Recommendations on the
National Register
Eligibility of the
Mission 66 District at
Bandelier National
Monument

Dr. Emily J. Brown, Kim Sorvig, and Richard G. Higgins
Aspen CRM Solutions
6 Herrada Way
Santa Fe, NM 87508

1

Recommendations on the National
Register Eligibility of the Mission
66 District at Bandelier National
Monument

Contract #: D7127090057
2009

Dr. Emily J. Brown, R.P.A.
Kim Sorvig
Richard G. Higgins

Aspen CRM Solutions
6 Herrada Way
Santa Fe, NM 87508
505-231-0157
www.aspencrmsolutions.com

Table of Contents
List of Figures
Introduction
Mission 66 and Bandelier
Mission 66 and the National Register of Historic Places
Bandelier’s Mission 66 Resources
Concluding Remarks
References
Appendices
Appendix A: Historic Cultural Properties Inventory Forms
Appendix B: Completion Reports for the Residences,
Comfort Stations, and Campground
Appendix C: Drawings for the Mission 66 Development

i
1
4
8
12
18
21
23
49
75

List of Figures
Figure 1: Project location
Figure 2: Project area showing Mission 66 resources
Figure 3 Frijoles residential and utility area, May of 1962
Figure 4 Mission 66 employee residence under construction, May 1962
Figure 5: The standard plan used for the employee residences
Figure 6: Residence #55
Figure 7: The comfort station in Campground Loop C
Figure 8: Overview of the Amphitheater

1
2
6
7
13
14
14
17

i

Introduction
Bandelier National Monument identified a need
for a historic evaluation and draft determination
of eligibility for the Mission-66-era development
on Frijoles Mesa as a cultural landscape historic
district in advance of pending rehabilitation
projects. The Mission 66 development contains
four residences, a campground with three loops,
three comfort stations, an amphitheater, a
dumping station, and the associated access roads.
Also present are later additions to the area in the
form of additional buildings in the employee
housing area, a parking lot and stone-lined
drainage feature, and a new visitor information
sign and pay station. The planned projects would
rehabilitate Juniper Campground, repair road and
parking surfaces to correct erosion, and repave
deteriorated roads in Juniper Campground and the
employee housing area.
Landscape architect Kim Sorvig, archaeologist
Emily Brown, and historian Rich Higgins
undertook the evaluation of the Mission 66
Figure 1: Project location.
development. Kim Sorvig spearheaded the field
documentation, completed the HCPI forms, assisted with evaluating the development from a
cultural landscape perspective, and assisted with the Concluding Remarks portion of the report.
Rich Higgins assisted with the fieldwork, conducted background research in the archives at the
park, reviewed materials from the National Park Service Technical Information Center in
Denver, and prepared the historical overview sections of the report. Emily Brown assisted with
the fieldwork, focused on the National Register criteria and how to apply them to Mission 66
resources, and prepared the rest of the final report.
According to the Multiple Properties Documentation Form (MPDF) for National Park Service
Mission 66 resources by Carr et. al, Mission 66 resources such as residences and campgrounds
are best considered for eligibility as districts.1 In turn, according to Carr et. al, Mission 66
districts are only eligible for listing if:




They are in parks that were developed or substantially redeveloped under Mission 66
They are an outstanding example of a property type or subtype
They contain a diversity of buildings, structures, or other contributing resource types

1 Ethan Carr, Elaine Jackson‐Retondo, and Len Warner, Draft National Register of Historic Places
Multiple Property Documentation Form for National Park Service Mission 66 Resources (MS on file
with the National Park Service, Oakland, 2006).
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They embody the management goals of the Mission 66 program
They possess an exceptional degree of overall integrity

Residences and campground complexes built during Mission 66 fall into the category of
“common resources” as defined by Wyatt2. As such, there are literally hundreds of examples of
each spread through parks across the country, and the challenge for resource managers is to
identify the individual examples that are eligible for listing amongst the rest. Such an
undertaking is best done with comparative data, and while such information has been developed
for certain property types (for Mission 66, visitor centers have received the most attention to
date), regional comparative studies of more common property types such as residences and
campgrounds has not been done. Until this is done, the recommendations contained in this report
cannot be considered definitive.

Figure 2: Project area. The three campground loops, amphitheater, and four employee residences compose the
Mission 66 development.

One other factor to consider that applies to most Mission 66 resources is that they have not yet
reached the 50 years of age generally required to be considered historic and to have attained
some significance. National Register Criteria Consideration G provides for eligibility of
2

Barbara Wyatt, Evaluating Common Resources for National Register of Historic Places Eligibility:
A National Register White Paper (posted on http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/guicance.htm, April
9, 2009).
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resources less than 50 years if they have already attained considerable historical significance and
retain a very high level of integrity. Mission 66 resources less than 50 years old must therefore
meet the bar set by Criteria Consideration G as well as the requirements for unquestionable
historical significance and integrity for common resources.
After carefully applying the guidelines for eligibility of Mission 66 landscapes and districts,
residence areas, and campgrounds outlined in the MPDF, the National Register guidelines on
designed historic landscapes and rural historic landscapes, Criteria Consideration G, and the
National Register white paper on so-called common resources, it is our professional opinion that
the Mission 66 residences and campground complex at Bandelier do not meet the criteria for
eligibility for listing in the National Register. The details of our assessment are provided in the
main body of this report. In summary, however, our primary reason for considering the
residences ineligible was the significant development that has taken place in the housing area
that has compromised the integrity of the historic setting and feeling of the area. Further, the
resources are not of sufficient age (50 years) to be considered historic, and don’t meet the
stipulations of Criterion G as above. We also could find no exceptional or outstanding
significance to the Bandelier Mission 66 resources that would overcome the diminished integrity
of setting and feeling, especially given the limited development of historic context for common
resources. In sum, even once the Mission 66 resources achieve historic status, they will still be
ineligible for listing due to insufficient significance as representative examples of the resource
types, lack of architectural distinction, and loss of integrity of setting.
While we do not believe Bandelier’s Mission 66 resources are eligible for listing in the National
Register based on the currently available comparative information, we want to emphasize that we
do believe that they represent an important phase of the history of the development of Bandelier
National Monument. They embody the change in resource management policies that happened as
people started to recognize that park resources could be “loved to death” by the very visitors the
parks had been created for. The impact people can have on our natural and cultural resources is a
theme that is arguably even more relevant today. The Mission 66 development at Bandelier is a
set of resources that could supplement the existing park interpretive narrative on people’s
impacts and adaptations to the environment in the past with a discussion of global environmental
issues and the changes and adaptations facing modern cultures today. Viewed from this
perspective, there may be very good reasons for park resource managers to preserve the park’s
Mission 66 resources in a manner consistent with National Park Service (NPS) historic
preservation policies regardless of their status relative to the National Register of Historic Places.
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Mission 66 and Bandelier
The National Park Service and Mission 66
“The principle that is guiding the MISSION 66 Committee and Staff is that the parks belong to
the people, and they have a right to use them.”3
This seemingly self-evident statement made by then Director of the National Park Service,
Conrad Wirth, in 1955 actually encompassed the spirit and direction of a revolution in
management of the National Parks that has left both major architectural and philosophical
legacies for today’s NPS.
Post World War II, the effects of a booming United States economy, an unprecedented
population surge, and the dramatic increase in the availability and use of the automobile all
combined to bring the visitation to our National Parks to staggering new levels. World War II
had not been kind to the Parks financially. The resulting challenges in maintenance and access
were brought to critical levels by these demographic trends in the post-war era. New, young
families wanted to experience America in the parks, both historically and for a wilderness retreat
from modern society including forests, deserts, and mountains which they perceived as still
“undisturbed”. This was to both provide recreation for these newly mobile populations with
disposable income and a family “learning” experience. The National Parks became the focus for
this new trend and quickly began to demonstrate their lack of readiness to handle this greatly
increased group of visitors.
Ethan Carr in his excellent study of the period, Mission 66: Modernism and the National Park
Dilemma, captured some of the drama and urgency of the response of the public, media, and
government to this new and mostly unforeseen explosion of use of the wilderness areas of the
nation. Carr cited articles in prestigious press asking for a closure of the parks to prevent their
irreparable overuse. He also discussed the level of criticism directed at the park service for these
conditions with magazine articles titled, “National Parks: Tomorrow’s Slums?” adding fuel to
the public debate.4 Many of the most famous of the Parks became “poster children” for large
scale traffic jams, overcrowded camping facilities, and lack of adequate visitor facilities, both
interpretive and even sanitary. Yosemite, Grand Canyon, Glacier, and the Civil War Military
Parks were prime examples which provided graphic illustrations of these situations to the public,
media, and Congress. Clearly something had to give.
The newly appointed NPS Director, Conrad L. Wirth, a long term employee of the Park Service,
immediately began to address these issues on taking office in 1951. Looking back he realized
that his predecessor, Newton Drury, had been clearly focused on preservation versus visitation
and perhaps in recognition of both pre-war economic conditions and the necessities of wartime
economic and other sacrifices, had allowed budgets to be lowered.5 An influx of money and staff
3

Ethan Carr, MISSION 66: Modernism and the National Park Dilemma (Amherst, MA: University of Massachusetts
Press, 2007), 105‐106.
4
Ibid., 6‐7.
5
Ibid., 5.
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was clearly required and in the spirit of US success in World War II it was to be a directed,
urgent, almost military type response to the “crisis”. Wirth was just such a leader to provide that
to the nation. He named the program Mission 66 with the intention that it would be complete by
the 50th anniversary of the NPS in 1966.
Under Wirth’s direction a small team was formed to establish the plan and requirements to right
this situation. One of the primary causes of the surge in visitation was identified as the
automobile. Carr identified the problem with the statement, “By 1950, up to 99 percent of
visitors to the national park system were arriving in their own cars or in increasingly popular
‘drive yourself’ rentals. Just finding room to drive and park millions of automobiles became a
chronic and worsening problem in the country’s national parks.”6 This however was not the only
major target for the newly envisioned Mission 66. Additionally, to accommodate the large
numbers of visitors all facilities had to be upgraded and expanded. This included the new
concept of a centralized visitor center and the modernization of so-called comfort stations,
campgrounds, and interpretive areas. Roads, of course, had to be either built or upgraded, which
actually fed the process they were envisioned to resolve. These opportunities opened Mission 66
to perhaps its most lasting and controversial contribution beyond increasing visitation, the
development of Modernism as a major architectural theme in the parks. From Mount Rainer to
the Smoky Mountains, new forms and shapes in primary visitation structures assured the
American public that the parks were part of the modern world and forward looking in their
participation in this societal progress. At least initially, the President and Congress responded
very positively to the vastly increased budget requests and the modernization of the parks
became a national development program.
The Modernism trend was not completely germane to Bandelier; this trend was critical at other
sites around the country and provided the basis for a large amount of the later critical response to
Mission 66. For our purposes the focus on access and accommodating large numbers of new
visitors while protecting the monuments resources are the most important aspects of the Mission
66 plan as implemented at Bandelier.
Bandelier and MISSION 66
From 1945 until 1952 attendance at Bandelier National Monument grew from approximately
9500 visitors per year to 50, 000. By 1963, annual visitation was 100,000 and the trend would
continue.7 Clearly Bandelier was a very good representation of visitation growth and its attendant
problems. Indeed, during the war closing Bandelier had been considered due to its proximity to
the Manhattan Project site at Los Alamos but the relative inaccessibility of the park and the
restricting of the Lodge to project personnel rendered this unnecessary. By the 1950s, clearly
things had changed. The Park Director in the early fifties, Fred Binnewies, had already begun a
plan to address these issues at Bandelier. However, in 1953 the plan was redone to bring it into
line with Mission 66.8 Funding was not available until the late 1950s and the plan was not
implemented.
6

Carr, 5.
Hal Rothman, Bandelier National Monument: An Administrative History (Santa Fe, NM: NPS Division of History,
Southwest Cultural Resources Center, Professional Papers No. 14), Appendix C.
8
Ibid., Chapter 4.
7

5

The primary challenge at Bandelier was both the number and type of visitors. Of course the
numbers alone provided their own challenge but the pattern of use was also somewhat unique
and exacerbated the situation. This use was characterized by the now growing population of Los
Alamos using it as a city park.9 What this meant was that the new American park user traveling
great distances to visit different sites encountered an already crowded or indeed full campground
section of Bandelier immediately adjacent to its main attraction, the pueblo ruins in Frijoles
Canyon. Additionally, the 1930s Civilian Conservation Corps facilities were never intended to
handle the levels of visitation that were being experienced.
In a succinct summary of the situation, Hal Rothman in his 1988 study stated:
By the early 1950s, Bandelier was overwhelmed. It had acquired many of the characteristics of a
city park. Residents of nearby communities accounted for more than half the annual visits, an
eventuality that Frank Pinkley and the others who designed the site in 1930s could not have
foreseen. The facilities at Bandelier were not constructed to accommodate the conditions that
came to exist at the monument. Recreational day use was simply not an issue during the 1930s.
The new master plan had to address the realities of the moment. Planning for the future had to be
delayed.10

The park staff, assisted by regional NPS offices and national Mission 66 staff, began to envision
a solution to the problem that would move the visitor overnight use away from the primary day
use area of Frijoles Canyon. This led to acquisition of the area above the canyon, Frijoles Mesa,
by Presidential Order in 1961 after much difficult negotiation between the park and its Forest
Service and Atomic Energy Commission neighbors. The acquisition of the mesa allowed
Bandelier to achieve many of the Mission 66 goals along with its own local imperatives. An
interesting side issue to this development is the relative lack of Modernism applied to visitor
sections of the park. The influence of the CCC Buildings in Frijoles Canyon was preserved and
indeed any further development was frozen in that area. In the modern campgrounds and
employee housing established on the Mesa, new park service Mission 66 standards were used but
these were of the most unobtrusive types compared to the modernistic Visitor Center at Mount
Rainier or the new Cyclorama on the Gettysburg Battlefield. Mission 66 at Bandelier achieved a
relatively harmonious blend with the innovations required to save the park from its visitors.

Figure 3: Frijoles residential and utility area, May of 1962. Image 315/P‐3, Technical Information Center.

9
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Under the Mission 66 plan, the Frijoles
Canyon area became strictly a day-use area
with its Visitor Center, museum, and
concessions supplemented by a picnic area.
The mesa top, connected by a trail to the
canyon ruins, became the overnight
camping area and with the typical Mission
66 addition of an amphitheater—a new
interpretive venue. All of this provided
some relief for the extensive Frijoles
Canyon ruins but did not change the pattern Figure 4: Mission 66 employee residence under
of increasing visitation that had been
construction, May, 1962. Image 315‐P4, Technical
established.
Information Center.
By 1970, visitation topped 200,000 and Bandelier was also presented with other challenges
which the Mission 66 solutions did not address.11 Unforeseen by Mission 66 was the growth of
the wilderness preservation and environmental movement in the 1970s and in later years. Also
unforeseen were the challenges posed by the development at the Cochiti Dam and other areas
surrounding the park. These provided constant and sometimes heated areas of debate between the
park and its neighbors.
The lasting legacy of Mission 66 at Bandelier National Monument is less about structures or
roads than is the case at other NPS properties. The park’s Mission 66 structures still exist today,
but they are not the obvious Modernist elements found elsewhere. Rather, the legacy of Mission
66 at Bandelier consists of a new attitude or orientation of the Bandelier staff, a commitment not
simply to preserve resources as pre-Mission-66 planners had done, but to do so while
accommodating and improving the experience of a wide range and increasing number of park
users.
From a strictly Mission 66 perspective, Bandelier was a relatively minor implementation of
standardized national policies. A broader view suggests that its attempts to accommodate
popular visitation while protecting resources were part of an important trend in parks
management that continues to grow in relevance today. As a response to these pressures, spatial
separation of landmarks from pragmatic facilities became a necessity. That response is still part
of current sustainable parks initiatives, such as the extremely successful removal of private
vehicles and camping from Zion National Park. At Bandelier, structural modernization was
modest, but modern planning concepts about visitation-with-preservation were proactive
solutions to problems many parks continue to face today.

11

Ibid., Appendix C.
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Mission 66 and the National Register of
Historic Places
As the buildings and associated landscape features constructed under the Mission 66 initiative
approach the 50-year age that marks the point at which they would potentially be eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, researchers are working on developing the
context against which individual examples can be assessed according to their place in history, in
the movement of modernist architecture, and against the National Register criteria for eligibility.
Work on visitor centers proceeded first and is the most developed.12 Residence and campground
complexes have not received nearly as much attention and much more comparative research is
needed for the significance and eligibility of most such facilities to be accurately assessed.13
Further, with literally hundreds of individual examples of these types of resources built during
Mission 66, residences and campgrounds fall under the category of “common resources” as
defined in National Register parlance.14
Wyatt outlines some of the approaches that can be taken in the process of assessing common
resources. Identifying districts and property types and sub-types is helpful, but she is clear that
the National Register criteria still play a significant role and that historical significance must be
established or any arguments for integrity are moot. Further, while she recognizes that National
Register guidelines specify that not all seven qualities for integrity need be present as long as an
overall sense of past time and place is evident for a given resource, she suggests that for common
properties the criteria for integrity are more stringent. Specifically, she recommends that any
argument for significance for common resources should be able to show that all seven aspects of
integrity are met.15
In a first attempt to address the historical context and potential significance of the park service’s
Mission 66 resources, NPS staff from the Pacific West Regional Office wrote a historical context
statement and guidelines for assessing individual property types in a draft Multiple Properties
Documentation Form.16 The following outline of considerations regarding eligibility of Mission
66 resources in general and residences and campgrounds in particular is summarized from that
draft.
Mission 66 Districts
As Mission 66 residences and campgrounds are very rarely eligible for listing individually, one
of the ways to approach such resources is to identify districts representing significant developed
areas within a park. To be considered eligible, such a district would need to contain resources
that are outstanding examples of Mission 66 design and construction and retain a high degree of
integrity. Importantly, identification of districts should only be considered “for parks that were
12

See, for example, Sarah Allaback, Mission 66 Visitor Centers: The History of a Building Type, (Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 2000).
13
Rodd Wheaton, (personal communication, 2009).
14
Wyatt, Common Resources.
15
Ibid., 5.
16
Carr et al., MPDF.
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entirely developed, or significantly redeveloped, under Mission 66”.17 Further, “The Mission 66
district is only appropriate to designate developed areas (or a series of developed areas) that
represent above average, well preserved examples of Mission 66 planning and design, and which
are fully elaborated, successful, and well preserved examples of their development types”.18
Another aspect required for listing a district is a diversity of buildings, structures, and other
contributing resources.
A second approach to districts is to identify a smaller “Public Use District”. Such districts are
smaller than the usual park-wide Mission 66 district and contain a smaller range of resources.
That said, such a district should still encompass a major developed area with a range of
representative facilities embodying the goals of Mission 66 and retaining historical integrity.
Further, while the district need not be situated in a park in which Mission 66 was the most
significant era in the park’s development history, the park should be significant in Mission 66
history.
Residences
Employee housing was a high priority during Mission 66, with costs contained through such
measures as the use of standardized plans and packaging multiple construction projects into
coordinated schedules. Nearly 743 single and double housing units and 496 multiple housing
units were built during Mission 66. The standard plans called for low, rectangular, horizontal
forms similar to contemporaneous houses being built outside the parks (Figure 4). Materials and
construction techniques do reflect some variation based on the conventions and available
materials for local areas.
Mission 66 era residences constructed according to the standard designs consisted of a combined
living and dining area, a kitchen, bedrooms, and one or one and a half bathrooms. These spaces
were distributed in a rectangular form with the public living spaces located to one side of the entry
and the private sleeping areas located to the other side. A standard fenestration pattern included
aluminum frame picture windows with operable side lights in the living room, and smaller yet still
oversized aluminum frame windows in the bedrooms. The front entry was normally demarcated
with an entry stoop, recess, or other modest treatment. The backyard was typically accessible
through a door that allowed passage from the living, dining, or kitchen area to the rear outdoor
area.
The associated landscape for individual residences usually consisted of a driveway and a walkway
leading from the drive to the front door. In some instances, low masonry retaining walls further
defined the property edge. Small concrete patios could also be part of the planned construction.19

For residences to be eligible, they must retain integrity of location, setting, feeling, and
association, and must be of a period of significance in the interval between 1945 and 1972.
There should be no major alterations that would transform the outward appearance of the
building or change the fenestration pattern.

17

Carr et. al, 110, emphasis added.
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Campgrounds
Hundreds of new campgrounds were built in parks as part of the Mission 66 initiative.
Typically, the campgrounds continued in the pre-war tradition of one-way loops, but had larger
parking spaces that were arranged on alternating sides of a road and spaced further apart than
campsites had been in the past. Many included new utility systems that allowed for comfort
stations rather than pit toilets and accommodated trailers with electrical and water hookups. The
site furnishings and small-scale features including planting beds, signs, and walkways are
typical. In terms of eligibility, campgrounds must retain integrity of location, setting, feeling,
and association. Replacement of individual picnic tables would not disqualify one, but
reorganization or loss of original comfort stations would.
Amphitheaters
Amphitheaters were often included in Mission 66 campgrounds; 82 new ones were built across
the country during Mission 66. Carr et. al have little guidance for considering the eligibility of
amphitheaters other than that they must retain integrity of location, setting, feeling, and
association.
Comfort Stations
Nearly 600 new comfort stations were built in parks during Mission 66. Typical models
contained two separate rooms, one for men and one for women. According to Carr et. al:
A shared externally accessible plumbing chase separated the two rest room areas. Some of the
Mission 66 era comfort stations were designed with an external privacy screen and others with an
interior privacy panel located immediately inside the entrance. The small buildings were typically
designed with a continuous row of windows located just below the top plate of the wall. While
this fenestration pattern was typical, the types of widows placed in the openings often differed
from park to park, and include jalousie windows, hoppers, and awning windows. The low gabled
roof forms that topped the structures were typically designed with deep overhangs and extended
eaves at the gable end. The extended eaves and ribbon windows gave the buildings a decidedly
horizontal appearance. The exterior of the comfort stations was finished in materials used in the
construction of other buildings in that developed area or park.20

Two important features of comfort stations were their visibility and their accessibility. Most
were surrounded by an asphalt apron, and a vehicle pullout on at least one side was common.
To be eligible, comfort stations need to meet the standard measures for integrity mentioned
above, they should date to the interval between 1945 and 1972, and should not have had major
alterations such as changes to the fenestration pattern, new roof structures altering the exterior
appearance, or other alterations that alter the outward appearance of the building.
Cultural Landscapes
The only guidance for assessing Mission 66 resources from a cultural landscape perspective is
that available for assessing cultural landscapes generally: the National Register Bulletins on
designed historic landscapes (No. 18) and on rural historic landscapes (No. 30). The various
landscape components all need to have integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
20
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workmanship, feeling, and association as do the other kinds of resources being considered for
listing in the National Register, but in the case of cultural landscapes, the features being assessed
for significance and integrity include spatial relationships, vegetation, the original property
boundary, topography and grading, site furnishings, design intent, architectural features, and the
circulation system.
Determining the eligibility of Mission 66-era residences and campgrounds is therefore
challenging, primarily because they meet the definition of common resources and are therefore
subject to more stringent requirements of significance and integrity than would otherwise be the
case. While the draft Multiple Properties Documentation Form provides a detailed historical
context on the Mission 66 program in general, much more comparative information on these
common resource types is needed, especially at the regional level. In addition, many have not
yet reached the 50-year threshold, without which they must be of exceptional historical
significance and retain exceptional integrity to be eligible under Criteria Consideration G.

11

Bandelier’s Mission 66 Resources
The Mission 66 program in Bandelier resulted in construction of four employee residences in a
new employee housing area; a campground with three loops, three comfort stations, an
amphitheater, and an RV dumping station; and associated access roads and trails. In weighing
whether to consider the development as a single district or as multiple areas, we decided that
while spatially all the resources are relatively close together, the differences in function and the
fact that the public was allowed into the campground but not the residence area made it logical to
consider the four residences as one category and the campground complex as another.
Separating the two areas also allowed us to weigh the eligibility of the campground in more
detail, as it retains much more integrity of setting and feeling than does the residence area, which
has seen considerable development since its initial phase of construction in the early 1960s.
Narrative descriptions and other information on each of the structures addressed below can be
found on the Historic Properties Inventory Forms in Appendix A. Additional information can be
found in the Completion Reports for the residences, comfort stations, and campground loops in
Appendix B, and in the plans and drawings for the Mission 66 developed area in Appendix C.

The Residence Area
The Mission 66 portion of the residence area is composed of four single-family homes, three on
the north side of the spur road, and one facing them on the south side. There is an access road
with a small turnaround area at the end, and a fifth house in a very similar style was put in at the
end of the road to the west of the other buildings. An informal trail leads to the amphitheater
parking lot from the end of the road, and others lead south to the other housing road. A second
spur road to the south was added later to make space for other modern buildings, modular
houses, and trailers used as employee housing and offices.
The four Mission 66 buildings are as they were originally constructed and retain a high degree of
integrity of design and materials. However, the amount of additional development that has taken
place in the housing area has compromised the integrity of setting to such a degree that from an
architectural perspective, individually and as a district we do not consider the residences to be
eligible for listing in the National Register.
Assessing the housing area from a cultural landscape perspective means examining the integrity
of the spatial relationships, vegetation, original property boundary, topography and grading, site
furnishings, design intent, architectural features, and circulation system in terms of the historic
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. Aside from the low
retaining walls in the front of three of the buildings, there was little construction or alteration of
the natural landscape as part of the construction. For the most part, all of the cultural landscape
aspects listed above retain integrity in all the categories with the exception of setting and feeling
because of the same development in the housing area described above.

12

Figure 5: The standard plan used for the employee residences at Bandelier.
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Figure 6: Residence #55. Photograph by Kim Sorvig.

Figure 7: The comfort station in Campground Loop C. Photograph by Kim Sorvig.
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If one looks at examples Mission 66 residences in other parks that have been determined eligible
according to the National Park Service List of Classified Structures database, it becomes
apparent that all were listed because they met a National Register criteria beyond just being an
outstanding example of an architectural type and the Mission 66 movement. For example, the
residences at Cottonwood Cove at Lake Meade National Recreation Area and at Petrified Forest
National Park are eligible due to association with well-known architects; those at Pipestone
National Monument due to an association with historic events; and those at Wupatki National
Monument were eligible partially due to an association with well-known planners. A residence
at Glacier National Park is often erroneously cited as a Mission 66 example; it is in fact a much
rarer pre-Mission 66 modernist structure with a period of significance of 1947-1953. Eligibility
for these various residences, therefore, appears to rest on Criterion A, association with major
events (not merely with Mission 66 development as an event) and Criterion C, association with
well-known personages, and not specifically for excellent design. The relative paucity of
Mission 66 residences that have been determined eligible and the fact that their eligibility is not
exclusively, or even primarily, based on their roles in Mission 66 illustrate the degree to which
evaluation of Mission 66 facilities is in an early stage, the weakness of comparative methods of
determining eligibility, and the difficulties inherent in assessing “common resources”.
The Campground, Comfort Stations, and Amphitheater
The campground consists of three loops, A, B, and C, each with a comfort station. The
amphitheater was constructed in the quarry used by the CCC, and is located on the south side of
the main entrance road accessing the various loops. There is a parking lot for the amphitheater
on the south side of the road, with an associated stone-lined drainage system. While there is a
parking lot indicated on the original plans for the area, it was in a different location, and the
parking lot and drainage feature post-date the Mission 66-era construction. Similarly, there is a
picnic area indicated on the original plans that was never built. The existing parking lot also
provides access to the Frey Trail. A trail leads from the lot to the amphitheater, with a spur that
provides access from Loop B. Closer to the amphitheater, trails extend to an overlook and to
Loop C. The last feature of the campground is a small dump station on the south side of the road
into the campground just east of the entrance to Loop A. Across the road from this is a new
visitor information sign and pay station.
The layout of all three campground loops represents Mission 66’s “modern” approach: one-way,
single-vehicle-width roads; pullouts to accommodate trailers, RVs, and/or cars; and laid out
alternately on opposite sides of the road. Thus no two campsites directly face one another;
native vegetation was carefully retained to screen campsites from one another. Disturbance of
vegetation was clearly minimized during construction, and today the vegetation is mature and
healthy, contributing very strongly to the function and aesthetics of the camping experience.
Overall, the campground is a good example of standard Mission-66 design, well-adapted to its
specific site, and reasonably well-preserved (allowing for normal wear and tear on outdoor
facilities). One noteworthy aspect of the campground is that the loops were laid out to avoid
prehistoric archaeological sites so that they were not adversely impacted by the campground
construction; the campground’s only possible historic significance is as an example of resource
preservation goals. It is not a unique landscape architectural design, although it was skillfully
executed and provides a strong experience of place in this Southwestern environment.
15

Assessing the campground loops from a cultural landscape perspective means examining the
integrity of the spatial relationships, vegetation, original property boundary, topography and
grading, site furnishings, design intent, architectural features, and circulation system in terms of
the historic location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The
original layout of the three loops, trails, and so forth remains the same as originally built.
However, site furnishings such as picnic tables, benches, and numbered at the campsites and at
the amphitheater have been replaced. Loop C been modified with recycled plastic “lumber” used
for curbs and retaining walls at many campsites. Some of the pullouts have been lengthened to
over 40 feet, retaining their original alignment and width; this enlargement accommodates the
very largest of camping vehicles, often in addition to a full-size towed car or truck. The
expansion of vehicle spaces has been sensitively carried out, but in some cases it diminished the
experience of place and privacy due to loss of native vegetation.
All three comfort stations (one for each camp loop) are of identical design. They are of standard
concrete block construction with low-pitched overhanging roofs and continuous fenestration just
below the roofline. The buildings in Loops A and C appear to have undergone no significant
modification since construction. A portal was added to that in Loop B, but it is so well
integrated into the original structure that it is probably not noticed by most users. The original
access paths were specified as bituminous; some of the present walks are concrete. The vehicle
pullouts adjacent to each comfort station are no longer distinct, having been subsumed in
repaving of the road and currently appearing to be merely part of the road itself. The incinerators
originally installed to burn paper trash from the comfort stations have been removed.
Like the residences constructed at the same time, the comfort stations are standard Mission-66
designs, and well-preserved. Their only possible significance is as an example of the resource
preservation goals of the Mission 66 program. However, these buildings are not unusual
examples of how those goals were implemented, and possess little if any architectural
significance. They do contribute to the overall experience of the campgrounds, and in fact are
the main feature that “dates” these campgrounds.
The amphitheater was built in the quarry used by the CCC during construction of buildings
elsewhere in the park, and consists of benches (originally cedar, now coated metal) arranged in
arcs around a stage raised on a stone wall, with a stuccoed audio-visual building and speaker
enclosure. At stage left is a stone fire circle. The surface beneath the benches was originally
specified as “peneprime surfacing” and is now asphalt—not identical but similar. The floodlight
at the north is a 1960s original. Although the replacement of wooden benches with coated
expanded metal ones, and the change in surfacing below them change the character somewhat, in
general the amphitheater is nearly as originally designed. It retains much of its integrity of
materials, though not all, and almost all the integrity of setting and feeling is intact. However, it
is a standard feature of Mission 66 campgrounds, and in Historic Landscape Architect Kim
Sorvig’s opinion, its design is competent but not exceptional. It remains an asset to the park, but
in our professional opinion would be difficult to establish as eligible for the National Register.
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Figure 8: Overview of the amphitheater.

There are many fewer Mission 66 campgrounds than residences already listed on the National
Register. The main example, that in the Cottonwood Cove Developed Area at Lake Meade
National Recreation Area, is just one contributing resources of a much broader complex of
Mission 66 facilities that includes a ranger station, boat launch area, an NPS residential area with
multiple buildings, an NPS maintenance utility area with multiple buildings, a concessionaire
public use area, and the associated access roads. Further, campground facilities are composed of
both the Cottonwood Upper and Lower Campgrounds. The variety of resources present far
surpasses the campground complex at Bandelier, and is much more consistent with the
guidelines presented in the MPDF by Carr et. al.
In sum, none of the resources within the campground complex have enough historical or
architectural significance to be eligible for listing in their own right. If we consider them from
the perspective of a Public Use District as defined in the MPDF, we face the question of whether
the park is significant in Mission 66 history. As outlined in the summarized history of Mission
66 in Bandelier above, it is clear that while the park did undergo a significant redevelopment as
part of that program in that park boundaries were expanded during this time, it only implemented
construction based on standard plans and was no major (or even minor) player in shaping
Mission 66 policy. As such, it is our judgment that Bandelier did not play a significant role in
shaping Mission 66 history as defined in the MPDF. Further, the diversity of resources is lower
in comparison to other campground areas that include visitor contact stations, stores, boat ramps,
and other features. It therefore does not appear to be a significant example of a Mission 66
campground and, in our opinion, is not eligible for listing in the National Register.
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Concluding Remarks
Two Perspectives on Mission 66
The physical artifacts that remain from NPS national Mission 66 initiative represent something
of a gray area in historic interpretation. Not only are they just approaching the common 50-year
threshold for consideration as “historic,” but they originate in a period of mass production and
public mobility that arguably diffuses the significance of any individual site or structure. Many
other resources that we consider significant today have similarly large-scale origins, such as
Sears-type kit houses, industrial architecture, and even some CCC resources. Thus common
resources can hold great historical value, but the Multiple Property Documentation Forms and
regional comparative approaches must be an integral part of assessing common property types.
Regional comparative studies of Mission 66 sites are mostly lacking, further blurring attempts to
establish clear historic value (or lack of value) for local manifestations of the program. We offer
two possible perspectives on the significance of the Mission 66 areas on the mesa-top at
Bandelier National Monument.
The first perspective is the most straightforward. Evaluated strictly as would an architectural
historian, the housing structures do not possess any uniqueness by virtue of their design or
construction, by association with famous designers, or as the venue for historic events. As a
grouping or district, the housing area has little integrity to the Mission 66 concept, and is
currently dominated by more-recent manufactured housing in use for non-housing purposes.
Similarly, from the usual viewpoint of a landscape historian, the campground and amphitheater
portion of Bandelier’s Mission 66 project are not particularly unique, and are not to our
knowledge associated with any historical personages of note. The outdoor facilities do retain
considerable integrity to the planning and design concepts of Mission 66. Their mature
vegetation and thoughtful layout makes them unusually successful in providing campers with an
experience of privacy while achieving a fairly high density of sites. None of these virtues,
however, makes the campground/amphitheater historically significant.
The second perspective is more nuanced. The key word in Historic Register eligibility is
“significance,” and as pointed out by Donald Hardesty and Barbara Little in their Assessing Site
Significance,21significance is subject to interpretation. In the context of what makes Bandelier
unique, a second perspective on the Mission 66 development may offer unusual interpretive
opportunities and lend importance (though not necessarily eligibility) to at least the outdoor
facilities built under Mission 66.
Bandelier is remarkable as a site for comparing human attempts at sustainability in difficult
environments. The monument’s two most obvious narratives are about how cultures adjust when
faced with changes in population pressures and resources. The first of these “sustainability
narratives” is, of course, the habitation of Frijoles Canyon by the Ancestral Puebloans, using
21

Donald Hardesty and Barbara Little, Assessing Site Significance (Lanham, MD: Alta Mira Press, 2000).
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passive solar architecture, local construction materials, and regionally-adapted agriculture—and
their subsequent departure to other locations, likely because of resource depletion related to
population pressure, long-term intensive use, and very dry environmental conditions.
The second “sustainability narrative” concerns the New Deal work relief programs, a response to
the Dust Bowl and the Depression that re-focused a huge labor force on local materials,
traditional skills, and simple (camp) living. The CCC not only created NPS buildings at
Bandelier, but also reforested and stabilized soil, while the efforts of the WPA and similar
organizations led to a rebirth of Puebloan material culture and art through Pablita Velarde and
others.
Bandelier’s Mission 66 can also be viewed as a sustainability narrative. In the 1960s, high
numbers of visitors in Frijoles Canyon were “loving the park to death,” an issue that continues to
confront many parks, monuments, and landmarks in the US and throughout the world. Among
other objectives, Mission 66 applied the concept of “separation of functions” to protect the
cultural and natural landmarks of Frijoles Canyon by moving public camping and additional
employee residences out of the canyon. The separation-of-functions concept for Bandelier even
included prohibiting private cars (a truly radical idea in 1963), remote parking, and limited
shuttle-bus access, although these were not implemented.
Separation of functions was pioneered by landscape architect Fredrick Law Olmsted (and
apparently learned from this source by NPS director Conrad Wirth). Olmsted applied the
concept to Central Park in New York, as well as a long list of other public places including state
and national parks. It is also an influential concept in most types of urban planning, zoning, and
even highway design, influencing the Interstate system which was roughly contemporary with
Mission 66. As part of a toolkit of techniques for giving the public access to heritage sites while
protecting them from access-related damage, separation of functions as an approach to historic
preservation and environmental conservation is increasingly important today (for example, Zion
National Park’s removal of private vehicles, parking, and facilities to the edge of the canyon). It
is also, as it was during Mission 66, a source of controversy as some members of the public
object to their “right” of access being curtailed.
From this perspective, the campground complex takes on a larger significance in the history of
ideas—as a manifestation of a sustainability strategy. One of the most important challenges for
park interpretation today is to make the natural and historic values of the parks relevant to
today’s visitors. As stated in the 2009 a National Parks Conservation Association report, “We
must craft a plan for the future of the parks based not simply on the grand vision of their
founders, but also on our own awareness of urgent environmental problems, a burgeoning
population, and critical needs in education.”22 Part of this vision is to make park visitors aware
not just of past cultures’ impacts and adaptations, but also of their own—including their impact
as visitors whose interest can overwhelm a natural and cultural resource such as Frijoles Canyon.

22

NPCA Commission, Advancing the National Park Idea: National Parks Second Century Commission Report. (As
posted at www.npca.org/commission), 14.
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Bandelier with its multi-era “sustainability narratives” is in a unique position to implement this
21st-Century imperative with relatively little redesign or repurposing of the monument’s assets.
This could certainly occur without viewing the Mission 66 campground through the lens of
demographic pressure and sustainable solutions. However, using the outdoor Mission 66
facilities for this interpretive purpose could enrich the visitor experience in exactly the way that
the NPCA report envisions, at little cost.
There is broad academic support, and some NPS precedent, for interpreting a single site as
showing multiple layers of human impact and use. For example, Hardesty and Little cite the
impact of Polynesian and European seafarers on Hawaii’s Anahulu Valley, each “in effect, a case
study of the sensitivity of geographical places as habitat for human occupation.”23 Bandelier has
several such case studies happily co-located in one place.
We believe that the cross-epoch and cross-cultural approach to understanding place, culture, and
sustainability is an extremely powerful one. It is an approach that could help Bandelier continue
to be relevant and popular, while encouraging public buy-in to limits and regulations on park use
that are essential if our heritage is to be preserved. We urge you to consider carefully whether
the Juniper Campground and amphitheater, already an important functional asset and (with some
maintenance) an attractive facility, might take on added value if interpreted in relationship to
what preservation and conservation mean in the modern world.

23
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