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Diners Make the List!
Michael Steinitz

AS A POPULAR ARCHITECTURAL ICON OF 20TH-CENTURY AMERICAN LIFE, THE DINER

HAS FEW RIVALS. CELEBRATED IN ART AND FILM, DINERS SEEM TO EMBODY DISTINCTLY

AMERICAN DIETARY NOTIONS OF CONVENIENCE AND MOBILITY—THEY WERE AFTER

all the ultimate factory-built, fast food ma-
chines of the pre-franchise, family business
era. It is less widely known that the Ameri-
can diner was actually born in New En-
gland. Massachusetts in particular played
an important role, both as a center of diner
manufacturing and as a setting for the op-
eration of diners in its downtowns and in-
dustrial districts and along its highways. In
recognition of the significance of diners in
the Commonwealth’s landscape, the MHC

recently listed 14 Massachusetts diners on
the National Register of Historic Places as
part of a Multiple Property Thematic
Nomination.

The diner had its origins in the horse-
drawn, night lunch wagons of the 1880s.
Hauled out nightly to curbside locations,
these wagons offered walk-up service to
nocturnal urbanites and late-shift factory

Continued on page 6

The Salem Diner's “Streamliner”
design was introduced by the
J.B. Judkins Co. of Merrimac,
Massachusetts.
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Director’s Notes
Cara H. Metz

What an exciting time to be
at the MHC! I joined the staff in

July, and I am delighted by the opportunity
to be part of the historic preservation com-
munity in Massachusetts. The combination
of a state so rich in significant resources
and a talented and dedicated staff at the
MHC presents a wonderful challenge to
take historic preservation in Massachusetts
to new heights.

I enjoyed meeting so many people at the
2001 Massachusetts Preservation Confer-
ence in Amherst at the end of September. It
was an exciting day that gave us the oppor-
tunity to learn new approaches to preserva-
tion challenges and to meet people that
bring so many different talents to this field.
This year’s theme, New Community Visions,
was a perfect opportunity to begin to col-

A Message from the Chairman
William Francis Galvin

cultural resources management and muse-
ums. I look forward to working with her as
we continue to preserve Massachusetts’ sig-
nificant historic properties and archaeologi-
cal sites.

As we move toward a new year, please take
a moment to respond to the request for
comments on MHC’s annual work pro-
gram that is on page 11 of the Advocate.
The annual work program guides the
MHC’s preservation initiatives each year.
One of our goals is to improve our out-
reach efforts. Your input will help us to en-
joy another successful year in 2002 and to
maintain the Commonwealth’s role as a na-
tional leader in historic preservation. Please
send your comments directly to Cara Metz
and feel free to contact her directly if you
have questions about the MHC’s programs
or would like more information.‰

It has been another banner year
for historic preservation in Massachu-

setts. Round 8 of the Massachusetts Preser-
vation Projects Fund saw requests from 114
applicants competing for $4 million—a
sign of the strength of the program to pro-
vide funding directly where it is needed
most: direct grants to municipalities and
non-profit organizations to restore histori-
cally significant properties.

In May the MHC awarded preservation
awards to many Commonwealth communi-
ties and individuals celebrating everything
from preserving significant school buildings
to lifetime contributions to Massachusetts
archaeology.

In July I was pleased to welcome Cara Metz
as Executive Director of the Massachusetts
Historical Commission. Ms. Metz comes to
the MHC from Virginia’s SHPO office and
brings an impressive array of experience in

laborate with people from diverse back-
grounds and learn more about specific
goals and issues such as the Community
Preservation Act.

I am looking forward to continuing this
theme. Here at MHC, we will be looking
for ways to reach out to new audiences.
Our challenge will be to develop our pro-
grams to meet the needs of the communi-
ties we serve. We will be finding ways to
provide the necessary preservation tools to
community leaders, and use success stories
to stimulate further preservation efforts.

I am looking forward to working with you,
and I hope that you will contact me if you
have any questions or comments about any
of our programs.‰
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PRESERVATION WORKS!
Elsa Fitzgerald

F or over 15 years, the Massachusetts Preservation Projects
Fund  (MPPF) has contributed significantly to the preserva-

tion of the historic buildings, landscapes, objects, structures, and
sites that distinguish Massachusetts. Historic cultural resources, in
both public and non-profit ownership and use, frequently suffer
from deferred maintenance, incompatible or lack of use, and the
threat of demolition. Funding from the MPPF ensures the contin-
ued use and integrity of these important community resources,
which represent a significant portion of the Commonwealth’s heri-
tage and make Massachusetts a special place for residents and visi-
tors alike.

Accomplishments

Since the resumption of the MPPF in fiscal year 1995, over $30
million have been awarded to date. The final round of available
funds will be allocated this October. Over the next year all
$36,000,000 allocated for the program will be committed for
projects in need. This represents a total investment (with matching
funds) of greater than $60 million. MPPF’s momentum makes the
difference for projects and communities across the Common-
wealth. The word is out! On a daily basis, the MHC receives calls
from community members seeking technical assistance and news
about a hopeful next round of funding.

Key Features of the MPPF

• The Massachusetts Preservation Projects Fund (MPPF) is a
state-funded matching grant program that supports the preser-
vation of historic buildings, landscapes, objects, structures,
and sites listed or, in certain circumstances, eligible for listing
in the State Register of Historic Places and owned by a mu-
nicipality or non-profit organization.

• All MPPF grants require that a property owner agree to a
Preservation Restriction that ensures that the property will re-
tain its historic character in perpetuity and represents a public
insurance policy for the use of state funds. Some grants have
provision for a special endowment fund that sets aside funds
for property maintenance.

• The MPPF program has been able to preserve, rehabilitate, re-
store, acquire, and stabilize close to 440 historic resources in
151 communities from 1995 to 2001.

• The program has served as critical seed money to revitalize
downtowns and residential neighborhoods. It has proven that
a small amount of money can go a long way and make a big
difference.

• Once-derelict buildings have become vibrant and valuable
components of their communities while landscape features of
parks and playgrounds have been restored.

• During the course of the program, well-over 600 construc-
tion-related jobs were created in the various areas of roofing,
masonry, carpentry, and universal access as well as the conser-
vation arts such as stained glass window and sculpture restora-
tion.

Looking to the Future

Despite worthy and compelling grant applications for significant
resources, some 195 projects—representing over $13 million in
grant requests—could not be funded over the years with the avail-
able dollars. Beyond this existing demonstrated need, there are un-
known quantities of projects that were not ready to apply. For
many organizations, securing the required match took much longer
than expected, but they are ready now with funds in hand for their
historic property, but sadly, no future MPPF rounds are scheduled!
Reauthorization of funds for the MPPF is at a critical point. Please
let your legislator know how important the continuation of the
MPPF is to your community!

The Commonwealth’s historic resources are visible and critical as-
sets in the people’s decisions to live, work, visit, and invest in Mas-
sachusetts. The MPPF demonstrates that Preservation Works! ‰

The Rice-Bangs House in Springfield after restoration for use
as non-profit housing.
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Local Preservation Update
Christopher Skelly

One day a significant building is there,
the next day it is completely gone.

Has this happened in your town? De-
spite increasing public awareness of

the importance of historic buildings to our
communities, many still face demolition.
There are tools available, however, that can
buy some time during which positive alter-
natives to demolition can be suggested. For
example, the use of demolition delay bylaws
as a local preservation tool has greatly ex-
panded in the last few years. There are now
over 75 cities and towns in Massachusetts
that have some type of demolition delay by-
law. If your community does not currently
have a demolition delay bylaw, the MHC
encourages you to find out more about this
useful tool.

Generally, in a town with a demolition de-

Which would you rather see in your town, a pile of debris or a successfully pre-
served historic building such as this house, which escaped demolition by the town’s
effective use of a demolition delay bylaw?

Continued on page 9

lay bylaw, a property owner requesting a
demolition permit from the Building De-
partment must first receive approval from
the local historical commission. If the local
historical commission determines that the
building is preferably preserved, a delay pe-
riod is imposed. Most delay periods in
Massachusetts are six months. The Massa-
chusetts Historical Commission encourages
communities to pursue a 12 month demoli-
tion delay period, however, because of the
time-consuming planning efforts that are
usually necessary when rehabilitation or
moving an historic building are pursued. A
demolition delay bylaw cannot prevent
demolitions indefinitely, but they can effec-
tively provide some precious time to find
an alternative to demolition.

Typically, there are three types of demoli-
tion delay bylaws: Age, Categorical, and
List. With an age bylaw, all properties
meeting a certain age criterion are subject
to review by the historical commission. For
instance, many age bylaws state that only
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Technical Assistance Tips
Ann Lattinville and Carol DiNinno

Sometimes you don’t know what you’ve lost until it’s gone! So
often we underestimate just how significant historic windows

are to the overall appearance of a building. Windows of course
are functional, providing light and ventilation to a building’s in-
terior, but windows also add to the personality of a building—
whether the building is a high-style design or a simple,
vernacular one, windows are an important and character-defin-
ing feature.

Windows can be primary indicators of age and can be the sign
that a building has had a presence in the community for quite
some time. Layers of paint and glazing
putty, time-worn glass, and other signs of
age contribute to the way in which we
perceive a building. Also, specific design
features such as window shape or type,
muntin patterns, the number of panes per
sash, or elaborate exterior trim help to de-
fine the building’s architectural style. Be-
cause the window’s contribution to our
perception of the building as old can be
subtle, we sometimes only notice how im-
portant the windows were to the way in
which a building “reads” when the win-
dows are removed and replaced.

So why is it that so many windows end up in the landfills? His-
toric wood windows, for example, were generally constructed of
hardwoods such as oak or ash and are more substantial than
similar units manufactured today. Windows can last, if properly
maintained, for hundreds of years. Yet windows are quickly dis-
appearing from our communities’ old buildings. Concerns re-
garding energy codes, the presence of lead paint, a perceived

level of required maintenance, and ease of operability are typi-
cally the forces driving replacement.

A prime example of how drastic window alterations can affect a
building is the Peabody Institute Library in Peabody, Massachu-
setts. The Library was constructed in 1854 in the popular
Italianate style (c. 1840–1880) and is defined as such by not
only the bold bracketed cornice and two-story tower addition,
but more prominently by the monumental arch-top windows
with their distinctive circular tracery patterns and elaborate
brownstone window surrounds.

The building’s architectural integrity was
severely and disturbingly compromised in
the late 1960s and early 1970s when the
historic windows were replaced with stan-
dard aluminum replacement windows and
in-fill panels while the aging stone sur-
rounds were cut back and capped with
colored cement. Despite the
manufacturer’s grand claims to the con-
trary, just 20 years later, the aluminum
windows began to fail, were difficult to
operate, and their complex operating and
finish systems impossible to maintain.
Also, the aluminum in-fill panels either

began to separate from their backing or fall out. Note how dra-
matically the library building is transformed through the aid of a
Massachusetts Preservation Projects Fund grant with the installa-
tion of new, high-quality, single-glazed wood windows with in-
terior energy panels and beautifully carved brownstone
surrounds—all faithfully replicated to match the original historic
design! ‰

 If “eyes are the
windows to the
soul,” then windows
are the eyes of a
building.

The Peabody Institute Library, built in 1854 (left), used an MPPF grant to replace aluminum replacement windows (center)
installed in the late 1960s or early 1970s with high-quality, energy efficient, wood windows. The new windows (right) restored
the building to its former beauty. (Photo at left is courtesy of the Society for the Preservation of New England Antiquities.)
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workers after other eating establishments
had closed. Soon lunch wagon manufactur-
ers were producing units large enough for
customers to stand or sit inside while they
ate. By the early years of the 20th century,
companies were producing portable lunch
cars designed to be set up more-or-less per-
manently on off-street sites, and in the
early 1920s the manufacturers themselves
started to refer to these stationary lunch
cars as “diners.” A rare, well-preserved ex-
ample from the stationary lunch car era is
Casey’s Diner (1922, right) in Natick, very
likely the oldest operating diner in Massa-
chusetts. This typical barrel-roofed, “ten-
stooler” on wheels was, at 10 by 20 feet, the
smallest unit manufactured by the Worces-
ter Lunch Car Company at the time.

Although diners were produced in cities
from Lynn to Springfield, Worcester was
the state’s preeminent center of diner
manufacturing. The Worcester Lunch Car
Company built 651 lunch cars and diners
between 1907 and 1957, and the
Company’s wood-framed, barrel-roofed,
porcelain-enameled, steel clad units domi-
nated New England’s diner landscape from
the 1920s through the 1940s. The Boule-

vard Diner (1936) in Worcester and
Wilson’s Diner (1949, pictured on page 8)
in Waltham, with their characteristic
wooden booths, tile interior walls, and
marble countertops, are among the best ex-
amples of the historic diner form most
closely associated with Massachusetts.

Other in-state firms included the J.G. Brill
Company, which manufactured monitor-
roofed, rail car type diners in Springfield
through its subsidiary, the Wason Manu-
facturing Company. A rare surviving ex-
ample is the Capitol Diner (1928) in Lynn.
Though it only operated briefly from 1936
to 1942, Sterling Diners, operated by J.B.
Judkins Company of Merrimac, Massachu-
setts, is significant for first introducing to
Massachusetts a distinctive “streamliner”
design that can be seen in the Salem Diner
(1941, pictured on page 1) in Salem. The
Sterling Streamliner model combined
modular design with a more contoured,
aerodynamic look featured most promi-
nently in curved, “shovel-nosed” end walls.
In response to the Streamliner, the Worces-
ter Lunch Car Company introduced its
own, “semi-streamliner” design, which fea-
tured canted end walls but retained the
company’s traditional interior finishes. A

Diners (Continued from page 1)

“Semi-Streamliner” designs, such as the Rosebud in Somerville’s Davis Square area, were
built by the Worcester Lunch Car Company to compete with other local companies.

Casey’s Diner in Natick is likely the oldest operating d

The Agawam diner in Rowley, Massachusetts is a well
of Massachusetts.
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recently restored example is the Rosebud
Diner (1941, pictured far left and page 8) in
Somerville.

From the outset, diners were imported to
the Commonwealth from other northeast-
ern manufacturers, and one of the earliest
surviving diners in the state, Ted’s Diner
(1920s) in Milford, was built by Jerry
O’Mahoney, Inc., of Elizabeth, New Jersey.
By the 1950s out-of-state manufacturers
were making significant inroads in the
Massachusetts diner market, and the larger,
sectional, steel-frame, stainless-steel clad
units produced in New York and New Jer-
sey dominated the post-war diner scene,
even as the Worcester Lunch Car Company
continued to produce (and often remodel)
its traditional, barrel-roofed units. The
newer forms typically included mirrors, ter-
razzo floors, pastel color schemes and large
plate glass windows. They also emphasized
full table and booth service. Both these de-
velopments were in marked contrast to the
oak, marble, and tile finishes and counter
operations of an earlier diner era. Well pre-
served examples of the 1950s era of stain-
less-steel, Formica, and neon include Al
Mac’s Diner-Restaurant (1953) in Fall

Corner Lunch, Worcester, MA.

River, built by De Raffele Diner Mfg., New
Rochelle, New York; Al’s Diner (1958) in
Chicopee, built by Master Diners,
Pequannock, New Jersey; and the Agawam
Diner (1954) in Rowley (pictured at left),
built by the Fodero Dining Car Company,
Bloomfield, New Jersey.

The listing of diners of Massachusetts on
the National Register of Historic Places re-
flects both a celebration of the historical
and architectural significance of these dis-
tinctive buildings and recognition of the
threats to their continued survival. Many
diners continue to be popular and success-
ful family-run enterprises, and recent years
have also seen a strengthening of interest in
restoration and rehabilitation. Yet diners
are by their nature very moveable, and aside
from losses to fire and demolition, their in-
creasing popularity and value has meant
that Massachusetts has exported many of its
historic diners to new out-of-state loca-
tions. The challenge remains to keep the
diners of Massachusetts commercially vi-
able within the neighborhoods and com-
munities that they have traditionally served.

diner in Massachusetts.

l-preserved example of diners manufactured outside
Continued on next page
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For Further Reading:

• The Diners of Massachusetts Multiple Property Submission
prepared by Kathleen Kelly Broomer, on file at the MHC and
online at our website www.state.ma.us/sec/mhc

• Richard J. S. Gutman, American Diner Then and Now. Balti-
more: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000. ‰

Diners (Continued from page 7)

Interior of the Rosedbud Diner in Somerville.Interior of Wilson’s Diner in Waltham.

Diners on the National Register

• Agawam Diner (1954), Rowley

• Al Mac’s Diner (1953), Fall River

• Al’s Diner (1958), Chicopee

• Boulevard Diner (1935), Worcester

• Capitol Diner (1928), Lynn

• Casey’s Diner (1922), Natick

• Corner Lunch (1955), Worcester

• Main Street Diner (1952), Woburn

• Miss Florence Diner (1941), Northampton

• The Rosebud (1941), Somerville

• The Salem Diner (1941), Salem

• Ted’s Diner (1925), Milford

• Town Diner (1947), Watertown

• Wilson’s Diner (1949), Waltham
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LPC Update
(Continued from page 4)

buildings that are at least 50 or 75 years old
are subject to the demolition delay bylaw.
This type of bylaw is best for towns that have
not yet comprehensively identified the his-
toric resources in their community. Categori-
cal bylaws include all properties in certain
categories. Categories might include invento-
ried properties, properties on the State Regis-
ter of Historic Places, or properties pending
for inclusion on the National Register of His-
toric Places. With a list bylaw, only properties
included on an address list maintained by the

Did You Know?

What do the Necco wafer,
Marshmallow Fluff, and the Fig

Newton have in common? These and
many other foods of our childhood
originated in Massachusetts. The Necco
wafer, the product of the New England
Confectionery Corporation that sparks
when snapped in two on a dark, dry
night, is still manufactured on Massa-
chusetts Avenue in Cambridge. Marsh-
mallow Fluff, the key ingredient in
every child’s favorite Fluffernutter sand-
wich, is still produced in Lynn, where it
was first manufactured at the end of
World War I.

And did you
know that the Fig Newton is also a
Cambridge native, born in the late 19th
century as one of a number of bakery
items made by the Kennedy Biscuit
Company and named for Boston-area
suburbs? Information about these and
other Massachusetts products appears in
many of the MHC’s inventory and Na-
tional Register files.

Stay tuned to future newsletters for
more fun facts about people, places, and
things whose roots are in the Common-
wealth.

local historical commission are subject to the
demolition delay bylaw. The advantage of
this bylaw is that it is easier for the historical
commission, the building inspector, and the
public to know whether a property is subject
to the demolition delay bylaw. Only those
towns that have comprehensively identified,
inventoried, and/or designated their historic
resources should consider a categorical or list
bylaw. In all cases, local historical commis-
sions must remain pro-active in the future in
identifying properties that should be added.

There are many examples throughout Mas-
sachusetts of buildings that have been
saved due to a demolition delay bylaw.
These examples are summarized in Preser-
vation through Bylaws and Ordinances a
guidebook available by contacting the
MHC. For a copy or for more information
on demolition delay bylaws, contact Chris
Skelly at the MHC.‰

Massachusetts Fast Facts
� The top 10 cities and towns with the
highest number of properties included in
the Inventory of Historic Assets of the
Commonwealth are:

This garage in Brookline is one of the many unique resources listed in the Inven-
tory of Historic Assests of the Commonwealth.

� Only 6 of Massachusetts’s 351 towns
have never appointed local historical com-
missions—that’s less than 2%!

� Candlepin bowling, one of New
England’s unique pastimes, was developed
c. 1880 in Worcester—another piece of
bowling history in Massachusetts!

� The Toll House cookie was developed in
1937 in the town of Whitman. Find more
Massachusetts Fast Food Facts to the right.

6. Newburyport
7. Brookline
8. Worcester
9. New Bedford
10. Barnstable

1. Boston
2. Newton
3. Salem
4. Springfield
5. Lowell
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wealth Museum or to schedule a field trip.

For use in your classroom, a curriculum on
archaeology is available free of charge by call-
ing the MHC. “The Archaeology of Boston’s
Big Dig: A Classroom Guide for Grades 5–
8” can be used alone or in conjunction with
a field trip to the Commonwealth Museum.

The MHC also has an archaeology kit for
classroom use. The kit includes books for
teachers and students and “artifacts” from a
fabricated site. A binder of exercises is in-
cluded to help your class interpret the site.
Teachers may sign out the kit for two-week
intervals and must pick up and return the
kits to the MHC.

There are many ways to incorporate archae-
ology into your classroom. It can take some
creative curriculum development to add ar-
chaeology to your regular educational pro-
grams, but I’m sure the rewards will be
significant. If you have questions about in-
corporating archaeology into your class-
room or suggestions for our archaeology
education program, please call the Archae-
ology Lab at the MHC and let us help.‰

The Massachusetts Historical Commis-
sion and the Commonwealth Museum
are always looking for new ideas.

If you have suggestions for educational
products that would help you in your
classroom or that you would like to see
at the museum, please let us know.

We’re also interested in what formats
and media are most useful for your
classes (websites, CD-ROMs, transpar-
encies, lesson plans, etc.)

Please email ann-eliza.lewis@sec.state.ma.us
or call the MHC to share your ideas
with us.

No Digging Required:
Archaeology in the Classroom
Ann-Eliza Lewis

Wouldn’t it be exciting to travel back
in time to learn first-hand about the

past? Just imagine walking the streets of
Boston circa 1630 or joining a group of
Native American women as they teach their
daughters to make clay cooking pots. It
would be the perfect way to study the past.
But until time travel is perfected, the Mas-
sachusetts Historical Commission has a few
alternatives for teachers looking to take a
creative approach to history by exploring
Massachusetts’s many historic buildings
and archaeological sites. The MHC cares
for the Commonwealth’s archaeological
heritage, and we have a number of sugges-
tions for adding archaeology to your class-
room curriculum.

Think Like an Archaeologist

Archaeological study provides a unique way
to look at the past. Archaeologists are not
interested in simply finding interesting or
pretty objects; they want to understand
how people lived in the past. How did
people provide food, clothing, and shelter
for their families? What types of religions
were practiced? How was a society orga-
nized? Why did people settle in a particular
place, and how did the geography affect
their lives? What was the political situation?
How did major historical events affect the
lives of average citizens?

At first it may seem strange to “do history”
by looking at artifacts, but artifacts are
what distinguishes the human animal from
most other animals. Not every person in
the past could read and write, but everyone
had “things,” which archaeologists would
call artifacts. Some artifacts were necessary
for day-to-day survival (such as shelters and
clothing), others were luxuries, and many
things served multiple purposes. Clothes
for example are necessary for survival, but
can also be expressions of personal style,

identity, status, and wealth.

Because archaeologists focus on material
culture rather than written records, archae-
ology opens to researchers the lives of many
people who have no written record as well
as those people whose written history is sus-
pect because of the motives and biases of
the people who wrote it. Archaeology’s fo-
cus on human behavior and culture can
make it an interesting and useful addition
to your history or social studies classrooms.
It’s also well suited to interdisciplinary
units that can be developed with science,
math, art, and language arts teachers.

MHC’s Archaeology
Education Program

The MHC has programs that can help you
add archaeology to your classroom. First,
why not consider a field trip to Highway to
the Past, the exhibit on the archaeology of
the Big Dig at the Commonwealth Mu-
seum. Located in the Massachusetts Ar-
chives Building, the exhibit has already  had
more than 10,000 students pass through its
doors to learn about Massachusetts’s his-
tory and prehistory. There are archaeolo-
gist-led programs available for grades 3
through 12. Please call the MHC’s Archae-
ology Lab for information about these and
other programs offered at the Common-
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The Massachusetts Historical Commission is conducting its yearly planning process for
2002. Each State Historic Preservation Office is required to provide the National

Park Service with a copy of the plan by late fall each year, and the plan is tied to the fed-
eral fiscal year. We are very interested in your input as we develop our priorities for the
coming year.

MHC will of course continue to administer core programs, including the National Regis-
ter Program in Massachusetts, survey for significant properties, review of federal projects
for their effects on cultural resources, survey and planning grants, the preservation tax in-
centive program, and the certified local government program. We will continue to provide
information, education, and assistance in preservation matters. We would, however, like
your input on the ways in which we administer these programs. We are especially inter-
ested in your responses to the following questions:

1. How do you think the MHC could best assist in the preservation of minority-
related and owned properties?

2. What kinds of technical assistance from MHC would most benefit your
community?

3. What kinds of publications could the MHC produce to assist preservation
efforts in your area?

4. How could the MHC publications that you are aware of be made more user
friendly?

5. How could electronic media, including the MHC website, be made more
accessible and helpful?

6. What would local preservation commissions like to see done in historic preser-
vation next year?

Please send your suggestions for the annual work program to Cara H. Metz, Executive Direc-
tor, Massachusetts Historical Commission, 220 Morrissey Boulevard, Boston, MA 02125 by
November 15, 2001. Email responses may be sent to cara.metz@sec.state.ma.us. ‰

Point the Way to MHC
Set your browser to www.state.ma.us/sec/mhc to
learn more about:

• Grants

• Workshops & Exhibits

• Historic Places for Historic Parties

• Publications & Forms

• Programs

Keep checking back for the latest MHC news, information, and forms.

Preservation Advocate
is published throughout the year and sent
free upon request by the Massachusetts His-
torical Commission, 220 Morrissey Boule-
vard, Boston, MA, 02125. If receiving more
than one Preservation Advocate, please con-
tact MHC. Tel: (617) 727-8470; Fax: (617)
727-5128;  www.state.ma.us/sec/mhc.

William Francis Galvin, Secretary of the Com-
monwealth and Chairman, MHC

Cara H. Metz, Executive Director

Ann-Eliza H. Lewis, Editor

Thomas M. Blazej, Designer

The Preservation Advocate has been fi-
nanced in part with Federal funds from
the National Park Service, U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior. The contents and
opinions do not necessarily reflect the
view or policies of the Department of the
Interior. Under Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, Section 504 of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973, and the Age Discrimina-
tion Act of 1975, the U.S. Department of
the Interior prohibits discrimination on
the basis of race, color, national origin,
handicap or age in its Federally assisted
programs. If you believe you have been
discriminated against in any program, ac-
tivity, or facility as described above, or if
you desire further information, please
write to: Director, Equal Opportunity Pro-
gram, U.S. Department of the Interior, Na-
tional Park Service, P.O. Box 37127,
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127.

15,000 Fall 2001

The Massachusetts Historical Commission
(MHC), the State Historic Preservation Of-
fice, was established by the legislature in
1963 to identify, evaluate and protect the
important historical and archaeological as-
sets of the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts. Program areas include Preservation
Planning, Grants, Public Information, and
Technical Services. The MHC is a division
of the Office of the Secretary of the Com-
monwealth, William Francis Galvin.

Seeking Your Input
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Highway to the Past
Because of the surprising popularity and de-
mand for copies of the MHC’s new booklet
Highway the to the Past: The Archaeology of
Boston’s Big Dig, we have recently completed a
second printing.

The writing and first printing of 10,000 cop-
ies was made possible by a generous grant
from The Gillette Company. We distributed
free copies to every school and public library

in Massachusetts and to the general pub-
lic upon request.

If you would like a copy of Highway to
the Past: The Archaeology of Boston’s Big
Dig, call the MHC and we will be happy
to send you one. If you prefer, email
your request, including your complete
address to ann-eliza.lewis@sec.state.ma.us.

What is it?
One of an archaeologist’s first jobs after

an excavation is to identify all the ar-
tifacts. While some are identified easily,
others take a little thought, and some re-
main mysteries. What do you think the ar-
tifact pictured here is? Look closely; it was a
surprisingly common artifact in the early
20th century.

For the answer and for a description of the
site where these artifacts were excavated go
to the MHC’s website www.sec.state.ma/
sec/mhc. Check every Advocate to see a new
artifact. ‰

Ann-Eliza H. Lewis, Editor
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