a given 
project, after which such intervention would 
be prohibited. He cited two instances of 
DOT involvement in local decision making 
which he considers appropriate: DOT 
denied $6.2 million to a Columbus, Ohio, 
applicant who had demolished a National 
Register property (the U.nion Terminal 
Arcade); and in the $310 million 1-83 
project in Baltimore, DOT stepped in to 
suggest that FHWA turn over $6.5 million 
to the city's redevelopment authority to 
construct shell houses along the highway 
right-of-way to screen the elevated highway 
from a historic district. Crecco said that 
DOT representatives are meeting with 
representatives from OAH P to discuss the 
differences in philosophy and practices of 
the two offices. 

Kent Mays, Federal Representative from 
the Forest Service, served as moderator 
for the session. He summed up his 
reactions to the federal agency involvement 
at this annual meeting by pointing out the 
healthy adversary relationship that has 
developed between preservationists in 
federal agencies and their counterparts in 
State Historic Preservation Offices. He 
called for a continuation of the dialogue 
begun here and cited the need to set 
goals, to measure progress, and to report 
accomplishments. (Tape Number 22) 
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by Stephen J. Gluckman 
and Timothy A. Thompson 
Archeology Section 
North Carolina Division of Archives 
and History 

The session on planning reinforced three 
major problems in developing and 
implementing comprehensive statewide 
plans: 1) a general lack of planning 
experience and expertise within the historic 
preservation movement; 2) the "mission" or 
result orientation of most state programs; 
and 3) the distinctly different concepts of 
what constitutes a state plan, evidenced by 
archeologists on the one hand and 
historians and architectural historians on 
the other. 

The lack of experience and expertise in 
planning can be partly obviated th rough 
appropriate guidance and incentives from 
the federal level. The draft regulations and 
the planning sessions are a good start in 
this direction. Overcoming the mission 
orientation of most preservation programs 
wiil be more difficult. The emphasis for so 
long has been on the production of lists of 
properties, numbers of properties 
nominated to the National Register, and 
the amount of money spent, that a shift to 
multiobjective planning and management 
will give the appearance of programs with 
lower "result" yields. The newly proposed 
funding formula will not help to wean 
programs away from this approach 
because of its partial emphasis on how 
much money is spent. The perceived 
split between archeologist and 
historian/architectural historian can either 
provide a healthy constructive dialogue or 
descend into destructive internecine 
warfare. 

When statewide plans are discussed, 
archeologists insist that the broad overview 
approach be taken, and that sampling, 
predictive models, and the scientific 
method are necessary integral aspects of 
any statewide plan. Historians and 
architectural historians seem to approach 
statewide plans from a data collection 
perspective with an insistence that effective 
planning cannot proceed if we do not know 
what we are planning. 

Both these approaches are valid, but 
both must be preceded by a 
comprehensive planning procedure or 
process. 

The planning process is the basic 
mechanism for identifying long-range goals 
and formulating specific objectives. It 
provides a rational method for identifying 
common objectives and activities among 
various public and professional groups, and 
for resolving conflicts. Ideally, it will identify 
and eliminate duplication of effort. The 
planning process, if rationally and 
cooperatively conducted, will allow for the 
most efficient decision making in the 
allocation of scarce resources. 

These achievements are the primary 
"end products" of a good planning process. 
A statewide preservation plan should be 
prepared and updated regularly. It provides 
a statement of goals and objectives, an 
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evaluation of achievements and problems, 
and a guide to future activities for the use 
and benefit of the public, the lead 
preservation agency, and the funding 
agency. It can serve as a detailed 
justification for budget requests from 
legislative and other funding entities. 

Because the various planning input, 
objectives, available resources, and 
political and practical constraints are 
constantly shifting, the planning process 
and not the plan is the critical element. An 
ongoing process can subvert the usual 
pattern of a last-minute scramble to "get 
something in." If the planning process does 
not free the decision maker from a series 
of unrelated, ad hoc responses to 
"emergencies," it will be unsuccessful. 
Indeed, it should provide a framework for 
anticipating, evaluating, and designing 
appropriate responses to such vagaries. 

Since most administrators in historic 
preservation have no background or 
knowledge of the art and science of 
planning, it would be desirable for the lead 
funding agency, the National Park Service, 
to offer specific incentives for the 
development and execution of an adequate 
planning process. The process should be 
documented and reviewed. Some general 
guidance should also be provided, but it 
must be recognized that structural 
arrangements and specific resource 
management goals and problems will differ 
from state to state. Various multiobjective 
resource management planning processes 
have been developed for other categories 
of resources (e.g., Principles and 
Standards for Planning, Water and Related 
Land Resources, the President's Water 
Resources Council, 38 FR, Part III, 
September 10, 1973), which may serve as 
useful models. 

If we are to escape from the morass of 
unrelated details and knee-jerk responses 
in which the historic preservation 
movement is now trapped, it is more likely 
to come through better and more 
comprehensive pl:lnning than through 
massive funding increases or decreases in 
the number of procedures. As one 
archeologist put it, "Think more, dig less." 
(Tape Number 9) 

by Julie A. Wortman 
Program Assistant 
National Register 

Preservationists have come to associate 
Pittsburgh with imaginative and innovative 
approaches to those problems that daily 
obstruct the revitalization of our cities. The 
remarkable achievements of the Pittsburgh 
History and Landmarks Foundation, 
especially with revitalization projects as 
that in the city's famous Mexican War 
Streets district, have understandably 
fostered such opinions. In recent years, 
Pittsburgh's preservation efforts have 
received important stimulation and support 

from an unexpected quarter-the 
Pittsburgh Urban Redevelopment Authority. 
The Authority, in cooperation with the 
History and Landmarks Foundation and 
citizens' committees, is encouraging 
neighborhood revitalization through 
imaginative conservation of existing 
resources. 

At a session on neighborhood 
revitalization at this year's Annual Meeting 
of State Historic Preservation Officers and 
Federal Representatives, Stephen George, 
Executive Director of the Urban 
Redevelopment Authority, briefly outlined 
some of the methods his agency has been 
employing to facilitate the preservation and 
revitalization of the historic Manchester 
district, a mostly Black neighborhood 
located on Pittsburgh's North Side. Many of 
these strategies demonstrate a flexibility of 
approach that few preservationists 
possess, but which they must consider 
developing if they are to successfully foster 
the preservation of valuable environments 
without preCipitous displacement or 
alienation of the present residents. 

Subsidized Rehabilitation 

The basic concept behind the program is 
not unfamiliar because the Manchester 
project primarily involves a program offacade 
easements and subsidized rehabilitation. But 
unlike many other programs, the . 
Redevelopment Authority has directed its 
efforts to buildings in serious disrepair, 
resulting in many buildings made habitable 
that even preservationists might have 
believed unfeasible to salvage. The 
Redevelopment Authority purchases the 
easement, and then rehabilitates the facade 
in a manner sympathetic to the structure's 
architectural integrity. The property owner 
agrees to maintain the facade once it. is 
rehabilitated; HUD section 312 loans are 
made available to the resident for interior 
improvements, or the Redevelopment 
Authority acquires-the property and performs 
massive rehabilitation where that proves 
necessary. Once the acquired property is 
rehabilitated, the Authority sells it on the open 
market. This activity is supported by the 
provision of public improvements for the area 
such as streets and sewers. The cost of the 
work is high, but Stephen George believes 
that the expense must be considered a 
long-term investment that will eventually pay 
dividends in the area by increased taxes and 
economic prosperity. 

But the Manchester project is thriving for 
other reasons besides the efforts of the Urban 
Redevelopment Authority to spruce up the 
appearance of much of the district's 
architecture. Perhaps most important is that 
the Authority is careful to coordinate its 
operations with the History and Landmarks 
Foundation and with the United Manchester 
Redevelopment Committee, a citizen's group 
that represents the residents of the area. The 
Authority makes certain that such 
coordination occurs throughout the planning 
process so that programs can operate with 
the greatest efficiency possible. 

The History and Landmarks Foundation 
can often act quickly and effectively to ensure 
that the planners are sensitive to historic 
resources. In one case, through historic 
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district designation, the Foundation aided the 
Authority in circumventing certain HUD 
restrictions so that buildings in the city's Hill 
district could be saved from demolition. 

Commitment to Residents 

The area residents also have a constant 
opportunity to participate in the Authority's 
program via committee representatives. 
This has meant concessions, but they have 
been concessions essential to the success 
of the program. For example, faced with 
the need to construct new housing where 
there were vacant lots, the Authority 
proposed a program to attract home 
builders to the area. Applicants for the 
housing desired suburban-type, split-level 
dwellings. For them, such housing 
conveyed a desirable sense of 
advancement. George acknowledged that 
such dwellings were out of keeping with 
the urban character of the area, but that 
his agency believes citizens need to get 
what they want if the program is to work. 
On the other. hand, home builders were 
hesitant about participating. They were 
primarily concerned that there would be too 
much vandalism at the construction sites. 
Informed of this, the United Manchester 
Redevelopment Committee assured the 
home builders that their materials would be 
protected if they would agree to do the 
work. The Committee then spread word 
of its commitment to the community. 
Anxious for the new homes, residents 
acted to suppress possible vandalism. 
Surprised and relieved at the excellent 
results, the home builders found the 
experience encouraging enough to justify 
an expanded commitment to the area. 

Because the Authority allowed the 
applicants to decide what type of housing 
would be built, and because the Authority 
makes strenuous efforts to be responsive 
to residents' needs, as through their 
efficient emergency home repair loan 
program, the residents have increased their 
support of the agency's efforts. Hesitant; 
even hostile at first, Manchester's residents 
are now active boosters for the area's 
revitalization. They are confident that they 
playa substantive role in the planning 
process, and because they are pleased 
with the transformation that is occurring in 
their environment, the residents are now 
more receptive to suggestions from the 
History and Landmarks Foundation and the 
Redevelopment Authority that new 
construction be designed in a manner that 
is more sympathetic to the existing 
architecture of the area. Ironically, the 
split-level houses, ordinarily an anathema to 
p'reservationists, in Manchester helped to 
establish the very atmosphere that 
successful preservation efforts require. As 
John Little, SH PO from South Dakota and 
chairman of the session, observed, "unlike 
most preservation projects, the Manchester 
effort created a preservation constituency 
that most of us overlook-the poor and 
undereducated. " 

Marketing Program 

The next stage in the Manchester 
experiment is a major marketing program 
to attract new families to the area. All 
parties agree that Manchester needs an 
injection of middle-income residents to 
stimulate the area's economy. The 
marketing program is being organized by 
four city agencies-the Redevelopment 
Authority, the City Planning Department, 
the History and Landmarks Foundation, 
and the United Manchester Redevelopment 
Committee. George recognized that an 
influx of 175 to 200 new families could 
mean displacement for some of 
Manchester's present residents, but that 
this cannot be entirely avoided. In addition, 
he pointed out that many residents will 
profit if the real estate values in Manchester 
increase. If residents sell their homes, they 
will do so at a profit, ensuring that they will 
be able to move to better neighborhoods 
than they could have before revitalization. 
Since population will remain fluid 
regardless of our present fixation on 
demographic balance, the focus, George 
believes, ought to be on creating a suitable 
and attractive environment and on 
providing as many opportunities as 
possible for an improved life-style. @ 

by H. Ward Jandl 
Architectural Historian 
National Register 

The National Register otten receives 
letters and telephone calls from 
individuals who are confused about 
the National Register and the effect 
that listing might have on their 
property. With passage of the Tax 
Reform Act last fall, these concerns 
have increased. In one recent c;,se, 
property owners completely leveled a 
significant archeological site with 
bulldozers rather than have it listed. 

To clear up misunderstandings that 
might arise concerning property rights, 
the National Register has prepared a 
fact sheet explaining the effect of 
listing in the National Register, which 
is reprinted below. State Historic 
Preservation Officers and others may 
wish to adapt this material for their 
own use or may order copies directly 
from the National Register, Registration 
Branch. 

The National Register is a 
mechanism which ensures that existing 
cultural and historic resources which 
may be affected by federally licensed 
or funded projects are considered in 
the Federal planning process. The 
Register therefore, is one tool in a 
planning process which attempts to 
take into account such resources prior 
to expenditure of Federal tax dollars or 
the issuance of Federal licenses which 
will change the local environment. 
Simply put, listing on the National 
Register is Federal recognition that a 

property possesses cultural and historic 
values which should be considered 
worthy of preservation. It does not 
mean that the Federal Government 
wants to acquire the property, place 
restrictive covenants on the land, or 
dictate the color or materials used on 
individual buildings. 

State and local ordinances or laws 
establishing restrictive zoning, special 
design review committees, halt in 
demolition provisions, etc., are not part 
of the National Register program and 
should be clearly separated from the 
function of the National Register as a 
tool for use by Federal agencies to 
identify evidences from the past which 
should be taken into consideration in 
the process of change. 

Properties listed in the National Register, 
in accordance with an approved State 
Historic Preservation Plan, can qualify for 
National Park Service matching 
grants-in-aid for preservation, rehabilitation, 
acquisition, and development. Grant 
applications are made through the 
appropriate State Historic Preservation 
Officer in each State and territory and are 
voluntary on the part of the property owner. 
In addition, the Tax Reform Act of 1976 
contains several important provisions which 
encourage the rehabilitation of certified 
historic structures and discourage the 
demolition of such structures. These are 
outlined in another fact sheet available 
from this office entitled "The Tax Reform 
Act of 1976." 

Additional questions concerning the 
effect of listing in the National Register 
should be addressed to the Keeper of the 
National Register, National Park Service, 
US Department of the Interior, Washington, 
DC 20240. @ 

by Marilyn Cable 
Preservation Planner 
National Register 

One of the conclusions reached at the 
Urban Reinvestment Task Force session 
was that the SHPOs should work more 
closely with the Task Force, and with the 
localities where the Task Force is working 
with its Neighborhood Housing Services 
(NHS) and Neighborhood Preservation 
Projects (NPP) programs. The mutual 
objective of improving the quality of the 
urban fabric could be achieved more 
readily if SHPOs and the Task Force 
coordinate their efforts in areas that 
possess historic merit. 

The Task Force has successfully 
stimulated local partnerships of 
neighborhood residents, the private sector, 
and local governments committed to 
stemming neighborhood decline. Its 
programs are currently operating in 37 
neighborhoods and in 31 cities across the 
country; 16 communities are developing 
programs and the Task Force intends to 
have NHS programs in over 50 cities by 
the end of 1977. Continued on page 6 
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Continued fro,!} page 5 

ACTIVITIES OF THE TASK 
FORCE 

The Task Force is a joint effort of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board, the 
Federal Reserve System, the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, the 
Comptroller of the Currency, and the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

Characteristics of an NHS Program 

Based on past experience with the 
development of NHS programs in 
neighborhoods, the Task Force has 
identified characteristics that it would like to 
see in neighborhoods with which it works in 
the future. These new criteria indicate the 
type of community in which NHS works 
best. 
1. Distinct boundaries, characterized (a) by 

housing that is basically sound but 
showing signs of deterioration and need 
of maintenance, (b) by housing where 
there has been difficulty in obtaining 
mortgages and home improvement 
loans, (c) by a substantial number of 
owner-occupied structures (usually 
greater than 50 percent), (d) by an area 
of from 1,000-2,000 structures in larger 
cities (fewer structures in smaller cities) 
which are predominantly single-family 
dwellings, (e) by a median family 
income of generally not less than 80 
percent of the city-wide median; and (f) 
by structures where typical repair costs 
are about $6,000 per unit. 

2. Residents who want to preserve their 
community and improve their homes 
and who will participate in the program 
and help create a positive improvement 
climate. 

3. Strong local government interest in 
increasing capital improvements and 
city services, establishing a sensitive 
and systematic housing inspection 
program, and actively participating on 
boards and committees. 

4. Financial institution executives who 
agree to reinvest in the neighborhood 
by making loans at market rates to all 
homeowners who meet normal 
underwriting criteria. Financial 
institutions should also be willing to 
actively participate in the development 
of the NHS program, support its 
operating budget with philanthropic 
contributions, and serve on boards and 
committees during its operation. 

5. The ability to est~blisha -revolving loan 
fund designed to meet the needs of the 
residents who cannot meet commercial 
credit requirements. The fund is a 
source of loans, with repayment terms 
to fit the ability of the borrower. Funds 
are normally contributed by foundations, 
local corporations, and local 
governments (sometimes through 
community development block grant 
funds). The Task Force may provide a 
seed grant to stimulate capitalization of 
the revolving loan fund. 
The Task Force assists in the creation of 

an operating program for an NHS 
community, which includes a private, 
state-chartered corporation with a 501 (c) 
(3) tax-exempt status. The corporation is 
governed by a local board of directors, 
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which comprises neighborhood residents, 
at-large community members, financial 
institution representatives, and city 
government people. From an office in the 
neighborhood, a small but skilled and 
committed staff (usually a director, 
assistant director, and secretary or 
administrative assistant) provides the 
following services: 
III rehabilitation counseling-an analysis of 

home repair needs, work write-ups, cost 
estimates, and home repair counseling; 

III construction monitoring services-on-site 
inspections and coordination with 
contractors and residents; and 

• financial services-financial counseling 
to residents, pre-purchase counseling 
and arranging financing for mortgages, 
and solving real estate problems 
hindering property improvement. 
The staff of the Task Force in 

Washington is responsible for developing 
and assisting the NHS. The developmental 
process takes 8-12 months and includes 
the following activities, performed in 
conjunction with the localities: 
1. Reviewing applications and conducting 

field reviews to determine whether or 
not the basic elements for a successful 
NHS exist. 

2. Entering into an agreement with a 
locality to assist residents, financial 
institutions, and local governments to 
create an NHS program. Cost to the 
community is $30,000-$50,000, which 
pays for a local, full-time person hired 
by the Task Force for 9-12 months, as 
well as a series of workshops, including 
travel for participants to an existing 
NHS. 

3. Conducting a careful survey of local 
resources and securing the interest of 
relevant institutions and individuals. 

4. Assisting in the organization, funding, 
and selection of NHS staff. 

5. Training the NHS staff and assisting in 
the adoption of operating procedures 
adapted to local needs and conditions. 

6. Providing a seed grant, or assisting in 
securing one from other sources, to 
initiate a revolving loan fund. 

7. Conducting a workshop for local lending 
officers, appraisers, mortgage insurers, 
and regulatory officials, enabling them 
to appreciate the expected impact of the 
NHS coordinated reinvestment program. 

8. Providing ongoing information and 
technical assistance to the newly 
formed, private, nonprofit program. 

LOCATIONS OF NEIGHBORHOOD 
HOUSING SERVICES PROGRAMS 

ALBUQUERQUE 
James Martinez, Acting Director, P.O. Box 7476, 

. Albuquerque, New Mexico 87104, (505) 243-5511 

Office 

920 Lomas, N.W., Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 

ATLANTA 
R. Michael Brunson, 250 Georgia Avenue, S.E., Suite 
309, Atlanta, Georgia 30312 (404) 525-5929 or 5920 

BALTIMORE 
Thomas Adams, 2407 Fairmount Avenue, Baltimore, 
Maryland 21224, (301) 327-2021 

BIRMINGHAM 
Craig Smith, P.O. Box 3976, Birmingham, Alabama 
35208 (205) 324-5956 

BOSTON 

Jim Hoffman, Mission Hill, 1530-A Tremont Street, 
Boston, Massachusetts 02120 (617) 442-5449 

David Salomon, Columbia Savin Hill, 812 Dorchester 
Avenue, Dorchester, Massachusetts 02125 (617) 
282-2900 

Ms. Carol J. C. Mills, Program Coordinator, Boston 
Neighborhood Housing Services, clo Shawmut Bank of 
Boston, N.A., One Federal Street, Second Floor, Boston, 
Massachusetts 02110 (617) 292-2296 

BRIDGEPORT 
Vincent Musto, 932 East Main Street, Suite 208, 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 06608 (203) 333-2474 

BUFFALO 

Anthony C. Potenza, 1015 Kensington Avenue, Buffalo, 
New York 14215 (716) 836-3600 

CHICAGO 
Andrew Ditton, Heart of Chicago, 2302 West 19th Street, 
Chicago, Illinois 60608 (312) 666-2507 

Sel Dunlap, Central Austin, 5467 West Chicago Avenue, 
Chicago, Illinois 60651 (312) 921-5050 

Bruce Gottschall, Program Coordinator, Central Board, 
111 West Washington, Room 1828, Chicago, Illinois 
60602 (312) 782-4310 

Doran Harper, West Englewood, 7032 S. Wood Street, 
Chicago, Illinois 60615 (312) 737-9428 

F. Peter Williams, Near Northwest, 2412 North Western, 
Chicago, Illinois 60647 (312) 489-0383 

CINCINNATI 

Carl Westmoreland, Madisonville Housing Services, 6128 
Madison Road, Cincinnati, Ohio 45227 (513) 271-8505 

CLEVELAND 

Gerald H. Meyer, Near Westside, 4115 Bridge Avenue, 
Room 302, Cleveland, Ohio 44113 (216) 961-2096 

Suzanne Hartford, Program Coordinator, 2589 Stratford 
Road, Cleveland Heights, Ohio 44118 (216) 371-9791 

John Kysela, Buckeye NHS, 11002 Buckeye Road, 
Cleveland, Ohio 44104 (216) 229-6200 

DALLAS 
Billie Richards, 4923 West Lovers Lane, Dallas, Texas 
75209 (214) 358-4414 

HARTFORD 
Robert Sadler, 1229 Albany Avenue, Hartford, 
Connecticut 06112 (203) 522-7379 

ITHACA 
Art Pearce, 520 W. Green Street, Ithaca, New York 
14850 (607) 277-4500 

JAMAICA 
James G. Cook, 152-13118th Avenue, Jamaica, New 
York 11434 (212) 322-1422 

KANSAS CITY 
Michael Balmuth, 6016 Troost Street, Room 100, Kansas 
City, Missouri 64110 (316) 523-2105 

LITTLE ROCK 
Otis Tyler, Quapaw Realty, 1719 S. Broadway, Little 
Rock, Arkansas 72201 (501) 375-3109 

MINNESOTA 
Michael Barros, Southside NHS, 3801 First Avenue, 
South, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55409 (612) 823-5216 

Reid McFarlane, Merriam Park NHS, 1589 Selby Avenue, 
S!. Paul, Minnesota 55104 (612) 645-9164 

NASHVILLE 
Anderson H. Hewitt, Waverly-Belmont-Hillsboro NHS, 
3000 Granny White Pike, Nashville, Tennessee 37212 
(615) 385-1301 

NEW ORLEANS 
Tom Taylor, 726 3rd Street, New Orleans, Louisiana 
70130 (504) 895-2479 

OAKLAND 
Neighborhood Housing Services Program, 1641 98th 
Avenue, Oakland, California 94603 (415) 632-8892 

PHILADELPHIA 

Jeffery Cruse, Philadelphia Neighborhood Housing 
Services-Allegheny West, 2330 W. Allegheny Avenue, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19132 

Dennis Frehsee, Philadelphia Neighborhood Housing. 
Services-E. Frankford, 1705 Unity Street, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 19124 

Julia Robinson, 900 Western Savings Bank Building, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107, (215) 545-3393 



aZL_ 

PHOENIX 
Thomas Tang, 1002 East Palm Lane, Phoenix, Arizona 
85006 (602) 258-1659 or 1650 

PITTSBURGH 
Thomas Jones, 809 Middle Street, Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania 15212 (412) 321-2909 

PLAINFIELD 
Jay Pridgen, 935 South Second Street, Plainfield, New 
Jersey 07063 (201) 561-1184 

RACINE 

Marianne Piojda, 1131 Douglas Avenue, Racine, 
Wisconsin 53402 (414) 637-7264 

ST. LOUIS 
Paul DuBro, 2925 Salem Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 
63118 (314) 865-3050 

SAN ANTONIO 
Leo Ramos, Hector Garza, 2300 W. Commerce Street, 
San Antonio, Texas 78207 (512) 225-4241 

TAMPA 
Betty Fernandez, 1617 Snow Avenue, Tampa, Florida 
33609 (813) 251-8918 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 
James Lowell, 1308 "V" Street, S.E., Washington, D.C. 
20020 (202) 889-0091 

Neighborhood Preservation Projects 

Under the Neighborhood Preservation 
Projects program, the Task Force can fund 
Ii mited demonstrations involving a 
partnership of neighborhood residents, the 
private sector, and local government. The 
Task Force identifies, monitors, and 
evaluates locally developed neighborhood 
preservation programs that might be 
repeated in other cities. Those selected 
programs receive modest demonstration 
grants and technical assistance from Task 
Force staff. 

Projects may support NHS programs or 
they may offer other innovative approaches 
to stabilizing and improving the 
neighborhood. 

In addition to programs that affect the 
physical environment, the Task Force 
seeks (for funding through its 
Neighborhood Preservation Projects 
program) innovative preservation strategies 
that deal with broader issues related to the 
social and economic fabric of urban 
neighborhoods. Under this category, the 
Task Force will consider applications that 
include (but are not limited to) one or more 
of the following areas: 

1. Innovative financing or economic 
incentives to rehabilitate and stabilize 
apartment buildings. 

2. Innovative educational strategies. 
3. Innovative crime-prevention strategies. 
4. Mechanisms to provide equitable 

treatment for current neighborhood 
residents experiencing rapidly 
increasing housing costs. 

The selection criteria for neighborhood 
(:>reservation projects are: 

1. The project should involve a partnership 
of neighborhood residents, the private 
sector, and local government. 

2. Preference will be given to projects that 
are operational or at the point of starting 
operations. 

3. The project should be specific to a 
neighborhood or neighborhoods, and 
should either have a demonstrated 
success or show a strong probability of 
success in upgrading the area. 

4. Local government should be willing to 
allocate money and technical assistance 
to the project. 

5. Those responsible for implementing the 
project should have a demonstrated 
capability for performing successfully in 
the area of neighborhood preservation. 

6. The project sponsors should be willing 
to provide information that can be 
analyzed by the Task Force or its 
participating agencies to judge the 
effectiveness of the project. Sponsors 
should also be willing to cooperate with 
the Task Force in assisting others who 
may wish to replicate their project. 

COORDINATION OF NHS 
ACTIVITIES 

Anne Bartley identified three common 
interests of the SHPO and the Task Force: 
finding and providing sources of money for 
improvements, seeing that structures are 
used and cared for, and stimulating the 
return of health to a neighborhood. Bartley 
thought that the detailed counselling 
given to residents, the monitoring of 
improvements and financial arrangements, 
and the stimulating investment in the 
community were the key elements of the 
Task Force programs. She stressed that an 
SHPO could make a contribution to an 
ongoing, positive organization in a historic 
area, such as an NHS, and at the same 
time serve his own interests. For example, 
an SHPO's efforts can be multiplied by 
using NHS organization as a conduit, by 
using the network already established for 
communicating with residents, SH POs can 
more readily discuss history and 
architecture and disseminate information 
on rehabilitation techniques and sources of 
funding. Additionally, planning information 
can be supplied on an ongoing basis. 

Bill Whiteside emphasized that Task 
Force activities can either stabilize 
neighborhoods around historic areas, 
and/or assist in revitalizing historic areas. 
He cited two specific needs where the 
SHPOs could provide assistance: the need 
of funds to pay for the rehabilitation or 
restoration of the exteriors of historic 
structures; and the need of funds for 
supplemental staff to establish and operate 
a program in an NHS area designed to 
educate residents about historic resources. 

Jim Lowell, in describing the NHS 
program in Anacostia, said that the 
residents (primarily with incomes below the 
average D.C. income) want to have their 
neighborhood listed in the National 
Register. They are convinCed that it will 
assist them in stopping the construction of 
more public housing in the vicinity. It would 
keep the present homeowners there and 
attract new people to increase the amount 
of owner-occupied property, to increase the 
quality of rehabilitation, and to give them 
more leverage with financial institutions 
and speculators. They are convinced that 
listing the area in the Register will 
discourage "real, hard-core" speculators 
who are only interested in making fast 
money, since the residents and the NHS 

organization will demand higher 
construction quality and will retain the 
special historic and architectural features of 
the neighborhood. 

Both Bartley and Whiteside, although 
enthusiastically supporting partnerships 
among the SHPOs, the Task Force, and 
participating communities, expressed some 
concern that the SHPOs find a way to work 
with the NHS organization without slowing 
down the NHS work and without burdening 
the existing three-member NHS staff in 
each neighborhood with architectural or 
historical surveys. Although these concerns 
were acknowledged as possible problems 
that might hamper a productive 
relationship', both Whiteside and Bartley 
stressed that they should represent 
challenges to address rather than reasons 
not to coordinate. Both speakers felt that 
working together to accomplish mutual 
goals requires faith and trust, and could be 
accomplished. 

WHAT SHPOs CAN DO NOW 

1. SH POs can determine 'jf there are any 
resources listed in the National Register 
in neighborhoods already identified as 
NHS areas. Frequently in these older 
neighborhoods, there are buildings 
already designated individually. In some 
areas, historic districts are already 
established. If so, SHPOs. can get in 
touch with the NHS director (preceding 
list of addresses) to see what kind of 
partnership might be established that 
will assist in rejuvenating the 
neighborhood. SHPOs can participate in 
preparing planning studies and 
rehabilitation guidelines. They can assist 
with historic preservation loans (once 
they become available), and 
preservation grants to key historic 
buildings in the area-or to low-income 
residents who could not afford to 
rehabilitate interesting architectural 
features-as well as work with the NHS 
and residents to achieve an 
appreciation of the special historic and 
architectural quality. 

2. SHPOs should survey those NHS areas 
that have not been surveyed to 
determine if there are any historic 
resources. They should work with the 
NHS to nominate eligible properties to 
the Register, and once properties are 
listed, can provide additional assistance. 

3. The SH PO should recommend 
neighborhoods to the Task Force that 
would benefit from participation in the 
NHS program. In addition, any projects 
that could be funded through N PP 
should be made known. Contact the 
Urban Reinvestment Task Force, 1120 
19th Street, NW, Washington, DC 
20036 (202/634-1689). 

4. At a minimum, SHPOs should be 
responsive to the preservation activities 
initiated by an NHS and support them in 
advancing preservation in their 
community. (Tape Number 12) • 
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by Wilford P. Cole 
Chief, ADP Section 

FUNCTIONS OF DATA 
ELEMENTS 

We are frequently asked what categories 
of information (data elements) should go 
into an automated cultural resource 
inventory. The answer is always different, 
depending above all on the inventory's 
objectives, as well as on wh~t financial, 
personnel, and computer resources are 
available, the quality of source data, and 
project deadlines. 

Rather than list all the data elements that 
one might place in' an automated data 
base-virtually any data could be 
automated if there were sufficient 
reason-it may be more helpful to examine 
the functions that certain types of data 
elements can serve. We will see that these 
functions can be related to the immediate 
and long-range objectives of an ADP plan. 
Some data elements have their greatest 
effect on use of the inventory for research, 
some on administrative use by a 
preservation office, and others in keying 
site data to automated land-use planning 
procedures.,Thorough analysis o(needs in 
all three areas is essential for a good plan. 
In later issues we will discuss the more 
important and difficult data elements in 
detail. 

Unique Record Identifier 

Each record in a data base (we assume 
here that each record represents one site) 
must be unambiguously distinguished from 
every other record in the data base. In 
retrievals and updates, this identifier can 
be used to point to a record with the 
assurance that only it and not some other 
record will be operated upon. The identifier 
is usually a number or some other short 
string of characters. It is often called a 
"record number" regardless of its format. In 
some programming systems it is assigned 
by the system itself and in others by the 
people preparing data for input. 

Site names are generally not used for 
this purpose, because sites may be known 
by more than one name, and because 
names such as "Rose Hill" or "Washington 
Tavern" are common to many sites and 
therefore not unique. The identifier should 
not only be unique to ~ach record, but ' 
should also be verifiable, protected against 
transpositions of digits and other 
transcription errors. The Office of 
Archeology and. Historic Preservation uses 
a "check digit," calculated by the computer 
on the basis of the position and value of 
each digit in the site identifier, then 
appended to the identifier. For each 
transaction directed by the site identifier to 
a record, the check digit in the incoming 
transaction is recalculated and matched 
against the site's check digit. If they do not 
match, an error in the site identifier is 
assumed and the transaction is rejected. 

Site Names 

Site names in an automated data base 
are the most common mental "hooks" 
upon which people hang their ideas about 
sites. It may be difficult to settle on one 
"official" name. The data base design will 
need to take into account the possibility of 
multiple names for a site, allowing it to be 
cross-indexed under more than one name 
if this will aid in using the inventory. 

Location Data 

Although accurate site location data is 
useful for research and administration, it is 
crucial in applying a site inventory to 
land-use planning. Locations may be 
described in terms of physical or political 
geography, which are easily searched and 
manipulated by computer, or addresses 
("where Route 50 crosses the Mud River"), 
which are easily understood but difficult to 
manipulate. Choice of descriptive method 
and notational form depend on who will be 
using the data, for what purposes, and 
what computer programs are available to 
work with the data. Combinations of 
physical and political geography with 
addresses allow the greatest flexibility in 
use. Notation should anticipate use of 
inventory data in automated land-use 
planning. 

Among the possibilities are those 
methods that pinpoint a location using 
coordinates, such as the geographic 
system (latitude and longitude), the UTM 
grid system, and state plane coordinate 
system. Other methods, such as 
land-use planning grids and the 
township-range-section system divide large 
areas into cells, with each site record 
showing which cell the site is in. Citing a 
USGS quadrangle sheet name has the 
effect of giving a location in terms of a 
cellular system. For some purposes, noting 
drainage basins is a useful method. 

Political geography is represented by the 
customary state, Congressional district, 
county, and city designations, for which 
efficient numerical codes are available. 
Standard MetropOlitan Statistical Area 
designators can help key site locations to 
present demographic patterns. Records of 
sites contained in historic districts should 
indicate that fact. 

There is an unsolved problem with 
. recording in an automated data base the 
precise locations of archeological sites, 
which could result in unwarranted 
disclosures and damaged sites. It is less a 
problem of technique than of law and 
politics (public and professional); OAHP will 
be glad to consult on the matter. 

Historical Data 

A large and complex group of data 
elements expresses the relation of a site 
with the development of human affairs. 
Here we consider them in five subgroups: 
time, functions, people, events, and subject 
specialities. 

1. Time. For management of the inventory 
and answering queries based on it, we 
may assume that some representation of 
time is essential. For land-use data bases 
it is less important, although useful 
because site age implies notions of site 
rarity and historical value. Dates are used 
to search for records, to sort them into 
chronological order, and for display. Dates 
recorded to the nearest year should be 
sufficiently precise. 

We recommend that whatever notational 
form is used, allowance be made for both 
specific dates (1838), multiple dates (1938, 
1945, 1952), and data ranges (1938-1942) 
when data is recorded, and that retrieval, 
sorting and report-writing programs be able 
to take advantage of this. Another 
approach is to fit each site into predefined 
time slices, quarter centuries, for example. 
This gains in ease of handling but loses in 
sensitivity. It is useful to distinguish 
between dates for which a site is 
historically significant and dates of 
construction for built sites. 

Chronology is a problem for 
archeological sites. A site may not have 
been explored sufficiently, or evidence from 
it may not support precise dating. In some 
inventories, archeological chronology is 
stated in terms of cultural affiliations or 
other non-numeric notation. Archeologists 
may not agree on numerical interpretations 
of these terms. Similarly, architecture is 
often dated by style periods, which cannot 
be handled numerically. We will suggest 
some solutions for these problems in a 
future issue. 

2. Functions. Any part of the built 
environment had a purpose for which it 
was intended or used during its period of 
historical significance: mill, residential 
neighborhood, campsite. Most sites have 
some current use, which may be a 
continuation of its historical function, an 
intentional "adaptive re-use," or a use 
entirely unrelated to the past. The historic 
uses give powerful retrieval capabilities for 
the researcher and the present uses are 
invaluable in monitoring important trends in 
preservation. Controlled vocabularies are 
necessary for both if they are to be used 
for searching or sorting without hopeless 
confusion. We have developed for our own 
use a vocabulary of functions with about 
400 terms that may be used in developing 
other vocabularies with regional or subject 
matter adaptations. 

3. People. Places gain historical 
sigificance by their associations with 
people, either individuals or groups. When 
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the planned objectives require this data, linkage Between Records base. The programming is expensive, but it 
is bound to perform tedious editing personal, corporate, and ethnic group 

according to fixed rules more reliably and names are not difficult to handle, although 
Another class of data elements can 

less expensively than people can, and they tend to be long (expensive to store 
control the complex relationships between 

thereby insure cleaner data. This is a great and process) compared to o!her data. Th~y 
records in an inventory data base. We 

advantage for large or frequently updated are also inefficient in use of Index space In 
have found this problem particularly 

files. internally indexed data bases. Spelling and 
challenging because so many of its rec~rds punctuation must be controlled with great 
are about sites contained wholly or partially 

Manual Processing Control Data 
care. 

within tohers. For example, there are 
individual HABS, HAER, and NR sites 4. Events. Associating places with events 
which are included within the boundaries of 

In an office where the casework is is one of the reasons for interest in historic 
NR or NHL districts. There could be HAER 

overwhelming there may be a need for preservation. Recordi~g ,~he names o,~ . 
records of industrial sites, some fragments 

some form of automated case tracking, in events in a form readily computable IS 
of which are on the National Register and 

which each case is logged as it passes difficult, however, and OAHP has not 
other parts of which are recorded by 

through critical stages of processing. With prepared any recommendation about th~m. 
HABS. The boundaries of a HABS area 

this information, the current status of any Perhaps it would be sufficient to categorize 
survey may only partially overlap the 

case may be found, and reminders of events such as battles, signings, and 
boundaries of a NR historic district. 

overdue action may automatically be "firsts." Because the research use of this 
Because these are not stirctly hierarchical 

generated. Management can use the information in automated form is not well 
relationships, OAHP could not take 

information to monitor processing delays studied, it should be attempted with 
advantage of the features of some 

and productivity, thereby detecting the caution. 
programming systems that automat!cally 

need for changes in procedure and 
5. Subject specialties. Architecture, keep track of hierarchies. Our solution to 

assignment of personnel. We expect to interrelating these records is to build 
apply these methods in NR registration and archeology, technological history, and other 

specific pointers into the rec~rds of th~ 
determinations of eligibility, and in disciplines have specialized needs for 

smaller, included sites, shOWing the site 
casework under the Tax Reform Act of historical and technical information, which 

identifiers of the larger sites that include 
1976. may be served by specific data elements. 

them. These are known as "upward" The need for this service should be 
pointers. We do not build "downward" . 

Specialized Details 
thoughtfully established because of the 

pointers into the records of the larger Sites, costs of gathering, encoding, editing: and 
pointing to the records of the smaller sites 

This is a catch-all category, covering 
maintaining any but the most essential 

contained within them, because the data data. As attractive as the idea may be of 
base management system we use requires 

data that may not be applicable automating stylistic categories, plan types, 
pointers in only one direction to achieve 

everywhere but may nonetheless be or motive power sources, the resources 
the functions of pointers in both directions. 

important to some inventories. Examples needed to capture and manage this data 
include photographic negative numbers, should be considered in ranking objectives 

Record Control Data theme designations, and fiscal and for an automation project. This is true of 
administrative data about grants. If master any data element. 

These data elements are of exceptional land-use plans have been drawn up, 
selected planning data would be recorded, Administrative Data value in control of errors in automated files, 
such as long-range sewer development and in judging the value of information by 
planning for the area surrounding each This is a large and loosely defined its age. It costs something to store this 
site. If necessary, zoning data could be data but we feel the cost is overhead that 
entered, although it might be difficult to. 

category of data elements, covering facts 
may' be justified as insurance against 

keep up to date. Bibliographic information 
about a site's present circumstances. A few 

certain typ~s of systematic errors to which 
referring to each site could be kept, but the 

examples include whether.a si~e i~ o~ the 
automated data bases are prone. We 

expense of gathering this data and the 
National Register or in a hlstonc district, 

recommend recording the date when a 
tendency for bibliography to overwhelm 

who owns it, its condition, terms of access 
record was established in the data base, 

other data argue for caution. The repository 
by the public, whether it is in an urban or 

the date when it was last changed, and the 
locations for artifacts recovered from 

non-urban area. These are easily recorded 
initials of the person coding the original 

archeological sites could be recorded. 
and handled by computer because they 

data and the last update. This makes it lend themselves to simple classification 
schemes. easy to trace the work of an indexer who 

has made an persistent type of error, to Conclusions 
recover a bad batch of data, and to 

linkages Between Data Bases estimate the currency of information. One 
For a tool meant to simplify work, can carry this too far-an element of 

automation is embarrassingly complex. The These data elements establish explicit paranoia is never far from an ADP . 
tool is worth mastering if it fits into a operation. Simpler methods are pOSSible. coherent development plan in which 

links between records in separate bases. 

objectives and priorities are painstakingly 
For example, in OAHP where automated 

Entry logic Control Data mapped out. Choosing the data elements 
survey, grants, and publications data bases 

to record and deciding how to handle them 
are being established and each data base 

If a rule can be written about how a data are not difficult when they are based on a 
in manual form already carries its own set 

sound plan. The generalities given here 
of unique identifiers, the site rec~rds i~ the 

element is coded ("county names must 
should aid in devising such a plan. CD 

survey files contain their own unique site 
match authorized spellings"), an edit identifiers as well as the identifiers of 
program can be written to check incoming records relating to the same sites in the 
data elements before they affect the data other data bases. The concept of linking 

data bases is central to the contribution 
that automation can make to integrating 
preservation functions . 

...... 
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CDBG-REHABILITATION 
AND PRESERVATION 
ACTIVITIES IN THE 
SECOND YEAR 

by Julie Wortman 
Program Assistant 
National Register' 

Preservationists will be heartened by 
news that the second year of the 
Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) program found block grant 
recipients increasing their emphasis on 
rehabilitating eXisting structures by an 
average of 70% over the first program 
year. Moreover, this development was 
complimented by a discernible trend in FY 
1976 away from funding new construction 
projects. But despite such promising signs, 
block grant communities continued to find 
"historic preservation" a confusing concept, 
especially in their environmental review 
responsibilities, and, as in the first program 
year, they usually assigned historic 

. preservation the lowest priority in their 
CDBG programs. 

These findings are contained in the 
second annual report on the CDBG 
program submitted to Congress at the end 
of 1976 by the outgoing administration. The 
report compares the first 2 years of CDBG 
(fiscal years 1975 and 1976) and discusses 
various program trends as these relate to 
the objectives of the CDBG legislation. 

Community development rehabilitation 
projects in recipient communities have 
varied widely, but the report found that 
among communities undertaking projects in 
new community development target areas, 
the general tendency is for rehabilitation 
loan and grant programs to be 
concentrated in older neighborhoods. In 
addition, 62.7% of CDBG funds were 
budgeted for 1976 for activities in so-called 
neighborhood preservation areas, as 
opposed to 44.5% in 1975, indicating that 
recipients are increasingly employing 
strategies are reclaiming existing 
neighborhoods rather than ones for 
eliminating them. 

HUD's report identified five general 
approaches that in FY 1976 were being 
used by CDBG recipients to achieve the 
goal of neighborhood preservation. These 
include: 

1. heavy rehabilitation-This technique 
was used in 40% of the neighborhoods 
in which preservation activities were 
taking place. It entails an overriding 
emphasis on the use of rehabilitation 
loans and ,grants in coordination with 
several other activities. About 50% of 
the CDBG monies in these areas was 
used for rehabilitation loans or grants 
and for code enforcement. 

2. moderate rehabilitation mixed with 
clearance-related activies.-This 
approach was used in 12% of the 
preservation neighborhoods, and is 
characterized by a shifting of emphasis 
away from rehabilitation to include a 
substantial amount of 
acquisition-relocation-demolition activity 
that uses about 42% of the funds 
allocated to these areas; 24% of the 
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funds in these areas went for 
rehabilitation loans and grants, and 
HUD reports that while the amount 
spent for clearance-related activities 
exceeded the amount earmarked for 
rehabilitation, the impact of the 
rehabilitation activities was still 
substantial because dollar for dollar, 
rehabilitation activities are less costly 
than the activity of acquiring structures 
and land, relocating families, and 
demolishing buildings. 

3. light rehabilitation with heavy 
clearance activities-16% of 
community development preservation 
neighborhoods fell within the category 
of approach. These tended to be the 
oldest and most deteriorated 
neighborhoods. Of the funds allocated 
to such areas, 60% are to be used for 
rehabilitation loans and grants, an 
amount sufficient to rehabilitate an 
estimated 20-40% of the structures. 

4. light rehabilitation and public 
works-This was the second most 
popular approach in terms of numbers 
of projects and the third most popular 
in terms of overall funding. The method 
involves a relatively large proportion of 
funds (54% of the amount available for 
the area) for public works coupled with 
a moderate amount of funds (17%) for 
rehabilitation and a small amount for 
clearance. 

5. light rehabilitation and public service 
and facilities-This was the least 
popular approach among CDBG 
communities. It involves almost 60% of 
the funds allocated to the area for 
services and 20% for rehabilitation. 

It should be noted that while the HUD 
report emphasized the "neighborhood" 
preservation" thrust of CDBG programs in 
1976, the National Association of Housing 
and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO) 
believes that in 1976 there was a 
discernible trend among CDBG recipients 
toward de-emphasizing the use of CDBG 
funds for a direct and concentrated 
approach to the problems found in the 
most seriously deteriorating or deteriorated 
areas in communities. The staff report of 
the House Subcommittee on Housing and 
Community Development, submitted in 
1977, concluded that the differences in 
HUD's and NAHRO's findings is the result 
of their differing interpretations of the data 
supplied by CDBG communities. Still, 
both evaluations suggest that CDBG 
communities assumed a generally stronger 
conservational stance in 1976. 

, Success of Financing Techniques 
.... 

The rehabilitation financing techniques 
being employed by CDBG recipients have 
been varied, and the HUD report contains 
some interesting findings regarding which 
techniques have been most popular and 
effective and which have leveraged the 
greatest ratio of private investment for each 
CDBG dollar spent. Overall, it was found 
that $2.90 of private capital was leveraged 
for each $1 of block granf money. But, 
depending on the technique used, there 
are wide variations in the amounts 
leveraged, and the techniques that 
leverage the most money are not always 

the techniques the recipients find are the 
most effective. 

The most popular leveraging techniques 
are the interest subsidy, the loan 
guarantee, and the revolving loan fund. 
The data obtained from CDBG recipients 
suggests that, on the average, 
communities have been spending $1 of 
block grant funds for interest subsidies for 
every $2.02 loaned, and that revolving loan 
funds attracted $2.36 of private funds for 
every $1 of CDBG money contributed to 
the pool. But the technique used by over 
three-quarters of the communities was that 
of directly financing a portion of the cost of 
rehabilitation, a method that leveraged only 
$.42 for each $1 of CDBG spent. Still, this 
technique alone was successful in meeting 
over 63% of the first program year's 
rehabilitation goal by June 30, 1976. 

Other financing techniques used by 
CDBG communities include loan 
guarantees, a method that uses, on the 
average, $1 of block grant funds in 
guaranteeing $4.05 of rehabilitation loans, 
tax-exempt municipal loans thpt leverage 
about $2.97 for every $1 of CDBG money, 
and grant rebates that leverage up to $3.76 
for each community development dollar. 
Another leveraging technique coordinates 
block grant funds with the section 312 loan 
program. 

HUD found that the effectiveness of 
leveraging techniques is apparently related 
to the level of CDBG subsidy. The less the 
subsidy, the more private funds that are 
likely to be leveraged. But at the same 
time, the chances are then greater that the 
program will develop slowly. The interest 
subsidy and grant rebate programs seem 
to be especially sensitive to subsidy levels. 
For example, there is some evidence that 
communities using an interest subsidy 
program may have difficulty in starting their 
program if they attempt to leverage more 
than $4 for each $1 of block granrtunds. 
The same may be true for the grant rebate 
program if leveraging of more than $5 for 
each $1 of block grant funds is attempted. 
In addition, the staff of the House 
Subcommittee on Housing and Community 
Development has also recently observed 
that communities that have the most 
successful rehabilitation strategies are 
those that supply a program of very 
substantial technical assistance to 
homeowners partiCipating in subsidized 
rehabilitation projects. 

Rehabilitation Emphasized 

The predominant emphasis placed on 
rehabilitation by CDBG recipients in the 
second program year seems to have 
affected the housing assistance goals 
contained in the Housing Assistance Plans 
(HAPs), which recipients must file with their 
block grant applications. Section 8 was 
cited by the report as the source for over 
half of the total assistance planned in both' 
years of CDBG, with communities shifting 
their concentration from newly constructed 
units in the first year to standard existing 
units in the second year, with assistance 
through rehabilitated units increasing 
slightly. The report offered the opinion that, 
in all probability, the increased emphasis 
on section 8 existing units in the second 



program year can f)e traced to HUD's new 
requirement that their HAPs communities 
must emphasize preservation and 
rehabilitation of their existing housing stock 
if they have a rental vacancy rate of 6% or 
greater. It is expected that the new 
administration will seek to strengthen this 
program thrust by encouraging, among 
other things, a coordination of section 8 
projects for existing and rehabilitated units 
with other revitalization strategies such as 
section 312 loans. Already HUD has 
indicated an interest in coordinating and 
concentrating activities through such 
program modifications as contained in the 
new Site and Neighborhood Standards 
regulations (Federal Register 1-24-77, and 
1-31-77). 

One of the chief difficulties with the 
HAPs prepared by most recipient 
communities is that HAP goals are based 
largely upon HUD resources, and these are 
not sufficient to meet the total hOl!sing 
assistance need. Frequently, too, 
communities have viewed the HAP more 
as an obstacle to overcome before CDBG 
funds can be obtained than as an 
opportunity to coordinate with and 
contribute to overall community 
development strategies. To remedy this 
situation, HUD has contracted with the 
United States Conference of Mayors to 
produce four guidebooks that will assist 
local officials in developing the capacity to 
generate local programs and private 
resources which they can merge with 
federal and state resources. The 
guidebooks are intended to provide 
working knowledge of the private housing 
development process, of how to influence 
that process, and to suggest a method by 
which officials can develop their own 
workable housing strategies consistent with 
other municipal goals and policies. 

Preservationists will notice that despite 
the increased emphasis by CDBG 
communities on rehabilitation and 
neighborhood preservation, "historic 
preservation," as an identifiable and 
discrete activity, in 1976 continued to be 
represented by a relatively small amount of 
CDBG expenditures. While approaches 
such as surveys, loan funds and 
city-financed restoration were being 
funded, historic preservation ranked as the 
lowest of community development priorities 
for most recipients. This fact, however, is 
misleading in that HUD operates under a 
'relatively limited working definition of 
historic preservation. Under this category of 
activity, the report cites such examples as 
the structural restora,tion of an 18th century 
inn and the restoration of houses and 
taverns to be used as museums. While to 
a large extent the broader goals of historic 
preservation are being substantially 
addressed in CDBG rehabilitation and 
neighborhood preservation strategies, 
suggesting that the official status of 
"historic preservation" is a moot point, 
there are several reasons for concern 
about HUD's present position. 

The first has to do with the 
environmental review responsibilities that 
HUD has delegated to the communities; 
this is the context within which most CDBG 
recipients are first introduced to the 
concept of historic resouces. The HUD 
report indicates that CDBG communities 

have found it difficult to apply HUD 
guidelines for identifying historic structures 
as part of the NEPA process and in 
evaluating the impact of CDBG activities on 
historic resources. To combat some of the 
substantive difficulties, HUD has issued 
"Environmental Reviews at the Community 
Level," which contains suggested formats 
for the environmental review record. In 
addition, the "Interim Guide for 
Environmental Assessment: Field Office 
Edition," which provides methods for 
environmental assessment, including 
standards for 37 of 80 environmental 
impacts listed, was sent to mayors in June 
1976. 

A Need to Define Historic Presel'vation 

But much of the difficulty has to do with 
the limitations of HUD's working definition 
of "historic," a situation aggravated by the 
lack of formal definitions of this term and 
its corollary, "historic preservation," in the 
CDBG regulations. The net effect is that 
communities not only fail to understand the 
broad range of their "historic" resources for 
environmental review purposes, but they 
also fail to see the need to better 
coordinate their rehabilitation activities with 
state and local historic preservation 
strategies. In addition, such communities 
are likely to neglect the valuable 
opportunity to benefit from the advice 
preservation specialists could provide 
about rehabilitation methods. 

While a broader definition of historic 
preservation is desirable, it is also true that 
the stricter working definition of the term as 
already employed by HUD, a definition 
which for the most part identifies high-cost 
restoration activities, makes eligible for 
CDBG funding historic preservation 
projects which may not directly benefit the 
income groups at which the CDBG 
legislation is primarily directed. The 
consequences of this situation are 
especially critical in view of HUD's potential 
reaction to the report's finding that in the 
second program year communities planned 
to use 57.3% of CDBG funds to benefit 
low- and moderate-income areas and 
families, a decrease from the first program 
year when 63.6% of the funds were 
expended in this category. HUD is 
concerned about this development and is 
expected to tighten its review of CDBG 
applications as a result. In addition, as the 
February 1977 staff report on C DBG of the 
House Subcommittee on Housing and 
Community Development has indicated, 
local officials already give the least 
credence to the historic preservation 
objectives of the CDBG legislation because 
in their opinion it would have the least 
impact on achieving the general purposes 
of the act. As a result, high-cost historic 
preservation activities may begin to be 
eliminated from community development 
programs, a dire consequence in view of 
the already low priority historic preservation 
activities receive. Wh'ile preservationists 
recognize the intent of the Housing and 
Community Development of 1974 to benefit 
low- and moderate-income persons, they 
also understand that high-cost projects that 
have no discernible immediate impact on 
the lower- and middle-income community 

often stimulate rehabilitation and 
revitalization activities that do have such an 
impact. This dual nature of historic 
preservation must be convincingly 
communicated to HUD in the months to 
come if both the benefits to historic 
preservation under the CDBG program and 
of historic preservation for the CDBG 
community are to be improved in the 
coming program years 

This will be particularly important in light 
of certain program changes which are 
being contemplated by the new 
administration. Foremost among these is 
the proposal for a dual allocation formula. 
Based on recommendations made by a 
Brookings Institution report, the existing 
fo'rmula, which increasingly benefits 
suburban communities in metropolitan 
areas, would be one of two possible 
formulas that an applicant could select to 
use in figuring its allocation. The second 
formula would be a new one that would 
give 50% to age of housing built prior to 
1939, 30% to poverty, and 20% to 
population decline. This formula would 
favor older cities, giving them larger 
allocations. The decision to use an housing 
age factor might indicate that conservation 
strategies will continue to be emphasized 
in the future. 

The administration proposal also 
includes assigning $400 million to a new 
program called "Urban Development Action 
Grants," in which grants for specific, 
nonrecurring development purposes, 
mainly having to do with neighborhood 
preservation and holding or attracting 
business and industry, would be awarded 
to urban governments. Historic 
preservation activities might quite easily 
and effectively figure in such grant 
proposals .• 

COVENANTS FOR 
GRANTS-IN-AID 
A NATIONAL SURVEY 

by Jack L. Finglass 
Architectural and Grants 
Administrator 
Maryland Historical Trust 

During the process of revising the 
structure of Maryland's grant-in-aid 
covenant document, the State Historic 
Preservation Office conducted a nationwide 
survey of the states, commonwealths, and 
territories to determine how other 
governments obtain covenants or 
easements in return for National Park 
Service federal matching grants-in-aid. The 
Maryland SHPO received most interesting 
responses, which should be useful to all of 
the governments participating in this 
program of OAHP, and especially useful to 
those who are either formulating or revising 
their easement policies. 

The majority of the states utilize the 
requirements of the National Park Service 
as their own. Many exceptions do exist, 
however, and this article addresses those 
differences. Continued on page 12 
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Continued (rom page 11 

Alabama's easements provisions include 
paragraph "G" which states, "in the event 
the main building .is damaged to the extent 
of 60% or more of the replacement cost 
thereof, by any cause whatsoever, except 
the willful ad of the then owner of the 
premises, or his agents, servants or . 
employees or contractors, then said owner 
shall be released of the foregoing 
restrictions, covenants and easements." 
We also infer from the material forwarded 
to us from Milo B. Howard, Jr., the 
Alabama SHPO, that Albama attempts to 
obtain easements in perpetuity. 

Jane Silverman, Hawaii's SHPO, 
responded to the survey by stating, "we 
feel that more stringent restrictions than 
required by the National Park Service will 
frighten off property owners other than 
those who are committed to permanent 
museum use. We have asked fhe National 
Park Service to consider modifying their 
present restrictions to take into account the 
value of the grant in relation to the value of 
the property." 

Idaho states that longer term easements 
are sometimes obtained by the State 
Historic Preservation Office. However, 
there is no basis for such a requirement. 

Todd R. Mozingo of the Iowa state staff 
informed us that Iowa law prohibits 
covenants restraining the use of land and 
property for periods greater than 22 years. 
Iowa utilizes all basic National Park Service 
grant covenant requirements. 

Missouri combines a state contract form 
with the maintenance covenants. If the 
owner of the grant recipient property fails 
to maintain the site properly, the state may 
perform necessary maintenance and repair 
at the sub-grantee's (transferee's) expense. 

D. W. Powers III of the Oregon state 
office clarified his state's handling of the 
grant-in-aid covenants. "Apart from some 

Photogrammetric Recording of Cultural 
Resources, by Perry Borchers. This report 
describes the basic principles of 
photogrammetry and their application to the 
recording of cultural resources. A variety of 
recording techniques are described using 
examples from the United States and 
Europe. 

Wallpapers in Historic Preservation, by 
Catherine Lynn Frangiamore. This report 
provides information on techniques used in 
making early wallpapers and a short history 
of wallpaper styles and their use. The 
treatment of wall paRer within a restoration 
project is described in some detail, 
including methods of uncovering and 
removing samples of old paper, 
alternatives to restoration, and the 
selection of appropriate wallpaper patterns. 

Epoxy Treatments for Historic Preservation 
(working title), by Morgan Phillips and Dr. 
Judith Selwyn. This two part report 
explores the basic technology involved in 
formulating epoxy consolidants and 
patching compounds for historic buildings. 
The results of preliminary research and 
testing are presented in part one, along 
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language regarding indemnification, liability 
insurance, and other protections for the 
state, the only significant additional 
requirement is that for a guarantor in the 
case of grants for privately owned 
properties. The reasoning behind this 
requirement is that the future of many 
small, private historical societies and the 
like is, to be blunt, shakey. We like to help 
those worthy front line organizations in 
every way we can, including assistance 
with grants, but at the same time we like to 
know in advance, who, other than 
ourselves, would be willing to move in and 
take charge of a historic property should 
the deed holding society cease to exist." 

"In this eventuality, the third-party 
guarantor agrees to assume the covenant 
obligations of the original owner and 
automatically receives title to the property." 
Under the terms of Oregon's standard 
three-party covenant, the guarantor gets 
the right of first refusal should the property 
be sold, and Oregon gets second refusal. 
The Oregon State Historic Preservation 
Office prefers that the guarantor be a 
public body, although well-established 
private institutions are accepted. Powers 
continues, "when the proponent is a unit of 
government or a very well-established 
private institution (university, chartered 
society, etc.), we execute a two-party 
covenant directly" between Oregon and 
them. "For all practical purposes (except 
perhaps tax purposes) the two- and 
three-party covenants amount to our holding 
an easement." Oregon limits the duration 
of the covenants in line with the policies 
and procedures of the National Park 
Service. 

Rhode Island enforces the standard 
National Park Service covenant 
requirements, states Judith L. Sullivan. In 
addition, "no major visual or structural 
changes to the property that will affect the 

with suggested formulations and lists of 
suppliers. Part two describes actual 
restoration projects using epoxy 
consolidants and patching compounds. 

Gas Ughting in America (working title), by 
Denys Peter Myers. This illustrated report 
traces the history of gas lighting devices in 
the United States throughout the 19th and 
early years of the 20th centuries. 

Preservation Briefs, No.3: Roofing for 
Historic Buildings (working title), by Sarah 
Sweetser. This brief analyzes some of the 
common problems encountered in 
restoring, protecting, and replacing roofs on 
historic buildings. Basic roofing procedures, 
including the establishment of a 
maintenance program, are detailed in 
photographs and diagrams. 

For further information contact: 
Preservation Technology Branch, 
Technical Preservation Services Division, 
National Park Service, US Department of 
the Interior, Washington, DC 20240 
(202/523-5891). 

historical integrity of the building shall be 
performed without prior written approval of 
the National Register ... or its deSignee in 
the state of Rhode Island." 

South Carolina does not require more 
than the National Park Service 
maintenance requirements. However, their 
covenant, "is very comprehensive and 
covers the total property, not just work 
funded by the federal grant." Christie Fant 
adds, "this amounts to a restrictive 
easement, but not in perpetuity." 

William B. Pinney, the Vermont SHPO, 
stated, "while perpetual easements may be 
desirable, I would question the legal 
authority of any state to call for restrictions 
more stringent than those set by the Office 
of Archeology and Historic Preservation as 
a condition for receipt of the Office of 
Archeology and Historic Preservation 
funds." 

Virginia's SHPO, Dr. Junius R. 
Fishburne, Jr., added, "we actively seek 
protective easements on landmark 
properties but do not have it tied into any 
policy of following through with federal. 
grants or denying such funds because 
perpetual easements are not forthcoming. 
If the latter course were attempted, I would 
feel it an unj9iL one." 

In Maryland, the Board of Trustees of the 
Maryland Historical Trust has asked the· 
State Historic Preservation Office to seek 
perpetual easements, where possible, in 
return for OAH P federal matching 
grants-in-aid. This request enables the 
Trust staff to better coordinate the 
production and implementation of our 
historic, facade, scenic, gift, and 
"mainstream covenant" easements. 

Members of the historic preservation 
offices of other states and territories who 
responded to our survey stated that they 
do not ask for additional requirements in 
their maintenance covenants .• 

Photo: Jack E. Boucher 

Metal roof typical of some described in 
Preservation Briefs, No.3: Roofing for 
Historic Building. 



by lawrence C. Henry 
Delaware State Historic Preservation 
Officer 

The session on surveys of cultural 
resources dealt with the purposes and 
methodologies of such surveys. One 
principal observation was that the survey 
had traditionally received less attention 
from both state and federal staffs than 
have efforts associated with the higher 
profile activities of National Register 
nominations and grants-in-aid 
administration. Although it is somewhat 
ironic that this basic component of the 
program has been given less attention 
than other phases of the program which 
presumably were designed to be 
based on survey data, it is perhaps 
understandable that initial emphasis went 
to those components with a greater 
capability for obtaining public support in a 
new undertaking. It has become . 
increasingly obvious, however, that it is 
time to reconsider these priorities. As the 
total program has matured, it has grown 
more complex, especially with respect to 
environmental compliance procedures. This 
activity itself requires better and more 
exhaustive surveys than many states 
possess. 

Sound procedural guidelines for survey 
activity were proposed. Again, it was clear 
that the National Register nomination 
process and the administration of 
grants-in-aid were proceeding from within a 
far more precise framework of procedures 
than was survey activity, notwithstanding 
that it is over the matter of survey that 
states and federal agencies most 
frequently interact. 

Survey methodology reflects in many 
cases the disciplinary background of those 
conducting the project. Hence, there is the 
historian's thematic approach to survey, the 
architect's inventory of standing structures 
approach, and the archeologist's predictive 
model method. One question raised was 
whether the predictive model approach 
could be adapted for surveys of standing 
structures, since it would be a more 
expeditious process than individually 
inventorying every building. 

Electronic Data Retrieval 

It seemed obvious that electronic data 
retrieval (EDP) was virtually mandatory if 
survey was to be exhaustive and data 
retrieval flexible, but it was equally obvious 
that states could not afford to develop 
individual EDP programs for survey. 
Moreover, the creation of individual 
programs would work counter to the hopes 
of many that different states could develop 
compatible systems. The decision was 
made to ask the Board of Directors of the 
National Conference of State Historic 
Preservation Officers to study various EDP 

applications and make recommendations to 
the states. 

While more attention is being given to 
survey, it is so far not enough. We are not 
yet completely clear on the purpose of 
survey: Is it to produce a selective list of 
not quite National Register quality sites? Is 
it to produce a comprehensive cultural 
inventory, even if in so doing lists, and 
perhaps even individual entries, must be 
forsaken? Is it to provide states with a 

by Sarah Bridges 
Archeologist 
National Register 

Special topic sessions of the symposium 
on surveys as a basis for preservation 
planning provided a forum for exchanging 
ideas about the function of and 
methodologies for urban archeological 
surveys, broad area archeological surveys, 
and evaluation systems as tools for local 
planriing. Preservation planners from 
federal and state agencies, as well as from 
the private sector, were able to present 
their own perspectives to particular 
problems they face daily in carrying out 
their planning responsibilities. 

As the federal government becomes 
more involved in the urban revitalization 
movement, the need to identify and protect 
historic resources within an urban setting is 
intensified. Identifying archeological 
properties within urban areas raises some 
difficult logistical questions that require 
specialized and often nontraditional 
answers. Some of these were discussed in 
the urban archeological survey session by 
private consultants John Hnedak and 
Edward Rutsch, Gail Brown of the Rhode 
Island Historical Preservation Commission, 
and Bert Salwen and myself of OAHP. The 
questions included how a survey should be 
approached when the ground surface is 
paved; how budget and time constraints 
may be balanced against the 
r~sponsibilities of locating and assessing 
subsurface resources; how much and what 
types of testing may be necessary in areas 
obscured by streets and structures; what 
the role of documentary research is in 
urban surveys and whether it can ever be 
considered a substitute for field inspection; 
what the role of mechanical equipment is 
and when and by whom it should be • 
employed; how interdisciplinary 
methodologies may qualitatively enhance 
urban surveys; and what the archeological 
potentii:iI of standing buildings is and how 
the associated features can be identified 
and recorded. 

Predictive Surveys 

The function and role of predictive 
archeological studies as planning tools 

basis of judgment for National Register 
nominations, or is it to provide federal 
agencies with extensive grist for planning 
processes? Decisions about methodology 
await clearer perceptions of purpose. More, 
smaller, and increasingly precise sessions 
on survey need to build on the varied 
results of this session. Neither 
disappearing resources nor disconcerted 
officials will wait much longer. (Tape 
Number 9) 

were discussed in the session on 
archeological survey of broad land areas 
by Don Rickey and Ray Leicht of the 
Bureau of Land Management, Leland 
Gilsen of the Maryland Historical Trust, and 
Tom King of Interagency Archeological 
Services. Although all agreed that the 
results of predictive surveys are most 
useful in the very early phases of projects 
and resource management planning, none 
felt that such studies provide sufficient data 
to' meet the requirements of the procedures 
of the Advisory Council pursuant to the 
National Preservation Act and Executive 
Order 11593. Both federal and state 
representatives outlined their general 
sampling strategies and field 
methodologies for specific projects and 
emphasized the value of these studies 
(and great potential of future studies) for 
purposes of general NEPA compliance and 
regional or statewide historic resource 
planning, inventory, and eventual 
management. 

Formal Evaluation Systems 

The intensified interest and federal 
involvement, in neighborhood conservation 
programs has encouraged the development 
of various forms of historic property 
evaluation systems, some of which were 
discussed by Antoinette Downing of the 
Rhode Island Historical Preservation 
Commission, Richard Frank of 
Preservation-Urban Design, Inc., and 
William J. Murtagh, Keeper of the National 
~gister. The consensus seemed to be 
that formal evaluation systems, if 
employed, would work best for local 
planning purposes. However, the nature of 
the system (numerically ranked or 
descriptive) and the function (for historic 
district definition or for guidance for 
treatment of the resource) were discussed 
in terms of the possible advantages at;ld 
drawbacks. The successes and failures of 
various systems in terms of preservation 
goals and community development were 
discussed and suggestions for 
modifications were presented. (Tape 
Number 9) G9 

13 



A Commentary 

by lawrence E. Aten 
Deputy Chief, Interagency 
Archeological Services 

By this time, most readers of 11593 will 
have read all or part of a four-part series of 
articles on archeological salvage programs 
which appeared in the Kansas City Times 
between April 11 and April 14, 1977. This 
series asserts that funds appropriated 
under Public Law 93-291 are being 
misused. 

As is to be expecteEl in such articles, 
many conclusions are about 45 degrees off 
target and atypical situations are made to 
seem the rule rather than the exception. At 
the same time we should not be too smug, 
for the articles do touch upon issues that 
are quite real. We need not get too upset 
by the rather extreme references to 
"massive funding" in the scores of millions 
of dollars supposedly being spent on 
archeology. The amount of money spent 
on archeological salvage in FY 1976 
reported to the Interagency Archeological 
Services Division by federal agencies is 
approximately $6,931,000. Neither should 
we lose sleep over observations on how 
"genteel" archeology was in the good old 
days; the days are gone forever when 
archeologists grubbed out what little data 
they could on a shoestring before the 
bu'lidozers moved in, and the Nation's 
cultural resources are better for it. 

Let us also not dwell on the alleged 
irregularities in Federal Aid Highway 
salvage in Missouri; these irregularities are 
being investigated both by government 
agencies and the Society of Professional 
Archeologists, and the facts will emerge. 
Certainly we can agree with the articles' 
contention that the results of archeological 

Continued from page 1 

As described by the speakers, a multiple 
resource nomination will include all, or a 
defined portion, of the historic resources 
identified in a specified geographical area. 
This may be a rural area, a county, a small 
or large town or city, or a section of a town 
or city. After a survey has been completed 
and the survey data carefully assessed, the 
resulting nomination will be a compilation 
of all pr.operties located within the area 
judged to be potentially eligible for listing in 
the National Register. 

Several delegates attending the session 
expressed an interest in establishing a type 
of nomination that could be based upon the 
data compiled through surveys organized 
around a single theme, rather than upon 
the comprehensive, interdisciplinary survey 
approach encouraged in the preparation of 
multiple resource nominations. Moreover, 
they felt the multiple resource concept 
dealt only with properties eligible for listing 
in the National Register within a limited 
geographical area. A thematically oriented 
survey, however, would more likely cover a 
broad area. Consequently, a second new 
nomination category-thematic group 
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work should be placed before the public in 
a form that can be understood. The 
submission of sal\(age reports to the 
National Technical Information Service (see 
11593, September 1976, vol. 1, no. 2) and 
publication of abstracts in our annual report 
to the Congress are only limited initial 
steps. Perhaps we should require 
archeological contractors to prepare 
extended nontechnical summaries of their 
reports. Obviously this will cost money and 
must be weighed against the effectiveness 
and literacy of the results. 

What is worth real consideration at this 
point, however, are certain more general 
questions raised or implied by the article: 

lID Why, in the face of so many 
complaints about shoddy work, 
unnecessary work, expensive salvage on 
"insignificant" sites, and so on, is there still 
so much resistance among public agencies 
and archeologists alike to the application of 
eXisting quality control standards? Why, for 
instance, is there still resistance to 
determining the eligibility of archeological 
sites for inclusion in the National Register 
before spending salvage dollars on them? 
The very purpose of the determination of 
eligibility process, after all, is to define in 
an official forum the population of 
significant resources for protection or 
recovery. Similarly, why do agencies still 
engage in sole-source procurement of 
archeological services, or alternatively, 
selection of contractors on the sole basis of 
price, when both practices have been 
found to lead consistently to low-quality, 
unproductive work? Agency officials like 
those quoted in the Kansas City Times 
want protection from archeologists 
allegedly "running wild," but do not want to 
take the steps necessary to acquire this 
protection. One cannot have it both ways. 
This is precisely why OAHP has repeatedly 
stressed the need for systematic 
documentation and review, the retention of 
high-quality professional staff and 
consultants, and competitive procurement. 

lID Why are people in responsible 

nominations-was developed. These 
thematic group nominations will include 
resources related to one another in a 
clearly distinguishable way and will not be 
restricted to limited geographical areas. 

Interim guidelines have been written to 
help the initial efforts of those who will 
prepare the forms. Two sets of guidelines, 
those for thematic group nominations and 
those for multiple resource nominations, 
were sent to the SHPOs and Federal 
Representatives in April. The National 
Register has established a 6-month period 
from April 15 to October 15, 1977, for the 
state offices and federal agencies to review 
and comment upon both sets of guidelines, 
and if possible within budget and staff 
restraints of individual programs, to prepare 
and submit multiple resource and thematic 
group nominations to the National Register 
for review. After October 15, the National 
Register will compile these comments with 
National Register comments and finalize 
the guidelines accordingly. The two sets of 
guidelines will then be published as a 
supplement to How to Complete National 
Register Forms, which was issued in 
January 1977. (Tape Number 5) 

positions still making totally irresponsible 
statements such as "[federal] guidelines 
are so broad that just about anything can 
qualify as a significant archeological site"? 
Is this not simply an excuse for a failure to 
exercise mature, informed judgment and to 
make rational decisions in the presence of 
suitable archeological data? Is it not also 
an admission that both archeologists and 
SHPOs have failed to make effective use 
of the planning provisions of the National 
Historic Preservation Act to define proper 
frameworks for evaluation? 

CD Why does there continue to be a 
feeling that archeological research and 
public agency management needs do not 
"go together" when a major thrust of 
archeological resource management efforts 
in recent years has been to demonstrate 
that they can go together, and very well, 
as recently demonstrated in part by the 
Cache River project in Arkansas? 

• Why is it necessary for archeologists 
inside the federal government and those 
outside to be in an adversary position-to 
need "weapons." Why are we not in a 
mutually reinforcing relationship to 
accomplish our respective objectives in the 
most effective manner? Is it really 
necessary for the federal government to 
decide a priori the size of the hole an 
archeologist will dig; are we also going to 
decide the books a historian will examine? 

• Why is public understanding of the 
value of archeological resources limited to 
a quest for "man's roots on the North 
American continent" when our work in 
recent decades has produced significant 
results across a broad spectrum of 
historical, environmental, and culturally 
processual topics? 

If progress were made in resolving some 
of these questions through initiatives taken 
at the national, state, and local levels, 
perhaps we would not see articles such as 
those in the Kansas City Times that 
indiscriminately damage the whole effort to 
preserve all types of important cultural 
properties. 

Photo: Courtesy of Texas Historical Commission. 
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by Wilford P. Cole 
Chief, ADP Section 

Would a fire or other disaster wipe qut 
your inventory files? What would it cost in 
staff time, expenses, and "down time" to 
reconstruct your survey files, even if they 
were only partially destroyed? What 
means do you now have for replacing lost 
records or missing documents? 

A recent fire in the offices beneath 
OAHP prompted us to begin planning a 
microfilming program as insurance 
against loss of National Register (NR) 
nomination records, which are 
irreplaceable legal documents, and to 
consider eV,entual filming of other OAHP 
files for which there is no backup. Fire 
alarms, extinguisher systems, and 
"fireproof" document storage systems 
will, at best, reduce potential disaster 
damage by delaying progress of a fire, 
buying a little time before firemen arrive. 
They will not prevent damage completely, 
however, and will not prevent the normal 
attrition of file materials expected with 
files that are in heavy use. 

Aside from disaster recovery anc!file at
trition, microfilming can save wear and 
tear on original file materials if 
microcopies are substituted for them in 
everyday use. Ohio's State Historic 
Preservation Office uses microfilm to 
manage its records of NR sites because of 
all these reasons. 

Site survey records are subject to cons
tant updates. New site records are added 
to the files and new documents and an
notations are added to existing records. 
Although microfilm in 16-mm rolls is the 
cheapest and simplest medium of 
storage, it is impractical for frequently up
dated files such as inventory records, 
because late additions to files cannot be 
integrated with documents filmed earlier. 
Referencing or reconstructing a record 
whose documents have accumulated and 
been filmed over a long period is 
prohibitively inconvenient. Parts of each 
record would have to be assembled from 
scattered locations on many rolls of film. 

A more suitable medium is the 
microfiche jacket, a 4- by 6-inch 
"sandwich" into which up to 96 frames 
(page images) on 16mm film are inserted. 
One jacket will usually hold images of all 
qf the documents in a site record. If a new 
document enters a record after initial 
filming, it is filmed at the time of entry, 
and the frame of film representing it is 
added to the record's fiche jacket. Each 
jacket is a complete, up-to-date duplicate, 
of the original site record. 

Microfiche are easy to manage. They 
carry typed or hand-lettered, eye
readable labels across the top and may be 
filed according to site name, county, city, 
or any other reference scheme, The filing 
order need not duplicate that of the 
original files: National Register 
nominations are filed by state and county, 
but its fiche will probably be filed by "Site 
10," which is the ider.~ifier used in its 
computer records. This number will 
appear on every nomination form and 
every new document added to the file 
after March 1, 1977, Because each site 
record in OAH P's other survey project 

files has also been assigned a unique Site 
10 number, later filming projects may 
easily be integrated with the National 
Register records. It is a good idea to mark 
the Site tL and film ing date on each site 
record and subseq uently added docu
ment. 

Usually with microfiche, the initial film
ing is done on negative film, producing 
fiche with negative images. The fiche may 
then be placed insecure storage as is, or 
used in several ways. Fiche may be read 
with a microfiche reader, which is 
generally less expensive than roll-film 
readers of comparable quality. Fiche may 
also be inexpensively reproduced (5 to 25 
cents per copy, depending on quantity) to 
give either negative or positive readable 
fiche copies. Using copies for reference 
and distribution minimizes the likelihood 
of loss or damage to the original fiche 
jacket. If it becomes necessary to have a 
whole record or single document 
reproduced on paper ("hardcopy"), 
several types of reader/printer are 
available for purchase, lease, or use at 
libraries or service bureaus. 

Microfilming, especially with 
microfiche, can be an economical 
archival tool compared with the cost and 
effort of recovering destroyed or damag
ed files. Costs vary greatly, depending on 
the application, on whether filming and 
maintenance will be conducted in-house 
or by a contractor, and on the types of 
services provided from the micro-files. 
Administrative decisions on the goals of a 
microfilming program and on how film
ing, storage, and retrieval will fit into the 
office routine, will influence the 
decisions. 

Tentative plans at'OAHP are to use 
microfiche only as an ultimate backup for 
original files, and not as a general. 
reference. Film processing, loading of 
film into fiche jackets, storage, and 
reproduction will probably be done by a 
contractor. Initial filming of the 13,000 
National Register records would be done 
at the National Register office by a con
tractor because the files are not permitted 
to leave the building. However, subse
quent entries could be filmed by Register 
staff using a purchased or leased camera. 
This arrangement reaches a workable 
balance between personnel ceilings, 
capital costs, and available contracting 
funds. One contractor estimated $1 per 
record for filming the existing National 
Register records, averaging ten pages per 
record, and for processing the film, 
loading and titling the jackets, and mak
ing one duplicate of each fiche. Archival 
maintenance costs under contract have 
not yet been determined. 

Other microfiche users may find advan
tages in making duplicate fiche available 
for reference use in the office or at 
regional centers, public libraries, univer
sities, and planning departments. This 
would increase costs, but would reduce 
losses to original documents and would 
increase accessibility. 

Survey and planning funds from the 
grants-in-aid may be used on a matching 
basis for microfilming projects. For infor
mation on filming and microfilm manage
ment, call Wilford Cole, 202/523-5470; for 
grant information, call 202/523-5472; see 
following article for a description of 
Ohio's microfilming project. 

by Gretchen Klimoski 
National Register Program Manager, 
Ohio Historic PreselVation Office 

Early in 1976 the Ohio Historic Preser
vation Office decided to record all of its 
National Register nomination forms on 
microfilm. Although the Ohio office keeps 
Xerox copies of all materials forwarded to 
Washington, these do not constitute "of
ficial" records since they have not yet 
been signed by the Di rector of the Office 
of Archeology and Historic Preservation 
or the Keeper of the National Register. 
Another disadvantage of miscellaneous 
papers in a file or folder is that all or part 
of the file materials can easily be lost or 
stolen. 

There were three major reasons for 
microfilming all National Register 
records. The original microfilm record 
could be stored in the state archives 
where there would be limH:ed access, 
assuring that this official back-up copy 
would remain in the event that the original 
or Xerox copy of any or part of a nomina
tion was lost or destroyed. All of the infor
mation filed in Washington would be 
readily available as part of the state's 
records; in some cases the microfilmed 
record would be all that we would have on 
hand for National Historic Landmarks. 
The original microfilm would serve as 
evidence of the completed official record 
of the listing of a property in the National 
Register and, if necessary, the microfilm 
could be used as legal evidence of such 
listing. The microfilm would be an easily 
accessible record for all state use. Copies 
of the microfilm could be filed at the Ohio 
Historical Society (or other) library for 
use by researchers or property owners. 
The use of microfiche cards instead of 
Xerox copies of file folders eliminates the 
chance that all or part of any records 
could be removed. 

Process 

Working with Wilford Cole, local 
microfilm companies were contacted and 
bids received. The firm of OCTO, Inc. 
(304 Main St., Laurel, Md., 20910- phone 
301/953-2800) was chosen. The bid in
cluded filming all records at the National 
Register office, all necessary film and 
equipment, filing and indexing each com
plete record in individual microthin 
jackets, and mailing the completed 
jackets to Ohio.The company guaranteed 
its work and agreed to refilm any portion 
that was considered unsatisfactory. The 
use of microfilm inserted in microthin 
jackets was chosen as the most flexible 
method since additional frames could be 
added to the jackets at any time. Con
tinuation sheets, corrections, and cor
respondence forwarded to Washington 
will be filmed locally and added to the 
jackets. Eventually additional materials in 
the files kept in Columbus will also be 
filmed to complete the microfilmed docu
ment. Microfiche duplicates (positive or 
negative) can be easily made from the 
microthin jackets. These will go on file in 
the Ohio Historical Society library for use 
by researchers or property owners. 16mm 
Continued on page 16 
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Continued from page 15 
Planetry film-@ 20:1 with automatic ex
posure control to correct for various 
colors was used and proved satisfactory. 

The bulk of the records was filmed in 
February 1976. The 848 National Reg ister 
folders required three seven-hour days to 
film. OCTO charged $125.00 per seven
hour day. About 3,000 shots can be filmed 
in that period. An additional $.25 was 
charged for each 4- x 6-inch microthin 
jacket, labeled and .Ioaded with original 
camera film. The total bill for 848 jackets 
was $587. It is an allowable cost under the 
National Park Service regulations. Staff 
expenses were paid for hotel and meals 
for three days. Duplicate copies for the 
library were made in Columbus,at a cost 
of $.18 each. 

Ohio entries on the National Register 
were updated and the additional 172 en
tries filmed in February. This time it took 
only a portion of one day. By this time ali 
the problems have been worked out, 
although it still remains a tedious task. 
Knowing that we have staDle, accurate 
records for all listed properties is worth 
the time, money, and effort involved. 

The following article appeared in the May 
1976, issue of Echoes, a publication of the 
Ohio Historical Society, Columbus. In the 
article, David A. Simmons, a historian in the 
Ohio Historic Preservation Office, describes 
the reasoning behind conducting a 
comprehensive statewide survey by 
identifying cultural resources associated 
with themes in Ohio history. The thematic 
approach to surveying the Nation's cultura! 
resources has been supported by the 
National Park Service since the inception of 
the Ntitional Register program to assure a 
comprehensive survey for every state. This 
article gives further support to the thematic 
approach from the point of view of a state 
staff member. 

by David A. Simmons 
Historian; 
Ohio Historic Preservation Office 

An essential companion to the 
architectural type of survey discussed in 
last month's article is the historical thematic 
survey. The identification of structures 
worthy of preservation must include 
buildings of historic as well as architectural 
significance. Of course, it is impossible to 

gauge the historical significance of a 
building simply by viewing it. The alternative 
is to identify a number of historical themes 
which have played an important part· in the 
development of a locality and then locate all 
the properties related to those themes. 

Illustrative of the need for a dual survey 
methodology is the recently completed 
architectural survey of Franklin County. This 
visual survey omitted a number of 
structures distinguished primarily for their 
historic associations. One of these was the 
Reginold C. Heber House in Columbus, a 
relatively common residence unlikely to 
draw the attention of the architectural 
historian, but built by an individual important 
to Ohio entertainment history. It is often true 
that architectural monuments were 
constructed by historically significant 
personages; however, it does not 
necessarily follow that important historical 
figures always build impressive homes. 
Thus a complete identification of the 
historical and architectural resources in any 
community must include a literary historical 
survey along with a visual architectural 
inventory. 
The initial step in conducting a historical 

thematic survey is to define any number of 
factors or themes important to the history of 
an area. The impact of the shipping industry 
on a river town and the surrounding inland 
region should be an obvious suggestion for 
a theme. Others are less apparent. The 
Historic Preservation Office has just 
completed an inventory of all historic 
properties relating to the history of the 
circus in Ohio. In many cases suggestions 
for historical themes will be a by-product of 
a cursory examination of the historical 
records for a community. 
This material includes both primary and 

secondary, written and unwritten sources. 
The county histories written in the last half 
of the 19th century are the starting points 
for almost all research on the local level. 
Although these volumes often contain 
information found nowhere else, they were 
frequently written by subscription and those 
who paid the most obtained the largest and 
most complimentary biographical articles, 
their significance notwithstanding. In short, 
these histories are sometimes biased, 
sometimes inaccurate, but always 
invaluable. 
Because of Ohio's agricultural orientation, 
the far"ming magazines published in Ohio 
during the 19th century should provide data 
for several historic themes. The Ohio 
Farmer, as a case in point, was first 
published in Cleveland in the 1850's and 
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has continued to the present. 
Several indispensible secondary sources 

for the historic thematic surveyor are the 
1973 edition of Eugene H. Roseboom and 
Francis P. Weisenberger's History of Ohio 
and the six volume History of the State of 
Ohio edited by Carl Wittke. Both works rely 
heavily on thematic approaches. 
Oral history is a vital resource for local 

history and should not be ignored in 
any historical survey. The comments of 
residents will often clarify specific points 
which have become muddled in the written 
record. 
After identifying important individuals and 

events connected to the chosen historical 
theme, the surveyor can use city directories, 
county atlases or plat records, and deed 
indexes found in the county recorder's 
office to locate associated properties. A 
card file can be compiled that includes the 
name of the individual or event, the thematic 
area of importance, the location of pertinent 
sites and short bibliographical references. 
With this card file the actual status of each 
location can be field checked when 
conducting the architectural survey. 
As an example, a historical thematic 

survey might locate all the significant sites 
in Ohio related to the development of hog 
raising. An 1815 issue of The Ohio Farmer 
identified D.M. Magie of Butler County 
as an important breeder of a special variety 
of the Poland-China hog. The 1855 plat of 
the county showed David M. Magie owning 
a farmhouse and portion of the southeast 
quarter of Section 14 in Oxford Township. A 
comparison with a modern map and an on
site inspection indicated that the Magie's 
pre-Civil War farmhouse is still standing 
near State Route 732 north of the city of 
Oxford. 
Communities all over Ohio are realizing 

the importance of planning for the future by 
identifying their historical resources and 
providing for their preservation. Hopefully 
the historian will occupy an equal place with 
the architectural historian in these survey 
efforts. 
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