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ABSTRACT

Increasingly over the past decade, the National Park Ser-
vice has found itself confronted with proposals to develop
major national historical parks in urban settings. These
proposals have involved circumstances very different and
more complex than those the Park Service has experienced in
its traditional role of planning and managing wilderness
parks. This thesis examines the difficulties the Park Ser-
vice has encountered in attempting to plan for 1arge—scale
urban historical projects. An alternative planning stra-
tegy is proposed in which Tocal needs and federal interests
receive balanced consideration. Finally, ways this pro-
posed strategy might be applied in the specific situation
of planning and developing a national historical park in

Lowell, Massachusetts are explored.
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INTRODUCTION

For most people, the idea of a national park evokes images
of 01d Faithful, Yosemite Falls, and the Grand Canyon,
rather than an aging central city neighborhood. But in-
creasingly over the past decade, the National Park Service
has found itself confronted with proposals to develop ma-
jor national historical parks in urban settings. These
proposals have involved circumstances very different and
more complex than those the Park Service has experienced
in its traditional role of planning and managing the
wilderness parks. Central to the problem of creating parks
in urban areas are the the differing viewpoints held by
various local groups and the federal government concerning
how historic resources should be handied. The recent ex-
perience of the Park Service in dealing with major urban
projects points to the conclusion that the current national
park planning process is inadequate to deal with the com-
plexities of the urban scene, even though this process
works well in rural situations. Problems and frustrations
with recent projects have moved the Park Service to resist
further large-scale involvement in urban areas in spite of
the need for federal protection of nationa]Ty significant
historic resources being threatened in cities across the

nation.

The theme of this thesis is that for the Park Service to



successfully develop urban national historical parks, a
planning strategy must be devised in which local needs and
federal interests receive balanced consideration. To de-
velop this strategy requires not only a new planning model,
but a re-evaluation of what urban national parks should

be. In carrying out that re-evaluation, three important
questions sUrface; first, should national parks be wholly
supported by the federal government and planned With no
tﬁbught to their economic potential; or should national
parks be designed to generate income that might defkay
park expenses or that might be captured by a city in an ef-
" be p]aces‘where the government presents its interpretation
of history to the public; or should they be forums where
various interest groups, scholars, visitors, and nearby
residents discuss their own interpretation of historical
events? Finally, should national parks be planned simply
to protect certain historic resources and make them écces-
sible to the public with a minimum of disruption to the
surrounding community; or should they be planned with the
Eg-equa],goa] of improving the quality of urban envirdn-

ments?

While each of these issues is considered in this thesis,

the last is given special attention. This is because I
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believe that the way historic resources are managed is
becoming an increasingly important determinant of the
environmental quality of our cities. In generations past,
the built world was more permanent and fewer major changes
in one's environment were witnessed during a Tifetime.

New structures were much 1ike the old, and when major
changes did occur -- 1ike tearing down a city's walls or
cutting a new boulevard -- time was available to heal the
wounds. Today, time is not available. Not ohly is re-
development occurring at an accelerating rate, but new
constructions are often vastly different from those built
even thirty years previously. The resulting discontinui-
ties can no longer be absorbed into the urban fabric be-
fore the developments that created these scars are them-
selves replaced. Addressing the Senate on the.subject of
land use, Senator Henry Jackson outlined the magnitude of
the problem:

Between now and the year 2000, we must build again all
that we built before. We must build as many homes,
schools, hospitals, and office buildings in the next three
decades as we built in the previous three centuries.
Enormous growth and change is nothing new to our society.
For the last 25 years, our answer to these issues has been
horizontal development. This strategy was efficient and
tackled with amazing vigor. Since World War II, we have

built more transportation, shopping, Tiving, and working

facilities than in any previous age, and we have invented
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a whole new Tifestyle to accompany this deve]épment. The
shopping center, the industrial park, the interstate high-
way, and Levittown are all concepts which were employed

over the last 25 years to meet the challenges of tremendous
~growth. But as Timited land and energy resources begin to
restrict us from horizontal solutions, new growth must be
absorbed within the existing urban fabric. We can no longer
look to outlying open lands to cushion the impact of envi-
ronmental change. Pressures to redevelop what is now built
,Wil] be felt everywhere. To keep urban environments from
fragmenting, we must not only design new structures that
plug into the past, but we must also insure that older
pieces of the‘environment are responsibly managed so that
they continue to play a vital role in the present. For the
first time, the way we connect the past to the present will,
to a Targe extent, determine the quality of environments in

the future.

This situation places an exceptional responsibility on the
National Park Service because it is the nation's leading

manager of historic resources. Although historical parks

may be developed in relatively few cities, they will almost
certainly be looked to as prototypes by other cities strug-
gling to manage their own historic environments. This im-
plies that national historical parks can no longer be nar-

rowly conceived as collections of restored buildings in



which Park Service activities end at the building line.
Ways must be found for historical parks to play a positive
role 1nkthe life of their communities in addition to the
task of entertaining visitors. Also, ways must be found
to protect historic resources and their surrounding neigh-
borhoods from detrimental changes in their environments,
inc]udihg changes -- Tike tourist trap development -- that
could be instigated by the existence of the park, itself.
Finally, ways must be found to make use of the economic
potential embodied in national park visitors to encourage
those changes that will improve the qua]ity:of the 1oca1

environment without detracting from historic resources.

In summary, this thesis has two objectives: to develop
and propose a more effective strategy for the planning

and managing of urban national historical parks; and to
illustrate how those parks could be used to improve urban
environments. I have concentrated on these areas because
of my own fascination with managing historical environments
and because I am convinced that such activities will occupy
the Park Service increasingly in the future. It has been
over 60 years since the National Park Service was estab-
Tished to protect natural and historical resources and to
open up these resources for the education and enjoyment of

the public. Although revolutionary in the early part of

v
T



6

this century, the p]anning and management policies that
have guided the Park Service in accomplishing its mandate
have remained substantially unaltered to the present day.
These policies will continue to be relevant for some

parks in the future, but as the setting for major new
parks shifts to the city, some fundamental questions
shoqfd be raised about the appropriatenéss of old p1?nning

and management models.

A number of Park Service officials are aware of this need
and their ihsights and concerns gathered through many per-
sonal interviews have helped to ground my work in reality.
The Park Service, itself, is experimenting with new ap-
proaches to park planning, but such new approaches have
yet to become part of national park policy. Some concepts
have been officially endorsed, but they are not being ef-
fectively implemented in the field. A secondary aim of
this thesis is to aid the Park Service in these efforts by
pointing out some possibilities that might not have been
considered and by bringing to light some relevant exper-
iences of other government agencies. The interstate high-
way experience, the Model Cities program, and recent
coastal zone management efforts all hold lessons applicable

to challenges now facing the Park Service.



In Part One of this thesis, the evolution of the Park
Service as a manager of historic resources is traced.
Next, the current status of Park Service activities in
urban areas is analyzed by studying the case of Boston
National Historical Park, a project'now in the planning
stages. Lastly, recommendations are made to guide the
future development of urban national historical parks.

Part Two explores how the recommendations generated in

the preceding chapters might be applied in the specific
situation of planning a national historical park in Lowell,
Massachusetts. Lowell is now being considered by a federal
commission as the site for such a project. After a brief
description of the city's history, a management program

for planning, implementing and operating an historical park
in Lowell is advanced. A final chapter deals with the
substance of the proposed project and how varfous aspects
of it could be approached, given the recommended manage-

ment program.



PART 1

ANALYSIS OF
THE CURRENT
SITUATION

Frbm a single facility established just over 100 years ago,
the National Park System has grown to include almost 300
parks of all kinds and sizes. Approximately 175 of these:
parks are classified as being "historical". This section
analyzes the background and current status of national park

planning for urban historical projects.

Chapter 1 begins by tracing the evolution of the role of the
federal government as an historic resource manager: from its
roots in the conservation of Indian ruins to the development
of Independence National Historical Park, an early large scale.
urban project. Next in Chapter 1, three trends are explored
that during the 1960's caused the Park Service to shift the
focus of its attention from wilderness to urban areas.
Chapter 2 is a case study of the process presently being used
to plan for Boston National Historical Park. First, the
planning procedures being employed are explained. Second, the
crucial issue of citizen participation is examined by focusing
on a situation involving Bunker Hill Monument and its
surrounding neighborhood, Charlestown. Finally, problems with
current park planning procedures are analyzed, and an
alternative planning model is proposed, followed by an
alternative conception of what national parks in cities ahould
be. Part 1 concludes with a set of general recbmmendations
designed to guide the future development of urban national

historical parks.



1.0
THE NATIONAL
PARK SERVICE

1.1

Roots in the
Conservation
Ethic

Ref: 3

‘Ref: 4

When Yellowstone National Park was established in 1872, Con-
gress institutionalized a conservation ethic that has guided
federal management of historic resources up to the present
day. Congress decreed that:

The scenic, scientific, and natural wonders of our country
have a value to the whole people te be kept free from ex-
ploitation and held in trust for the people by the govern-
ment for the enjoyment of present and future generations.
The Antiquities Act of 1906 extended this concept'to include
the nation's historic resources. It empowered the President
to set aside national historic monuments on the public do-
main and was aimed mainly at protecting prehistoric Indian
ruins in the southwest. The conservation ethic equated his-
toric resources with natural resources. Since historic re-
sources are a product of a past age and cannot be reproduced
in the present, they were viewed as a fixed quantity capable
of depletion. The federal government strove to protect these
resources from further deteriofization or other changes so
that they would continue to exist as remnants of the past in

the future.

Although many buildings were restored in Europe during the
19th century, the idea of a national government setting

aside or purchasing historic resources with the specific
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purpose of preserving them for the future was a relatively

new concept. Also, unlike Europe, where attention was focus-
sed on the fate of urban architectural monuments, in this
country the experience of the federal government with pre-
servation began with historic resources located in the wil-
derness. Initially, these resources were managed by the
Army, and their settings were preserved by acquiring huge
tracts of land in their vicinity. The resources, themselves,
had remained unchanged for centuries, preserved by the c1ij

mate, and they were administered as though they were museums.

This éar]y experience had a profound inf]uencé on the Nation-
al Park Service, which was established in 1916 to manage the
nation's national parks and historic monuments. In his
charge to the first director of the Service, Secretary of

the Interior Franklin Lane established a national park policy
epitomizing the conservation ethic:

First, the national parks and national monuments must be
maintained untouched by the inroads of modern civilization

in order that unspoiled bits of America may be preserved to
be enjoyed by future generations as well as our own;

Second, that they are set aside for the use, pleasure, and
educat1on of all the people;

Third, that the national interest must take precedence in
all decisions affecting public or private enterprise in the

parks and monuments.
This so-called "Magna Carta of the National Parks" has been

reiterated by virtually every succeeding Secretary of the

Interior.
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Until the Historic Preservation Act of 1935, almost all
the historic sites under federal management were either
Ref: 6 prehistoric Indian ruins or battlefields. The Historié
Preservation Act established a comprehensive national his-
toric preservation program, and for the next thirty years,
the Park Service expanded its stewardship to include many
sites and buildings associated with prominent Americans
and patriotic events. Historic parks developed during
this period consisted mainly of isolated structures which
the Park Service had purchased and restored to appear as
they did at the time of the event or person related to
them. Based on Park Service research, an interpretive
story was presented to communicate the significance of the
event or of the person to American life. Many of these
sites were in cities, but as one Park Service official des-
cribed them:
They were little oases in the middle of the urban scene.
They didn't have to worry about tha outside, because any-
thing the Service wanted to do it just did and was not
concerned. Rather than a part of the community, they were

- tight Tittle museums that everybody would walk into and be
Ref: 7 afraid to talk in. '

The association of the Park Service with patriotic sites
and natural wonders placed the Service in a position unique
among government agencies. Public respect for the Service
grew to reverence during these years, and the park ranger
dressed in his impeccable uniform became part of a mystique

which included the enduring symbols of everything that was
great and good in America. The unusual dedication and clear
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sense of purpose which characterized Park Service spokesmen

of the time reinforced this mystique.

In spite of its involvement with historic sites after 1935,
the focus of National Park Service activities during the
1930's, 40's, and 50's lay in the acquisition and deve1opment
of natural areas. By 1960, the National Park System included
virtually all of the nation's spectacular natural landscapes.
Reflecting this bias, the only major national parks operating
in urban areas by 1960 were the National Capital parks and

Independence National Historical Park in Philadelphia.

When Independence Park was authorized by Congress in 1948, it
included a small group of buildings centering around Indepen-
dence Hall. Major development of the project did not begin
until the late 1950's. Authorized by an additional act of
Congress, the Park Service at that time laid claim to four
blocks of Philadelphia and proceeded to raze every building
in the area not dating from the revolutionary period -- over

100 structures in all. Walter Muir Whitehill has character-

ized this action as being:

. the greatest possible catastrophe for the city. The
Park Service and the people who were responsible for all that
were trying to turn the clock back in the manner of Williams-
burg. They were eliminating everything that wasn't around at
the moment that they were concentrating on. The result was
they had Independence Hall, the American Philosophical So-
ciety, and a few things left in an absolute sea of open
space. And Carpenter's Hall which was originally built at
the end of an alley, now Tooks like a tasteful replica to be
used at a World's Fair or as a gas station. It loses all of
its urban quality, and a great many good buildings of the
19th century got demolished in the process.



1.2

From

- Wilderness to
Urban Areas

13
In many ways, what the Park Service did in Philadelphia was

to apply the conservation ethic to an urban setting. Inde-
pendence Park was developed like Mesa Verde (an Indian ruin
in Colorado) and otﬁer prehistoric monuments. First, it was
conceived as a single large tract of land controlled entire-
ly by the Park Service (Independence Hall is actually owned
by the City of Philadelphia). Other revolutionary sites in
the city of equal importance but removed from this tract
were not included in the park. Second, it was secured from
"the inroads of modern civilization" by demolition and res-
toration. Third, the resulting park was presented to the
public as a museum piece as if it had never changed from the
time of the revolution and as if its significance could bé

interpreted from only one point of view.

Beginning with the establishment of Indepehdence Park and
increasingly throughout the 1960's, the Park Service shifted
its attention from the wilderness to urban areas. The rea-
sons for this shift lie somewhere in the convergence of 3
trends: (1) a movement within the Park Service to create a
more balanced Park System which was less biased towards wil-
derness areas, (2) the growing financial difficulties of
private entities that had traditionally maintained urban
historical landmarks, and (3) a change in the political cli-

mate of the nation which increasingly directed federal at-
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tentions to the problems of urban areas.

The first of these trends surfaced during the late 1950's.
By that time, the Park Service had practically run out of
great natural areas worthy of its stewardship. It became
clear that the future of the Service would lie in expanding
the National Park System to include the vast realm of Ameri-
can history beyond that represented by patriotic and pre-
historic sites. Social, cultural, commercial, industrial,
and other aspects of the American experience were poorly
represented in the Park System in spite of their crucial
significance to understanding contemporary Tife in the
United States. But many of the sites exemplifying these
aspects of history were part of old, deteriorating central
city areas, that were being threatened everywhere by urban
renewal projects and interstate highway proposals. Possibly
realizing that its own future was at stake, the Park Service
began to acquire additional sites in urban areas and to

lobby for effective checks over federally sponsored projects

threatening those sites.

Partially as a result of this effort, Congress passed three
landmark pieces of legislation in 1966. The Department of
Transportation Act required that transportation projécts be
planned to avoid negative impacts on historic resources un-

less there is no "feasible and prudent" alternative. The
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Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act (Model

Cities) altered the concept of urban renewal so that activi-
ties financed under that program could include acquisition
and restoration of historic properties either within or out-

side designated urban renewal areas. Lastly, the Historic

Preservation Act intensified the role of the Park Service in

encouraging preservation activities. The policy declarations
of this act are especially significant:

Congress finds and declares. . .that the historical and cul-
tural foundations of the nation should be preserved as a
Tiving part of our community life and development in order
to give a sense of orientation to the American people.
(emphasis added)

This policy statement challenged the Park Service to rede-
fine its attitude towards historic resources. The act en-
couraged reintegration of historic resources into their en-
vironment by maintaining their viable life, rather than
treating them as isolated museums oriented to nonlocal visi-

tors.

The second trend leading to Park Service involvement in
cities was an economic one. The private sector in this
country has played a Teading role in preservation activities
since 1853 when George Washington's Virginia plantation was
purchased by the Mount Vernon Ladies Association. During
Tong years of government inaction, preservation groups
struggled to maintain all types of structures that they con-

sidered to be historically significant. Most of these
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buildings were in major cities where there was sufficient
awareness and resources to support preservation societies.
Increasingly during the 1960's, these societies began to fall
on hard times due in part to sharply increasing maintenance
costs and a growing scarcity of private benefactors. Conse-
quently, a number of nationally known buildings began to de-
teriorate. Referring to the situation in Boston, Park Ser-
vice official Dennis Galvin explained:

This is not a criticism of the people who have been running
those sites in any way. But it is a fact that physically
you look at those buildings and they need help. So who is
financially able to help them? In recent times the only
government entity that people could turn to was the federal
government. There is no denying on the philosophical level
that most of these structures have national significance as
compared to other things that are already in the system . . .
So there is a certain role because of national significance,

magnitude, the amount of money involved that no other entity
can take on except the federal government.

In addition to preservation societies, many individuals and
businesses through the years have recognized the historic
value of the buildings they own. But during the 1960's, de-
velopment pressures within many central cities rose dramati-

cally. It became increasingly difficult for private owners

- to justify maintaining older buildings when their sites could

be more intensively and more profitably used. ‘In the Chicago
loop, for example, many buildings significant to the develop-
ment of the Chicago Style were suddenly threatened with de-
molition in the 1960's after they had functioned profitably

for almost 100 years. Increasingly, the Park Service found
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1.3
The Parks to
People Dilemma
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itself as an agency of last resort to which concerned owners -

and the public turned for help and guidance in these situa-

tions.

The third trend acting to bring the Park Service into cities
reflects general political changes that have occurred in our
society since the Tate 1950's. These changes put pressure
on the Park Service not only to expand its historical acti-
vities in cities but also to take on the new role of pro-
viding qrban recreation. Dennis Galvin explained:

In Tine with the Supreme Court decision on redistricting,
there is a great deal more representation for a place like
New York City than there was before. And increasingly over
the last decade, the liberal wing of Congress has said,

"We want our share in the city. . . .We have the representa-
tion now and we want federal dollars spent for everything,
historic preservation and recreation as well. We want some
of it right here in our homes. . . ." Then you get the kind
of conservative philosophy that says, "We only want a limi-
ted number of agencies in the federal government; don't
create any new bureaucracies." You put those philosophies
together and it's a force in Congress that has increasingly
moved the National Park Service into cities (and into urban
recreation).

In 1969, these trends were formally acknowledged by the
Nixon Administration with the announcement of an action pro-
gram designed to bring "parks to the people." Walter Hickel
outlined the program in a memorandum issued to the Park Ser-
vice shortly after he became Secketary of the Interior:

We must bring PARKS TO PEOPLE. I wish you to initiate in
cooperation with the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation a study of
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what opportunities exist for an expanded program of federal
acquisition of park and recreation lands in the large urban
-centers of our nation. . . .It is imperative that you in-
augurate programs that will make existing (parks in urban)
areas a more vital and meaningful part of the total environ-
ment of these urban centers. . . .You should take steps to
broaden citizen participation, especially of our youth, in
planning the National Park System. . . .New partnership re-
lations involving federal, state, and local governments and
Ref: 16 private organizations should be explored and encouraged.
High expectations and rhetoric aside, moving the Parks to
People program from concept to reality became a difficult
problem. Four major urban parks were authorized in the
spirit of this program: Gateway in New York (1972) and
Golden Gate in San Francisco (1972); Boston National His-
torical Park (1974); and most recently, Cuyahoga National

Recreation Area outside of Cleveland.

The vision of their Park Service administrators notwith-
standing, Park Service professionals had neither the exper-
tise nor the desire to deal with the issues presented by
major urban parks. In 1969, for example, planning services
were dominated by landscape architects, reflecting the
agency's rural bias. There were few architects, even fewer
urban planners, no sociologists, and no urban designers.
Reflecting on this situation, Edward Peetz, Director of the
National Capital Parks planning office, commented:
Landscape architects used to rule supreme in the Park Ser-
vice. And very candidly, most people who joined the Nation-
al Park Service joined it because they were interested in
the natural jewels of the country. They wanted to be as-
sociated with the Yosemites and the Shenandoahs and the

Acadias. To bring a place like Gateway into the National
Park Service was altogether foreign to the thoughts of most -
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people. And I would say when we did Gateway, 90% of the

rank and file in the Service were just unalterably opposed
to it.

The urban park program divided Park Service personnel along
philosophical lines. The development of Gateway, for exam-
ple, was originally entrusted to the National Capital Parks
planning office because of its experience with an urban

area. But midstream in the planning process the whole pro-

Jject was shifted to the North Atlantic Regional Office lo-

cated in Boston. Edward Peetz explained the reason for this

decision:

They took Gateway away from us because they did not like the
way we were doing it. We knew too much about the area, I
guess, and our philosophy about developing Gateway was dif-
ferent. . .(Park Service administrators) would like to turn
Gateway into Yosemite. They're into urban areas and they
don't want to manage them as urban areas. They manage them
using old time 1930's Park Service thinking. . . .Here are
some of the problems that result. In New York City, Riis
Park is an active Park that was included in Gateway. The
New York Police force used to maintain order there and they
never had any problems. OK, the Park Service moves in. Who
should we have patrol the area? The North Atlantic Region
would like to have park rangers in there. In the first
place, they're going to have trouble getting the rangers be-
cause these guys didn't come into the Park Service to go to
New York. And a Smokey Bear outfit running around in New
York City on those beaches saying, "Hold it. You can't do
that, it's against the rules" -- you try that in New York
City and that guy's hat's going to be floating in the bay
and he's going to be under it. . . .This is a whole new ball
game. The Park Service has to forget the traditional Park
Service image and recruit people who come from that type of
environment and know how to handle it.

Another dilemma arising out of the Parks to People program
was that congresspeople took the program as a cue to propose

parks for their urban constituencies. They perceived that
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the Park Service could provide high quality regiona]}facili-
ties outside the hassles of regional politics. Also, na-
tional parks attract tourists and income to the areas that
surround them. A flood of urban park proposals appeared in
Congress. With the operating expenses of Gateway running
higher than Yosemite, the Office of Management and Budget
began to oppose the addition of any major urban park as a
matter of routine. After Gateway and Golden Gate, the Park
Service, itself, began to oppose new urban parks. The hos-
tilities the Park Service encountered in its own ranks,
plus the management difficulties in New York, had much to
do with tﬁis change. But primary was the féct that the Ser-

vice was not being authorized enough funds to adequately

. develop the parks being established by Congress:

One of our problems is, say, over the last 10 years we've
gotten 50 new parks. We have some 300 now. We have not
had an increase in the number of people to run them. 1In
fact, there's been a decrease in the number of people in
the Park Service, so we've had to spread our personnel
thinner and thinner. 1It's to the point now that they may
have to close up some parks for a few days a week. Even
though these parks are authorized, we have not been given
the appropriations to either buy the land or to open the
park or develop them. The Interior Committee in the House
and Senate recommend authorizing parks, but they have
nothing to do with appropriations. They can authorize a
million parks but if the Appropriations Committee says,
"Tough, we're not giving you any money," then. . .

The Park Service found itself in the awkward position of op-
posing projects like Boston National Historical Park, which
included seven of the nation's most hallowed historic sites

that desperately needed assistance. This park had been pro-
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posed as far back as 1961, when a congressional commission
recommended immediate federal action to secure these land-
marks from impending damage. Hearing objections to the
project:

Congress would not sit still for it. They felt that there
was a great need, that the Park Service should be involved,
and they passed it over the objections of Interior, the
Administration, and the Office of Management and Budget.
And we now have a park whether we want it or not.

Cuyahoga was established over similar objections. Current
difficulties aside, the Park Service seems destined to be-
come increasingly involved in cities across the nation.

What needs to be explored is the way in which the Service

should approach its changing role. One thing is sure:

-experiences in Philadelphia, New York, and elsewhere, show

that many of the old ideas about park planning and manage-

ment don't make sense anymore.
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It is a credit to the Park Service that once the Boston
and Cuyahoga projects were authorized, objections were
forgotten and these projects were vigorously pursued.
Some new planning and management approaches are beihg
tested at each park. Boston is especially interesting
because it is the first major urban historical park to be
planned since Independence National Historical Park in
Philadelphia. Differences between these two parks show
how Park Service thinking has changed over the past ten
years. The lessons that can be learned from the Boston

experience will surely guide future projects.

Boston National Historical Park has two unique aspects.
First, it consists of different sites scattered throughout
central sections of the city. Within the central business
district are the 01d South Meeting House, the 01d State
House, and Faneuil Hall. The predominantly Italian North
End contains Paul Revere's House and 01d North Church.
Across the Charles River in Charlestown are the Bunker‘Hi11
Monument and the Charlestown Navy Yard, where the U.S.S.
Constitution is moored. A second unique aspect is that
most of these sites are being managed cooperatively with
the private groups who have owned them for years. David

Richie, Deputy North Atlantic Regional Director of the Park
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Service, stressed the importance of this approach:

The federal government is going through a traumatic re-
adjustment. Tax money is suddenly becoming a scarce com-
modity. Expenses of government are escalating, particu-
larly in social welfare. And I think society is going to
have to re-assess how much it wants the government to do
for it. . . .I think that we are going to have to find

new ways of getting things done. That is why I think the
Boston park is so interesting. That instead of coming in
as we do normally with the assumption that the Park Ser-
vice is going to be taking over and operating and carrying
the full expense, we are talking about starting a federa-
tion: keeping the present management and sharing the costs

of operation, trying to preserve their present sources of
income.

The planning process being used in Boston is typical for
national parks; it is a classic procedure termed an "en-
vironmental assessment of alternatives." This process

can be diagrammed‘as shown on the page following.
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Although the regional office supervises the planning pro-
gram, the focus of activity involves a group of profession-
als called the “master plan team," consisting, in this
case, of an urban planner, two "interpretive planners,"

and a landscape architect, who is team captain. This group
is based in Denver at a national service center where pro-
gramming, designing, and construction supervision occurs
for all national parks. The master plan team visits Boston
infrequently to confer with the regional office and meet

with site owners.
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Even considering the unique aspects of the Boston project,
the Park Ser?ice has yet to come to grips with some basic
issues inherent in the development of major urban national
historical parks. The location of the planning team in
Denver makes meaningful interaction with local neighbor-
hoods all but impossible. There is no on-site evidence in
affected neighborhoods that a park planning process is
even underway. In fact, the two-public-hearings procedure
is the only contact between the Service and the public at |
large. David Richie is one Park Service official who is
concerned about the citizen participation issue:

Until you find a mechanism for actually getting really in-
terested parties sitting down with you in a problem solving
type of setting with enough time to work on something,
you're not really going to get effective involvement.
People in a public meeting just don't have the time or op-
portunity to influence too much the thinking of the people
who are working on the plan. That, to me, is the major
weak Tink. Responsibility for planning is located in the
Denver Service Center and this means that the team members
with the principal job of writing the plan are what --

some 2,000 miles from here. And people come in for bits
and pieces but they are not really well oriented and con-
nected and integrated into the whole scene. That's not a
good way of going about it. . . .Now you justify a central-
ized planning process on the basis that you can afford to
assemble a group of competent professionals that you
couldn't afford to do in each of the regional offices.

But then, I see the quality of the competent professionals
that they're offering us and I'm wondering whether or not
that's a real factor or whether we're just kidding our-

selves.
Logistical difficulties can be cited as one reason for

avoiding a comprehensive participatory process. Another

is the rather common belief that participation is only
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appropriate on controversial projects. For example, one
Park Service official commented that: "If the regional
office feels that (the project) is controversial enough,
they are the ones who develop the programs for public in-
volvement."  But the most important factor preventing
people like David Richie from acting on their concerns ap-
pears to be a lack of support at higher echelons of the

Park Service. In the final draft of Management Policies

for the National Park Service, only one page of the 143

page document is devoted to "citizen participation", which
is described as being necessary "to inform the public that
a plan is being prepared, to solicit information, and to
bring to Tight public concerns, particu]ar]y’with regard
to controversial issues." No ways of "getting really in-
terested parties to sit down in a problem solving type of
setting" are suggested, even though several planning pro-
grams have been brought to a standstill over the last two

years by park users and surrounding communities demanding

a more open and participatory process.

In lieu of such a process in Boston, the Park Service has
concentrated its efforts on involving the private socie-
ties that own the various sites. Master plan team captain

Camden Hugie explained:

A Tot of the input from the people of Boston has been

through the societies. . .so really, we're dealing with
the people of Boston along with the owners of the sites,
because in many cases they're the same.
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But in most cases they are not the same. The preservation
societies tend to be made up of a small interlocking group
of wealthy people with a common set of objectives; but
four of the sites are located in blue-collar neighborhoods.
Preservation societies and the local neighborhoods have
very different perceptions of what the park sites mean and
how they should be developed. Charlestown is a good exam-
ple. There are very few green areas in Charlestown and
most residents feel that the Bunker Hill Monument site
should continue as a local park. One resident expressed

the following view:

You know what it is, it's a living thing up there; it's
like our esplanade. And busloads -- in May, busloads of
children start coming and you see them running out, and
they're so happy with their 1little picnics. . . .And it's
so nice in the winter, a few days after the snow falls;
the children will coast. . .I prefer to see people enjoy-
ing what they have, instead of saying, "It's sacred
ground." What they're doing is making a sacred cow out
of it, really, you know. "Don't touch."

But the Bunker Hi1l Monument Society, which built the
shrine in 1841, has a different view. President Vincent
Strout pointed out:

We have never felt that Bunker Hill belongs just to the

people of Charlestown, we think it belongs to the nation.

. .In my remarks commenting upon what this resident of
the community, who lives on Monument Square, said, she
said that she hoped it would be a vibrant place for the
youth of the community. I had to inform the Park Service
that the Monument Society opposed any use of those grounds
other than for what they were intended. . . .We did not
envision it as a playground for young children, or as a
walking place for dogs, or as an after-hours trysting
place for lovers. . . .We feel that we have a pretty
strong proprietary interest in what happens at Bunker Hill
and we feel that we would be faithless to the trust that
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we've received if we didn't take what we deemed to be ap-

propriate action anytime anybody starts to do anything up
there.

Since, in general, most members of Boston's preservation
societies do not live in the’neighborhoods where their
sites are located, local residents seem especially bitter
over the Park Service's approach. Referring to the Bunker
Hi11 Monument Association, Charlestown resident Douglas

Adams exclaimed:

This is a small group, largely out of town. I don't be-
lieve they have 20 members who Tive in Charlestown. Strout
doesn't live here; hasn't for 15 years. Did you know that?
These are out-of-towners. Sure, they were here once, but
they are trying to preserve their power here now. . . .
These guys get away with saying this is the point of view
and I represent such-and-such. They don't represent any-
body! That kind of searching investigation was never held.
The Park doesn't get down to that level, no. There's no
use kidding themselves that they do. So that these people
can come in and say that they represent such-and-such and
so-and-so and the Park Service can believe it if it wishes,
but it will be fooling itself if it does.

In addition to commenting on the Service, this statement
reflects the common suspicion of Charlestown residents con-
cerning any public project contemplated in their community.
This attitude is the result of a long history of exploita-
tion by government agencies of all types. As one resident
explained:

We're an afterthought on the city. . . .We're the last
ones to get the streets repaired and the last ones for
trash pickup. We're kind of like a convenience. We're
like a passageway between suburbia and Boston. They
circle us with the expressway, I-93, and the Mystic River
Bridge on this side. That's only because it was the most
convenient way. It wasn't necessarily to preserve our
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streets or safety. It wasn't done for our benefit. . . .

A lot of things that are done in Charlestown aren't done

for the Charlestown people, they're done for outsiders.
By identifying itself so strongly with elite groups based
outside the affected communities and by giving the general

public such limited means to interact with the process,

~ the Park Service has become part of the above tradition.

This situation not only discourages individuals from be-
coming involved, it creates unwarranted fears and resent-
ment based on negative past experiences. One resident

compared the park planning process to her experience with

urban renewal:

I resented them telling me how to Tive and I would resent
them telling me how to use my park. If they are going to
involve six name organizations in the community and say,
"Well, now we have our finger on the pulse of the commun-
ity because we have the historical and this church and
that group," I think most people would say, "The hell with

it; they're going to do what they want and they don't care
what I want, anyhow."

This feeling of helplessness is further aggravated by the

fact that the final decision on which planning alternative
will be implemented is the sole purview of the Natfona]
Park Service Regional Director. In practice, in Boston
this has resulted in the elimination by the regional direc-
tor of a number of planning alternatives generated by the
master plan team before those alternatives have even been

presented to the public. As a result, only two alterna-

~tive ways of approaching Boston National Historical Park

will be presented at the final hearing.
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Getting to the root of the citizen participation issue,
Sherry Arnstein, in her article, "A Ladder of Citizen Par-
ticipation," points out:

There is a crucial difference between going through the

empty ritual of participation and having the real power

needed to affect the outcome of the process. . . .Partici-
pation without redistribution of power is an empty and
frustrating process for the powerless. It allows the
power-holders to claim that all sides were considered, but
makes it possible for only some of those sides to benefit.
It maintains the status quo.

The approach of the Park Service in Boston has in many
ways been an empty ritual. The irony of this is that not
only does it deny crucial input to planning and decision-
making, but also it undermines an important resource of
the park: the support of the neighborhoeds that surround
it. Aspects of that loss might be hosti]ity‘towards visi-

tors or vandalism. More serious would be the loss of

knowledge, skills, and enthusiasm that those neighborhoods

could bring to the project. To avoid this situation in

the future, the planning program should be restructured to
include:

1. A mechanism for early and continuing inter-
action between planning professionals and all relevant in-
terest groups: surrounding neighborhoods, site owners,
potential park users, city officials, and others;

2. A decision-making partnership between the
Park Service regional office and surrounding residents,

who will be most impacted by the development of the park;
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3. An on-site presence established by planning

professionals early in the planning process.

The growing involvement of the Park Service in cities
parallels the experience of some other federal agencies.
The Federal Highway Administration is a good example be-
cause, like the Park Service, it dealt mainly with rural
projects until the 1960's. Increasingly during those
years, the plans for interstate highway construction in
cities across the nation began to become apparent. Most

of these plans were the product of a linear planning pro-

cess, which was virtually identical to that now being used

by the Park Service. Plans therefore evolved with little
participation and understanding by the people who would be
most critically impacted by the project. Resulting frus-
trations led to a "highway revolt" which continues even now
and during which projects have been halted and some old
ideés about transportation planning have been overturned.
Reflecting on this experience, Steven.Lockwood, a consul?
tant to the Boston Transportation Planning Review, has con-
cluded:

The traditional systems to project lineal planning approach
do not work. The elegant simplicity of systems analysis,
with its sequence of objectives identification, alterna-
tives generation, simulation (assessment of impacts), and
evaluation is not easily adaptable to urban systems. In
Boston, as in other contexts, the objectives were multiple



Ref: 33

33

and conflicting, and the alternatives were many. The
paradigm of the planning process must shift from an opti-
mizing process with an objective function to the search
for concensus -- a search that is interactive, iterative,
and adaptive and that can consider conflicting objectives
and a wide range of qualitative concerns in a dynamic
context.

This statement is filled with implications for the Park
Service. For one thing, it suggests that merely adding a
participatory procedure to the present process is inade-
quate. To deal effectively in urban areas requires a dif-
ferent approach to planning and, perhaps, also requires a

rethinking of the idea of what a national park is.

There are many similarities between the process which now
results in a national park and the development of a pro-
duct. Both are aimed at combining certain elements to
create a finished entity that will perform a predetermined
function if all the requirements for operation are presént.
As now conceived, a national park combines historic re-
sources and visitors' services to create an identifiable
entity in the city that will teach a particular story and
that is dependent on federal support to keep it operating.
As for most products, planning for a national park occurs
in a highly coordinated manner: all elements of the pro-
ject are developed to an equal degree of specificity at
any stage of the planning process. The project normally
cannot move to a new stage of the process until all ele-

ments have satisfactorily progressed through the previous
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stage. This makes sense in the case of a building, for
example, because before the architect and his client can
do business, they must agree on (1) what a "building" is
and (2) what functions the building in question should
perform. This understanding allows the architect to pro-
ceed with a fair degree of certainty that as long as each
element contributes towards reaching the final objectives
and the total resembles what the client thinks is a build-
ing, the design process will proceed smoothly. The archi-
tect has the added luxury of being able to design a high

degree of interdependence among elements because he knows

they will be implemented at the same time. With respect

to urban planning, this approach may have made sense per-

~ haps 30 years ago, but during the 1960's it became inopera-

tive for reasons explained by transportation administrator

Gordon Fielding:

There has been a change in the political culture in Amer-
ica. . . .When I say, "political culture", I don't mean
Jjust one party; it is a way in which people think about
democracy in America at the local level. Once there was
a "public interest", and we agreed to it and it used to

be identified fairly easily, but now there are many pub-
lics.

The coordinated, linear planning process can be veryngfi-
cient when many different publics must be satisfied be-
cause in that case, if an impasse occurs over one element,
the progress of other elements is hampered. If one ele-

ment must be replanned, others may have to be also. Of
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course, different groups will be dissatisfied with various

aspects of almost any alternatives, making it almost impos-
sible to agree on a plan. One way to approach this problem
is to try to limit the number of groups able to effectively
respond. Another approach is to develop a large number of
alternatives, hoping one will satisfy everybody. A third
and very different option is to structure elements as inde-
pendently as possible and deal with each separately. This
~ would allow planning for some elements to advance faster
than others so that they could be implemented early, while
other elements might be dropped entirely. But such an ap-
proach to planning is not product-oriented because ends can-
not be defined from the beginning, nor can a meaningful se-
quence of coordinating actions be preplanned to reach that

end-product. The diagrams in Figure 2 illustrate this third
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approach and how it differs from what is presently being

used. An explanation of each diagram is given in the fol-

Towing paragraphs.

The current planning approach illustrated on the left in
Figure 2 calls for goals to be established in the present
which will lead to an agreed upon product in the future.

A process is designed to guide and coordinate the develop-
ment of all elements necessary to move the product from
ideas to implementation. There is an advantage to insula-
ting the process from the input of groups who may not agree
with the goals, since to accept their viewpoint would mean
re-evaluation of the shape of the final product and of the
process designed to create it. Often such planning pro-
cesses will proceed smoothly as long as plans remain ab-
stractions to which most of the public cannot relate. The
average person has a difficult time understanding and com-
paring complex alternatives that cover a wide range of is-
sues. The lack of public response can be misread by plan-
ners as a lack of concern which easily can be extended to
mean tacit approval of the plans being made. Even in
Char]eétown, where concern for the future of Bunker Hill

is obviously high, the fact that only a few residents at-

tended the public hearing led the master plan team captain

to reason that "we haven't had the people of Boston really

involved too much; they haven't seemed to want to." This
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attitude, in turn, has tended to legitimize the reliance
on elite societies for planning input. But as a project
nears implementation and the effects of the plan on the
everyday lives of people becomes more evident, opposition
often appears. Since by then most planning options have
been closed, citizens often feel that the only viable al-
ternatives are to kill the project or start over. Even
if the project is implemented, another dilemma may occur:
the goals it was planned to meet may no longer fit the
changing needs of society; the product is obsolete. Then
management is taxed to create programs which will make the
facility more relevant. In Philadelphia, for example, at-
tendance was rising even as buildings were being demolished.
This later forced the Park Service to construct new build-
ings to handle visitors on the former sites of 19th