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An Endangered American Building

Drawing courtesy Jason Hart, CUBE design + research, LLC, Boston, MA.




The National Park Service plans to remove the historically significant
Cyclorama Building at Gettysburg, designed by world-renowned
architect Richard Neutra. Preservationists are working world-wide to
save the structure.

e The Cyclorama Center at Gettysburg National Military Park was designed by the firm of
Neutra & Alexander as part of the Park Service’s landmark Mission 66 program, a billion-
dollar postwar government initiative aimed at improving America's national parks with the
construction of new facilities.

e As part of Mission 66, five parks were selected to host flagship projects designed by
prominent private architects:
0 Wright Brothers National Monument, NC
Dinosaur National Monument, UT
Rocky Mountain National Park, CO
Petrified Forest National Park, AZ
Gettysburg National Military Park, PA
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e The building is among the finest public examples of modern architecture nationwide,
retains high integrity, and is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.
It is a rare example of architect Richard Neutra’s institutional designs and is significant
within the range of federal buildings commissioned during America’s prosperous mid-
twentieth century boom years.

e Citing a desire for new facilities, the Park Service recently opened a new visitor's center
at Gettysburg. The Park Service has stopped maintaining the Cyclorama Center, and
plans to remove the building.

e U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, Report and Recommendation in Civil
Action, Recent Past Preservation Network, et al., Plaintiffs, v. John Latschar, et al.,
Defendants (abridged, dated 2009), found that

“Defendants failed to meet the procedural obligations required of federal
agencies under NEPA. The Park Service did not properly evaluate the site-
specific environmental impacts of demolition of the Cyclorama Center and did not
properly consider alternatives to demolition. These failures amount to both an
action unlawfully withheld and an action that is arbitrary, capricious, and
otherwise not in accordance with the law.”

e Despite national and worldwide support for preservation of the Cyclorama Building, and
a concurrent rise of public interest in the mid century modern architecture of the United
States, the National Park Service has continually refused to re-consider its decade-old
decision to remove the building.



Support for Preservation

From the World Monuments Fund, 2006 Listing for 100 Most Endangered

Preservationists have labored for nearly a decade to save this building, one of the first
"visitor centers" ever built in the national park system and a landmark in the work of
famed architect Richard Neutra. The National Park Service, the primary public agency
charged with protecting significant American sites, has so far refused to preserve the
structure, one recognized by the U.S. National Register of Historic Places for "its
exceptional historic and architectural significance." The Cyclorama Center remains on a
short list for demolition; the Gettysburg National Battlefield Museum Foundation, a
private partner of the National Park Service and headed by Robert Wilburn, plans to raze
the structure.

From J. Carter Brown, Chairman, The Commission of Fine Arts, 1999

"The theme-park concept of falsely recreating a landscape that can never be put back to
1863 is an unconscionable intellectual travesty... Every conceivable effort should be
made to protect and restore this exceptional building."

American Institute of Architects (AlA), Historic Resources Committee, Resolution
to Preserve the Cyclorama Building, 16 March 2000

"[We view] with alarm the pending demolition of the Visitor Center and Cyclorama Building at
Gettysburg...it was, and is one of the most important buildings constructed by the NPS during the
20th century....This Committee...cannot condone the demolition of this nationally important 20th
century icon, designed by an internationally acclaimed 20th century architect, and urge that the
decision to demolish the building be reconsidered and reversed."

Sir Norman Foster, Architect, Foster and Partners architects and designers,
London, England, to the National Register of Historic Places, 20 October 2000

"The legacy of modern architecture by architects of the stature of Richard Neutra is
critical beyond your shores....Once gone it can never be returned....Here in Europe we
look to you for inspiration and leadership in more matters than heritage issues. It gives
me no satisfaction to tell you that if Neutra's building were here in the European Union it
would have been listed and preserved decades ago."”

Susan Eisenhower, Co-Chairman, White House Millennium Council to Secretary of
the Interior, 23 January 2000

"Are we willing to tear this monument down simply because it was built by our generation
and therefore is somehow disposable? If left standing, | have no doubt that our
grandchildren will see the significance of Neutra's expression, just as we appreciate
today the impulse that prompted the construction of other battlefield monuments in times
past.”



History

Mission 66 in the National Parks

e Mission 66 was a federally-sponsored program to improve deteriorated and dangerous
conditions in the national parks, the result of a massive visitor boom after World War II.

e Mission 66 projects began in 1956 and ended in 1966. During those ten years, more than
$1 billion was spent on infrastructure and other improvements in the parks.

e Mission 66 planners and architects developed the concept of the "visitor center” to
streamline and standardize visitor services at federal parks nationwide. Approximately 100
new visitor centers were built during the ten-year program.

e Mission 66 visitor centers have been recognized by the National Register of Historic Places
as significant historic structures and as important representatives of a new building type.

PROGRESS AND MODERNIZATION

Mission 66 represented the largest program for park improvements ever initiated by the National
Park Service and is one of the most significant federal undertakings of the twentieth century. In
1955, responding to mounting political and public pressure, Conrad Wirth, Director of the National
Park Service, proposed a ten-year building improvement program to regenerate and modernize the
national parks. New accommodations were desperately needed by 1966, the fiftieth anniversary of
the Park Service, to serve an expected eighty million annual visitors. With the goal-oriented
ideology of the project in mind and the proposed date of completion set, the committee chose the
name "Mission 66" for the program.

By the end of the billion-dollar program, the parks and the public enjoyed a wealth of modern
services, including 584 new comfort stations, 221 administrative buildings, 36 service buildings,
1,239 units for employee housing, and more than 100 new visitor centers. The Park Service also
acquired 78 additional park units under the program, an increase of almost forty percent over the
180 parks held in 1956. New parks authorized during Mission 66 included the Chesapeake & Ohio
Canal National Historical Park in Maryland and West Virginia; Frederick Douglass National Historic
Site in Washington, D.C.; Canyonlands National Park in Utah; and the Edison National Historic Site
in New Jersey.

Several of the most impressive building projects associated with the Park Service today resulted
from Mission 66 efforts. The Gateway Arch, designed by architect Eero Saarinen in 1949 for the
Jefferson National Expansion Memorial National Historic Site in St. Louis, remained unfinished until
Mission 66 funding permitted its completion. Another significant Mission 66 project is the Blue
Ridge Parkway, a 469-mile scenic road running through Shenandoah National Park in Virginia to
the Great Smoky Mountains National Park in North Carolina and Tennessee. Only about one-third
of the total planned distance had been finished when work stopped in the 1940s. Construction
began again under Mission 66, which contributed "better than 75 per cent of the cost" for the route.



The scenic Colonial Parkway connecting Jamestown to Williamsburg in Virginia was completed, as
was a seven-mile extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway from Spout Run to the
Capital Beltway in Washington, D.C.

The Visitor Centers

The buildings of Mission 66 arose during the prosperous years of the mid-1950s. Post World War Il
wealth and optimism led enormous numbers of Americans to pack their cars for visits to the
national parks. Once they arrived, tourists found small, rustic-style nature centers and museums
built by the Civilian Conservation Corps in the 1930s, often containing less than 500-square feet of
space and no interior bathrooms. The Park Service, unprepared for the onslaught, lacked a
systematic method and enough on-site rangers to communicate to visitors the importance of
preserving the geysers, forests, and wildlife. Tourists unwittingly (and some purposefully)
vandalized and abused resources at Yellowstone, the Grand Canyon, and other parks. By the early
1950s the crisis had grown to overwhelming proportions. In 1955, the Director of the National Park
Service, Conrad Wirth, envisioned a plan to improve conditions at the parks by developing modern
conveniences and implementing a system-wide method of educating the visiting public. A key
element in the new plan, named "Mission 66" was the introduction of the now ubiquitous "visitor
center."

The visitor center, a familiar building type constructed for use by private corporations and
governmental organizations alike, was created during the National Park Service Mission 66
program. Park Service planners, architects, and landscape architects devised the concept to
incorporate visitor facilities, interpretive programs, and administrative offices in one structure. In a
departure from the rustic-style buildings constructed by the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC),
Mission 66 designers embraced a contemporary structural form for the new centers. As the
construction program continued, the distinctive and prominently located buildings became
emblematic of the massive improvement project and demonstrated the new commitment of the
Park Service to interpretation of park resources and accommodation of visitors and personnel.

Contrasting with the reserved residential character of the CCC administrative buildings, the Mission
66 visitor centers conveyed a bold commercial appearance to entice and attract visitors.
Prominently sited on major entry roads, the buildings became an instantly recognized feature of the
parks, advertising public service, orientation information, and other amenities. Modern materials
and design characterized the new park architecture, with open interior spaces and expansive areas
of glazing to provide views of nearby natural and cultural resources. The strikingly contemporary
buildings in the parks symbolized, for the visiting public and the agency itself, the achievements of
the Mission 66 program and a new era in the National Park Service.

Text courtesy Chris Madrid French, www.mission66.com



The Cyclorama Building (at far right, center) is one of a number of significant American modern
buildings whose future is not secure.

A number of the structures in this image are already lost, including the Riverview High School,
by Paul Rudolph and Pirelli Tire Company Headquarters by Marcel Breuer. Miami Marine
Stadium by Hilario Candela, was nominated to the National Trust for Historic Preservation’s 11
Most Endangered List and was recently saved from demolition. The mayor of Portland reversed
city plans to demolish the Memorial Coliseum by Skidmore Owings and Merrill, and the sons of
Richard Neutra (Raymond and Dion) are working with building steward Cal Poly Pomona and a
number of allied organizations to protect and promote the Neutra home and studio in Los
Angeles, known as the VDL Research House.

Drawing courtesy Jason Hart of CUBE design + research, LLC, of Boston, MA.



Background Materials

Determination of Eligibility Notification for the Gettysburg Cyclorama Building, for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Note four other Mission 66
visitor centers are listed here also, including the Neutra-designed Painted Desert
Community at Petrified Forest National Park in Arizona, dated 24 September
1998.

Letter from James V. Hansen, Chairman, Subcommittee on National Parks and
Public Lands, to National Park Service, dated 7 May 1999.

Letter from Susan Eisenhower to Secretary of the Interior, 23 January 2000.
Letter from internationally noted architect Frank Gehry, in support of
preservation, to National Park Service, dated 13 November 2000.

List of 100 Most Endangered Sites 2006, World Monuments Fund, demonstrating
international recognition of Gettysburg Cyclorama Building, its significance, and
its endangered status.

U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, Report and Recommendation in
Civil Action, Recent Past Preservation Network, et al., Plaintiffs, v. John
Latschar, et al., Defendants (abridged, dated 2009).

Photographs, history, letters of support and more documents can be downloaded
from www.mission66.com/cyclorama

For more information, contact: Yolita Rausche, 216-469-0615,
yrausche@sbcglobal.net
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DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY NOTIFICATION EP 28 1998
National Register of Historic Places : %\

National Park Service - - &

Name of Property: Cyclorama Building
Location: Gettysburg National Military Park State: Pennsylvania
Request submitted by: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Date received: 03/30/98 Additional information received 3/98 - 9/98

Opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer:
__FEligible X Not Eligible . —.No Response —Need More information

Comments:

The Secretary of the Interior has determined that this property is:
_X _Eligible Applicable criteria: A.C __Not Eligible
Comments:

See attached comments.

__Documentation insufficient
(Please see accompanying sheet explaining additional matenals required)

Mﬂ%u

Keeper of the National Register

Date: ,ﬁ;ﬁv&?\b"\ 4%1/7?4?

WASO-28



DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY NOTIFICATION

National Register of Historic Places
National Park Service

Cyal Buildi
Gettysburg National Military Park, PENNSYLVANIA

The Cyclorama Building is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places for its
exceptional historic and architectural significance under criteria A and C.
Constructed in 1958 as part of the National Park Service's massive and influential
Mission 66 program, the Cyclorama Building is one of only five of the newly
conceived building tvpe, the Visitor Center, designed for the National Park Systam
by noted, world class architects. ‘

The Mission 66 program, a nearly billion dollar, ten year master planning and
construction effort, was an exceptionally important undertaking in the history of
conservation and the architecture of the National Park System. Designed to meet
dramatically increased park visitation following World War 1, and to coincide with
the 50th anniversary of the National Park Service in 1966, Mission 66 had a
profound impact on the physical infrastructure of the National Parks. Envisioned
as a bold and forward-looking initiative, Mission 66 adopted modernism as its
creed.

Reflecting a much more visitor-oriented management operation, the Mission 66
program conceived an innovative new building type--the Visitor Center—-to
centralize the management of visitors and interpretation of park resources.
Strategically placed at centers of primary interest in parks and functioning as the
hub of interpretive programs, visitor centers were collaborative designs of
architects, landscape architects and museum specialists. Often, this collaboration
involved professionals both within and outside the Service. Of the approximately
100 Visitor Centers either built or converted from existing buildings (79 newly -
constructed, 21 refurbished) the National Park Service selected five parks to
receive the services of acclaimed architects:

Gettysburg Visitor Center (Cyclorama Building) at Gettysburg National Military
Park, Gettysburg, PA; Richard Neutra & Robert Alexander, Los Angeles, CA,
architects, 1958.

Visitor Center, Wright Brothers National Memorial, Cape Hatteras National
Seashore, Manteo, NC; Mitchell, Cunningham & Giurgola, architects, 1958.
Listed in the National Register as a contributing resource in the Wright Brothers
National Memorial nomination, 2/26/98.



Quarry Visitor Center, Dinosaur National Monument, vicinity of Jensen, UT;
Anshen and Allen, San Francisco, CA, architects, 1956-57. Listed in the
National Register as a component of the Dinosaur National Monument MRA,
12/19/86.

Headquarters Building (Beaver Meadows Visitor Center/Administration Building),
Rocky Mountain National Park, Estes Park, CO; Taliesin Associated Architects,
1965-66. Listed in the National Register as a component of the Rocky
Mountain Park Utility Area (Rocky Mountain National Park MRA) as of 3/18/82.

Painted Desert Community (including the Visitor Center), Petrified Forest
National (Monument) Park, AZ; Richard Neutra & Robert Alexander, architects,
1959-61.

From his earlier work designing innovative International Style residences in
California to his later commissions on major public buildings such as the Cyclorama
Building, the U.S. Embassy in Karachi, Pakistan, and the Los Angeles Hall of
Records, Neutra is recognized as a8 master architect of Modern design by scholars
in numerous publications. The fecipient of many design awards and citations, in
1977 Neutra was posthumously honored by the American Institute of Architects,
which awarded him its Gold Medal for lifetime achievement.

While it is undebatable that Neutra has been highly and widely acclaimed for his
earlier residential designs for some time, it is not unusual for the significance of his
later work to be gaining attention with the passage of time. Scholars are now
placing his later works too into the context of modern architecture of the period.
As such, the Cyclorama Building is a rare example of Neutra’s institutional design
on the east coast and one of his very few Federal commissions. While not
currently analyzed in detail in publications, it is one of a very few of his later
works often mentioned or illustrated. Similarly, the evolving scholarship on the
history and impact of the Mission 66 program on design in the parks clearly
indizates *he seminal importance of the visitor center as a building type and of the
examples designed by master Modern architects mentioned above, including the
Cyclorama Building.
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VY Darecy, URs o . .
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== ‘Congress of thy Mnited States =
woscmms s - Boust of Represotatives ' ot ik Y wrre
ey y - . . L _ U1 T
e Washingtan, BE 205154101 -
May 7, 1999

Robert Stanton, Dirsctor

Nationa! Park Service

1849 C Steet N. W,

Washipgton, D.C. 20040

Desr Director Smmox:

- 1 would like w thank the National Park Service for responding to the twenty questions 1
- submitted dealing with Gertysburg Nationat Military Park. Altnqugh some of the questons wexe
adequately responded to, I still find that many others were not. As such, I feel compelled to mond W
the Park Servwe response (dared April 2, 1999).

T Questions #1, 42, and #3 ere all relawed as o how supportive the pubkc is of this propossl and

taet half of the Gt:ttysburg residents are in support.  Yet, the flip side is equally valid, ic., balf of the

. Getiysburg residents aie opposed, as is the Borough, and the muny other Civil War groups and
associations, Ths point is that there is a great of clear and unmistakable opposition to this and the

. Park Service foeds to step backandmkeanolherlookutthcpmposal and the GMP. Jtis agreed that
any project probably will oot get 100% support, but having the Borough of Gettyshurg and many of its
tesidents in adamane opposition should send a clear message to the Pk Service that there is something -
very wrong with both the proposal and the process uised to get where you are today. Instead of being
divisive, the Park Service needs to be forging partnerships with those most affected by their actions -
the local residents and the community. Moving akead with this project in its curreat form will certainly
cXacerbate an alreacy deteriorating situation with the local governmen: at Gettysburg.

" .- Furtheomore, it must be mentioned that the Letter of Intent the Park Service signed with the
Boraugh of Gettysburg is not part of the GVP; therefore, its:mention in your respoase is dxelevant, In
na maneey should .hxs Lerer of Intent be r.onscmed as endorscment or support for the proposed visitar
center agd GMP. . .

Clearly, mrrogant and self-serving satements such s those made by Superintendent Latschar
that “there’s nothing in our mission stazement that says we're suppqsad w look out for businesses
surrounding the park™ are needless and unproductive in auyone's op::non Tobe Patk Service’s attempt
iz rying to justify this callous and contemptible comment is conviiicing no one, espacially me.
Statements such as these made by Suptnmcnd&m Latschar are jds\l} simply uncalled for and

unuroxessmnnl. a. . i



Case 1:06-cv-02077-TFH-AK Document 28-10 File_d 01/15/08 Page 9 of 33

1502.2(g) and 1502.8). Unargusbly, the Park Service selected the Kiuslay visitor center before the
issdance of the DEIS. Cleacly, this is 8 NEPA violation aud is also counuer fo Park Service plarming
Folicy. For example, Director’s Order 2 essentially states that general management planning (which the
GMP_JsJ will be the first phase in decision making followed by decisions for sita-specifio sctions (which
the Kinsley proposal is). Like NEPA, the Park Sexvice bes cledrly violated teix own policy guidelings
In soving forward with and in defrnse of this project. . “ .

A primary reason the NEPA regulations prohibit the use of & predetermined decision i
d:v;lo]?ing an EIS is so that a full range of alternatives can be develaped and so that the public has a
chaice in providing meaningfil thout.  This full ge of alternatives is, in fact, the beart of any EIS (40
CFR § 1502.14). By selecung the Kinsley Froposal beforehiand and making tt part of all the action
alternatives, the Park Sexvice has effectively violated NEPA once egain and has prokdbited the public
from commenting on other reasonable alternarives that could have bee developed and, in fact, were

developed in the DCP EA.

The Park Service sistes that the “findings”™ cf the DCP were brought imto the GMP EIS
because it better served the public interest. First of all, T am not aware of any “findings” of the DCP or

the EA. [fthere are £ndires please Send them 10 me. Secondly, it is tmpossible to simply “bring in™ or
apply public comment on alemativesto a document (the EIS) which has completely different
alternatives from the altemnatives the publie commented o (ke DCP EA).

The Park Service also responds thar the public has 5ad ample opporamity t comment on the
- E&, the Kinsley proposal, and EIS. 'However, 0o¢ documen, the EA, was withdrawn. Details on
another, the Kinsley proposs], were 0ot forthcoming from the Park Sexvice and only teleassd via
FOIA requests after the proposal was already selegted. And the othes, the EIS, really only gave the
public onc choice ta corement on « the Kinsley prqpasal. Takzn together, the way the Pack Service
proceeded wakes » mackery of NEPA, public contrment, and public eoncem. -

In Question #7, the Park Service stares that their policies provide for the coastructon of this
visftor facility within the perk. However, the 1990 Jaw states otherwise - that the lands within ths
boundsries are to be protected. Thus, it seams as the contentioa of the Park Service. is that policy”
supercedes law. 1 certainly do not believe this 1o be the case, especially when coupled with another
Park Service policy that stutes if edequate facilities exist to scrve the park visitors' needs for
commercial services outside park boundaries, then these fecilides will not be developed within the park.
In the first case the Pack Secvice uses policy to tiomp the law, then turn right around and disregard its
owz policy. This is not consistest application of Park Service palicy and seems to me‘ta passibly be

illegal
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In the response w Question #9, the Park Service, in regard to Section 110 of the NHPA,
sttes thar federal agencies must uge, to the maximum extent feasible, historic properties. I am not sure.
how the Park Serviee ¢an use the historie Cyclorama building “to the maximum extent feasible” and
smultane?us!y plan for its demolition.” At the very least, this is very poor plaxaing on the part of the
Park Service and, at the most, would seem w begviohﬁonothelaw. ’ ’

. Regarding Question #10, it was the Park Service, no one else, which stated at the Scnare:
bearings that Mr. Kinsley, when accepred as the cooperstor; would get the coustruction conmact The
response giso states that the Board of Directors of the the Getrysburg National Battlefield Museum
Foundation will select the construction company - ot Mr. Kinsley. Ican hardly see a diffsrancs
between Mr. Kinsley, the contractor, and Mr. Kinsley, who is the president of the Board of Directors
of the Gettysburg Natioual Batticficld Museum Foundation The Park Service is playing word games

and not being fully honest. :

The Park Service ehooses yet agair: not to come clean in its response to Question # [2. The
Question was - Will there be commercial activity in the proposed visitor center or not? The obvious
‘answer to anyore butthe Pack Sexvice is “yes™ - there will be some commercial activity at the
proposcd visitor center.  And, instead of stating the full guth thay the food service being proposed at
the Kinsley visitors cearer will seat the largest number of people compared to any other food service
esublishment in Gerysburg, the Patk Service states thar the food service is only “S%” of the space of
the proposed facility. More of the same patxem.oxf not being cornpletely forthright

With Question #14, the Park Service agafn skirts the suth. Regardless of whether the Peer
Review Panel was specifically asked for their opinions on the appropriasteness of siting a new visitors
center facility on the LeVan Tract, the fact is that many of them voiced this opirion anyway. The Park
Service ignored this in answering this question. In fact, at [east three of the reviewers, Sucll, Pfanz, and
Rollins, have considerable concarns with constructing the Kinsley proposal on the EeVan Tract. Of
courss, the Park Service never admirs that these sxperts are opposed to constructing the Kinsley
visitors center on the LeVan Tract.

The response w0 Question #15; yer again, follows the Park Service panern of avoiding answers
which ars completely ruthful. The Pagk Service responds that, indeed, an estimate was conducted in
regard 10 rehabilitating the Cyclorama Building insofar as only correcting bealth, life-safety, and
accessability deficiencies. However, the extimate, condutred in 1993, did much more tan this. Thar
estimare was a package for the rehabilitanion of the Cycloransa Center which. among other things,
would remove end replace the roof, xemove the asbestos ceiling (which was the cause of elosing the
building dewn recently), patching the cracks and treating the masonry material, and included a redesign
of the building’s interior for greater efficiency of visitor use and for better design of exhibit space. This
was to e done for & uet cost of $17\m51]§on. Of course, the Park Sarvice never mentions any of this.

. Interestingly, the estimate proposal also stapes that “{ijn the lzst 30 years, no major rebab of the
building's exterior has been undertaken, end significart masoary, roof, and cleaning/painting work is
needed™ and also that “{fjuxtber delay ou mitigeton of swudy and corrective actign will lead to
accelerated strucrural problemus as interior steel rusts, cracks widen, and the threat of setious asbestos
contarnination increases”.  Obviously, sedous problems existed at the Cyclorama Building since at least
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1993, yet the Park Service never included rehabiljtation of this building in their serviceswide
consuuction priovity list, nor did they bother to il the Subcorumittes any of thess probiems.

' Oflastnote, recsnt information hag surfaced that the Park Scrvice has received a sopy of a
letter Emm 1. Certer Brown, chairman of the U7.S. Commission of Fine Arts, indicating his strong
oppositon ta the demolition of the Cyclorama Building. In that |etzer (dared March 17, 1999), M.
Brg;w:n concludes “{ejvery conceivable effort should be made to protect and testore this exceptional

, buﬂc!mg." Although nearly two months 0ld, this letter was never publicized or made kmown by the Park
Service. Yat the.y were quick to send 0 my office letters of support for the GMP and Kinsley proposal
by some noted histerians. J. Carter Brown’s sentiments were echoed on March 237 by Terence Riley,
Chief Cugator for the Musetum of Modern Ast Pwposely withholding comments which oppose this
plan, especially by people of prestige, is simply unfair to the public wha deserve an unbiaged :
‘assessment of the Cyclorama Building by federal agencies. ¥t is these sorts of tactics used by the Park

Sexvics at Gettysburg which hes plaguad this project from the beginning. _

The simple and sufficient answer 10 Question #20 would bave been “ng™, 3 specific esonomic
analysis was got done for the Barough of Getrysburg. The Pai Service responds further that they
were not asked to do this analysis and that this anglysis would not have provided addinonal usefil
information. The fact {5 that the Borough of Gettysburg is so tightly tied to the Militery Pagk it is difficult
to scparate the two, especially economically. Concoms of the businesses in the Borough wers voiced
- by the business corumuaity to the Park Service time aud time and agsin, yet the Park Service paid Listle
keed T was not aware that & community vecessarily bad “to ask” for g separate economic analysis.
However, it should be obvieus to sayone to include a more detailed economic analysis for communities
which have such close ties to any park like the reljtionship extiibited by the Borough and the Military
Park. Coagtrary to tha opinion of the Park Service, I believe that a Borough specific economic analysis

would provide useful infonnation,
All in all T am pot ploased with the answers given by the Park ervice to most of the questions
that were asked reladve o the oversight hearing I held on Gernysourg MNatiouat Military Park. In fact,
most of the answers were incoraplets and seemed to be written purposely to dance around & fair and
honest answer. As a result, my opinion has uot chiznged and I continue w swongly suggest and highly
recommend to the Park Service ther they cither withéraw the current EIS or supplement the exdstug
" oot {n order to address sipnificant deficienciss and inadequacies. '

Taank you for your zttention ta thig letter.

Sin Yy /
M ’ / O ot
Jamef V. Hansen, Chairmyan
Subcommittes on National Parks

and Public Lands



4601 North Park Avenue
615

Chevy Chase, MD 20815

‘The Honorable Bruce Babbitt
Secretary of the Interior

Washington DC
January 23, 2000

Dear Mr. Secretary,

T have not been involved in the issue of what is to happen to the Visitors' Center
or the Cyclorama in Gettysburg, but recently | have bad reason to give it some thought.
On visiting the Cyciorama last month, I was moved by bow effective it is 10 sce that
magnificent 19th century painting of the battle and then 10 go outside and look at
precisely the same view. I am convinced that if and when the painting is moved it will not
have the same sense of connection to the landscape and to the events that occurred near
that site.

As a long standing and dedicated preservationist, | am writing to ask you to think
again about demolishing the Neutra building in which the Cyclorama is located.
the office wings couid be removed, but the central cylinder, in which the painting hangs,
is significant in its own right. As part of “Vision 66,” a great deal of thought was given to
the location of this building and it was also designed by one of our country’s foremost
modemn architects. As such it is &8 monument to the Battle of Gettysburg in its own right.

We, as a community, would never consider leveling the Peansylvania monument
ammmmmmmm-ofmmimm
mmﬁinmmwmmmmmemmitw
huhbym:mmmﬂﬂmrhehmdispnubh?ﬁkanmﬁnglhnwm
mmwmwenniumhﬁmiﬁmorﬂmuwjmum
Wmmmmwmm&mw
monurnents in tirnes pest. Furthermore, the Neutra building—the only one of his work on
h_EmCmofMUnﬂﬁSm-—mdaﬁmdbyﬂumcmd
Allied Forces Europe during WWTL, and former President of the United States. We
certainly recognize the importance of historical linkage when considering the Peace Light
Memorial, dedicated by Franklin Roosevelt. Since it is also located on battlefield territory
would we consider pulling it down?

! certainly endorse moving the Visitors' Center, but [ would ask you to re-think
what it really means to tear down Neutra's building—our generation's (and the Park



Service’s) monument to the heroic struggle at Getrysburg. Current oldermonuments, as
well as town development, assure that the hallowed battleground of Gettysbﬁcan never

be completely returned to its civil war state. For that reason, I oppose dlscnm.%g,
indeed singling out, this specific monument. With proper planting, it could be
imposition on the scenery than many of the older monuments that will remain.

Thank you for your consideration. With respectful best wishes.
Sincerely,

Susan Eisenhower

CC: Richard Moe



FRANK ‘O. GEHRY & ASSOCIATES., INC.

Novamber 13,2000

Ms. Carol Shull

Kecper

National Rogister of Historie Places
Nationu! Pask Servioe

1849 C Swreat, N.W., NC400
Washington, D.C. 20240

FAX: 202-343-1244
Dear Ms. Shull;

[urge the National Park Sysiem Advisory Board to keed the advica of ts own
¢xpert commilice, supported by leading architects from around the world, and designate
Richard Nettrs's Cyclorama Building a Gettysbur a National Historic Landmark, '

Architecture is a small piecs of the human equation, but for those of s who practice it, .
we believe in its potential to make a difference. 10 enlighten and to enrich the human
experience, and (o ponetrate the bardfers of misunderstanding. The Cyclorama building at
Gettysburg, designed by one of the greatest architecis of the vwentieth century, embadies
the tanscendent qualities of fine art in jts compesition of elements, end its selection of
fonns, scale, end matetials. Surely a building of this stature, 8 pre-eminent modern
contribution to the commemorative history of the Civil War, merits landmark
designation.

Richard Neupra envisioned the Cyclorama Building as a site for sulemn contemplation of

Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address and a framie for the events that inspired it, His building
reflects the highest ideajs of his own time, and deserves the highest appreciation of ours.

Sine

IB29-8 TLOVERRFITLO !cuie\u\ﬁn. BANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA SC3 D9
YE.LPHONE: 3(10-88B-608Y Fax; 3:®&-828-2008



WORLD MONUMENTS WATCH

100 MOST ENDANGERED SITES 2006

AFGHANISTAN
Haji Piyada Mosque, Balkh

_ ANTARCTICA
Sir Emest Shackleton's Expedition Hul, Antarctica

AUSTRALIA
Dampier Rock Art Complex,
Dampier, Burrup Peninsula

BANGLADESH
Sonargaon-Panam City, Sonargaon

BOSNIA/HERZEGOVINA .
Mehmed-Pasha Sokolevic Bridge, Visegrad

BRAZIL .
Convent of San Francisco and Historic Olinda,
Qlinda, Pernambuco

CAMEROON
Bafut Palace, Bafut

CAPE VERDE
Tarrafal Concentration Camp, Tarrafal

CHILE
Tulor Village, Antofagasta
Cerros Pintados, Tarapaca

CHINA
Cockerow Post Town, Cockerow Post, Huailai
Lee Mansion, Dong Yang
Qikou Town, Shanxi Province
Stone Towers of Southwest China, Various
Tianshul Traditional Houses, Tianshui,

Qincheng, Gansu

Tuanshan Historical Village, Yunnan Province

CROATIA
Novi Dvori Castle, Zapresic
Saint Blaise Church, Dubrovnik

CUBA
Finca Vigia (Hemingway's House),
San Francisco de Paula

EGYPT
Sabil Ruqayya Dudu, Cairo
Tarabay al-Sharify, Cairo
West Bank, Luxor

ELSALVADOR .
San Miguel Arcangel & Santa Cruz de Roma,
Panchimalco & Huizucar

ERITREA
Asmara Historic City Center and Theater, Asmara
Kidane-Mehret Church, Senafe

Massawa Historic Town, Massawa

FINLAND
Helsinki-Malmi Airport, Helsinki

‘GEORGIA
Jvari Monastery, Mtshekta

GREECE
Helike Archaeclogical Site, Rizomylos & ER, Achaia

GUATEMALA
Naranjo, El Peten

INDIA
Dalhousie Square, Calcutta
Dhangkar Gompa, Himachal Pradesh -
Guru Lhakhang and Sumda Chung Temples,
Sumda Chung
Watsor's Hotel, Mumbai
1

INDONESIA
Omo Hada, Nias lsland

IRAN
Bam, Bam

IRAQ
Cultural Heritage Sites, Country-wide

IRELAND
Wonderful Barn, Kildare

ITALY
Academy of Hadrian's Villa, Tivoli
Cimitero Acattolico, Rome
Civita di Bagnoregio, Bagnoregio
Murgia dei Teulli, Murgia dei Trulli
Portici Royal Palace, Naples
Santa Maria in Stelle Hypogeum, Verona
Temple of Portunus, Rome

KENYA
Mtwapa Heritage Site, Kilifi, Mtwapa

LAOS
Chom Phet Cultural Landscape, Luang Prabang

LATYIA
Riga Cathedral, Riga

LEBANON
Chehabi Citadel, Hasbaya
International Fairground at Tripali, Tripoh

MACEDONIA
Treskavec Monastery and Church, Treskavec

MAURITAMIA
Chinguetti Mosque, Chinguetti

MEXICO
Chalcatzingo, Morelos
Mexico City Historic Center, Mexico City
Pimeria Alta Missions, Sonora
San Juan Bautista Cuauhtinchan, Puebla
San Nicolas Obispo, Morelia, Michoacan

NEPAL
Patan Royal Palace Complex, Patan

NIGERIA
Benin City Earthworks, Edo State

NORWAY
Sandviken Bay, Bergen

PAKISTAN
Mian Nasir Mohamad Graveyard, Dadu District
Thatta Monuments, Thatta

PALESTINIAN TERRITORIES
Tell Balatah (Shechem or Ancient Nablus),
Nablus, Wast Bank

PANAMA
Panama Canal Area, Panama Canal area

PERU

Cajamarquilla, Lima

Presbitero Maestro Cemetery, Lima

Quinta Heeren, Lima

Revash Funerary Complex, Santo Tomas de Quillay

Tucume Archaeclogical Site, Lambayeque
POLAND -
Jerusalem Hospital of the Teutonic Order, Malborka
Mausoleum of Karol Scheibler, Lodz

. PORTUGAL

Teatro Capitolio, Lisbon

ROMANIA
Oradea Fortress, Oradea

RUSSIA
Melnikov's House Studio, Moscow
Narkomfin Building, Moscow
Semenovskoe-Otrada, Moscow Region

SAMOA -
Pulemelei Mound, Palauli, Letolo Plantation

SERBIA/MONTENEGRO -
Prizren Historic Center, Prizren
Subotica Synagogue, Subotica

SIERRE LEONE -
- Old Fourah Bay College, Freetown

SLOVAKIA
Lednicke-Rovne Hislori;al Park, Lednicke-Rovne

SOUTH AFRICA
Richtersveld Cultural Landscape, .
Northern Cape Province

SPAIN
Segovia Aqueduct, Segovia

SUDAN
Suakin, Suakin Island

SYRIA
Amrit Archaeological Site, Amrit
Shayzar Casile, Shayzar
Tell Mozan (Ancient Urkesh)

TURKRY
Aphrodisias, Aphrodisias
Little Hagia Sophia, Istanbul

UNITED KINGDOM
Saint Mary’s Stow Church, Stow, Lincalnshire
Saint Vincent's Street Church, Glasgow, Scatland

UNITED STATES

2 Columbus Circle, New York, New York

Bluegrass Cultural Landscape of Kentucky,
Central Kentucky

Cyclorama Center, Gettysburg

Dutch Reformed Church, Newbergh, New York

Ellis Island Baggage and Dormitory Building,
MNaw York, New York

Ennis Brown House, Los Angeles, California

Hanging Flume, Montrose County, Colorado

Mount Lebanon Shaker Village, New Lebanon, NY

VENEZUELA
La.Guaira Historic City, Vargas
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

RECENT PAST PRESERVATION
NETWORK, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
v Civil Action No. 06-2077 (TFH)(AK)

JOHN LATSCHAR, et al.,

Defendants.

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION'

Pending before the Court are Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment [28], Defendants’
Cross-Motion for Summary Judgment [30], and Plaintiffs’ Reply in Support of Motion for
Sﬁmmary Judgment and Opposition to Defendants’ Cross-Motion for Summary Judgment [33].
Having reviewed the submissions and oral arguments of the parties, the Administrative Record,
and the relevant case law, the Court issues the following Report and Recommendation.

L Background

A. Introduction

This case concerns whether the National Park Service’s (“Park Service” or “NPS”)
decision to demolish the Gettysburg Cyclorama Center (“Cyclorama Center’), an historic
building located at Gettysburg National Military Park (“GNMP”) and eligible for listing in the

National Register of Historic Places, complied with procedural requirements set forth in the

! United States District Judge Thomas F. Hogan referred this matter to the undersigned for proposed
findings of fact and recommendations on the dispositions of the cross motions for summary judgment pursuant to
Local Civil Rule 72.3. (See Referral Order [41]; 9/22/08 Minute Order)

|
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’

level consideration of the environmental impacts of alternatives to demolition. (See AR 1605-
07.) Finally, Defendants’ contention that Plaintiffs waived the argument with respect to the
consideration of alternatives because did not raise the possibility of relocating the Cyclorama
Center during the public comment period on the GMP/EIS is of no moment. A party is not
required to propose alternatives to a purported implementation program when such an
implementation action was never evaluated or approved in a programmatic EIS. See NRDC,
6060 F.2d at 1270-71 (plaintiff not obligated to raise implementation-stage concerns during

programmatic-stage NEPA review).

C. Conclusions on NEPA Claims

For the foregoing reasons, the Court finds that Defendants failed to meet the procedural
obligations required of federal agencies under NEPA. The Park Service did not properly evaluate
the site-specific environmental impacts of demolition of the Cyclorama Center and did not
properly consider alternatives to demolition. These failures amount to both an action unlawfully
withheld and an action that is arbitrary, capricious, and otherwise not in accordance with the law.
5.U.S.C. §§ 706(1), 706(2)(A).

This does not mean, however, that the Park Service may never demolish the Cyclorama
Center. NEPA does not mandate any particular result. Robertson, 490 U.S. at 351. While in the
Court’s view there may be value in the Park Service working with Plaintiffs to undertake a
mutually agreed upon relocation of the Cyclorama Center, that is not for the Court to decide.

The Park Service need only comply with the procedural mandates of NEPA before it may
proceed with its intended course of action. Therefore, the Court recommends that Plaintiffs’

Motion for Summary Judgment on their NEPA claims be granted, and Defendants” Motion for
33
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Summary Judgment on those claims be denied. The Court further recommends that Defendants
be ordered to undertake a full implementation-level and site-specific environmental analysis on
the demolition of the Cyclorama Center and non-demolition alternatives before any

implementing action is taken on the Center.

V. NHPA

Plaintiffs remaining claim under NHPA comes to a quick resolution. Plaintiff claims that
under NHPA § 110(a)(2) the Park Service was required to maintain a preservation program for
the protection of historic properties that included the Cyélorama Center, and that the Park Service
does not have such a program. Plaintiffs’ main argument in support of this claim is that the Park
Service, when faced with a FOIA request to provide information relating to a preservation
program that applies to the Cyclorama Center, the Park Service replied that there “are no records
responsive to your request.” (See Pls.” Mot. at 33). Defendants respond that the Park Service
maintains an agency wide preservation program that is in accordance NHPA and set forth in
various agency management policies. (See Defs.” Mot. at 41-43.) Defendants further contend
that the scope of Plaintiffs’ FOIA request was simply too narrow in that it requested information
specifically about a preservation program for the Cyclorama Center and as such information
about the agency-wide preservation program was not responsive. (See id. at 42.)

While the Court is sympathetic to Plaintiffs’ complaint regarding the FOIA response that
“Defendants’ explanation is simply too cute to be convincing,” this case does not include FOIA
claims. Plaintiffs acknowledged this fact at oral argument. Because Plaintiffs have failed to
point to evidence in the record that the Park Service does not have an agency-wide preservation

program and because the Park Service has demonstrated that an agency-wide program for
34
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