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Appendix C:

Stonework Cost Estimates

Appendix C - Page 1

IMMEDIATE PHASE - BRACING COST ESTIMATES

Parking Area Retaining Wall

Blow Out/Comer Collapse

STONE REPAIR:

High Priority

Item Description

1A

3 Wall Bulge

7 Blow Out/Wall Collapse

9 Corner Bulge

12 Comer Collapse

13 Wall Settlement

15 Wall Bulge

20 Corner Bulge

25 Wall Bulge

53B  Broken Lintel

54B  Broken Lintel

53 Wall

56 Wall

56B/C Wall Bulge

57B/C Wall Bulge

60B  Wall Collapse

61A  Wall

61B  Wall

61C  Comer Collapse

61D  Comer Bulge
~63 Wall Bulge

High Priority Subtotal

Priority

High
High
High
High
High
High

High

High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High

Work Needed

Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace

Cost

$3.100
3.300
3.300
1,000
2.300
1.900
750
2.600
900
1,200
1,200
1,200
2.100
2.100
1,000
850
1,200
450
650
650
450
2.300

$34,800
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STONE REPAIR:
IMMEDIATE PHASE - BRACING COST ESTIMATES

Moderate Priority
Item Description
1B Wall Bulge
6A Wall Bulge
6B Wall Bulge

8 Wall Bulge
11 Wall Lean
14 Wall

16 Collapse
17A° Cormner Bulge
22 Wall

22A  Corner Bulge
52A Wall

32A/B Wall

53 Wall

54 Wall

S7A  Wall Bulge
57B  Wall

57C  Wall

58 Wall Lean

Moderate Priority Subtotal

Bracing Grand Total

Priority

Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

Work Needed

Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace
Brace

Appendix C - Page 2

Cost

$1.700
650
650
1.700
4,400
650
550
1.100
1.450
4,350
630
650
1.250
1.250
1,300
650
1.200
3.250

$27,400

$62,200




STONE REPAIR:
PHASE ONE - REPAIR/REBUILD BLOWOUT/BULGES COST ESTIMATES
(See Notes 1 and 2)

High Priority

Item Description
High Priority .
1A Blow Out/Comer Bulge
3 Wall Bulge

7 Blow Out/Wall Collapse
9 Comer Bulge

12 Corner Collapse
13 Wall Settlement
15 Wall Bulge

20 Comer Bulge
25 Wall Bulge

29 Gate/Wall

53B  Broken Lintel
55 Wall

56B  Lintel Collapse
56B/C Wall Bulge
57B/C Wall Bulge

59 Wall Collapsc
59B  Comner Collapse
60B  Wall Cotlapsc
61A  Wall Collapsc
61B  Wall Collapse
61C  Corner Collapse
61D  Corner Bulge

63 Wall Bulge

Parking Area Retaining Wall

High Priority Subtotal

Priority

High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High

Work Needed

Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild

Rebuild:

Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild
Rebuild

Appendix C - Page 3

Cost

$12,000
1.500
12.000
5.500
12.000
6.000
6.000
5.000
4.500
3.000
4.000
3.500
15,000
3.000
2.500
16.500
4,000
3.500
6.000
10.000
3,500
4,500
12.000
6.000

$161,500
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Appendix C - Page 4

STONE REPAIR: _
PHASE ONE - REPAIR/REBUILD BLOWOUT/BULGES COST ESTIMATES
(See Notes 1 and 2)

-
Moderate Priority
{
|-
! Item Description ~ Priority Work Needed Cost
[ 1B Wall Bulge - Moderate Brace/Rebuild $8.000
? = 6A Wall Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild 1.500
6B Wall Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild 2.000
{' 8 Wall Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild 4.000
L 11 Wall Lean Moderate Brace/Rebuild 15,000
14 Corner Moderate Brace/Rebuild 6,000
( 16 Collapse Moderate Brace/Rebuild 3,500
}: 17A° Corner Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild 5.000
7 21 Wall Collapse Moderate Rebuild 1.000
= 22 Wall Settlement Moderate Brace/Rebuild 1,000
" 22A  Corner Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild 3.000
52A Wall Moderate Brace/Repair 1.500
([~ 52A/B Wall Moderate Brace/Rebuild 3.000
L 53 Wall Moderate Brace/Rebuild 2.000
54 Wall Moderate Brace/Rebuild 2,500
_ 56 Wall Moderate - Brace/Rebuild 4.000
{ 56C  Wall Moderate Rebuild 8.000
- 57A  Wall Bulge Moderate Brace/Rebuild 3,500
= 57B Wall Moderate Brace/Rebuild 3.000
= 57C Wall Collapsc Moderate ~ Brace/Rebuild 1,500
e 58 Wall Lean Moderate Brace/Rebuild 12,000

Moderate Priority Subtotal $91,000
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STONE REPAIR:
PHASE ONE - REPAIR/REBUILD BLOWOUT/BULGES COST ESTIMATES
(See Notes 1 and 2)

Low Priority
i{ Item Description Priority Work Needed Cost
| .
} Low Priority
(- 2 Coping Low Repair $1.000
: 18 Wall Collapse Low Rebuld 1,000
24 Wall Low Rebuild 3.000
{ 33 Wall Low Replace Missing Stone 500
L 34 Wall ‘ Low Repair 1,000
o 37 Wall Settlement Low Rebuild 1.000
(o 40/41 Wall Low Rebuild/Repair 6.500
= 42 Wall Collapse Low Repair 1.500
L 424 Wall Low Rebuild 2.000
) 42B Corner Low Repair 1.000
| 43 wall Low Repair 1.000
- 44 Wall Low Rebuild 4.000
, 45 Wall Low Repair 2.500
f 45A  Comner Low Rebuild 1.000
! 46 Wall Low Rebuild 4.000
47A  Wall Collapse Low Rebuild 1.500
= 47B  Wall Collapsc Low Rebuild 2,000
b 48 Wall Low Rebuild 5.500
48A  Wall Low Repair 1,000
}';_, 48B  Wall Collapsc Low Rebuild 3.000
= 49 Wall Low Repair 8.000 -
: 49A - Wall Collapsc Low Rebuild 2.000
i 49B  Wall Collapsc Low Rebuild 2.000
50 Wall Low Repair 5.500
52B Wall Low Repair 1,000
59A Wall Low Repair 1.000
60A  Wall Low Repair 2,000
62A  Wall Low Rebuild 4,000
[ 62B  Wall Low " Rebuild 5,000
62C  Wall Low Rebuild 4,000
62D - Wall Low Rebuild 3,500
o 64 Wall Low Repair 2.500
L Low Priority Subtotal $84,500

r Stone Repair @ Blowouts & Bulges Total $337,000
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g' , Notes: L Costs noted above DO NOT include bracing. Bracing calculated as a separate
‘ cast. See Immediate Phase Recommendations schedule for bracing allowance
based on the conditions noted above.

2. Costs above relate to the stabilization and repair of those specific areas only.

General restoration repairs of the remaining areas are calculated as a separate cost.

}b ‘ See Phase Two Recommendations schedule for restoration repair allowance based
L ‘ on conditions of stonework at other locations.

T
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Appendix D
Restoration/Reconstruction Philosophy Articles

—

L. | “Reconstruction of Fort Union: A Multi-disciplinary Approach,” Richard J. Cronenberger
B CRM, Vol. 15, No. 6 (1992). U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.
‘ 2. “Considering Réconstruction as an Educational Tool,” Rodd L. Wheaton
L CRM,Vol. 15, No. 1 (1992). U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.
3. “The Case Against Reconstruction,” Barry Mackintosh

CRM, Vol. 15, No. 1 (1992). U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.
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leconstruction of
ort Union
Multi-disciplinary
Approach

Richard J. Cronenberger

ention the word reconstruction around

National Park Service cultural resources

professionals, and more likely than not,

you will hear, “It doesn’t work!” And

while these specialists disagree on the
desirability, aesthetics, and ethics of the Service under-
taking such projects, park visitors love them. -Rarely
does the public question the accuracy of these recon-
structed buildings and sites.

While reconstructions are not inappropriate for inter-
preting historv, the inherent nature of an incomplete his-
torical record inevitably results in inaccuracies and com-
promises to the original structures or sites. The National
Park Service (NPS), unfortunately, has more than its
share of such problems—problems further compounded
by maintenance nightmares.

Inaccurate reconstructions partly result from the way
the NPS conducts business—funding and planning.
More often than not, these span several vears during
which minimum coordination takes place between
archeologists, historians, historical architects, planners,
architects, and engineers. However, the Fort Union
reconstruction benefitted from a compressed research,
design, and construction timetable, a phenomenon that
resulted in an accurate reconstruction with minimal con-
flicts between the historical record and contemporary
design requirements.

Fort Union was the American Fur Company’s principle
trading post on the upper Missouri River. An active
trading center from 1829 to 1865, the elaborate installa-
tion (at least, by 19th century frontier standards) shel-

tered and entertained many important people of the dav.
The measure of the fort's importance to the region is
embodied in the extensive historical record—diaries,
sketches, paintings, articles, letters, and the like. The fort
was even photographed two vears before being tom down.

Extensive historical research, including a Historic
Structure Report, had been done prior to its becoming
part of the national park system in 1966. The Historic
Structure Report, however, was primarily a history
overview and did not include archeological or architec-
tural data.

Then in 1979, the Rocky Mountain Region produced
“The Fort Union Reconstruction Analysis,” a report to
Congress recommending a partial reconstruction for
those fort structures that were adequately documented
by archeological excavations, written records, pho-
tographs, drawings and sketches. The report recom-
mended additional historical research and archeological
excavations to comypdete a comprehensive database in

support of the Service's peconstrucion design effort.

1992 Na.. to

Fort Union Trading Post. Photo by Orville C. Loomer, Aerial Photography,
Williston, ND.

In 1985, reconstruction of Fort Union became reality.
An election vear Congress appropriated the first of four
vears of funding, thus requiring the politicallv-driven
project to be completed as quickly as possible. This
meant that additional historical research and archeologi-
cal excavations necessary to the project would have to be
done during the design phase; and while the reconstruc-
tion analyvsis and associated research provided a good
database, there were many assumptions and decisions
that needed further study:.

Although the resulting compressed research phase cre-
ated manyv challenges, it turned out to be a b]essm;, in
disguise. All the research specialists involved in the pro-
ject had the rare opportunity to work closely with each
other, in contrast to the usual scenario in which histori-
cal research is completed several vears in advance of
project design. Because the Fort Union project was for-
funate to have most of the original reconstruction analv-
sis team available for participation in the final design
process, “institutional memory” ensured that initial
thinking, assumptions, and ideas were addressed during
design and that misinterpretation of the historical
research was minimized.

The author, though not part of the original 1979 recon-
struction analvsis team, served as primary designer for

rcontinued on page od)
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Reconstruction of Fort Uniore A blulti-disciplinary Approach
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the reconstraction project and brought to it a technical
perspective invoiving long-term maintenance design cri-
teria that did not jeopardize the fort’s historic appear-
ance. Interaction with the original team worked well in
verifying or questioning many aspects of the original
research.

It was important to involve as many interested and sup-.

porting parties as possible in order to keep the project
within budget and on schedule while reducing long-term
maintenance but still avoiding any compromises in his-
toric accuracy. During the design phase, evervone who
had an interest in the project, from the archeologist to the
contractor and sub-contractors, was involved. By closely
coordinating with historians, archeologists, curators,
interpreters, park staff, and the contractor, important and
critical historical information was addressed in a timelv
manner while not delaying the project.

When the 1986 archeological phase began, it soon
became evident that previous excavations had not been
comprehensive. Since these earlier excavations had not
included the entire fort nor had thev reached down to
sterile soil, it was uncertain as to what would be found
and to what extent this new information would affect the
fort’s reconstruction design. The situation offered a
unique opportunity for the historical architect to work
closely with the historical archeologist during excavation
work.

Since only watercolors, sketches, and photographs were
available for recreating the fort's design, it was important
to get as much information as possible to verify type,
locations, and size of buildings. Therefore, the historical
archeo’ogist was given three objectives by the historical
architect: 1) verifving the locations of those structures
shown on the many historic drawings and sketches of
the fort; 2) veritving assumptlons made about various
aspects of the fort's original construction, but which had
no ciear supporting documentation; and 3) locating as
much historical fabric as possible since as-built drawmos

did not exist.

While designing the buildings, the author noted ques-
tionable reconstruction analvsis design decisions that
possibly could be v erified through ongoing archeological
excavations. These questions were posed to the histori-
cal archeologist who then would alter the work plan in
order to deal with the issue. Such interaction worked
extremely well in resolving several important issues and
in averting potential conflicts with the historical record.
This dailv interaction helped the field archeoiogist focus
on research aspects of the excavations and concentrate
excavations in those areas that would vield the most
information in support of the design.

For example, the only known historical reference to the
size of the palisade plckets indicated that thev “were
about 1 foot square.” While numerous drawings and
sketches were descriptive, none included dimensions. A
scale model of the palisade cross-bracing was construct-
ed using 12"square timbers. However, the model didn't
look proportignally correct. Then during excavations of
the nomth palisade. the orginal palisade sills, measuring
approxmmztery 9w width. were found intact on the foun-
dation stemes. Adiowing for muror shrirkage, this suggest-

A4

e about a 10" -wide timber that appears to be about “one-
foot wide.” Besides a more accurate design, this finding
resulted in substantial savings in material costs.

While undertaking research related to Fort Union, the
project historian found an 1843 watercolor folded in a
book. No one had seen it before. It verified colors of the
fort’s building materials, general appearance of the
buildings, and modifications to the buildings described
in numerous diaries and journals. The watercolor was
the key piece of evidence that tied most of the historic
records together, and would not have been found if the
original research historian had not been involved with
the reconstruction project.

The park staff provided valuable assistance throughout
the design process. Several were members of the
Muzzelloaders Association, a group of historic re-enac-
tors, familiar with the historv and lifestyles of the fort’s
inhabitants. Well acquainted with historic documents,
books, and journals about the fort, their participation and
enthusiasm provided valuable interpretive and factual
input into the design. Park emplovees reviewed plans
throughout the design process, and also were involved
during the construction phase, providing invaluable his-
torical interpretation to the contractor.

It is one thing to produce accurate reconstruction docu-
ments, and another to get the project built to reflect the
aesthetic intent of those drawings. It is the contractor
who provides one of the most important roles in execut-
ing this aspect of a project. If ilie structures rannot be
built the wayv the drawings intended them to be built, the
final result will be less than desired. The contractor’s
input is critical to controlling costs, and to building an
efficient and accurate structure. Working closely on-site
with stone masons, timoer experts, foresters, plasterers,
and blacksmiths on construction details, techniques, and
hardware, resulted in the production of a design charac-
terized by efficient fabrication methods that did not com-
promise the historical character of the site.

[t is important to be open to tabrication and construc-
tion suggestions made by the contractor. A give-and-
take relationship encourages that individual to offer
valuable suggestions for fulfilling project requirements.
Fabrication can be altered during construction to address
long-term maintenance considerations while producing
better detailing that doesn’t compromise final appear-
ance.

Historic fabrication methods can cause problems and
confusion with modern contractors. This was overcome

_at Fort Union by providing training to the contractor on

historic construction methods—historic hardware fabri-
cation and installation. log hewing and fabrication, and
plaster and stone work. The contractor was encouraged
to read historical accounts about the fort and to under-
stand the historical significance of the project. In making
this effort, the contractor realized that this project was
not just another building. He appreciated the intent of
the reconstruction and developed a greater appreciation
for the construction skills of the original builders. He
became emotionally involved with the project.

Unusual and challenging projects such as the recon-
struction of Fort Union can be highlv successful.
However, no single person or organization has all the
skills or knowledge needed to make it a success. The his-

/ 1992 No. 6



T

l, s ?WESY ELEVATION NE_BASTION
—

@‘_'"—;’

: ] , / g ., . \\‘ . .
B 1 i

—

@ SOUTH ELEVATION N.E. BASTION

Northeast Bastion, west and south elevations, Drawing by Richard Cronenberger, Rocky Mountain Region, National Park Service.
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" torical architect under. tands the overall intent of the pro-
ject through research and preparation of the construction

 documents. He or she is probably the only person who is
- involved with and understands the total relationship and

integration of the wealth of historic, archeological, and

- fabric information that contributes to the implementation

— of the final design.

— ltiscritical that all potential contributing resources be

involved during the design and construction phases.

{ Coordinating all this can be difficult at times, but the

j 1997 N, &

final results speak for themselves. The Fort Union pro-
ject provides an excellent example of how direct interac-
tion between the historical architect, historian, historical
archeologist, park staff and contractor can produce a
more accurate reconstruction.

Richard J. Cronenberger is the regional historical architect,
Rocky Mountain Region, U.S. National Park Service. He was
project designer, supervisor and manager for the Fort Union
reconstruction.




To Beconstruct or Not to Reconstruct...the Debate Continues

It seemed riate in: the NPS' 75th year and for an anniversary program given at Bent’s Old Fort, CO, on August 24,
1991, to ruminate on just how we protect the past, manage the present and invest in the future—specifically, to discuss the

aberrant park ynit termed a “reconstruction” and the machinations and thought processes we apply when ‘making such
decisions. Iti in part was to defend Bent’s Old Fort because it is forever under siege as a reconstruction—something William
never, had amoern himself with when the fort reigned supreme on the frontier.

'!ormer Rocky Mountain Regional Director, captured the essence of the issue when he wrote to the park in July
.Ateer, Bean said that a very important policy question to be settled on reconstructions comes from the conflict

-

‘””?Considering
Reconstructlon as an
Educatlonal Tool

Rodd L. Wheaton

L“ he question of reconstruction h/is alwavs centered

around the issue of being accurate and authentic, but

—what has been consistently ignored is that the National

— Park Service is challenged to provide, particularly at our
historic sites, education in the form of interpretation.

=Therefore, it is incumbent on the Service to provide, as

—deemed appropriate, reconstructed resources that meet

~the interpetative needs of the park visitor, not solely the

preservation concerns of cultural resource specialists.

! These works are for the enjovyment of the visitor and to
be instructive of past lifewavs and the purpose for a
park’s establishment. Indeed, chief historian Ed Bearss

1 recently wrote of Fort Union Trading Post after visiting

| the site, that “as an interpetative feature, the

reconstruction of Fort Union is in a class by itself, a

‘masterpiece. What was an important archeological site

before 1985, has become a world class educational site.”
However, reconstructions remain a difficult

undertaking. First, some sites are so ephemeral and

%\« ere so single-purposed that they were very short lived,
=which was the story at Bent's Old Fort and Fort Union
Trading Post. But, since these were nationally significant

;’" moments inhistosv, we at the Natinal Park Service often

e pl Wiosophy of those who believe that reconstructions, such as the one at Bent’s Old Fort, are at cross purposes with
¥ . y preserve invaluable historical resources and those who feel that the interpretive story for the visitors

‘was on and the park called upon Barry Mackintosh, NPS bureau historian, Washington Office, for the case
; and Rodd L. Wheaton, historical architect, who is chief of the Division of Cultural Resources in the NPS
pgion, Denver, to speak in support of reconstructions. Their remarks follow.

Miguel Duran, Park Historian, Bent's Old Fort

have been given the challenge to reconstruct that
moment. That challenge has and will center around how
to make temporary structures permanent and resolve
long-range maintenance management problems as wll
as be accurate and authentic.

Second, preservation of foundation ruins is not
necessarily the most desirable in terms of visitor
satisfaction. While architects and others can visualize a
three-dimensional structure from a two-dimensional
form, the average person cannot make the transition and
experience the scale, texture, and continuity. Further, at
Bent’s Old Fort the tull-size floor plan on the ground was
also so severely eroded that it would have to have been
reconstructed to interpret.

Third, we often do not have a choice as to whether or
not to reconstruct. In 1978, Congress did not ask
“Should we reconstruct Fort Union Trading P'ost?"; they
asked “Could we reconstruct™” The Rocky Mountain
Region provided a “Reconstruction Analyvsis’ and said
ves we could, but onlv partially. This has worked at Fort
Union where original archeological sites remain within
the enceinte of the palisade and hearth stones were
reused as appropriate in recreated spaces. Excavated
artifacts also became the basis for museum
interpretation. However, at Bent's Old Fort, the
structure is monolithic and it would have been
exceedingly difficult to only partially reconstruct though
the excavated artifacts are to be used as part of the
proposed museum.

As a fourth consideration, looking at alternatives to
reconstruction is also part of this process, but is not
alwavs successful. Ghost buildings are an interesting
concept. This works at Franklin Court in Philadelphia
but the visitor probably identifies most with the below
grade “Disnev-esque” exhibit hall. A ghost kitchen
behind the Bourgeois House at Fort Union is fortunately
now hidden within the palisade walis which mask it~

(IR IS L TO AN M AR TR B
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comtprued Srive e e

jarring intrusior. and keeps visitors frorn thinking it is a
picnic pavilion. Like other ghost buildings, the kitchen
has scale but lacks texture and has a very transparent
continuity.

Alternatives, besides interpretating the two-
dimensional foundations, can also include the
construction of a visitor center with, or without, a large
scale model. While this is a desirable alternative in any
case, in our experience this is not a suitable substitute for
an actual reconstruction for those who are legislating
funding. A visitor center is not as exciting as the replica
of the real thing and, to date, thé Service has made little
effort to thwart this mind set. In addition, the
construction of a visitor center on or near the historical
site can endanger archeological sites such as at Cahokia
Mounds in Illinois. Conversely, a center too far away
from the site assures that the visitor may not actually
visit the resource.

Fifth, we can consider constructing off site. This
concept conflicts with the desire to be accurate and
authentic. The park visitor has a desire to walk on
hallowed ground; they want to walk the actual site. A
reconstructed structure in view of the original site
becomes an ambiguous interpretive story; and a
reconstructed structure too far removed loses itc in.pact
and psychologically becomes fiction no matter how
authentic or accurate. It is also a concern that land forms
may have been a factor in original site location which
would be lost by off site reconstruction.

As a sixth note, an aspect of reconstruction is that we
are also providing a tangible means of preserving a
culture. The reconstruction of Bent’s Old Fort has much
to sav about the influences of Hispanic architecture on
Anglo traders. The assimilation of cultures is readily

~apparent. The French and Anglo frontiers on the upper

Missouri are equally revealed at Fort Union Trading
Post. These cultural traditions, which cannot necessarilv
be interpretated with a foundation or a detailed visitor
center exhibit, are an important part of simply
experiencing the story. In addition, the research gleaned
from the archeological excavations has benefitted that
interpretive story.

In conclusion, in order to insure that reconstructions
are accurate and authentic, it is imperative to be just
that—accurate and authentic. The reconstruction must
be documented to the visitor as well as to the cultural
resource professional.

This must include the knowns, the assumptions, and
the unknowns. 1t is the intent at Fort Union to document
for the future that while the dimensions of the 1851
Sourgeois House are from the archeological
im estigations and the facade is from an 1866

- oreniy the detailing of the doors and windows are
“odlamy at Fort Laramie and the 1865
nalunmoise a3t esani-Kohrs, Should additional
historicall diocurnentation turm up in the future, these

18

details which are assumptions, can be corrected or those
details that were omitted from the reconstruction as
unknowns can be added. Reconstructions are for the
visitors and their education about our past national
history. It is incumbent on the National Park Service to
consider the best possible opportunities for that
interpretation.

The Case Against Reconstruction
(continued from page 17)

eloquently put it, “the faint shadow of the genuine often
makes more intelligent appeal to the imagination than
the crass and visionary replica.”

The third has to do with priorities. With all of the
research and hand work that goes into them,
reconstructions are typically verv expensive. Once built,
they have to be maintained in perpetuityv. Meanwhile,
the parks contain numerous original historic structures
that are badlv in need of preservation treatment. How
can the Service justifv spending millions to recreate
vanished structures while so many of the genuine old
structures it is charged with preserving are crumbling?

When I came to Washington in 1970 to work for Chief
Historian Robert M. Utley, I received much valuable on-
the-job training in good writing and proper word usage.
Among the distinctions Bob impressed upon his staff
was that between “accurate” and “authentic.” A
reconstruction, like a modern copy of an old painting,
could conceivably be accurate. But it could never be
authentic—the genuine article. To me, and I suspect to
many others, this distinction is of more than semantic
importance.

1992 No.1




\

The Case Against
Reconstruction

Barry Mackintosh

v personal experience with reconstructions goes

back to the beginning of my National Park Service
career. I began work as a park historian in 1965 at Fort
Caroline National Memorial, which commemorates a
1564 French settlement that prompted Spain to found St.
Augustine a vear later. Before ] arrived, the local
congressman had prevailed upon the Service to
reconstruct the earthen fort for the quadricentennial of
Fort Caroline in 1964. The fort site had been lost to the

~ St. Johns River long before, so the replica was executed

on riprapped fill at the river's edge. Major compromises
were made with what was known about the original: the
reconstruction was smaller and contained none of the
buildings that had been present. The difficulty of
maintaining an earthen parapet forced the substitution
of cinderblock, which remained visible despite efforts to
cultivate a grassv veneer from sod lavered between the
blocks. After heavy rains, portions of the sloping
ramparts would slump down into the moat. The
reconstruction was such an obvious fake that no one
could mistake it for the original—perhaps its only virtue.
My next assignment sent me to Booker T. Washington
National Monument in Virginia. Because nothing
remained of the tobacco farm where Washington had
been born in slavery, the Service had reconstructed his
supposed birthplace cabin and a log tobacco barn. Just
before I arrived it was decided to build more structures

. of a “tvpical” sort and develop a complete living

historical farm. While conducting research for this

= project, I concluded that Washington had probably not

been born or lived in the cabin that had been
reconstructed. 1 also became concerned that the
picturesque log structures and farming activities were
receiving more attention than Washington himself—the
subject that the park had been established to
commemorate.

As might be guessed, I left these assignments with

. negative feelings about reconstructions. Clearly, those at
Fort Caroline and Booker T. Washington violate the

criteria that the Service has developed for such things.
They are not essential to permit public understanding of
the cultural associations of their parks. They were not

= based on sufficient data to permit reconstruction on

original sites with minimal conjecture. And the farm

- buildings at Booker T. Washington flout the present rule
 against’ gf_neruued representations of tvpical

strizctures.”
At the same ame sonte reconstructions it the national

~park svstemr sew L e worthy. B ihink particularly of

1992 Nol

Appamattox Court House National Historical Park,
where the Service has reconstructed the McLean House
and the courthouse. The McLean House, site of Lee’s
surrender to Grant, is the village's historical centerpiece.
The courthouse, its phvsical centerpiece, was
reconstructed to house the park’s visitor center,
obviating a modern intrusion on the historic landscape.
Both reconstructions were based on ample evidence.
What helps justifv the Appomattox reconstructions, 1
think, is that they are not stand-alone attractions; rather,
they fill key gaps in a historic complex, like the Capitol
and Governor’s Palace at Colonial Williamsburg. Most
of the village’s other structures are original, so visitors
can still feel that they are among authentic historic
surroundings. Considering the complex as a whole
what has been done is not reconstruction but restoration
(defined in part as the replacement of missing elements).
But how often is reconstruction trulv “essential to

permit public understanding of the cultural associations

of a park established for that purpose,” as the Service’s
first reconstruction criterion requires? This test can be
met onlyin historical parks so lacking in historical
ingredients or integrity that no other interpretive
media—models, diagrams, films, or whatever—can
serve to convey their stories to the public. No such parks
should have been established to begin with, because they
would not meet the requisite level of integrity.

In reality, some such parks do get established through
the pohtlcal process, sometimes with reconstruction in
mind at the outset. Once the goal of reconstruction is
accepted, attention turns to whether there is sufficient
historical and archeological evidence to do the job
accurately. Regardless of how complete the record is, a
good deal of conjecture is usually required to translate
the outline found on the ground and whatever pictorial
and written descriptions exist into a full-scale three-
dimensional structure.

Sometimes sufficient accuracv can be achieved. But
even when this and the other reconstruction criteria can
be met, there remain three fundamental arguments
against reconstruction in the national park syvstem.

The first relates to the Service’s role and image as a
public institution. The Service is basically in the
preservation business. It is also in the interpretation
business, but it is supposed to be interpreting original,
genuine things that it is preserving, not its own
handiwork. People can go elsewhere—to theme parks,
frontier villages, and Hollvwood productions—for re-
creations of historv. To the extent that the Service gets
into the re-creation business, it risks diluting its special
role as custodian of the authentic.

The second has to do with how people feel about and
interact with historic places. Speaking personally, I
know that I get more sense of communion with the past
from a real remnant of a historic structure, even if onlyv a
foundation outline, than from a modern rendition of it.
As Albert Good, a Service architect in the 1930s,
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jarring imtrusion and keeps visitors from thinking it is a
picnic pavilion. Like other ghost buildings, the kitchen
has scale but lacks texture and has a very transparent
continuity.

Alternatives, besides interpretating the two-
dimensional foundations, can also include the
construction of a visitor center with, or without, a large
scale model. While this is a desirable alternative in any
case, in our experience this is not a suitable substitute for
an actual reconstruction for those who are legislating
funding. A visitor center is not as exciting as the replica
of the real thing and, to date, the Service has made little
effort to thwart this mind set. In addition, the
construction of a visitor center on or near the historical
site can endanger archeological sites such as at Cahokia
Mounds in Illinois. Conversely, a center too far away
from the site assures that the visitor may not actually
visit the resource.

Fifth, we can consider constructing off site. This
concept conflicts with the desire to be accurate and
authentic. The park visitor has a desire to walk on
hallowed ground; thev want to walk the actual site. A
reconstructed structure in view of the original site
becomes an ambiguous interpretive story; and a
reconstructed structure t22 far ~emoved loses its impact
and psychologically becomes fiction no matter how
authentic or accurate. It is also a concern that land forms
may have been a factor in original site location which
would be lost by off site reconstruction.

As a sixth note, an aspect of reconstruction is that we
are also providing a tangible means of preserving a
culture. The reconstruction of Bent’s Old Fort has much
to sav about the influences of Hispanic architecture on
Anglo traders. The assimilation of cultures is readily
apparent. The French and Anglo frontiers on the upper
Missouri are equally revealed at Fort Union Trading
Post. These cultural traditions, which cannot necessarilv
be interpretated with a foundation or a detailed visitor
center exhibit, are an important part of simply
oxperiencing the storv. In addition, the research gleaned
from the archeological excavations has benefitted that
interpretive story.

In conclusion, in order to insure that reconstructions
are accurate and authentic, it is imperative to be just
that—accurate and authentic. The reconstruction must
be documented to the visitor as well as to the cultural
resource professional.

This must include the knowns, the assumptions, and
the unknowns. It is the intent at Fort Union to document
for the future that while the dimensions of the 1851
“.urgeois House are from the archeological
mestigations and the facade is from an 1866

-+ renh the detailing of the doors and window's are
" "eJlany at Fort Laramie and the 1865
Aanoieilse at brard-ohrs. Should additional
historical diecumentation twurn ap in the future, these
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details which are assumptions. can be corrected or those
details that were omitted from the reconstruction as
unknowns can be added. Reconstructions are for the
visitors and their education about our past national
history. It is incumbent on the National Park Service to
consider the best possible opportunities for that
interpretation.

The Case Against Reconstruction
{continued from page 17)

eloquently put it, “the faint shadow of the genuine often
makes more intelligent appeal to the imagination than
the crass and visionary replica.”

The third has to do with priorities. With all of the
research and hand work that goes into them,
reconstructions are typically very expensive. Once built,
thev have to be maintained in perpetuity. Meanwhile,
the parks contain numerous original historic structures
that are badly in need of preservation treatment. How
can the Service justify spending millions to recreate
vanished structures while so many of the genuine old
structures it is charged with preserving are crumbling?

When I came to Washington in 1970 to work for Chief
Historian Robert M. Utley, I received much valuable on-
the-job training in good writing and proper word usage.
Among the distinctions Bob impressed upon his staff
was that between “accurate” and “authentic.” A
reconstruction, like a modern copv of an old painting,
corild conceivably be accurate. But it could never be
authentic—the genuine article. To me, and I suspect to
many others, this distinction is of more than semantic
importance.
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