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ORDER AUTHORIZING STUDY

(House, No. 3974 of 1965)

Ordered, That the Legislative Research Council be directed to investigate and 
study the subject matter of current house document numbered 284, establish
ing a historic preservation program for cities and towns, and to file the results 
of its statistical research and fact-finding with the clerk of the senate from 
time to time but not later than the last Wednesday of January, nineteen 
hundred and sixty-six.

Adopted:
By the House of Representatives, June 15, 1965
By the Senate, in concurrence, June SI, 1965
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE 
SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives.

GENTLEMEN: — In compliance with House Order, No. 3974 the 
Legislative Research Council submits herewith a report prepared 
by the Legislative Research Bureau relative to establishing an his
toric preservation program for cities and towns.

The Legislative Research Bureau is restricted by statute to 
“statistical research and fact-finding,” and hence this report con
tains only factual materials without recommendations or legislative 
proposals. It does not necessarily reflect the opinions of the under
signed members of the Legislative Research Council.

Respectfully submitted,

MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE 
RESEARCH COUNCIL 

Se n . MAURICE A. DONAHUE o f  Hampden,
Chairman

R e p . CHARLES L. SHEA of Quincy,
Vice Chairman 

S en . STANLEY J, ZAROD of Hampden 
S en . JOHN F. PARKER of Bristol 
S en . ALLAN F. JONES 

of Cape and Plymouth 
Rep. PAUL A. CATALDO of Franklin 
R ep. BELDEN G. BLY, JR. of Saugus 
Rep. STEPHEN T. CHMURA of Holyoke 
Rep. JAMES F. CONDON of Boston 
R ep. DAVID M. BARTLEY of Holyoke 
R ep. SIDNEY Q. CURTISS of Sheffield 
Rep. HARRISON CHADWICK 

of Winchester
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE 
LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL

To the Members of the Legislative Research Council:

GENTLEMEN: — The joint order, House, No. 3974 of 1965, re
printed on the inside of the front cover of this report, requires the 
Legislative Research Council to study the subject matter of House, 
No. 284 of 1965 which proposes an act establishing an historic 
preservation program for Massachusetts municipalities. Under the 
proposal, state financial aid would be extended to localities for 
historic preservation projects approved by the Secretary of the 
Commonwealth.

Accordingly, the Legislative Research Bureau submits such a 
report herewith. Its scope and content have been determined by 
statutory provisions which limit Bureau output to factual reports 
without recommendations.

The preparation of this report was the primary responsibility of 
Professor Lashley G. Harvey of Boston University, a consultant to 
the Legislative Research Bureau.

Respectfully submitted,

HERMAN C. LOEFFLER,
Director, Legislative Research Bureau
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AN  HISTORIC PRESERV A TIO N  P R O G R A M  FOR CITIES AN D  TO W N S  

SU M M A R Y  O F  REPORT

In 1965, Representative John F. Dolan of Ipswich proposed leg
islation which would establish a state-aided historic preservation 

program for the cities and towns of Massachusetts (House, No. 
284). On recommendation of the House Ways and Means Com
mittee, that proposal was referred by the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate to the Legislative Research Council for study 

sfc and a report by late January 1966 (Joint Order, House, No. 3974).
Accordingly, this report examines the various facets of the Dolan 

sfc proposal under the six chapter headings of (1) Introduction, (2) 
III General Background, (3) Pressures for Historic Preservation, (4) 
sfe Federal Programs, (5) Programs Elsewhere, and (6) Present and
i i  Proposed Public Historic Preservation Policy in Massachusetts.

i i  H ouse, N o. 28 4  (Dolan Proposal)

House, No. 284 of 1965, proposes a new amendment of the 1963 
p- statute which established a 12-member Massachusetts Historical 

Commission in the Department of the State Secretary and au- 
ityi thorized the 39 cities and 312 towns of the state to create their 
mtt own local historical commissions (c. 697).

That 1963 law, as subsequently amended, extends protection to 
sites and structures certified as “historic landmarks”  by the state 
commission and duly recorded in the county registries of deeds 
under prescribed procedures. Such historic landmarks may not be 
taken by eminent domain without “ leave of the general court 
specially obtained” ; nor may certain alterations be made to such 

| landmarks without the approval of the state commission.
Local historical commissions of from three to seven members 

— appointed by the mayor, manager or selectmen — may be 
established “ for the preservation, promotion and development of 
historical assets” . These local commissions may engage in research
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relative to historic preservation and seek coordination of the pres
ervation efforts of local organizations. With the approval of the 
city council or town board of selectmen, a local historical commis
sion may recommend certification of historic sites and structures 
as “historic landmarks”  to the state historical commission. No 
state grants-in-aid are now provided for these local activities.

The Dolan proposal, House, No. 284, is concerned only with 
those municipalities which adopted the optional statute providing 
for the establishment of such local historical commissions (G.L. 
c. 40, s. 8D). That bill would authorize the Secretary of the Com-  ̂
monwealth, and the Massachusetts Historical Commission of which 
he is chairman, to extend state financial assistance to such munici
palities, by reimbursing them for not more than 75 percent of 
the cost incurred by the locality for state-approved acquisitions 
of properties of historic significance. The proposed new state aid 
would also he limited to those acquisition costs which the Secre
tary of the Commonwealth “ shall determine to he equitable in 
consideration of anticipated public benefits from such projects”. 
In m a k in g  commitments under this program, the Secretary would 
be required to stay within the limits of funds appropriated for the 
program by the General Court.

The Dolan proposal relative to historical com m issions  would not 
affect historic district com m issions  established by localities to ad
minister special building code and zoning requirements designed 
to preserve the appearance of areas zoned as historic districts 
under general or special law. These two types of local bodies are 
not to be confused.

Constitutional A sp ects

There is little doubt as to the constitutionality of the Dolan 
proposal, House, No. 284 of 1965.

The Constitution of Massachusetts authorizes the Commonwealth 
and municipalities to acquire by eminent domain “ properties of 
historical or antiquarian interest” , declaring that their preservar 
tion and maintenance “ is a public use” . (Amendment Article II, 
adopted in 1918.) This provision establishes the authority to ac
quire such properties of this type in the exercise of police power. 
The General Laws also authorize municipalities to appropriate
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money to pay for such acquisitions. Grants-in-aid as a procedure 
have been upheld in ail states since the federal Supreme Court 
decision in M a ssa ch u setts  v. M e llo n , (1923). It is a common practice 
in this Commonwealth to grant financial assistance to counties 
and municipalities which comply with prescribed requirements.

The procedures proposed by House, No. 284 are: (1) That the 
municipality must appropriate local funds to finance the project; 

' (2) that an application must then be filed with the Secretary of 
the Commonwealth requesting reimbursement; and (3) that the 

■j| Secretary then have authority to grant such assistance as is avail- 
* able for the purpose from state appropriations, for up to 75 per- 
' cent of the cost of the acquisitions depending on the historic 
■ merits of the properties.

1 Substantive C on sideratio ns

Many old properties are being destroyed in order to accom- 
! modate the rapid growth of the national economy as metropolitan
I population concentrations expand, urban renewal and redevelop- 
m ment activity become more extensive, and demands mount for

more new superhighways. Thus, of the 10,000 building structures 
listed in the Historic American Buildings Survey archives in the

II Library of Congress, from 40 to 45 percent were destroyed in
III the decade from 1955 to 1965.

Massachusetts has more historic landmarks owned by the Fed- 
 ̂ era! Government and certified as of historic merit than any other 

s( state in the Union. More than 800 of the building structures in
cluded in the Historic American Buildings Survey archives in the 
Library of Congress are to be found in this state. There is scarcely 
a municipality without one or more. At present most historic prop- 

U erties and landmarks in Massachusetts are in private ownership.
A much smaller number of them are owned by the Commonwealth, 

4 counties or municipalities.
(jU Historic sites are the major attraction for tourists who visit 
an Massachusetts, according to surveys by the State Department of 
id Commerce, and by the Research Department of the Federal Re
in i serve Bank of Boston. The State Department estimates that tour- 
g, ism amounts to $410 million of business in Massachusetts. Besides 
pj being a tourist attraction, historic properties and districts in mu-
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nicipalities are an economic asset in that they increase real pro
perty values in their vicinity.

Because of its concern with problems of urban growth, the Fed
eral Government has increased federal acquisitions of historic sites 
and has provided protection and financial assistance for historical 
preservation in federal programs for urban renewal, conservation, 
and outdoor recreation.

A number of states, especially the more industrialized ones with 
growing metropolitan complexes (such as Califorma, Minnesota,^ ■ 
New York and Pennsylvania), have conducted comprehensive* I 
studies of their conservation, recreational, and historic preserva
tion programs in order to adjust to the changing economy and 
to take advantage of federal assistance. These four states are in 
the process of perfecting comprehensive programs which in Cali
fornia and Pennsylania provide state aid to local subdivisions for 
historic preservation, along with conservation and preservation 
programs.

Massachusetts has taken the lead in New England in developing 
an historic preservation program by: (1) creating the Massachu- j  
sets Historical Commission and authorizing its municipalities to 
establish historical commissions; (2) authorizing the creation of 
historic districts in municipalities; (S) and providing a plan for 
certification of historic landmarks which prevents their being taken 
by eminent domain without legislative approval.

A rgum ents For a n d  A g a in st Dolan P roposal

Pro ponent V ie w s . Those who support House, No. 284 of 1965 
contend that historic preservation through private initiative can
not be depended upon to move rapidly enough to preserve the 
landmarks threatened with destruction. They also hold that some 
historic properties presently maintained for the public benefit can 
no longer be maintained from private contributions. Hence, these 
proponents feel that state and municipal financial participation in | 
historic preservation is vital if priceless historical assets are not 
to be lost.

Proponents further contend that the Dolan proposal, House, 
No. 284, moves modestly in this direction. They anticipate no mass 
acquisition of properties by municipalities, since state aid would
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be provided only on approval of the Secretary of the Common
wealth, subject to standards of the Massachusetts Historical Com
mission. Hie argument for public expenditure for preservation does 
not rest on historic merit alone but on its economic value as a 
tourist attraction and its influence in helping to increase property 
values.

O p p o n e n t V ie w s . Opposition to the Dolan proposal centers on 
the contention that neither the Commonwealth nor its munici- 

I palities can afford to finance a program for the acquisition and 
maintenance of old properties. On this score, they cite the severe 
budgetary and tax problems confronting the Legislature and local 
governments in 1965 because of educational and other needs of 
far greater priority than historical preservation.

Some opponents urge re-examination of our programs for con
servation and recreation, along with the proposed program for 
preservation of historic sites, in order to take greater advantage 
of federal assistance, and to assure proper coordination of the 
relevant activities of state and local agencies. These agencies in
clude: (a) the State Department of Natural Resources, which has 
been allotted $2 million by the Federal Government for conserva
tion and recreation purposes, including historic sites; (b) local con
servation commissions, to which aid is available via grants by that 
Department; and (c) local highway authorities who are not brought 
very actively into the decision-making process for historic pres
ervation.

Opposition is also expressed that the Dolan bill prescribes no 
standards for local acquisitions, and that problems may arise as 
a result of differing local criteria relative to the historical merits 
of sites proposed for acquisition. In contrast, other opponents ob
ject that the bill would subject local governments to too much 
state regulation.

Finally, there are opponents who feel that historic properties 
in the form of buildings should be restored for such use in view 
of the housing shortage.
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AN HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROGRAM 
FOR CITIES AND TOWNS

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

I
General Scope of Study

House Order, No. 3974 of 1965, reprinted on the inside of the 
front cover of this report, requires this study and report on the 
subject matter of House, No. 284 of 1965 relative to a state aided 
historic preservation program for the cities and towns of Massa
chusetts. That bill was introduced by Representative John F. 
Dolan of Ipswich, and subsequently referred by the General Court 
to the Legislative Research Council for study, as recommended 
by the House Committee on Ways and Means.

In the past the General Court, through various statutes, has 
supported movements to preserve important historic landmarks 
within the Commonwealth. These statutes have been of two ma
jor types: (1) acts permitting municipalities to establish historic 
districts, and (2) an act establishing the Massachusetts Historical 
Commission and authorizing municipalities to establish local his
torical commissions.

Historic districts, subject to control by local historic district com
missions, are entities for preserving the historic character of a 
defined neighborhood via special zoning and building regulations.
In contrast, local historical commissions are concerned primarily 
with studies relative to (1) the public acquisition of historical 
structures and sites, (2) the classification of such publicly or pri
vately owned facilities and sites as “historic landmarks” not sub
ject to the eminent domain laws, and (3) the coordination of 
local historic preservation activities.

Under the legislative proposal to be studied in this report 
(House, No. 284 of 1965), the already established public state
wide program for the preservation of historic landmarks would
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be strengthened by the addition of a scheme of state grants- 
in-aid toward the development of approved local projects of his
toric importance. Clearly, this proposal, if enacted, could provide 
an important state impetus for local public acquisitions of historic 
landmarks.

Acknowledgments
The Research Bureau wishes to express its gratitude for the 

valued assistance extended so generously during this study by 
many officials and private citizens within and without the Com
monwealth.

High on this list is the help received from the National Trust 
for Historic Preservation. Among the state personnel which co
operated generously was Dr. Richard W. Hale, Jr., State Archivist 
and Acting Chairman of the Massachusetts Historical Commis
sion.

Thanks are also expressed particularly to various governmental 
agencies, the Department of Natural Resources, the Department 
of Commerce, the Metropolitan District Commission, and the 
National Park Service, all of which went beyond the line of 
duty in compiling and assembling information.

Finally, many private citizens and local officials helped by 
giving the benefit of their wisdon and experience. We sincerely 
regret that they must remain anonyomous due to the length of 
the list.

Terms of House, No. 284 (Dolan Proposal)
House, No. 284 of 1965 would amend the statutory provision 

establishing the Massachusetts Historical Commission. It would 
grant state aid to cities and towns in their acquisition of build
ings and other properties of significant historical value that have 
been approved by the Secretary of the Commonwealth. State assis
tance would consist of a reimbursement of expenditures, not to 
exceed 75% of the total cost of “such project” .

Specifically, the Secretary of the Commonwealth would be au
thorized to assist those cities and towns which have established 
historical commissions under the relevant statute (G.L. c. 40, s. 
8D) “acquiring for public preservation - and use any buildings
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of significant historical value” as may be determined by said 
Secretary. The Secretary would be authorized to reimburse cities 
and towns for those acquisitions from funds appropriated by 
the General Court in the amounts determined by him to be 
equitable “ in consideration of anticipated public benefits from 
such project,” but not to exceed 75% of the cost thereof.

To be eligible for reimbursement, localities would be required 
to file applications with the Secretary of the Commonwealth, 
containing the following data:

a. The plans and information required by the Secretary.
b. Evidence that the municipality has voted to expend from its 

general fund (under G.L. c. 40, s. 5, clause 56) an amount 
equal to the cost of the project.

Reimbursement is withheld until the project has been completed 
to the satisfaction of the Secretary in accordance with the plans 
previously approved.

Grant-in-Aid Features of Dolan Proposal
Grants-in-aid vary in the requirements which must be met by 

the recipient level of governments. Under the proposal being 
studied (House, No. 284), the municipality must vote to approp
riate the full cost of the project and provide evidence of that 
fact before the Secretary of the Commonwealth may approve a 
project for state aid. This requirement eliminates the possibility 
of local contributions in the form of property, services, or ma
terials being used as a credit toward the local share of total 
costs, which constitutes the practice sometimes followed in Fed
eral grants. The wording of House No. 284 gives no final assur
ance that a project will be approved and hence of the extent 
of state aid up to a maximum of 75% of the cost of which will 
be forthcoming.

Under earlier statutory provisions (G.L. c. 40, ss. 5, 26 and 27 
as amended by Acts of 1965, c. 707) the state commission is re
quired to establish standards for the certification of landmarks 
and for their care and maintenance; the commission has estab
lished such standards for certification, which appear in Appendix 
B of this report. The proposal under consideration (House, No.
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284) does not, however, require that standards be in effect with 
which municipalities must comply before they may request state 
aid.

By statutory authorization (G.L. c. 40, s. 8D) a total of 15 
municipalities have adopted local historic commissions within the 
context of the state system and according to the above standards 
of certification. Ten were adopted in 1964 (Ipswich, Lancaster, 
Weymouth, Harwich, Marblehead, Newburyport, Canton, Welles
ley, Danvers and Pittsfield) and five in 1965 (Chicopee, Rehoboth, 

f  Grafton, Orleans and Beverly). Since there are no limitations on 
the sites selected, they may be located within historic districts 
established by general statutory authorization or by special act, 
ordinance or by law.

The selection of a building within an historic district may be 
welcomed by the governing body of the historic district. On the 
other hand, it may be opposed because it virtually takes private 
assets of the district for public use. It may also be opposed be
cause such an acquisition is likely to become a tourist attraction 
and draw many visitors who impede daily use of the area. Agree
ment among historic district authorities in the selection of historic 
sites which are situated within their historic districts, can only 
be made certain by appropriate modification of House, No. 284.

CHAPTER n. GENERAL BACKGROUND

Organization to Preserve Historic Sites

Present Statutory Basis. Proposed House No. 284 of 1965 would 
amend a 1963 statute creating the organizational patterns of pro
grams for the preservation of historic sites at both state and 
local levels (Chap. 697). This 1963 statute amended a number of 
chapters of the General Laws to establish a Statewide adminis
trative framework setting up a single Massachusetts State His- 

1 torical Commission, and to authorize the creation of municipal 
historical commissions. The following digest indicates the essential 
elements of the statutory background of the present legislative 
proposal. The full texts of the pertinent statutes are reprinted 
in Appendix C of this report
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STATE ORGANIZATION

Makewp of State Commission: The Massachusetts Historical Commission 
consists of 12 members, as follows:

Ex-Officio Members: The Secretary of the Commonwealth or his depart
mental designee, serving as Chairman; the Commissioner of Natural Rer 
sources; and the Commissioner of Commerce and Development^

Appointive Members without Compensation: Two members appointed by 
the Governor for 3-year terms; and seven members appointed for 3-year 
overlapping terms by the Secretary of the Commonwealth from panels of 
three nominees by each of the following organizations: (1) Bay State His
torical League; (2) Massachusetts Historical Society; (3) Society for the 
Preservation of New England Antiquities; (4) American Antiquarian So
ciety; (5) Trustees of Reservations; and (6) New England Historic and 
Genealogical Society, Inc. (These provisions constitute G.L. c. 9, s. 26).

Authority of State Commission. The State Commission advises the Sec
retary of the Commonwealth regarding historic assets; compiles and main
tains these assets; requests the chairman to examine certain sites and make 
recommendations concerning their historical significance; may, with the 
written consent of parties involved certify as historic landmarks those 
recommended sites deemed of substantial significance; and establish stand
ards for the care and management of certified landmarks which, as indi
cated below, may not be taken by eminent domain.

The Commission may (a) withdraw certification of a landmark for 
failure to meet maintenance standards; (b) after a hearing, may forbid 
alterations which seriously impair its historic value; and (c) make recom
mendations for preservation to proper governmental authorities or private 
groups.

The Superior Court is given jurisdiction in equity to enforce above pro- 
ure to meet maintenance standards; Ob) after a hearing, may forbid alter
ations which seriously impair its historic value; and (c) make recommend
ations for preservation to proper governmental authorities or private 
groups.

The Superior Court is given jurisdiction in equity to enforce above pro
visions, and, upon the petition of interested parties, may alter orders of the 
Commission. (These provisions are contained in G.L. c. 9, s. 27).

Authority of Secretary of the Commonwealth. The Secretary, on behalf 
of the Commonwealth, (a) accept gifts of real and personal property, in
cluding papers, documents, and moneys; Ob) provide 'technical and other 
assistance; and (c) disseminate information of an historic nature. He must 
annually publish a list of certified landmarks. (These provisions are con
tained in G.L. c. 9, s. 26).

No commission certification of deeds of historic landmarks is to take 
effect until recorded with county recorder of deeds without fee. With
drawal of certification is also to be so recorded.

Moneys received by the Secretary are to be turned over to the State 
Treasurer to be placed in a Trust Fund in manner prescribed by statute. 
(These provisions are contained in G.L. c.‘9,'s. 27;-see also G;L. e. TO, s. 16).
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LOCAL ORGANIZATION
City or Town Historical Commissions. Such looal bodies may be set up 

by any municipality which accepts this statutory provision. Commission 
membership is to consist of not less than three, nor more than seven, per
sons appointed for three year overlapping terms. Appointments are to oe 
made by mayors in cities under charter provisions; by managers in council- 
manager cities, also under charter provisions. In towns, appointments are 
to be made by selectmen; and in town-manager towns, by manager subject 
to approval of selectmen. Any member may be removed for cause by the 
appointing authority, subject to a public hearing if requested. (These pro
visions are contained in G. L. c. 40, s. 8D).

f  Authority of Local Commissions. City or town historical commissions
(a) conduct research for places of historic value, Ob) coordinate the activ
ities of unofficial bodies organized for similar purposes, (c) keep records 
of meetings and actions, and (d) file an annual report.

They may: (a) acquire by gift, purchase or otherwise real or personal 
property of significant historical value and may manage same, (b) adver
tise, print and distribute books, maps, plans and pamphlets deemed neces
sary, and (c) upon approval of the council in cities and selectmen in towns, 
recommend certification of historic landmarks to the Massachusetts Histor
ical Commission. (These provisions are contained in G.L. c. 40, s. 8D).

Local Appropriation Authority. Cities and towns are authorized to ap
propriate funds for maintaining places of historical value. (These provi
sions are contained in G.L. c. 40, s. cl. 56).

Preservation of Landmarks. No certified landmark and no property 
owned or maintained by an historical organization as an ancient landmark 
or as property of historical or antiquarian interest may be taken by emi
nent domain unless specific permission is granted by the General Court. 
(These provisions contained in G.L. c. 79, s. 5 as amended by Acts of 1948, 
c. 180.)

Highlights of the above present statutes are as follows. They 
provide the administrative framework for a program for preser
vation of historic sites, not only by establishing a state historical 
commission, but by granting authority to all municipalities to 
establish local historical commissions which then may acquire 
and maintain historical sites. Moreover, all municipalities are 
granted authority to appropriate public funds for this purpose, 

V whether or not they voted to join the statewide system. Protection 
: from loss of property through a taking by eminent domain is 

assured by the proviso that such takings may not involve either 
: state-certified historical landmarks or privately-controlled histori

cal properties, except by permission of the General Court.
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Development of a Statewide Program.
On the above statutory basis the Massachusetts Historical Com

mission has been developing a statewide program for the last 
two years. Thus, on February 7, 1964 it adopted “Standards for 
Certification” of historic landmarks. Subsequently, on October 
16, 1964, the State Commission adopted “ Standards for the Care 
and Management of Certified Historic Landmarks.” The proced
ure for certification has been further clarified by an Act of the 
1965 General Court (c. 707). These administrative regulations 
have been published and are available as public documents, and 
are reproduced in Appendix B of this report.

The Commission is now compiling an inventory of historic 
sites within the Commonwealth. Its first annual report in July, 
1965 provided information and illustrations of the historic sites 
thus far certified as Massachusetts’ landmarks.

On November 1, 1965 the Commission published a booklet en
titled, Historic American Building Survey: Massachusetts Catalog 
which includes a list of the 800 or more historic structures in 
Massachusetts so catalogued among the 10,000 contained in the 
archives of the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 
housed at the Library of Congress in Washington.1 This survey 
was begun in 1933 and covers every state in the Union. It pre
sents structural details of each building listed. The Massachusetts 
Catalog2 indicates the many historical buildings located in prac
tically every city and town in the Commonwealth.

Local historic commissions can obtain the federal documents 
at moderate cost, giving the details of structures considered to 
be of historic importance in their city or town, from the Division 
of Prints and Photographs, Library of Congress, Washington, 
D. C.

Relation of Bid to Historic Districts
No reference is made in House, No. 284 to the acquisition of 

properties of historic importance which may be situated within

1 Historic American Buildings Survey: Massachusetts Catalog, Boston, Secre
tary of the Commonwealth, 1965, page 1.

2 Richard W. Hale, “Cooperation in Preservation in Massachusetts,” Washing
ton, D.C., Historic Preservation, Vol. 17, No. 4 (July-August, 1965) page 155.
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existing historic districts authorized by special act or under the 
general Historic District Enabling Law (G.L. c. 40C). Since his
toric ties or historic landmarks may be so situated, a brief 
explanation about these districts follows.

First, by special laws (1955), and later by the general Historic 
District Enabling Law (1960), the General Court took its first 
steps to preserve areas of historic importance within municipal
ities. Since then they have developed an important segment in 
the general state program for conservation of historic resources.

Prior to the passage of those statutes, it was thought that 
municipal zoning powers might be used to preserve the architec
tural character of historic areas, but there was some doubt 
as to the constitutionality of such procedure. In 1955, the General 
Court was requested to grant by special act authority to establish 
various districts, i.e. the “Historic Beacon Hill District” in Boston, 
two districts in Nantucket and three in Lexington.

During the Senate’s deliberation on these requests, it asked the 
Supreme Judicial Court for an advisory opinion regarding the 
constitutionality of a general grant of authority to municipalities 
to establish historic districts. In its two resulting opinions,1 the 
Court assured the Senate that such action would be a legitimate 
exercise of the police power, much as is zoning. Local authority 
was nevertheless provided by the General Court through passage 
of the special legislation requested by the three communities. 
Salem, however, took action in 1955 on the basis of a revised 
zoning ordinance. Doubt as to the constitutionality of establish
ing historic districts having been removed, legislation followed 
five years later. Under that new statute (Acts of 1960, c. 372) 
groups desiring to establish certain areas as historic districts 
could subsequently take advantage of the provisions voted in 1960 
(chap. 372, which became G.L. c. 40C).

The experience of the General Court with such statutes is 
reported in some detail by the Legislative Research Council in 
its report, titled The Establishment of Historic Districts Within 
the Commonwealth (House, No. 2953; 1/25/57). This report be
ing available, the information is not repeated at this point.

i  Opinions of the Justices, 333 Mass. 73, and 333 Mass. 783, both in 1955
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By December 1, 1965, historic districts had been established 
in ten municipalities either by special acts, city ordinance or town
bylaw, or by adoption of the enabling zoning provisions (G.L. c.
40C). The list1 follows:

Districts Created by Special Law 
Nantucket: Acts of 1955 c. 601; Acts of 1961 c. 144
Boston: Acts of 1955 c. 616; Acts of 1963 c. 622
Lexington: Acts of 1956 c. 447; Acts of 1958 c. 185
Concord: Acts of 1960 c. 345
Sudbury: Acts of 1963 c. 40
Bedford: Acts of 1964 c. 118

District Created by Local Ordinance or By-Law
Salem: Zoning Ordinance, s. 3 (1956)
Falmouth: By-Laws, c. 401, s. 5A (1961)

Districts Based on General Historic District Enabling Law
of 1960 (G.L. c. hOC)

Cambridge: (1963)
Groton: (1964)

Constitutionality of Dolan Proposal (House, No. 284)
If the wording of House, No. 284 were altered to conform 

with its sense, there would hardly be any question of unconstitu
tionality or of unconstitutional delegation of power. As. early as 
1896, towns were empowered to appropriate funds “for marking 
historic spots within said limits” (G.L. c. 40, s. 5, cl. 13). The 
Massachusetts Constitution was amended in 1918 to authorize the 
Commonwealth and its municipalities to take ancient land
marks and other properties by eminent domain (Arndts. Art. LI) ?

The United States Supreme Court has upheld the control of 
private property for redevelopment involving historic preserva
1 For further details about historic districts, see John Oodman, Preservation of 

Historic Districts by Architectural Controls, and Robert L. Montague and 
Tony P. Wrenn, Planning for Preservation, both available from the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation, Washington, D.C. See also, Albert B. Wolfe, 
“Conservation of Historical Buildings and Areas — Legal Techniques,” Pro
ceedings of the Section of Real Property, Probate and Trust Law of the 
American Bar Association, Chicago, August, 1963, reprinted for the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation, Washington, D. C.

2 Albert B. Wolfe, “Conservation of Historical Buildings and Areas — 
Techniques” , Proceedings of Section of Real Property, Probate and Trust 
Law, American Bar Association, Chicago, Aug. 1963, reprinted for the 
National Trust for Historic Preservation, Washington, D.C. See also, Con
stitution of Massachusetts, Art. LI Amendments.
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tion in Washington, D.C. (Berman v. Parker, 348 U.S. 26).
It was the opinion of the Court that this was a proper exercise 
of legislative power to see that communities were “beautiful, 
spacious and well balanced” .1 Similarly, the Supreme Judicial Court 
of Massachusetts in 1955 justified the use of police power to pre
serve the historic character of specified areas ( Opinion of the 
Justices, 333 Mass. 73 and 333 Mass. 783).

Cities and towns in Massachusetts throughout their history 
have accepted gifts of property of intrinsic value and historic 
importance, and in some instances have purchased such property. 
Town halls which once served as churches and could well be 
designated as landmarks, have been acquired not only to avoid 
the cost of new construction but to preserve these historic struc-: 
tures. For example, Indian House Memorial is owned by the 
Town of Deerfield, and the Fisher Richardson House is owned 
by the Town of Mansfield.2 Similarly, Pioneer Village in Salem 
is a municipal project.

Hundreds of old houses and other structures in Massachusetts 
are owned and maintained by private groups. As educational 
non-profit ventures, they are tax exempt. Inasmuch as these 
properties can be held in trust by private interests on this basis, 
there would seem to be little doubt of the legality of 
acquisition of similar structures and historic sites by state and 
local governments through exercise of their police powers. The 
Federal Government owns and maintains a large number of 
historic sites within the Commonwealth without the benefit of 
police power.

While the constitutionality of the existing 1963 statute (G.L. c. 
697) has not been challenged, previous decisions indicate that 
it will almost surely be upheld if court action occurs. The same 
reasoning seems appropriate for the proposal under study ; in 
this report (House, No. 284 of 1965) since it would only change 
existing power to the extent of (a) authorizing a grant-in-aid, 
a well established practice before the decision in Massachusetts v.
1 Wolfe, Ibid
2 Included in a list compiled by Profesor Robert Moody for New England Bio

logical Geological and Historical Museums of Importance in Graduate Educa
tion and Research a report of the Committee on Museums/in the New Eng
land area, New England Conference on Graduate Education, I960.
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Mellon (262 U.S. 447 in 1923), and (b) prescribing a procedure 
for obtaining such a grant.1 Selection of an entire building for 
purposes of acquisition listed in Historic American Building Sur
vey: Massachusetts Catalog might be thought to meet the required 
standards for determination of an historic site.2

Other considerations than legality arise in determining the con
sideration of House, No. 284 as a practical measure. They are 
discussed in the last chapter of this report.

CHAPTER m . PRESSURES FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Importance of Historic Preservation
The history of a people forms a part of its cultural heritage, 

providing explanation for the present and direction for the future. 
That the people of Massachusetts would be forever interested in 
the origin of this Commonwealth was probably anticipated by 
William Bradford when he wrote his History of Plimoth Planta
tion, and John Winthrop his Journal: History of New England. 
From the very earliest days historians and men of letters have 
studied and narrated the story of Massachusetts. Many documents, 
papers and memoranda pertaining to the origins, growth and 
development of the Commonwealth are on file in a multitude of 
libraries across the country, and in the special collections of the 
Massachusetts Historical Society, the Athenaeum, the Massachu
setts State Library and Archives, the Boston Public Library and 
every Massachusetts museum, college and university.

These historical sources attract scholars from ah over the 
world who are interested in the emergence and growth of the 
American nation, and especially of Massachusetts which played 
such an important part in that development.

It is the historian, the librarian and the archivist who have 
gathered, documented, and told the story of Massachusetts, and 
supply the vast information which the essayist, novelist and poet 
use to dramatize, and to endear to the hearts of the American

1 For a history of grants-in-aid, see W. Brooke Graves, American Intergov
ernmental Relations, N. Y., Chas. Scribners, 1964, XIV, XV.

2 Issued by the Secretary of the Commonwealth, November 1965 (fifty cents'.
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people, the contributions of Massachusetts to the national herit
age.

Growth and Development of Movement
Any explanation of the transformation of the nation from its 

early frontier beginnings to one of the most industrialized na
tions in the world, which is expressed in terms of history books, 
novels, dramatic plays and poetry, would be incomplete and under
stood by only a comparative few persons. History is preserved 
partially in printed form, but it consists also of the physical 
things each generation leaves behind —  the tools, the houses, 
the clothing, the furniture and household equipment and the 
places where important decisions were made by force of arms 
or by deliberation, along with many other objects and historic 
areas which collectively are a part of the legacy of a free people.

In a country known for its continual momentum and for rapid 
transformation from its frontier conditions the American people 
have begun to realize that many of the objects which form a 
large part of its historical heritage are threatened. These objects 
are on the verge of succumbing either to the developer’s bulldozer, 
the demolition iron ball, the cutting through of field and forest 
to create super-highways, and similar onslaughts.

During this dynamic history making process the national gov
ernment of the new country showed little interest in the preser
vation of sites or structures as exhibits of stages in its develop
ment. Nor did the governments of states and local communities 
display concern. Had it not been for the efforts of individuals 
and private groups, few national landmarks would have been 
rescued. Thus, in Boston, the “Old Brick” meeting house, built 
in 1713 and in which the father of Ralph Waldo Emerson 
preached, was demolished in 1808; the John Hancock House on 
Beacon Hill was removed in 1863; and the Old South Meeting
house at the corner of Washington and Milk streets was sold 
and scheduled for demolition in 1876. Fortunately the prospect of 
destruction of “Old South”  roused a large number of Bostonians 
sufficiently to take action to prevent the destruction of a land
mark so important in the movement which culminated in the 
American Revolution. Public meetings were held and the Old
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South Association was hurriedly formed which brought preser
vation of this monument.1

This “Old South” rescue was one of the first private efforts 
to save landmarks of historic importance. At about the same 
time, the Ladies Association of Virginia, later the Mount Vernon 
Ladies Association, rescued Mount Vernon in 1858. This historical 
structure continues to be maintained by this small group as 
a national shrine open to all. These two private organizations 
pointed the way for many others which one by one in every 
state in the Union came to create a tempo approximating a 
national movement.

For Massachusetts this movement gathered force in the latter 
part of the nineteenth century. Its Trustees of Reservations were 
incorporated by the General Court in 1891 (c. 352) to acquire 
and maintain “certain beautiful and historic places and tracts of 
land” for preservation . . . open to the public.2 Today this agency 
owns 41 reservations for public benefit, including the Old Manse 
in Concord and the William Cullen Bryant Homestead in Cum- 
mington.

Likewise, the Society for the Preservation of New England 
Antiquities was chartered by Special Act in 1910. It now owns 
57 properties, mainly houses, in five New England states. They 
are described by one authority, thus: “The 57 vary widely in style 
and are the most authentic living history of domestic design and 
construction technique from 1651 to 1811 existing under one own
ership in this country.”3 Beyond ownership of these numerous 
examples of early architecture, the Society assists in the preser
vation of other properties such as the Peabody-Smith Cemeteries 
and the Tower Hill Burying Ground.

1 See address by Walter Muir Whithill, February 26, 1963 at Boston College 
Seminar, Boston College Seminars on Fiscal and Political Problems of Boston 
and the Metropolitan Community, 1962-1963 series, Vol. I (1963) pages 133- 
134.

2 Annual Report, Trustees of Reservations, 1964, page 7.
3 Albert B. Wolfe, “Conservation of Historical Buildings and Areas — Legal 

techniques,” Proceedings of Section of Real Property, Probate, and Trust 
Law, August 12-13, 1963, Chicago, American Bar Association, reprinted for 
National Trust for Historical Preservation, Washington, D. C.
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Organizational History
These two private organizations are not alone in the preserva

tion of buildings representative of different periods and sites of 
historic significance. Familes descended from early settlers, private 
associations, and local historical societies own and maintain 
many structures which are periodically opened to the public. 
A great number of these houses are organized as museums. In 
their organizational setup, most of the historical societies consist 
of local residents.

Of the one or more local societies now active in practically 
every town in the state the greatest concentration occurs in 
Essex County. Commenting on the interest in history in that 
county, one observer has noted, “Essex County has a historical 
society for every 11,095 acres of land! Only seven towns out of 
thirty-four are without one.”1 The Essex Institute in Salem is 
famous for its museums, library, archives and old buildings.

In the Twentieth Century new forms of private associations are 
being established throughout the country to preserve historic 
structures with varying artifacts and other items of interest. 
Henry Ford’s Dearborn Village, not far from Detroit, has provided 
a model widely copied. In Massachusetts five villages consisting 
of buildings restored in part, or assembled, or reconstructed are 
in operation, as follows: Plimoth Plantation in Plymouth, Old 
Sturbridge Village in Sturbridge, Pioneer Village in Salem, Stor- 
rowtown in West Springfield, and Deerfield Village in Deerfield. 
All of these villages attempt to portray life in a New England 
village at a definite period in history. No one of them is quite 
as ambitious as the restoration at Williamsburg, Virginia, but 
much has been done to recreate for the visitor the atmosphere 
of the past.

Prevention of deterioration in certain local areas is also being 
accomplished through creation of zoned historic districts. Exam
ples of this approach exist in ten municipalities in the Common
wealth. Although private efforts are involved, these historic dis
tricts operate upon authority granted them by the state govern
ment; they are discussed more fully later in this report.
i  Walter Muir Whitehill, Independent Historical Societies, Boston Atheneum

(distributed by Harvard University Press), 1962, page 359.
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The preservation of our national, regional and local heritage 
in the United States was recently explained by Helen Burgess 
in these words: “We believe that great monuments are certainly 
very important, but there cannot be a full historic record of a 
country except that it include consideration of the small com
munity and dwellings of simple people.”1

On the basis of some such principle a number of private 
organizations banded together in 1941 to form the Massachusetts 
Bay Historical League.2 Today 183 private organizations hold 
corporate membership in this association. Although most of the 
members are local historical societies, the league includes every 
type of private and civic group concerned with historic preserva
tion. Of the more than 800 historic buildings or parts of buildings 
listed in the Massachusetts HABS Catalog, some are under the 
watchful care of private bodies and a few are under government 
protection. The vast majority of them, however remain in active 
use and may disappear through wear or deterioration. This condi
tion confronts these private groups with a situation larger than 
they can successfully manage. In any case their success would be 
greater if House, No. 284 is enacted making state grants available 
to finance acquisition of approved local historic projects.

Recreational and Economic Aspects
Pressures increase from various quarters for greater protection 

of the manifestations of our historic development, explained in 
part by the fact that our country is growing older. Our industries, 
churches, colleges, lodges, in fact, all organizations, are preserving 
their records more carefully and with better methods than they 
did a century ago. At least, historic preservation is no longer 
only in the hands of the relatively few individuals who wish to 
preserve certain few records, buildings and relics as visual aids 
for education of the public in American history, art and archi
tecture.

1 “Some Aspects of Historic Preservation in the United States,” May 25, 1964, 
Historic Preservation, Vol. 17, No. 1. (January-February, 1965), Washing
ton, D. C., National Trust for Historic Preservation.

2 Bay State Historical League Bulletin, June 1965, page 6 gives a listing of 
membership.
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The United States is now a great industrial country with most 
of its people living in large metropolitan complexes which suffer 
from high density and congestion, and have a declining tax base 
at their centers. Preservation of good examples of early archi- 
tectual forms provide interest and attraction to what might be 
otherwise a monotonous urban setting. If parks contain a few 
historic buildings or museums their recreational potential is in
creased. Preservation is also conceived as a form of conservation. 
As our natural resources must be conserved so should our historic 
resources be conserved.

Tourist Attraction. Historic sites also have an economic value. 
They not only provide recreation and relaxation to local residents, 
but they afford a continuing attraction for tourists. Thus, the 
Massachusetts Department of Commerce conducted a survey of 
vacation travel in 1962 which indicated that the “tourist” or 
“travel industry” accounts for an estimated $410 million volume 
of business annually in Massachusetts.1 The survey report stated 
that, “historic places were rated highest among specific motiva
ting reasons for visiting Massachusetts” .2

Statistics compiled by the Federal Reserve Bank support a 
similar conclusion.3 “Among the historic sites and places of his
toric significance most frequently mentioned were the U. S. S. 
Constitution at Charlestown, Plimoth Plantation at Plymouth, 
Sturbridge Village at Sturbridge, Freedom Trail, Heritage Trail, 
Concord and Lexington” . . . The majority of tourists rated their 
visit to the various historic places as the high point of their 
vacation.”4

Realizing the importance of historic sites to tourists, the De
partment of Commerce prepared a map, titled Massachusetts: 
The Historic Vacationland, A Travel Map, showing their location 
in convenient form. As early as 1930, some 232 cast iron markers

1 The 1962 Massachusetts Vacation Travel Survey, Massachusetts Department 
of Commerce, 1963, page 1.

2 The 1962 Massachusetts Vacation Travel Survey, Massachusetts Department 
of Commerce, 1963, page 20.

3 Letter from Research Department Federal Reserve Bank, Nov. 30, 1965.
4 The 1962 Massachusetts Vacation Travel Survey, Massachusetts Department 

of Commerce, 1963, page 21.
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were erected in 92 cities and towns by the Department of Public 
Works on recommendation of the Tercentenary Commission.1 
Although these markers were undoubtedly installed to assist in 
the easy identification of historic sites, they serve the local resident 
and tourist alike. Maintenance of the markers continues as a 
responsibility of the Department of Public Works.

The steady increase in the number of supporters and the new 
approaches to the preservation of historic sites spurred the move
ment which organized the National Trust for Historic Preserva
tion. This important private group was chartered by Congress I 
in 1949 to assist and coordinate private efforts throughout the 
country. Its headquarters are located near the White House, at 
815 Seventeenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.

CHAPTER IV. FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Evolution of Federal Programs

State subsidization to stimulate the development of historic 
preservation programs by cities and towns is the purpose of the 
proposal under study (House, No. 284 of 1965). Questions may 
arise as to the extent of federal aid available for this purpose 
and the practices of other states in granting subsidies to local 
units. Hence, this chapter outlines the federal programs as 
briefly as possible. It is followed by a chapter which deals with 
state and local programs.

Governments at all three levels in the United States were 
slow initially in taking legal action to preserve historic sites, and 
a few states and municipalities had to rescue some areas before 
the national government moved into the situation. In recent 
years, however, our Federal Government is gaining an equal 
status with European countries.2

The first step in this direction was taken during the adminis
tration of President Theodore Roosevelt. Largely due to his

1 Historical Markers of the Massachusetts Bay Colony Erected by the Ter
centenary Commission, published by the Commonwealth, 1930.

2 See Jacob H. Morrison, Historic Preservation Law, Washington, D.C., Na
tional Trust for Historic Preservation, 1965, Chapter I.
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leadership, conservation programs were begun and in 1906 the 
Congress passed the so-called “Antiquities Act” .1 This Act 
granted the President authority to designate by proclamation those 
areas termed “monuments” , which he considered of historic 
merit. The list of monuments so designated continues to grow. 
These monuments are not small plots of ground marked with a 
shaft, but in federal classification are areas smaller than national 
parks. Since 1935 they have been under the control of the 
National Park Service.

p The National Park Service was brought into being in 1916 
by an act of Congress.2 In 1935 this Service was not only 
made custodian of all national monuments and national parks 
but with the assistance of an advisory board was authorized to 
collect data pertaining to historical buildings and sites.3 It was 
also directed to make investigations, accept gifts and bequests, 
restore properties, erect commemorative tablets, and take other 
necessary steps to preserve objects of national historic interest. 
In 1955 the authority of the National Park Service was further 
expanded.4 Today the National Park Service administers most 
federal properties of an historic significance, and is the one 
federal agency most directly engaged in programs having historic 
preservation as a specific objective.

Programs Wholly Serving Historic Preservation 
Inventory of National Park Service Programs. Before a com

prehensive plan was made to acquire historic properties it was 
necessary to conduct an inventory of all areas, objects and prop
erties considered of historic significance. Such an inventory was 
started as a WPA project in 1933 and was assigned to the Na
tional Park Service shortly thereafter for completion. In collabo
ration with the American Institute of Architects, the Library of 
Congress, and, in more recent years, with the help of the private 
National Trust for Historic Preservation in Washington, D.C., 
there has been assembled and deposited in the Library of Congress

1 (Chapter 3060, Sec. 2, 34, Stat. 225, 16 U.S.C.A., Sec 431-433)
2 (16 U.S.C.A., ss. 1. Et Seq.).
3 (16 U.S.C.A., ss. 461-467; c. 593, s. 1; 49 Stat. 666).
4 (Public Law No. 127-16 U.S.C.A., Sec. 18F, c. 259, 69 Stat. 242).
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an archives of American architecture. This collection, called the 
Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS), consists of some 
10,000 items of photographs, measured architectural drawings, 
and descriptions of complete buildings and parts of structures.

More than 800 of these historic treasures exist in Massachusetts; 
they are located and briefly described in a booklet, Historic 
American Building Survey: Massachusetts Catalog, released re
cently by the Secretary of the Commonwealth. Practically every 
city and town of the Commonwealth contains an example of 
America’s architectural heritage. The public is encouraged to 
make use of the HABS archives and can obtain copies of the 
assembled photographs, drawings, and descriptions at small cost 
by writing to the Library of Congress, Division of Prints and 
Photographs, Washington, D.C. 20540. Related files of that Divi
sion of Prints are also open daily for examination, Monday 
through Friday. The archives contain only materials relating to 
structures —  not to other types of historic sites, but it is the 
most extensive collection of its kind in the world.

Types of Historic Sites. The National Park System contains 
three categories of historic areas —  natural, historical and rec
reational. These areas are not always separable. Thus, an historic 
site may be located within an area designated as natural or 
recreational, in which case it is operated and maintained as if 
it were located in an especially designated historic area.1

The National Park Service administers ten historical parks in 
the United States of which two are located in Massachusetts,— 
(1) the “'Cape Cod National Seashore” , and (2) the “Minute 
Man National Park in Lexington.2 The Park Service also admin
isters 22 national historic sites in the United States, including, 
in this state, the home of Presidents John and John Quincy 
Adams in Quincy, and the Maritime National Historic Site in 
Salem.

1 Areas Administered by the National ParJc Service, Registry of National 
Landmarks, 1965, pages 2-5.

2 The Boston National Historic Sites Commission created by Act of Congress 
Pubic Law 75, 84 Cong. (c. 144, 1st. sess. - S.J. Res. 6 (1955) recommended 
Minute Man National Park. See 86th Cong., 1st sess. House Doc. 57 (1955).



1966.] SENATE — No. 691. 31

The National Park Service has also designated ten landmarks 
as National Historic Sites” considered to be of national historical 
importance, which are not owned by the Federal Government 
and are not under federal control. This category includes Dor
chester Heights, owned and maintained by the City of Boston.

The historic sites in Massachusetts under all three of the 
above categories are listed in Appendix D.

Certification of Landmarks. The National Park Service also 
certifies 400 eligible areas, buildings, etc. as “Eligible for the 
Registry of National Historic Landmarks” . The fifty-five of these 
eligible landmarks in Massachusetts (five, recently announced)1 
are more numerous than in any other state in the Union 
(Listed in Appendix D ). Moreover, they contain a greater variety 
of types of properties of historic importance than occurs in any 
other state.2

A few of these landmarks are under federal ownership, and a 
few are under state or municipal ownership. Most of them, how
ever, are privately owned. Wayside Inn and its properties 
was acquired by the National Park Service this year and 
is in the process of renovation and restoration.3 Eligibility 
for the landmark Registry of the National Park Service consti
tutes recognition of the significance of an historic site but does 
not insure future acquisition by the Federal Government.

The Minute Man National Park was acquired in 1958 after 
an extensive study by the special Boston National Historic Sites 
Commission, financed by the Federal Government, which recom
mended its establishment as an historic site.4 A tract of eight 
acres was transferred from the U.S. Air Force to the National 
Park Service, and a small area was donated by the Lexington 
Historical Society. The three towns affected made no financial 
contribution but cooperated. The area was designated as a national 
park in 1959 and transferred to the National Park Service by Act 
of Congress. The park will be established by a formal notice in

* “5 Bay State Sites Eligible as Landmarks,” Boston Globe, Dec. 20, 1965
2 Information supplied by the Boston office of National Park Service
3 Ibid.
4 U.S.: Boston National Historic Commission Report, House Document No. 

107, 87th Oong. 1st sess. (1958); House Document No. 57 86th Cong. 1st sess.
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the National Register when funds are made available and suffi
cient lands are acquired.1 The Town of Concord entered into 
a cooperative agreement with the National Park Service “whereby 
the latter maintains and interprets the North Bridge and an 
area around it while the Town retains the ownership.2

The steps required for acquisition are described to illustrate 
what may be expected in a transfer of properties as extensive 
as Minute Man National Park which now comprises a total area 
of 750 acres. Many more procedural steps were involved in the 
acquisition of the Cape Cod National Park. This historic site con
sists of a very large area, —  10,461 acres under federal control, 
and 34,139 acres under local control. These two extreme cases 
involving large tracts of land are subject to much greater diffi
culties than in the case of historical buildings.

Programs With Historic Preservation Aspects
TJrhan Renewal. The Federal Government meets from two- 

thirds to three-fourths of the net cost of an urban renewal 
project. Such a program must be locally planned and adminis
tered, including “ (a) rehabilitation and conservation of structures 
and neighborhoods that can be saved, and (b) clearance and rede
velopment of problem areas needing more drastic treatment.”3 In- 
order to qualify for inclusion in an urban renewal program, the 
area in which old buildings of historic importance are located 
must be deteriorating and must be capable of responding to the 
type of renewal treatment proposed. Federal urban renewal funds 
cannot be used for restoration of historic structures.4

Financial aid for relocation of an historical structure within 
an urban renewal project is provided by the Housing and Urban 
Development Act (Title HI) which was amended to that effect 
through the efforts of Senator Edward M. Kennedy in the summer

1 Letter from the Superintendent, Minute Man National Park, Sept. 2, 1965.
2 Ibid.
3 Beautification Aids for Urban Renewal as Approved under the Housing 

and Urban Development Act of 1965, Housing and Home Finance Agency, 
Washington, D.C. 20410.

4 Historic Preservation Through Urban Renewal, Urban Renewal Agency, 
Housing and Home Finance Agency, Washington 25, D.C.
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of 1965, and now provides financial aid for relocation of an 
historical structure situated within an urban renewal project area. 
The previous sections of the Housing Act of 1949 now authorize 
“ (9) relocating within the project areas structure which the 
local public agency determines to be of historic value and which 
will be disposed of to a public body or a private non-profit 
organization which will renovate and maintain such structure for 
historic purposes.”1 (Section HOC). Only relocation expenses 

| were authorized then as part of the urban renewal project. As a 
* result of Senator Kennedy’s amendment of 1965, the Eighteenth 

Century Bishop House in Plymouth, was the first structure to be 
relocated.

Renewal efforts can be oriented to enhance the setting of 
historic structures.2 For example, surrounding deteriorating struc
tures and incompatible land uses which have a blighting influence 
can be removed from the periphery of the project area. New 
uses of project land can be proposed so as to complement the 
areas to be preserved. The project site can be improved by 
better approaches to the historic area by car or on foot; by 
creation of local parks and playgrounds; by grading and essential 
landscaping; and by installation of publicly owned street lighting 
and utility systems.3 The major areas of emphasis in urban 
renewal today thus provide a favorable climate for historic pres
ervation through emphasis on rehabilitation, conservation, and 
good design.4

1 Preservation News, October 1965, Vol. 5, No. 11, National Trust for Historic 
Preservation, Washington, D.C. 20006. Sec. Public Law 89-117 89th Cong. 
(73 Stat. 675 42 U.S.C.A. 1460 Sec. 309, page 27.
The Housing and Home Finance Agency booklet, Federal Laws: Urban Re
newal, Excerpts from the Housing Act of 19̂ 9 and Related Laws as amended 
Through September 2, 196Jf, covers all aspects of urban renewal. The use 
of urban renewal for preservation of historic sites is explained carefully 
in the bulletin: Historic Preservation Through Urban Renewal, Govern
ment Printing Office (price 55 cents).

2 Historic Preservation Through Urban Renewal, Urban Renewal Administra
tion, Housing and Home Finance Agency, Jan. 1963. Government Printing 
Office (price 35 cents).

3 Ibid, page 1.
4 Urban Renewal Administration, Housing and Home Finance Agency, Jan. 

1963, p. 2.
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| " Open Space Land". Federal assistance is also available to 
state and local governments for historic preservation in connection 
with the “Open Space Land Program” of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency under the Housing Act of 1961 (Title VH, s. 701). 
This provision seeks “to help curb urban sprawl and prevent the 
spread of blight and deterioration, to encourage more economic 
and desirable urban development, and help provide necessary 
recreational, conservation and scenic areas by assisting state and 
local governments in taking proper action to preserve open space 
land.”

“Open-space land” is defined by the Act (s. 706) as “ any unde
veloped or predominantly undeveloped land in an urban area 
which has value for (a) park and recreational purposes, (b) 
conservation of land and other natural resources, (c) historic or 
scenic purposes.”1

If preservation of historic sites meets the objectives of the 
act, the cost of surveys in connection with both planning and final 
acquisition may be met with federal assistance (under s. 701), 
provided the site is a part of a larger or more comprehensive 
open-space program. Federal assistance is granted up to 30 per 
cent of the cost of undeveloped land. The state or local govern
ment must “own free title or other controlling interest in the 
land” before aid is available.2

In the three-year existence of the program, 100,000 acres 
of open space land had been saved in 177 communities, as of 
August 1964. Among the historic sites was a grant to “Columbia, 
South Carolina, to assist in the acquisition of Ainsley Hall 
Mansion; to Alexandria, Virginia, to assist in the preservation 
of Fort Ward; to the State of New Jersey to help acquire 
Monmouth Battlefield; and to Portland, Oregon to acquire the 
Pittock estate.”3

1 Open-S'pace Land Program Guide: Policies and Requirements for Federal 
Assistance Under Title VII of the Homing Act of 1961, Urban Renewal 
Administration, Housing and Home Finance Agency.

2 Sec. 702.
3 Robert R. Garvey, "State Participation in American Landmark Preserva

tion” , State Government, Summer, 1965, page 214.
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Historic Areas as Recreational Assets. The two following im
portant national surveys of state outdoor recreation have con
sidered historic areas as recreational assets: (1) Outdoor Recre
ation for America: A report to the President and to the Con
gress by the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, 
published in 1962; and (2) Parks for America: A Survey of 
Park and Related Resources in the Fifty States, and Preliminary 
Plan, published in 1964.

The former 1962 report recommended establishment of a 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation in the Department of Interior 
and listed many federal agencies cooperating in promoting out
door recreation. The recommended bureau was established in that 
same year by Secretarial Order. In the following year, 1963 
Congress enacted legislation (Public Law 88-29), which assigned 
to the new Bureau of Outdoor Recreation the formulation of 
an integrated nationwide outdoor recreation plan.1

The Bureau is bringing up to date, and in greater detail, 
information contained in the latter 1964 report mentioned above, 
namely Parks for America, prepared by the National Park Serv
ice. For this purpose it is now conducting a national survey 
state-by-state of all outdoor recreational assets, including historic 
sites. In its preliminary survey instructions to state agencies— 
A Guide-book for State Outdoor Recreation Planning, and ac
companying “Fact Sheet” , issued in June 1964 —  the Bureau 
requested information about sites of historical significance under 
the item “Class VI —  Historic and Cultural Sites” . Among the 
historic and cultural sites good examples of assets for an outdoor 
recreation program were cited to be, “ the Hermitage, Mount 
Vernon, Civil War monuments and the historic Indian dwellings, 
such as Mesa Verde National Park” .2

An action program by the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation for

1 Parks for America: A Summary of Park and Related Resources in the 
Fifty States and Preliminary Plan, 196If ($5.25); Report of the Outdoor 
Recreation Resources Review Commission, 1962 ($2.50). Both available from 
the U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.

2 Guidebook for State Outdoor Recreation Planning (Revised D raft for dis
cussion and comment only), Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Department 
of Interior, June 18, 1964.

hensive statewide outdoor recreation plan approved by the Secretary
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greater federal participation either through direct acquisition or 
through grants to state and local governments is not likely to 
take form for some time. Such a proposal is to be presented 
by the Secretary of Interior by May 28, 1968. There is however, 
some indication of the thinking of the Bureau of Outdoor Rec
reation, as follows:

A fund will provide a continuing source of money to be divided on 
roughly a 60-40 basis between the states and the federal government, 
with the larger share going to the states on a matched fund basis to 
stimulate recreation planning, acquisition and development. A compre- 
of the Interior is requisite to receiving grants for acquisition and deve
lopment. States may transfer money received in grants to their political 
subdivisions for local recreation projects which are in accord with the 
statewide plan!

In order for a state to receive this type of grant the state 
will be encouraged to assign to one of its agencies the responsi
bility for the leadership in working with federal, state and local 
agencies. This state agency—

. . .  is to coordinate state efforts relevant to plans prepared under 
the Housing Act; Overall Economic Development Programs with the 
assistance of the Area Redevelopment Administration: — Soil and Water 
Conservation District Plans; and the National Outdoor Recreation Plan 
Keing prepared by the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation.2

Land and Water Conservation. A  program of some importance 
to historic preservation was provided by Congress in 1965 (P.L. 
88-578 - 78 Stat. 897) by the establishment of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund to finance a program administered 
by the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Department of Interior. 
This program will operate for 25 years, and provide grants-in-aid 
to states on a 50-50 basis. It aims to “provide urgently needed 
public outdoor recreation areas and facilities.” The Fund Program 
provides no automatic financing and the scale of expenditures 
Will depend upon the size of congressional appropriations. The 
Federal Government is authorized to collect fees. Wherever fees 
axe collected (1) the areas must be posted, (2) must be admin

1 “Preservation and the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation,” Historic Preserva
tion, Vol. 16, No. 6 (November-December, 1964), page 210.

2 Ibid, p. 211.
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istered by a federal agency, (3) must contain recreation facilities 
or offer recreation services provided at federal expense, (4) 
must be administered primarily for scenic, scientific, historical, 
cultural, or other recreational purposes, and (5) must be of 
such nature that the fee collection is administratively and 
economically practical.1

Federal grants from this federal Land and Water Conservation 
Fund are received by the Massachusetts Department of Natural 
Resources and amounted to two million dollars in 1965. The 
State Department of Natural Resources may in turn grant aid 
to city or town conservation commissions (G.L. c. 40, s. 8C) 
on a 50-50 basis for the acquisition of land for outdoor recreation 

c- 132A, ss. 2B, 2D and 11). There are 234 town conserva
tion commissions in the Commonwealth eligible to receive aid 
from this source.2 The program is an outdoor recreation program 
and can include historic sites.

With respect to this situation, Helen Duprey Bullock of the 
National Trust for Historic Preservation contends that “A com
prehensive study of historic sites must receive major emphasis 
in initial stages before state plans are submitted to the Out
door Recreation Bureau.”3 In Massachusetts some coordination 
is achieved between the State Department of Natural Resources 
which is responsible for programs in outdoor recreation, and 
the Massachusetts Historical Commission. The Commissioner of 
Natural Resources is ex officio member of the State Historical 
Commission.

Other Programs. Preservation of historic sites and landmarks 
is a recognized objective of many other federal programs, as 
briefly indicated below:

(a) Area Redevelopment Administration: One of the major

1 Pact Sheet on the Land and Water Conservation Fund Program, Bur 
Outdoor Recreation, Dept. Interior, May, 1965.

2 Source: Division of Conservation, Massachusetts Department of Natural 
Resources.

3 Historic Preservation, Vol. 16, No. 6, (Nov.-Dee., 1964), page 206. See also
Fact Sheet on the Land and Water Conservation Fund Program” under 

Public Law 88-578 (78 Stat. 897), obtainable from the Bureau of Outdoor 
Recreation, Department of Interior.
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objectives of the Area Redevelopment Administration (ARA) is 
to provide long-term permanent employment. It is also interested 
in historic preservation. A group of citizens in Pleasant Hill, 
Kentucky, purchased a Nineteenth Century Shaker village in its 
entirety —  “Shakertown.” Having secured their option, they 
appealed for an ARA low-cost, long-term loan to assist in the 
project. This site is located in a depressed area and received a 
grant of two million dollars. It is estimated that 285 persons 
will receive employment in the restoration of “ Shakertown.”

Likewise, St. Genevieve, Missouri requested and received a 
$30,000 grant to make a study to determine the feasibility of 
restoration of St. Genevieve and to develop restoration plans 
for it. Local funds were Obtained to supplement the grant.1

(b) Bureau of Public Roads: The Department of Com
merce announced in May, 1964 that a new policy of the Bureau 
of Public Roads is designed to protect parks and other recreational 
and historical resources in the location and construction of feder- 
al-aid highway projects: Federal Highway Administrator Rex M. 
Whitton declared it would be the responsibility of each state 
highway department to give public agencies with jurisdiction over 
these resources an opportunity to review federal-aid highway 
improvement plans. The state highway department, he added, 
should make contact with these agencies at the earliest practical 
time, preferably during the preliminary stages, but in all in
stances prior to holding public hearings to give interested 'persons 
a chance to be heard on proposed federal-aid improvements.2 
This practice is already followed in Connecticut where transfer 
of ownership and removal to new sites were arranged 
for Leffingwell Inn in Norwich, the Dudley Buckingham House 
in Old Saybrook, and the Governor Fitch House in Norwalk.3

(c) General Service Administration; The Federal Govern
ment has a policy of making surplus federal property available 
to state and local government. If the Secretary of the Interior 
determines that “surplus land is suitable and desirable for use

1 Robert R. Garvey, “State Participation in American Landmark Preserva
tion,” State Government, Summer, 1965, page 214.

2 Garvey, ibid.
3 Ibid.
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as a public park, public recreational area, or historic monument 
site, title may be conveyed to a state, political subdivision,” 
or one of their institutions, “ or municipality.” The transfer for an 
historical monument is without charge.1 However, a t r a n s f e r  for 
this purpose requires a recommendation by the Advisory Board 
on National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings, and Monuments. The 
area must have been of historic significance at least 50 years 
ago and the property must have been used and maintained for 
the purpose proposed for not less than 20 years.

(d) Departments of Health, Education and Welfare and of 
Labor: Under the manpower Development and Training Act of 
1962 as amended in 1963, states may receive grants for occupa
tional training.2 This Act, along with aid for vocational education 
may offer opportunities for training carpenters, cabinet makers 
and craftsmen in the necessary skills required for reconstructing 
old houses and other building structures of historic importance. 
These aids could also be used to train cabinet makers to make 
copies of early furniture. There is a great shortage in New 
England of skilled carpenters for historic restorations and for res
toration of hundreds of houses which are owned either by private 
historic preservation groups or by private individuals. Little at
tempt is being made to manufacture reproductions of early 
furniture on the scale, for instance, of that at Williamsburg, 
Virginia where it is sold through Craft House.

Trend of Federal Programs 
No direct federal aid specifically designated for historic pres

ervation is available, but the Federal Government is committed to 
the preservation of historic sites and will therefore provide finan
cial and other assistance, whenever projects are related to exist- 

federal programs. Possibilities along these lines are indicated 
in the Catalog of Federal Aids to State and Local Governments, 
prepared by the Legislative Reference Service of the Library

1 Catalog of Federal Aids to State and Local Governments, Prepared for the 
Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Government 
Operations, U.S. Senate, April 15, 1964, Government Printing Office (price 
40 cents). See also 50, U.S.C. App. 1622 (h).

2 42 U.S.C. 2571-2620; Public Law 88 — 214, Dec. 19, 1963.
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of Congress for the Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations 
of the Committee on Government Operations, U.S. Senate, April 
15, 1964. (Sold by the Government Printing Office, Washington, 
D.C. 20402, price 40 cents). This document may be slightly out 
of date because the Congress has passed so much new legislation 
since last year.

It seems likely that federal budgetary requirements for the 
war in Vietnam may cause the postponement of plans for new 
federal programs for historical preservation now contemplated 
by federal agencies or Congress. Thus, the existing pattern of 
federal vs. state involvement in historical preservation is likely 
to continue unchanged for the duration of the military emergency.

CHAPTER V.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROGRAMS ELSEWHERE

General Pattern of State Practices
In forty-four states the state government has the responsibility 

for historic preservation programs in one form or another; 
according to a survey published in 1964, state public programs 
have been in operation for a longer period in the newer states 
than in the older ones. Colorado’s state program has been in 
effect for 83 years, Ohio’s for 65 and South Dakota’s for 60. 
Among the original thirteen states, Virginia takes the lead with 
a program which has been in operation for 37 years, North 
Carolina with one for 31 years, and Pennsylvania with a pro
gram in operation more than 20 years. Among the New England 
states, Vermont leads with a public program 17 years old, while 
New Hampshire’s is only five years old, and that of Massachu
setts only four years old.1 Since these figures are as of 1964, i* 
one year must now be added to each of the ages of program I 
cited above.

i  Robert L. Montague and Tony P. Wrenn, Planning and Preservation, pre
pared for the American Society of Planning Officials and reprinted by the 
National Trust for Historic Preservation, Washington, D.C., 1964, page 5.
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Of course, the question of what constitutes a program arises. 
Three of the forty-four states only have a marker program. 
Two have passed special legislation regarding protection of his
toric sites.

Massachusetts is given credit for the existence of a state 
program since 1960, when an enabling act was passed permitting 
historic districts to be established in municipalities (now G.L. 
c. 40C). As discussed above, the Commonwealth launched a more 
comprehensive program under a subsequent 1963 statute creating 
a state Historical Commission, and authorizing municipal histori
cal commissions (G.L. c. 40 8 D).

In a number of states, including Massachusetts, there seems 
to be a trend toward an integrated program for historic preser
vation, especially in states which contain a large metropolitan 
complex. Massachusetts has become aroused to the importance 
of a more comprehensive public policy for the same reasons 
that motivated California, New York and Pennsylvania. Many 
developments due to rapid industrial expansion, extensive con
struction of state and interstate super-highway systems and elab
orate programs for urban renewal and development conspire to 
threaten the destruction of a vast legacy in old properties of 
cultural and historic significance. These properties constitute a 
tourist attraction as well as a recreational asset for those who 
live in metropolitan centers.

Extensive public and private construction and development pro
grams in these areas have caused some fear that the new will 
soon replace the old. Open spaces are at a premium and historic 
landmarks are disappearing at a rapid rate. The statement of 
Senator Edward M. Kennedy, that within a ten year period some 
40 to 45 percent of the structures of historic importance re
corded in the Historic American Buildings Survey have been de
stroyed, provides some basis for alarm.1 Massachusetts is the 
only New England state which has felt the urgency for greater 
public effort to save historic structures but a number of other 
states with high population density and advanced industrial de
velopment are reacting in a similar manner.

i  Congressional Record, page 16189 (July 14, 1965).
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Pennsylvania
The Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission is the 

major agency in charge of historic preservation in that State.1 
It is the custodian of records, documents and objects of historic 
interest and exercises all powers formerly held by the Pennsyl
vania Historical Commission, the State Museum and State Libra
ries and Museums. In its position as custodian the Commission 
is responsible for preservation and maintenance of historic build
ings, monuments and antiquities entrusted to the General As
sembly. Accordingly it is authorized to conduct historical re
search in cooperation with private societies, receive gifts, restore 
battlefields, maintain or contract with municipalities or private 
historic societies to maintain historic buildings and monuments, 
and determine the placement of markers on highways. In addi
tion, the Commission certifies historic sites and buildings of im
portance to the history of the Commonwealth.2

In 1961, counties and municipalities were authorized to estab
lish historic districts, subject to approval by the Pennsylvania 
Historical and Museum Commission.3

As a depository for bequests an “Historical Preservation 
Fund” was established4 with statutory provisions similar to those 
of Massachusetts (G.L. c. 9, s. 26).

Pennsylvania met the trend in federal policy toward greater 
assistance to states for land acquisition for (1) conservation, (2) 
public parks, and (3) historic preservation by amending its 
state constitution in 1963 to authorize the borrowing of $70 
million for such land acquisition (Art. IX, Sec. 4). This amend
ment was implemented by the “ Project 70 Land Acquisition 
and Borrowing Act” providing for a bond issue of that amount 
(Laws of 1964, c. 8). This significant state legislation for con
servation and historic preservation develops an extensive public 
policy statement of land acquisition for purposes of conservation,

1 Purdon’s Pa. Stats. Ann. — Administrative Code Sec. 304 — T. 71, Sea 104, 
also Sec. 716 as amended in 1957 and 1959.

2 (Title 71 Purdon’s Pa. Stats. Ann. Sec. 1042, 1 to 6, also 1043, 1044).
3 (Title 43, Sec. 8001-8006 Purdon’s Pa. Stats. Ann. Laws June 13, 1961, 

P.L. 282 No. 16, 7 Laws April 23, 1963).
4 (Title 72, Sec. 302 (22) Amendment, 1951, P.L. 593, Sec. 1, 2, and Sec. 717, 

P.L. 1736, Laws 1959).
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for outdoor recreation and historic preservation. In addition 
funds were made available for matching federal grants and state 
aid to local governments for these purposes. Important points 
in the preamble of that legislation are as follows:

“It is . . . determined and declared as a matter of legislative findings 
that: (1) fundamental to the welfare of the people of Pennsylvania are 
the soil and water resources of the state. (2) Private development of 
public and private lands for recreational purposes should be encouraged. 
(3) The provision of lands for public recreation and the conservation of 
natural and historical resources promotes the public health, prosperity 
and general welfare. (4) The rapid growth of population in Pennsylvania’s 
urban and suburban areas requires the acquisition of lands for recrea
tion, conservation and historical purposes before such lands are lost 
forever to urban development or become prohibitively expensive. (5) 
The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania must act to acquire and to assist 
local governments to acquire lands that are available and the lands 
previously dedicated to recreation, conservation and historical use may 
be so preserved. (6) The acquisition of such lands by the Common
wealth is necessary in those counties where public ownership of land 
for recreation purposes is less than ten percent of the total land area 
or where there is an urban area of more than twenty-five thousand 
persons. (7) The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania should utilize available 
Federal programs in order to augment the funds made available under 
the provisions of this act. (There follows a definition of terms of each 
category, of which the following item (1) sec. 9 is of special significance:) 
“Recreation and historical purposes mean any use of land for public park, 
fishing, hunting, boating, open space purposes or scenic sights or pre
servation of sites of historical significance, or for any related public 
outdoor recreation or historical purpose.”

All funds obtained by temporary borrowing or bond sale were 
to be placed in a special “Project 70 Land Acquisition Fund.” 
Of the $70 million fund $40 million is designated for state expend- 

J iture for land acquisition and the related administrative costs 
for “recreation, conservation or historical purposes” , and $20 
million is set aside for “ State aid to political subdivisions to pay 
fifty per cent of the cost of lands to be acquired by such political 
subdivisions for recreation, conservation and historical purposes” 
(s. 16, clauses 1 and 4).

Extensive procedure for authorization and approval of the 
funds for each purpose is described in some detail: To obtain 
state aid the “governing body” of the political subdivision must 
file an application with the Bureau of Community Development 

* of the Department of Commerce. “Whenever lands to be acquired
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for recreation or conservation purposes have historic landmarks 
on or near them, the Historical and Museum Commission shall 
be consulted relative to the need for the desirability of acquiring 
or preserving said historic landmark.” (s. 17, clause e). The 
Commission must formulate a comprehensive program for devel
opment and preservation of historic sites and all acquisitions by 
the state for that purpose must conform to the program. The 
Commission is also to certify all acquisitions by political sub
divisions as conforming to the program (s. 17, clause d).

All proposals for acquisition of land under the provisions of 
the act must be submitted to the state planning board for 
review. The secretary of the state’s department of agriculture 
is assigned voting membership on the state planing board 
during review of all proposed land acquisitions under the act. 
In order to protect all interests, special review procedures are 
established for acquisition of property for each purpose with 
preservation of historic sites being treated differently from land 
and water areas for fishing and boating. Some critics find the 
administrative review requirements of the statute to 'be too 
complicated.

Loss of Tax Base. A state program of land acquisition for 
public purposes financed by $70 million, to be matched either by 
federal or local subdivisions, could mean a total expenditure 
twice as large. The resultant removal of private property from 
the tax rolls could mean a great loss of local revenues. To meet 
such losses in-lieu-of-tax payments are authorized on the basis 
of estimates by the state’s Tax Equalization board.

This summary is that of a 16 page Pennsylvania statute 
containing much detail. The program illustrates how Pennsylvania 
is making use of the federal government’s interest in historic 
preservation projects whenever they can be included in con
servation or outdoor recreation projects.

Minnesota
The state of Minnesota is moving in a direction similar to 

that of Pennsylvania although methods are different or that 
historic preservation is mainly coupled with outdoor recreation.



1966.] SENATE — No. 691. 45

Two years ago the Minnesota ad hoc Outdoor Recreation Re
sources Commission was directed to make an extensive study 
of outdoor resources and historic sites (Laws of 1963, c. 790). 
In late 1964 it submitted a report, An Historic Sites Program 
for Minnesota, compiled with the cooperation of the Minnesota 
Historical Society (a private body having a public purpose and 
receiving from 70 to 85 percent of its operation costs from the 
state), the state Highway Department and the Division of Parks 
of the state Conservation Department. The report consisted mainly 
of an inventory of the historic sites under centralized supervision 
of the Minnesota Historical Society, and of other sites recom
mended for certification.

Recognition of properties of local historical societies was made 
but no inventory of them was given. Municipalities had been 
authorized in 1963 to appropriate annually to their county his
torical societies (Laws of 1963, c. 129), but no evidence of such 
action was found by the Commission.

The report proposed an acquisition and operational ten year 
program to be financed by state appropriations ranging from 
$64,000 to $74,000 annually, with expectation of federal assist
ance from the so-called “Land and Water Conservation Fund” 
and the “Economic Opportunities Act of 1964” . County action 
was encouraged through the Minnesota natural resources grant- 
in-aid program.

This year the legislature enacted into law the first step to 
implement the above recommendations of the ad hoc Commis
sion. It established a registry of historic sites which listed and 
located them (Laws of 1965, c. 779). It also required that all 
local acquisition of historic properties be reported to the Min
nesota Historical Commission.

There is no indication at this time that in Minnesota local 
historical societies (evidently private groups) will receive state 
aid or that there are plans to establish public bodies at the 
municipal or county level. There is every indication, however, 
that the state will have charge of an extensive program for 
historic preservation with responsibility resting in the Minne
sota Historical Society.
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New York State and New York City 
New York State. The acquisition by the state of New York, 

in 1850, of Hasbrook House —  General Washington’s head
quarters during 1782 and 1783 —  was the first action taken 
by any state to preserve an historic landmark.1 Although New 
York has a number of state parks, it has left public historic 
preservation largely to its counties, other local governmental 
units, and to private groups. The state’s 27 historic monuments, 
parks, battlefields, and landmarks are the responsibility of the 
state Department of Education.2 This department is also respon
sible for historic markers. The New York State Council of Arts, 
with the cooperation of the School of Architecture of Syracuse 
University, made an extensive inventory in 1962, of architecture 
of historic importance in Onondaga County.3

The most significant state action was that of a Joint Legisla
tive Committee on Preservation and Restoration of Historic Sites 
which presented its report in 1961. The Joint Committee recom
mended action to (1) establish a “ State Trust to receive, pre
serve and administer real and personal property of genuine his
toric significance” , (2) relieve the Department of Education of 
its responsibility over historic monuments, historic parks, land
marks, etc., (3) support a long-range program of historic pres
ervation, (4) provide enabling legislation to make possible local 
“planned programs of historic preservation” coordinated witfi 
the state policy, and (5) give consideration to “historic zoning.”4 
It also recommended a few duties to various state departments 
concerned with outdoor recreation and tourism which had a 
bearing on historic preservation.

New York City. In 1965, the legislature of New York amended 
the New York City charter and administrative code which au
thorized an historic program for the city and establishment of

1 Robert R. Garvey, “State Participation in American Landmark”, State
Government, summer, 1965, page 210.

2 Report of the Joint Legislative Committee on Preservation and Restoration
of Historic Sites, 1961, page 35.

3 Robert R. Garvey, ibid.
4 Report of the Joint Committee, ibid, page 39, item 4.
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historic districts.1 A landmarks preservation commission was 
authorized for the city with power to designate landmarks, 
landmark sites and historic districts. In the designation of historic 
districts is determined the location of boundaries but in all 
cases of designation of landmarks, landmark sites and historic 
districts a public hearing is required. No alterations are to be 
made on any of these categories without approval of the Land
mark’s Preservation Commission which exercises extensive con
trol. The statute authorizing these changes carries no provision 
for state financial assistance but provides the city with the 
necessary tools for checking future destruction caused by private 
and public development projects.

California
Public historic preservation has been a part of a larger pro

gram of conservation and recreation in California since 1959. In 
that year an Historical Landmarks Advisory Committee was 
established and attached to the state Department of Natural 
Resources.2

This Advisory Committee was authorized: (1) to inventory 
all historical buildings and landmarks which had been registered 
by the Department of Natural Resources and by the Native Sons 
and Daughters of the Golden West, (2) to recommend to the 
Department of Natural Resources historical landmarks to be cer
tified, (3) to receive applications for certification, and (4) to 
recommend a registry of landmarks to be maintained by the 
Department. The Department of Natural Resources was authorized 
to contract for suitable historic markers for highways which 
were to be maintained by the Department of Public Works. The 
legislature was empowered to acquire properties for preserva
tion and development of historic landmarks.3

As a result of a state administrative reorganization, the former 
Department of Natural Resources was absorbed in a new Resources 
Agency with historic preservation continued. Today there are 
34 historical monuments under the supervision of the Division
1 (N.Y. Law No. 46, N.Y.C. chanter new amend, c. 8-A).
2 Public Resources Code, sec. 5020-42, Art. 2, c. 1, Div. 5, as amended). See

also West’s Cal. Codes, Ann. 5020-5043.
3 Calif. Govt. Code, c. 2015, s. 37361; July 15, 1959.
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of Beaches and Parks and 785 historic sites registered as land
marks of which many are under private auspices.

In November, 1964, a measure approved by referendum author
ized a $150 million bond issue for acquisition of land and other 
properties for recreation and historical sites. It established a 
“State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities Fund” 
for acquiring state land, for matching federal funds, and for 
granting aid to local subdivisions.1 Although extension of outdoor 
recreation is the major objective for the bond issue, “Among . 
other elements, certain historic sites may be acquired through i 
money granted” to the state and its local governments.2 “Under 
a separate program additional moneys are budgeted on legislative 
approval for acquisition, development, maintenance, operation and 
interpretation of historic sites and structures already in the 
program” .3

Some $40 of the $150 million fund is allotted to counties and 
cities for acquisition and development of real properties for 
park and beach purposes. No specific reference is made to his 
toric sites but they could be acquired if included in a project 
having the other two specific purposes. The $40 million is ap
portioned to local units at a rate of $1.25 per person with an 
additional 25 cents for those units to qualify for a federal 
grant under Title VII of the Federal Housing Act of 1961 
(Public Law 87-70). Each county, however, is assured of not 
less than $75,000. In California both the state and local units 
already have extensive holdings in historic parks and sites. The 
greatest urgency is the acquisition of areas for outdoor recreation 
to accomodate the recreational needs of the metropolitan areas 
of Los Angeles and San Francisco.

Other New England States
In New England, as in all of the older states, historic preserva- | 

tion has been left largely to private groups and individuals. 1

1 c. 16 commencing with s. 5096. 1 added to Div. 5 Public Resources Code in
1964. 1  .

2 Letter from Chief, Division of Beaches and Parks, Department of FarKs
and Recreation, Resources Agency, October 1, 1965.

3 Ibid.
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Only in recent years have the six states of this region and 
their local units used their legal authority and financial resources 
to promote preservation of historic sites and landmarks. It is 
not that there were few to preserve 'but private interests and 
the federal government had more or less preempted the field. 
The question is whether private charitable funds are sufficient 
to maintain the sites they have or to acquire others which 
should be preserved.

Connecticut. In Connecticut integrated public policy for his
toric preservation began in 1950 when the Public Works Com
mission was assigned the responsibilities of the Commission of 
Fine Arts for historic monuments.1 The Public Works Com
mission was authorized to approve the design and location of 
monuments and memorials on public property and to give advice 
to the legislature regarding paintings, statues and tablets in the 
state capitol.

The next step in 1955 established the Connecticut Historical 
Commission2 which was authorized to make an inventory of 
sites. Because of lack of funds, however, the Connecticut His
torical Commission has had to rely on the State Development 
Commission to asist in carrying out this mission.3 In 1961, 
historic districts were authorized within municipalities and were 
placed under the supervision of both the Connecticut Historical 
Commission and the local planning and zoning commissions.4 By 
special act, “Old and Historic Littlefield District” was established 
(Public Act No. 430, June 14, 1961).

The Connecticut Historical Commission “does not directly oper
ate any historic sites, but has worked in close cooperation with 
the park and forest department which does own several. The

1 (Amendment to Gen. Stat., Sec. 3531-3535, Title 4, Sec. 133-135, in March, 
1950).

2 (Conn. G.L. Stat., Title 10-321, 1955).
3 Letter from L. Brooks, Chairman, November 2, 1965. Local historical groups 

have been able to receive assistance through the state highway depart
ment. See Joseph E. Hickey, “Cooperation Saves Historic Buildings in Conn.” 
Historic Preservation Vol. 16, No. 6 (Nov. - Dec., 1964), National Trust for 
Historic Preservation, Washington, D.C.

4 (Acts of Conn. Sec. 7-147a -'7-147 (1961,. p.-a. 430 s. 1 etc.).
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Henry Whitfield House in Guilford, owned and operated by 
the state, is operated by a separate commission.1 There is in 
“Connecticut no blanket program for the acquisition and main
tenance of historic sites” , nor does the state “grant aid to 
cities and towns for the acquisition and maintenance of such 
sites.”2 Nevertheless, remarkable cooperation on the part of 
the State Highway Department has resulted in saving many 
important old buildings. Similarly, Wooster Square in New Ha
ven has been protected and restored through a redevelopment 
and renewal project under the Urban Renewal Administration.3 1

Maine. The State of Maine has an historic site program ad
ministered by the State Park and Recreation Commission.4 The 
chairman of the Advisory Committee of the Commission is the 
State Historian and has full charge of marking historic sites. 
All historic sites under government auspices are under control 
of the state commission. There are no local historical commis
sions,5 and no provision for them.

New Hampshire. A  State Historical Commission was estab
lished in New Hampshire in 1959.6 Apart from its authority 
to approve historic markers and recommend their location, the 
marker program is largely a responsibility of the Commissioner 
of Public Works and Highways. Twenty citizens may petition 
the Commissioner for location of a marker “ indicating occurance 
of historic events.”7

The Division of Parks of the Department of Resources and 
Economic Development “ is concerned with state parks, historic 
sites, wayside areas, and areas of unusual scientific, educational 
and scenic value.” All the publicly owned historic sites are 
under state ownership and administration and no state policy

l  Ibid.
Museum Curator’s letter, October 6, 1965.
Historic Preservation, Urban Renewal Administration, HHFA, Washington, 
D.C. 1963, page 16.

4 (Rev. State, c. 43, Sec. 1-6 (1954).
5 Letter from State Historian, October 15, 1965.
a (Rev. Stat. Ann. C. 249-38a, as amended — Aot 186.1).
7 (Rev. Stat. c. 249-38a, as amended c. 31.1, in 1961).
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exists for preservation of “historic sites of local, state or national 
significance.”1

There is underway, however, at Portsmouth a major urban 
renewal project to restore “Strawbery Banke” , an historic area 
in the city. Strawbery Banke, Inc., a private preservation group 
received a federal grant from the Urban Renewal Administration 
in 1960 to restore this area of Portsmouth —  one of the earliest 
settlements in the state. Some 60 structures will be demolished 
and the older buildings of significance will be restored and 
furnished for exhibition. Other structures of the period including 
the remains of the original state house2 and the Daniel Webster 
home will be moved into the area. Some of the talent employed 
in the restoration of Williamsburg, Virginia is assisting in this 
project. Strawbery Banke is being planned along the lines of 
Williamsburg.

Rhode Island. A  program for historic preservation was estab
lished in Rhode Island in 1906 but was abandoned in 1913.3 In 
1959, municipalities were given authority to take the necessary 
steps to preserve structures related to the heritage of the com
munities.4 North Kingston, Providence, and South Kingston, 
Rhode Island have taken steps to preserve architecture in certain 
historic districts. There is, however, no concerted preservation 
program of state and local governments.

The Providence Preservation Society received an Urban Re
newal grant for “College Hill” as a demonstration study. The 
Providence City Plan Commission, in cooperation with the Prov
idence Preservation Society, conducted the survey with Urban 
Renewal financial assistance up to two-thirds of the cost oi 
the demonstration and all the cost of preparing and publishing 
reports. The object from the Federal Government’s point of

1 Letter from Director of Parks, September 12, 1965.
2 Historic Preservation Through Urban Renewal, HHFA, Washington, DC 

1963, page 9. Details can be supplied by the Portsmouth Housing Authority 
25 Vaugh Street, Portsmouth, N.H.

3 R°b! rtJ Montague and Tony p - Wrenn, Planning for Preservation, re
printed by National Trust for Historic Preservation, 1964, page 5

4 (P.L. 1959, Ch. 131; Gen. Laws, Title 45-24-1. 1-7).
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view is to develop techniques for conducting an urban renewal 
historic preservation study. Thanks to federal assistance, the Col
lege Hill study is one of the most complete surveys of any 
historic area that has been undertaken.1 College Hill was estab» 
lished as an historic district in 1960 based on a zoning ordinance 
in 1951.2

Vermont. Vermont established an Historic Sites Commission 
in 1947; in 1959 the name was changed to the Board of Historic 
Sites.3 This Board has charge of five historic sites, marks them 
and publicizes them. It is assisted by the state Department of 
Forests and Parks.4 The program relies on legislative appropri
ations and on admission fees. No authorization for municipal his
toric commissions exists, but towns and cities may appropriate 
for monuments.5

Trend of State Programs Elsewhere 
States without large urban centers have given little thought to 

public policy for preservation of historic sites. In New England 
such action has been explained as unnecessary since most land
marks are being preserved through private effort. A new public 
preservation policy is emerging, however, in the two New England 
states of Connecticut and Massachusetts. Connecticut is feeling 
the effects of expansion and development of greater New York 
City into her counties, including pressure for more parks and 
open spaces. If action is not taken soon the people of Connecticut 
may experience both a shortage of open spaces and a loss of 
historic sites.

Pennsylvania, Minnesota, California and New York are com
bining conservation, outdoor recreation and preservation of his
toric sites in order to take advantage of federal programs. This 
may become the pattern in other states.

1 Copies (may be obtained gratis from the City Plan Commission, Suite 103, 
City Hall, Providence, R.I. 02903.

2 P.L. of 1960, c. 1342.
3 Vt. Stat. Ann., Title 22, ss. 281-284, 341; Vt. Stat. 1947, ss. 4169-4171.
4 Biennial Report, State of Vermont Board of Historic Sites, 1963-1964.
5 Vt. Staite., Title 24, s. 3901.
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CHAPTER VI.

PRESENT AND PROPOSED HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
IN MASSACHUSETTS

Present Preservation Policy

Legal aspects of House, No. 284 were discussed in chapters 
I. and 11 of h this report. Existing Massachusetts statutes were 
cited as preliminary steps toward an integrated public program 
of historic preservation; their provisions regarding procedure 
for certification and protection of landmarks, as modified in 
1965, does not alter materially the importance or effect of the
proposal by Representative John F. Dolan of Ipswich (House No 
284 of 1965) i ’

Massachusetts has an admirable record for preservation of his
tory in written form. Official papers have been carefully kept 
from the very early days and assigned by the Constitution as a 
responsibility of the Secretary of the Commonwealth (Part H, 
c. H, s. IV, Art. H) and today they are under the supervision 
of the Archivist of the Commonwealth. The Massachusetts His
torical Society, incorporated by a special act in 1794, established 
a precedent for incorporation of private groups having a public 
objective —  in this case, preservation of written history. The 
Boston Athenaeum was similarly incorporated to preserve his
torical records. Many private historical libraries, museums and 
preservation groups have been incorporated since. The State 
Library is said to have been started as early as 1811 although 
its organizational pattern dates from 1826.

In the preservation of objects and properties associated with 
historical development or with some significant event, the Com
monwealth resembles most other states. Its state efforts are not 
centralized as elsewhere in one agency which has responsibility 
for preservation of historic paintings, monuments and other 
properties of historic significance. Protection of paintings, 
plaques, memorial tablets, statuary and other historical objects 
located in the State House are largely the responsibility of the
1 G.L. c. 9, ss. 26-27; c. 40, ss. 5, and 8D.
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state’s Art Commission (G.L. c. 6, s. 20). The latter’s authority 
extends to approval of the design and nature of memorials 
erected by any of the agencies of the Commonwealth, with the 
responsibility for maintenance assigned to the agency and not 
to the Art Commission.

A number of parks and reservations owned by the Common
wealth are maintained by the counties under the supervision 
of boards or commissions variously appointed. These facilities 
are discussed in some detail in the report of the Legislative 
Research Council, titled County Government in Massachusetts 
(House, No. 3131, November 14, 1962, pp. 113-119). Several 
of these areas include historic sites of special interest, including 
Indian Head Burial Ground in Dukes County, and Walden Pond 
State Reservation in Middlesex County.

In line with the recommendation of the Tercentenary Com
mission in 1930 232 cast iron historic markers were installed 
by the Department of Public Works, and they continue to be 
maintained. As early as 1896, municipalities were authorized to 
appropriate for marking “historic spots” within “their limits” 
(G.L. c. 40, s. 15, cl. 13). By special act in 1893 (c. 407). 
and by later special and general laws (G.L. c. 92) supplemental 
to these, the Metropolitan District Commission is authorized 
to accept gifts and acquire properties, some of which have 
historic significance. This Commission is also charged with the 
maintenance of all the memorial tablets, monuments, and other 
memorials located in the Metropolitan Park system.

Constitutional Provision. The Constitution of the Commonwealth 
was extended in 1918 by adding Amendment Art. LI which in 
the following language empowered the Commonwealth and its 
municipalities to increase by eminent domain if necessary their 
holdings of objects and properties of historic importance:

“The preservation and maintenance of ancient landmarks and other 
property of historical or antiquarian interest is a public use, and the 
commonwealth and the cities and towns therein may, upon payment of 
just compensation, take such property or any interest therein under such 
regulations as the general court may prescribe.”

The Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts upheld the right 
of Salem to expropriate under eminent domain some private
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property required for erection of a sailors’ memorial and to 
transfer it without financial consideration to the Federal Gov
ernment.1 Although acquired by gift and not by eminent domain, 
the Commonwealth received Walden Pond which today is the 
responsibility of the Walden Pond State Reservation Commission, 
with the Commissioners of Middlesex County serving as the state 
commission.

State Statutory Action. A  more comprehensive public policy 
for historic preservation began to emerge when the General 
Court provided by special acts of 1955 for historic districts in 
several municipalities, and followed in 1960 with enabling leg
islation permitting local historic districts (G.L. c. 40C). Then 
came the 1963 statute (c. 697) establishing the Massachusetts 
Historical Commission (G.L. c.9, ss. 26 and 27), and authorizing 
local historical commissions (G.L. c. 40, s. 8D), and local approp
riations to acquire properties of historic importance (G.L. c. 40, 
s. 5, clause 56). Permission for appropriation of funds seems to 
have been adequately covered by Article LI of the Amendments 
to the Massachusetts Constitution.

Certification of Historic LandmarTcs. The Massachusetts State 
Historical Commission is authorized by statute to prescribe 
standards for certification of landmarks, in keeping with specified 
procedures (G.L. c. 9, s. 27). On authority of that statute, it 
adopted in 1964 the “Standards for Certification” and “Stand
ards for the Care and Management of Certified Historic Land
marks” reprinted in Appendix B. It may be noted that prop
erties so certified are thus given a definite legal status, and 
may be taken by eminent domain only with the specific per
mission of the General Court (G.L. c. 79, s. 5A).

In July, 1965, the landmarks which had been certified up to 
that date were announced in a document, Massachusetts Historic 
LandmarTcs. These certifications include the Old South Meeting 
House, Trinity Church (Copley Square) and the Harrison Gray 
Otis House in Boston; the Cooper-Frost-Austin House in Cam

i Jacob H. Morrison, Historic Preservation Law, Washington, D.C., National 
Trust for Historic Preservation, 1965, page 20.



56 SENATE — No. 691. LJan.

bridge, the Tristram Coffin House in Newbury; and the “ Scotch”- 
Boardman House in Saugus.

The Historical Commission of Ipswich has recommended an 
historic site for certification by the state commission. The His
torical Commission of Cambridge during its brief existence has 
conducted and published an extensive inventory of historic struc
tures, titled Survey of Architectural History of Cambridge: East 
Cambridge 1965f1 this inventory may stimulate requests for 
certification of some buildings and a preservation program.

To assist other municipalities, the Massachusetts Historical \ 
Commission issued its inventory titled Historic American Build
ings Survey: Massachusetts Catalog in October, 1965. Some 800 
examples of American architecture located in Massachusetts’ cities 
and towns listed in this document are among the 10,000 on file 
in the Historic American Buildings Survey in a special archives 
in the Library of Congress in Washington, D.C.

Proposed Preservation Policy
House, No. 284 of 1965 would provide state aid only for 

those municipalities which have established historical commis
sions (under G.L. c. 40 s. 8D). This state aid would apply to 
acquisition of historic properties and could amount to 75 per 
cent of the cost of the properties. House, No. 284 proposes 
addition to Chapter 9 of the General Laws of a new Section 28 
which would extend the authority of the Secretary of the Com
monwealth and of the Massachusetts Historical Commission to 
make grants in the form of reimbursement to those municipal
ities with historical commissions (under G.L. c. 40, s. 8D) for their 
acquisition of properties approved as having historic significance. 
Under the bill as now phrased, the Secretary of the Common
wealth would have to approve an application for aid and de
termine the amount of state assistance which would “be equitable 
in consideration of anticipated public benefits.” Some proponents 
would prefer that such projects be approved by the Massachusetts 
State Historical Commission rather than by the State Secretary, 
in order to relieve that elected official of the burden of this 
detailed work.

l  Available from the Cambridge Historical Commission (price $5.00).
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As worded, House No. 284 would therefore authorize state 
grants-in-aid only to municipalities within the state-local system 
for historic preservation and not to municipalities which might 
establish historical commissions under general powers. By so 
doing, House No. 284 would furnish an incentive for municipal
ities to adopt G.L. c. 40, s. 8D. This would tend to integrate 
local programs with state efforts in formation of both public 
policy and programs of acquisition and care of historic sites 
and landmarks. The Secretary of the Commonwealth, on his 
part, in granting state assistance would draw on such “funds 
appropriated” by the General Court. Aid would be available for 
only those projects he approves.

Inasmuch as Research Bureau reports may only present factual 
material without recommendations the following text presents 
frequent arguments both for and against the legislation under 
consideration.

Arguments for Dolan Proposal (House, No. 28If)
Need to Stop Destruction. The destruction within the United 

States during a single decade of from 40 to 45 percent of the 
building structures listed in the Historical American Buildings 
Survey, as reported by Senator Edward M. Kennedy, indicates a 
need for government action. The Federal Government is com
mitted to a program of historic preservation but little further 
help can be given to Massachusetts because so many historic 
sites are already under federal auspices.

There are 56 other sites eligible for the National Registry of 
Historic Landmarks, largely owned by private individuals, preser
vation associations and local historical societies, plus a few owned 
by the Commonwealth and municipalities. Some of these eligible 
sites have been certified by the Massachusetts Historical Com
mission as “Landmarks” and are thus protected against being 
taken by eminent domain.

Private Activities Inadequate. There is, however, the question 
of how long private groups can continue to care for these large 
holdings as a public service, and it is therefore contended by 
many that more state aid is needed if municipalities are to develop 
historic preservation programs.
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Tourist Attraction. Historic preservation is also endorsed be
cause it conserves an economic asset. Tourists are attracted here 
mainly because of the great concentration of historic objects and 
landmarks, and with an expanding population and more super
highways, the number of tourists is likely to increase. This in
creased tourist trade will benefit hotels, motels, gasoline stations, 
vendors of food, and other businesses.

Other Economic Benefit. It is also emphasized that restored 
historic structures in certain locations may increase the value 
of adjoining properties. In short historic preservation as an eco
nomic resource can offset costs for preservation. This development 
strengthens the argument in favor of preserving historic proper
ties for their national and state historic merit.

Arguments Against Dolan Proposal (House, No. 28It)
Opposition to House, No. 284 can be expected both from those 

who hold that it goes too far, and from others that it does not 
go far enough.

Burden Too Great. These opponents would argue that the Com
monwealth and its municipalities cannot afford the expense. They 
emphasize that the state is faced with a near financial crisis 
and that the local property tax which is their major source of 
revenue simply cannot be increased further. Under these circum
stances, opponents assert that historic preservation must yield 
to expenditure demands of greater priority, such as education, 
health, welfare and public safety. Some who take this view also 
raise the question as to the reality of state aid. Is the assistance 
coming from the state to help municipalities or are municipalities 
asked to subsidize a program which should be a state responsi
bility?

Maintenance Costs Overlooked. House, No. 284 would only grant 
state aid to municipalities for the acquisition of objects, prop
erties, sites, etc. Maintenance costs are overlooked which may 
prove' to be of greater cost to the municipality. Moreover, the 
bill makes no mention of assistance in meeting costs of restora
tion which could be very expensive.
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State Regulation Opposed. Only the municipalities which have 
adopted G.L. c. 40, s. 8D are eligible for aid. Municipalities which 
may establish historical commissions under their general powers 
would not be eligible. Those communities which refuse to partici
pate in the state-wide system of historical preservation may prefer 
to preserve their historic sites without state regulation.

Undesirable Tax Exemption Aspects. Properties acquired will 
frequently be removed from the tax rolls of a municipality if such 

I historic structures are not already in possession of a tax-exempt 
organization for their preservation. Even if they already belong 
to a tax-exempt organization, the municipality would have to 
assume their maintenance costs.

No limit on Acquisitions. In some communities historic preser
vation may have reached a point of diminishing return. House, 
No. 284 provides no limitation on the number of properties a 
community may acquire and still receive state assistance. This 
limitation may be implied by the required approval of the Secre
tary of the Commonwealth but some may think there should 'be 
stated in the bill a maximum of state-aid acquisitions for any one 
community. Such a statement would, of course, present problems.

Patch-work Proposal. In view of the availability of Federal aid 
for many programs which include preservation of historic sites, 
it is argued that the entire state-local public program for preser
vation of properties of historic importance needs review. Other
wise the patch-work approach of House, No. 284 will not develop 
an integrated program within the Commonwealth, and will not 
make the greatest possible use of federal programs. This argument 
stresses that the Federal Government has acquired more proper
ties of historic importance here than in any other state, and it 
cannot therefore be expected to continue to do so in view of the 
demands from other states.

More Study Favored. The group which thinks House, No. 284 
does not go far enough might also prefer an extensive study of 
the entire matter of conservation, outdoor recreation and historic 
sites in the Commonwealth by a so-called “Blue Ribbon Com
mission.”
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Properties in Historic Districts. Since there is some division 
of opinion regarding the value of having historic sites in estab
lished historic districts, there could be objection from this quarter. 
Some who favor preservation through either zoning or establish
ment of historic districts under G.L. c. 40C might think that 
according to the wording of House, No. 284 the governing author
ity of the historic district should have a voice in any acquisition.

Local Coordination Missing. The municipalities with historical j 
commissions under G.L. c. 40, s. 8D may receive aid for acquisitions 1 
for historic preservation if prescribed procedure is followed. State 
aid town conservation commissions may acquire open space areas 
for purposes of conservation or outdoor recreation which may 
include historic sites. House, No. 284 makes no provision for joint 
arrangements between these two local public bodies. There is no 
assurance either that the municipal street or highway authority 
will be brought into the decision making process.

Lack of Standards. House, No. 284 provides no standard for 
determining the historic merit of properties. Its opponents state 
that standards for state acquisitions apply but that there is no 
mention of that fact specifically in the bill.

This list of Objections is longer than the list in support of the 
proposed legislation only because more varied approaches to his
toric preservation seem pertinent. Such difference by no means 
demonstrates that the arguments in opposition are necessarily 
more cogent than those in favor of House, No. 284.
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APPENDIX A

TEXT OF PROPOSED HOUSE, NO. 284 OF 1965 
(Petition of John F. Dolan of Ipswich)

AN ACT ESTABLISHING AN HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
PROGRAM FOR CITIES AND TOWNS.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General 
I  Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

Chapter 9 of the General Laws is hereby amended by inserting after 
section 27, added by section 1 of chapter 697 of the acts 1963, the following 
section: —

Section 88. The State secretary shall establish a program to assist the 
cities and towns, which have established historic commissions under section 
eight D of chapter forty, in acquiring for public preservation and use any 
buildings or other properties that may be considered of significant historical 
value as may be determined by said secretary under the provisions of sections 
twenty-six and twenty-seven. He may, from funds appropriated to carry out 
the provisions of this section, reimburse any such city or town for any 
money expended by it in establishing an approved project under said program 
in such amount as he shall determine to be equitable in consideration of 
anticipated public benefits from such project, but in no event shall the 
amount of such reimbursement exceed seventy-five per cent of the total cost 
of such project. No reimbursement shall be made hereunder to a city or town 
unless a project application is filed by such city or town with the secretary 
setting forth such plans and information as the secretary may require and 
approved by him, nor until such city or town shall have voted to expend 
from its general fund, under the provisions of clause (56) of section five 
of chapter forty, an amount equal to the total cost of the project, nor until 
the project has been completed to the satisfaction of the secretary, in ac- 
cordance with said approved plans.
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APPENDIX B

STANDARDS FOR HISTORIC LANDMARKS ESTABLISHED BY THE 
MASSACHUSETTS STATE HISTORICAL COMMISSION FOR:
(A) CERTIFICATION; AND (B) CARE AND MANAGEMENT

A. Standards For Certification

Any site or structure to qualify for certification by the Massachusetts 
Historical Commission as an historic landmark should have outstanding f 
Historical and cultural significance. Such significance is found in:

1. Historical Values ■— Structures or sites at which events occurred that 
have made an outstanding contribution to, and are identified prominently 
with, or which best represent some important aspect of, the cultural, political, 
economic military, or social history of the Nation or the Commonwealth.

S. Associative Values -— Structures or sites associated significantly with the 
lives of outstanding historic personages, or with an important event that well 
represents some great idea or ideal.

3. Design Values — Structures that embody the distinguishing character
istics of an architectural type specimen, inherently valuable for study of a 
period, style, or method of construction; or a notable work of a master 
builder, designer, or architect whose individual genius influenced his age.

If. Archaeological Values -+ Structures or sites that contribute significantly 
to understanding of aboriginal man in the Nation or Commonwealth.

Every historic and archaeological site and structure certified should have 
integrity — thiat is, there should be no doubt as to the authenticity of site 
and structure as well as materials and workmanship. Structures or sites where 
there is a preponderance of original material, or other physical remains, 
are to be preferred over reconstructions. Conjectural reconstructions, however 
carefully executed, are not eligible for certification. Structures at their ori
ginal site are generally to be preferred over those that been moved. Charac
teristics of the surroundings and probabilities of their continuation, and 
intangible elements of feeling and association, although difficult to describe, 
may be factors in weighing integrity.

Mere antiquity is not sufficient basis for selection of a structure for cer
tification; conversely, architectural significance is dependent upon the quality 
and influence rather than the age of a building. ,

Structures identified with historic personages are normally to be considered̂  
only when the building played a significant part in the life of its occupant,! 
to some extent reflects his mind and character, or possesses significant archi
tectural quality. Birthplaces, buildings occupied only for short periods or 
during retirement, and graves will not normally qualify for certification. 
Even with historic figures of transcendent importance, sites associated wffl 
their actual careers and contributions are more significant than their birth- 
places and places of burial.
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Churches and cemeteries which are primarily of significance to religious 
bodies, but which are not of importance in other fields of history, such as, 
political, military, or architectural history, will not qualify for certification.

Structures or sites of recent historical importance, relating to events or
persons within 50 years will not qualify for certification.

Since all historic structures significant enough to warrant certification can
not support themselves as historic museums regularly open to the public, 
adaptation to practical uses, when that can be accomplished without damag
ing the salient features, should be encouraged. Hence privately owned struc
tures and sites, not open to visitors, may be eligible for certification as his
toric landmarks if they otherwise meet the qualifying standards.

Certain groups of buildings standing in harmonious relationship to one 
another may be protected more appropriately by historic district laws, or
dinances, or by-laws, than by certification of individual buildings.

In order to permit ready recognition of landmarks certified by it, the 
Commission proposes in due course, to provide appropriate plaques, to be 
affixed with permission of owners to those not already sufficiently marked. 
It proposes also to identify in its inventory, after investigation as thorough 
as required for certification, sites of historic events where buildings no longer 
stand, or surroundings have so altered as not to justify certification, and 
likewise to provide plaques for such sites, but will endeavor to avoid pro
liferation of relatively unimportant or inconsequential markers.

Adopted February 7, 1964

B. Standards for Care and Management

The care and management of an historic landmark certified by the Massa
chusetts Historical Commission should aim for continued maintenance of the 
features and values of the landmark qualifying it for certification under the 
Commission’s Standards for Certification, and particularly those features iden
tified as significant in the Commission’s evaluation accompanying the certifica
tion. Owners are expected to preserve so far as practicable, and to the best 
of their ability, the historical and architectural integrity of the landmark.

Structures should be kept weathertight and in a reasonable state of. repair. 
Surfaces requiring painting or other finishing should be repainted or re- 
finished as reasonably necessary and in keeping with historical characteristics. 
Grounds and rooms open to the public or to view from public ways or places 
should be given normal care and kept reasonably clean. Alii applicable public 
health and safety and other laws and regulations are to be met, and reason
able fire prevention practices followed. Where the public is admitted and 
there is particular risk of damage . to historically significant features, rea
sonable protective precautions should be taken. When repairs and replace
ments in significant features become necessary, similar design, materials and 
workmanship should be used so far as practicable.

Where it can be done without seriously impairing historical values (which 
include the associative, design and archaeological values referred to in the 
Standards for Certification), certified landmarks may be appropriately altered. 
This may, for example be possible in oases of interiors where exteriors only



64 SENATE — No. 691. LJan.

are significant, in cases where secondary structures are included in a site 
to protect the setting rather than for their own significance and in oases 
where additions can be inconspicuously made.

When changes or additions are made to significant structures the work 
should be so done as to minimize detraction from significant original features, 
whether using similar design, materials and workmanship, or others aestheti
cally compatible. When additional structures are constructed or altered on 
a site with a significant structure, the work should be so done as to minimize 
detraction from the significant structure.

When change is made in use of a significant structure, the new use should 
so far as practicable be compatible with any historically significant use and
require a minimum of changes in significant features.

In resolving questions of authenticity, significance, similarity and com
patibility, advice of competent architects and architectural historians should 
be sought and respected.

The care and management being used by the National Park Service for 
its historic buildings and by the Society for the Preservation of New England 
Antiquities for its historically significant properties are recognized as guide
lines and objectives, but it is also recognized that financial limitations and 
particular needs for uses of buildings and sites may in appropriate cases make 
it necessary to vary from their practices.

Although certified structures and sites may be maintained as museums or 
in uses w h ic h  permit admission of the public, Ithis is not required. It is 
expected, however, that insofar as historically significant features may not
otherwise be seen, arrangements may be made from time to time upon rea
sonable request and at reasonable convenience and subject to appropriate 
conditions to protect the landmark and the interests of the owner, for ex
amination by representatives of the Commission or qualified and responsible 
scholars, and for viewing by others on special occasions.

Signs and plaques may be maintained where necessary for convenience 
of the public, but are to be so designed and placed as to minimize detraction 
from significant features of the landmark. They may be needed to identify the 
landmark and its significance, and any occupants, and whether or when 
open to the public. In cases of landmarks open to the public, they may be 
needed to give directions and information to visitors. In case of business oc
cupants they may need to bear additional information or rules appropriate 
to the conduct of the business. Signs which give directions to a landmark 
should be so designed and placed as not to mar their surroundings, wherever 
located.

Amy problems encountered dm meeting these standards should promptly be 
brought to the attention of the Commission. Flalilure to comply with the 
Standards may result in withdrawal of certification.

No alternation shall be made unless (a) clearly of minor nature and not 
affecting historical values, (b) the Commission has previously determined that 
it will not seriously impair historical values, (c) the Commission has granted 
permission for it after public hearing as required by the Statute, (d) applica
tion for such permission has been filed with the Commission and there has 
elapsed thereafter such period of withholding of permission, not exceeding
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one year, as the Commission deems necessary, or (e) required by casualty 
or other emergency promptly reported to the Commission.

Determination of whether an alteration will seriously impair historical 
values may be made on behalf of the Commission by its Chairman or Acting 
Chairman.

The Commission may on request of any owner, if necessary in order to 
facilitate management of any landmark, establish additional or modified 
standards for determining what alterations it will consider clearly of minor 
nature and not affecting historical values, or not seriously impairing his
torical values.

An owner desiring determination, permission, additional or modified standards 
Shall furnish sufficient plans or information to enable the Commission to 
render a ruling.

The Commission will welcome information and inquiries about certified 
landmarks from all concerned.

Adopted October 16, 1964
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APPENDIX C

STATUTORY TEXTS re HISTORICAL COMMISSIONS, AND LANDMARKS 

Acts of 1963, Chapter 697
AN ACT ESTABLISHING THE MASSACHUSETTS HISTORICAL 

COMMISSION AND AUTHORIZING CITIES AND TOWNS 
TO ESTABLISH HISTORICAL COMMISSIONS.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General 
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

SECTION 1 Chapter 9 of the General Laws is hereby amended by adding 
a't the end the following two sections: —

Section 26. There shall be in the department of the state secretary a 
Massachusetts historical commission, hereinafter and in section twenty-seven 
called the commission. Said commission shall consist of the state secretary, 
or an officer or employee from his department designated by him, who shall 
be the chairman, the commissioner of natural resources, the commissioner of 
commerce, two persons to be appointed by the governor, and seven persons 
to be appointed by the state secretary of whom one shall be selected from a 
list of three nominees submitted by the Bay State Historical League, one from 
a list of three nominees submitted by the Massachusetts Historical Society, 
one from a list of three nominees submitted by the Society for the Preserva
tion of New England Antiquities, one from a list of three nominees sub
mitted by The American Antiquarian Society, one from a list of three 
nominees submitted by The Trustees of Reservations, one from a list of 
three nominees submitted by the New England Historic Genealogical Society, 
and one from a list of three nominees submitted by The Massachusetts 
Archeological Society, Incorporated. Upon .the expiration of the term of an 
appointive member his successor shall be appointed in like manner for a 
term of three years. The commission shall advise the state secretary on 
matters relating to the historic assets of the commonwealth and assist him 
in compiling and maintaining an inventory of such assets. The state secretary 
may on behalf of the commonwealth for the purposes of this section Mid 
section 27 accept gifts of real and personal property, including papers, docu
ments, and moneys, and he may provide technical and other assistance, and 
publish, furnish and disseminate information of an historic nature, 
moneys received hereunder shall be transmitted forthwith to the state trea
surer who shall administer the same as a trust fund in the manner provide 
by section 16 of chapter 10. The members of the commission shall serve 
without compensation but shall be reimbursed for actual expenses mcurred 
by them in the performance of itheir duties as such members.

Section 27. (See revised text of this section 27 as enacted in Acts of 1965, 
Chapter 707, reprinted at the end of this Appendix).
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SECTION 2. Chapter 36 of the General Laws is hereby amended by adding 
after section 14 the following section: —

Section HA. A notice of certification of an historic site and a withdrawal 
of such 'certification, required to be recorded under the provisions of section 
twenty-seven of chapter nine, shall be recorded by the register of deeds 
without the payment of any fee therefor.

SECTION 3. Section 5 of chapter 40 of the General Laws is hereby 
amended by inserting after clause (55), inserted by section 2 of chapter 479 
of the acts of 1963, the following clause: —

(56) To mark, acquire, maintain, preserve, promote and develop places of 
^historical value, and to establish and maintain an historical commission.

SECTION 4. Said chapter 40 is hereby further amended by inserting after 
section 8C the following section: —

Section 8D. A city or town which accepts this section may establish an 
historical commission, hereinafter called the commission, for the preservation, 
promotion and development of the historical assets of such city or town. 
Such commission Shall conduct researches for places of historic value and 
shall seek to co-ordinate the activities of unofficial bodies organized for similar 
purposes, and may advertise, prepare, print and distribute books, maps, charts 
plans, and pamphlets which it deems necessary for its work. For the purpose 
of protecting and preserving such places, it may make such recommenda
tions to the city council or the selectmen as it deems necessary, and, subject 
to the approval of the city council or the selectmen, to the Massachusetts 
historical commission, that any such place be certified as an historic landmark. 
It shall keep accurate records of its meetings and actions and shall file an 
annual report which shall be printed in the case of towns in the annual 
town report. The commission may appoint such clerks and other employees 
as it may from time to time require. The commission shall consist of not 
less than three nor more than seven members. In cities the members shall 
be appointed by the mayor, subject to the provisions of the city charter, 
except that in cities having a city manager form of government, said ap
pointments shall be by the city manager, subject to the provisions of the 
Charter; and in towns they shall be appointed by the selectmen, excepting 
towns having a town manager form of government, in which towns appoint
ments shall be made by the town manager, subject to the approval of the 
selectmen. When a commission is first established, the terms of the members 
shall be for one, two or three years, and so arranged that the terms of 
approximately one third of the members will expire each year, and their 
successors shall be appointed for terms of three years each. Any member of 
a commission so appointed may, after a public hearing if requested, be re
moved for caruse by ithe appointing authority. A vacancy occurring otherwise 
than by expiration of a term shall in a city be filled for the unexpired term 
in the same manner as an original appointment, and in a town in the manner 
provided in section eleven of chapter forty-one. Said commission may acquire 
in the name of the city or town by gift, purchase, grant, bequest, devise 
lease or otherwise the fee or lesser interest in real or personal property of 
significant historical value and may manage the same.
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SECTION 5. Chapter 79 of the General Laws Is hereby amended by striking 
out section 5A, added by chapter 180 of the acts of 1948, and inserting in 
place there of the following section: —

Section 5A. No historic landmark certified under the provisions of section 
twenty-seven of chapter nine and no property owned, preserved and main
tained by any historical organization or society as an ancient landmark or 
as property of (historical or antiquarian interest shall be taken without leave
of the general court specially obtained.

SECTION 6. (This section 6 works out details of the overlapping three year 
terms of original members of the state commission).

Approved September 11, 1968

Acts of 1965, Chapter 707

AN ACT RELATIVE TO THE PROCEDURE FOR CERTIFYING 
HISTORIC LANDMARKS BY THE MASSACHUSETTS 

HISTORICAL COMMISSION.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General 
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

Chapter 9 of the General Laws is hereby amended by striking out section 
27, added by section 1 of chapter 697 of the acts of 1963, and inserting in 
place thereof the following section: —

Section 27. The commission may request the chairman to examine certain 
Sites and Structures in the commonwealth and to make recommendations 
concerning their historical significance. Any such site or structure deemed by 
the commission to be of substantial historical significance to the common
wealth may, with the written consent of the person or persons claiming 
ownership, and such others having recorded interests as the commission shall 
deem necessary, be certified by the commission as an historic landmark and a 
list of such certified historic landmarks shall be maintained and published 
annually by the State secretary. In the case of landmarks owned by the com
monwealth, such consent may be given by the governor. In the case of land
marks owned by a city such consent may be given by its manager or, if there 
is no manager, its mayor, with the approval of its city council, and in the 
case of landmarks Owned by a town, by its selectmen. No such certification 
shall take effect until a notice of such certification has been recorded in the 
registry of deeds in the county where such certified landmark is situated. 1 
The commission may establish standards for the care and management of 
such certified landmarks, and may withdraw such certification for failure to 
maintain such standards provided that a notice of such withdrawal is recorded 
as aforesaid. No certified historic landmark shall be altered in such a manner 
as would seriously impair its historical values without permission of the 
commission, except that persons having recorded interests who have not given



1966.] SENATE — No. 691. 69

 ̂ written consent to the certification and those claiming under them shall not
■ be required to obtain such permission. Before granting such permission the 

commission shall hold a public hearing. The commission may grant such
t\ premission or may withhold permission for any period up to one year during 
i: which time the commission shall consult with civic groups, public agencies 
•3 and interested citizens to ascertain what action, if any, ought to be taken 
t to preserve such landmark, and shall make recommendations for its preserva

tion to the commonwealth or its political subdivisions, to historical societies 
or to other interested civic organizations. The superior court shall have 
jurisdiction in equity to enforce the provisions of (this section and, on petition 
of any parity in interest, may alter, amend or revoke the order of the

■ commission.rjj
Approved September 21, 1965
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APPENDIX D

HISTORIC SITES AND LANDMARKS IN MASSACHUSETTS 

Federally Owned Sites Administered by National Park Service

Site Characteristics or Location

Adams National Historical 
Site Quincy

Home of Presidents John and John Quincy 
Adams; of Charles Francis Adams, U.S. Minis
ter to Great Britain during American Civil
War; of the celebrated writers and Historians, 
Henry Adams and Brooks Adams

I
Cape Cod National 

Seashore
Ocean beaches, dunes, woodlands, freshwater 
ponds and marshes on outer Cape Cod, for 3 
centuries a landmark and haven for mariners 
(10,461 Federal, and 34,139 non-Federal acres)

Minute Man 
National Park

Lexington-Concord Battle Road. Original stone 
walls of April 19, 1775 and other features of 
natural setting

Salem Maritime 
National Historic Site

Wayside Inn, Concord

Derby Wharf, the Derby House, Hawkes 
House,, and the Old Custom House in which 
Nathaniel Hawthorne worked; significant as
sociation with New England maritime, archi
tectural, and literary history.
(Acquired June, 1965)

Historic Site Owned and Administered by City of Boston 

Dorchester Heights Memorial tower and green marking site of 
American batteries which threatened the Brit
ish in Boston and helped to force their evacu
ation on March 17, 1776.

56 Massachusetts Public and Private Sites Declared Eligible 
for Registry of Historic Landmarks

Alcofct—Hawthorne Home 
Arnold Arboretum
Arrowhead, Home of 

Herman Melville

Boston Road, Concord 
Jamaica Plain, (Boston) 
Holmes Road, Pittsfield

Asa Gray House
Beacon Hill, Boston 

(Historic Dist.)

Garden St., Cambridge 
North of Beacon St., east of Charles Rivet
embankment
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Site

Boston Athenaeum
Boston Light (Lighthouse)
Boston Subway 

(Tremont Street)
Buckman Tavern
Bunker Hill Monument
Chester Harding House

j Christ Church
Cole’s Hill
Craigie-Longf'ellow House
Daniel Chester French 

Home and Studio
Elmwood, James Russell 

Lowell House
Ether Dome, Mass.

General Hospital
Fairbanks House
Paneuil Hall
Francis Parkman House
Frederick Law Olmstead 

House
Gay Head Cliffs
Headquarters House 

(W. H. Prescott House)
Home of Emily Dickinson
Home of John Greenlief 

Whittier
Isaac Royall House
Jeremiah Lee Mansion (1768)
John Adams Birthplace
John F. Kennedy Birthplace
John Quincy Adams Birthplace
King’s Chapel
Lexington Green
Massachusetts Hall

Characteristics or Location 
10% Beacon St., Boston 
Little Brewster Island 
Boston

Hancock St., Lexington 
Breed’s Hill, Charlestown 
16 Beacon St., Boston 
Garden St., Cambridge 
Carver St., Plymouth 
105 Brattle St., Cambridge 
Chasterwood, Stockbridge

Elmwood Ave., Cambridge

Fruit St., Boston

East St. and Eastern Ave., Dedham 
Dock Square, Boston 
50 Chestnut St., Boston 
99 Warren St., Brookline

Gay Head (Martha's Vineyard) 
Beacon St., Boston

280 Main St., Amherst
Pickard and Friends Sts., Amesbury

15 George St., Medford 
Washington St., Marblehead 
133 Franklin St., Quincy 
83 Beals St., Brookline 
141 Franklin St., Brookline 
Tremont and School Sts., Boston 
Lexington
Massachusetts Ave., Cambridge 

(Within Harvard Yard)
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Site

Massachusetts Historical 
Society

Massachusetts State House 
Nathaniel Bowditch Home 
Old Deerfield Village

(Historic District) 
Old Manse
Old North Church—

Christ Church (Boston)

Old Ship Church

Old South Meeting House

Old State House
(Second Town House)

Orchard House, Louisa 
May Alcott Home

Saugus Iron Works (Old

Iron Master’s House, 1640) 
Scotch-Boardman House

Shirley-Eustis House 
Springfield Armory

USS Constitution 
(Old Ironsides)

Characteristics or Location 

1154 Boylston St., Boston

Beacon Hill, Boston 
312 Essex St., Salem 

Deerfield

Concord
193 Salem St., 'Boston

Main St., Hingham
Milk and Washington Sts., Boston

Washington and State Sts., Boston

Lexington Road, Concord

Parson Capen House 

Paul Revere House 

Peabody Museum 
Ralph Waldo Emerson House

Off the Village Green and Mass. 97, Topsfleld 

19 North Square, Boston 

161 Essex St., Sailem

Lexington Rd. and Cambridge Turnpike, 
Concord

Saugus (Administered by Natl. Pk. Service)

(See Whitehill page 360) 
Howard St., Saugus

31-37 Shirley St., Roxbury 

Federal Square, Springfield 

Boston Navy Yard, Boston

Walden Pond

John Whipple House (1640) 
William Cullen Bryant Home 
Wright Tavern

Concord

On Mass. 1A, Ipswich 

2 miles from Cummington
On Lexington Rd. opposite Burying Ground, 

Concord
Source: Areas Administered by the National Park Service, Registry of National 

Landmarks, January, 1965. Boston Globe, Dec. 20, 1965; Jan. 2, 1966.


