

















Figure 6.2 Project 4: Rehabilitate Pond Area Plantings to More Closely Represent Design Intention.

Deficiency: Plantings Around Ponds do
Not Reflect Design Intention

The existing plantings do not reflect Saarinen/
Kiley’s design intention for the planting of the
pond areas. The plantings around the ponds
were installed more than a decade after the
final planting plan designed by Dan Kiley

and approved by the National Park Service.
These plantings generally reflect the as-built
1980 NPS installation, which varied somewhat
from the approved Kiley plan due to funding
constraints, substitutions, and lower

numbers of plants than originally specified.
Incrementally, design development leading up
to the 1980 installation altered the plantings
from Kiley’s stated intention of a limited
number of species composing an abstracted
forest and meadows. After the plantings were
initially installed, replacements and alterations
made over time were made in reference to

the 1980 plan. These ultimately changed the
appearance of the pond areas even further
due to past management decisions, such as
experimenting with adding individual or
small groups of new tree species or varieties
to identify better-performing species for
replacement tree plantings. Unintentionally,
this and other practices resulted in a park-like
landscape appearance that did not convey

the character of Kiley’s design intention,

and resulted in an increased number of tree
species, low turf lawn and mulch rings, and
additions of small groupings of trees in lawn.
As aresult, these areas of the landscape have
diminished integrity.

Project 4. Rehabilitate Pond Area
Plantings to More Closely Represent
Design Intention

Project Description

This project would rehabilitate the plantings
surrounding the ponds to more closely realize
Kiley’s “forest/meadow” concept for these
areas evident in his 1966 NPS-approved
planting plan. This project involves the

area of the Memorial surrounding the

ponds, bounded by the single-species allée
plantings lining the walks (see Figure 6.2 for
approximate area).

The project would consider the feasibility of
using lower-maintenance, taller, and/or native
grasses, as well as the potential reconfiguration
of trees to more closely reflect the spatial
arrangement and plant composition in the
1966 approved Kiley plan. A pre-design

study would consider the feasibility of using
Kiley-specified plants, and would determine
appropriate substitutions where necessary.
Because some of the original plants in the
Kiley plan did not survive well, potential
substitutions would be identified that convey
similar form and character to the intended
planting but are more hardy and suitable to
site conditions. The project would refer to

the original design drawings from the JNEM
Archive, as well as this CLR and other existing
studies, and would take into consideration
stormwater management, security concerns,
and sustainability goals.
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Justification

The rehabilitation of this important planting
would mitigate incremental changes that
have occurred over time, and bring existing
landscape character closer to the intended

TASK
1.0 Predesign

Pond area concept plan

2.0 Schematic Design

Develop alternatives for planting
(by phase)

3.0 Design Development

Develop selected alternative into
detailed planting plan

4.0 Construction Documents

Develop construction contract
documents for planting

5.0 Construction

Install plants

6.0 Documentation

Post-construction documentation
of changes to landscape

design. It has the potential to increase the
integrity of the landscape within these highly

visible areas of the Memorial. Furthermore,
resulting changes to mowing and irrigation

regimes may assist the Memorial in meeting
landscape sustainability goals for water, fuel,

and energy use.

Project 4 Implementation Process

EXPERTISE NEEDED

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

Landscape contractor;
Memorial staff, NPS Region
and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

COST IMPLICATIONS

Up-front planning costs; cost of
compliance review (verify compli-
ance requirements); later potential
efficiency due to having a coordinated
sub-area plan in place to streamline
implementation (by having estimated
phasing, budget, scope, compliance
completed); phasing allows a coordi-
nated process for budgeting

If pre-design tasks are not completed,

some of the steps would have to occur
in schematic design phase, potentially
increasing costs

Not applicable

Not applicable

Historic preservation factor will apply;
complexity of construction logistics;
maintenance of ongoing operations
(visitor experience); variable costs
including: extent of protection needed
for plants to remain, possible altera-
tions to irrigation system configura-
tion, extent of lawn areas requiring
repair, availability, size, and age of
new plants, date (season) of planting

Would likely involve professional

fees above and beyond a typical

scope of services for design; could be
integrated into maintenance planning
process or undertaken as part of a CLR
Part Il treatment documentation
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Deficiency: Rosehill Ash Trees
Threatened by Borer

The Rosehill ash trees in the single-species
allées along the walks throughout the
Memorial are expected to require replacement
with a different tree species due to threat

of emerald ash borer infestation. The NPS
Emerald Ash Borer Working Group has

been studying the issue and produced a draft
report in 2009 documenting potential short-
term replacement strategies; concurrently,

the development of alternatives for tree
replacement implementation and an
Environmental Assessment were under way at
the time of the writing of this CLR.

The replanting of the trees in-place is
connected to a series of other issues, since
the trees are planted in and along the edges
of the concrete aggregate walks (addressed in
Project 6). The tree pits will likely require soil
amendment and rehabilitation, if not complete
reconstruction, to ensure future tree health;
stormwater management and drainage are
also major considerations. The tree pits are
covered with non-contributing tree grates
that, in addition to maintenance and aesthetic
concerns, present a tripping hazard and in
some cases adversely impact the health of

the trees. These deficiencies are inextricably
connected due to the close physical proximity
of the trees, tree pits, walks, and grates;
remedying these issues will need to be closely
coordinated as parts of an overall landscape
rehabilitation process.

Project 5. Rehabilitate
Single-Species Allée Plantings

Project Description

This project affects all the Rosehill ash trees
in the single-species plantings lining the walks
throughout the main part of the Memorial
grounds (see Figure 6.3 for general area). All
the trees would be replaced in their existing
locations, but possibly with a substitute

tree species (to be selected). A phasing

plan for replacement of the trees would be
developed based on identification of how to
implement the project with the least impact
to the Memorial landscape and the visitor
experience.

A soil testing report is essential to support
design development. This report would be
undertaken to provide recommendations

for soil rehabilitation and protection from
compaction in the allée root zones, focusing
particularly on the tree pits. This could involve
a more comprehensive study to determine

the need for and feasibility of a sub-surface
structural soil system to support tree health
(which would also necessarily overlap with
rehabilitation of the system of walks, described
in Project 6).

The Emerald Ash Borer Strategy (currently

in progress) and Environmental Assessment
(currently in progress) would serve as bases for
development of this project, which would also
reference this CLR and other existing studies.
The project would also take into consideration
stormwater management, security concerns,
and sustainability goals.

Justification

The single-species allée plantings are an
essential character-defining feature of the
Memorial landscape and the NHL. These
plantings are threatened by the emerald

ash borer (as described in Chapter 3 of this
report) and much study has already gone into
determining how to best maintain the planting
without damaging its significant character.
This project undertakes the replacement of the
trees in a manner that would have a minimal
impact to the landscape.
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Project 5 Implementation Process

TASK
1.0 Predesign

Predesign studies in
progress: Emerald
Ash Borer Strategy,
tree selection work-
shop, Environmental
Assessment

Predesign study:
Soil Testing Report

2.0 Schematic Design

Develop alternatives for
planting (by phase)

3.0 Design
Development

Develop selected
alternative into detailed
planting plan

4.0 Construction
Documents

Develop construction
contract documents for
planting

5.0 Construction

Install plants

6.0 Documentation

Post-construction docu-
mentation of changes
to landscape

EXPERTISE NEEDED

NPS EAB Working
Group; Historical
landscape architect,
arborist or urban
forester, Memorial
staff, NPS Region and/
or DSC staff

Soil scientist or
agronomist

Historical landscape
architect, Memorial
staff, NPS Region and/
or DSC staff

Historical landscape
architect, Memorial
staff, NPS Region and/
or DSC staff

Historical landscape
architect, Memorial
staff, NPS Region and/
or DSC staff

Landscape contractor;
Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC
staff

Historical landscape
architect, Memorial
staff, NPS Region and/
or DSC staff

COST IMPLICATIONS

Up-front planning costs; cost of compliance review
(verify compliance requirements); later potential
efficiency due to having a coordinated sub-area plan
in place to streamline implementation (by having
estimated phasing, budget, scope, compliance
completed); phasing allows a coordinated process
for budgeting

Number of test locations; up-front cost of study;
possible implementation of tree pit and soil changes;
ensuring in advance of tree planting that soil and
tree pits can support tree health may reduce long-
term maintenance and replacement costs

If pre-design tasks are not completed, some of
the steps would have to occur in schematic design
phase, potentially increasing costs

Not applicable

Not applicable

Historic preservation factor will apply; complexity
of construction logistics; maintenance of ongoing
operations (visitor experience); variable costs
including: extent of protection needed for plants to
remain, rehabilitation of tree pits and soil, possible
alterations to irrigation system configuration, extent
of lawn areas requiring repair, availability, size, and
age of new plants, date (season) of planting

Would likely involve professional fees above and
beyond a typical scope of services for design; could
be integrated into maintenance planning process
or undertaken as part of a CLR Part Ill treatment
documentation
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Figure 6.3 Project 5: Rehabilitate Single-Species Allée Plantings.

Deficiency: Inadequate Drainage and
Related Issues at Walks

The concrete aggregate walks throughout the
Memorial present difficulties for maintenance.
Grass-covered, tree-shaded slopes along the
walks, and tree roots pushing up paving, have
led to chronic drainage and erosion issues,
requiring replacement, mud-jacking to re-level
areas, and other maintenance interventions.
While the specific aggregate and redwood
strips used are not necessarily essential to

the character of the walks, the continuous
appearance of the surface is critical, so any
repairs must match the existing materials as
closely as possible. However, matching the
original aggregate has become difficult over
time. The expansion joints are of redwood,
which is expensive and difficult to replace

as it degrades, and in some areas it has been
supplemented with caulk, which is more

easily available but not in keeping with the
character of the Memorial landscape. The
walks also include non-historic grates covering
tree pits that, in addition to maintenance and
aesthetic problems, present a tripping hazard
and adversely impact the health of the trees.
These deficiencies are inextricably connected
to tree replacement (Project 3) due to the close
physical proximity of the trees, tree pits, walks,

and grates; likely they will be best addressed
as parts of the same overall landscape
rehabilitation process.

Project 6. Rehabilitate System of Walks
Project Description

This project affects the entire system

of concrete-aggregate walks within the
Memorial, with the exception of the

plazas on the overlooks. These walks are

an essential character-defining feature of

the Memorial; their curving form, uniform
surface appearance, and the manner in which
the aggregate paving visually recedes into

the ground plane beneath the trees are all
important characteristics. This project would
replace the concrete sidewalks in-place and
in-kind. It would give consideration to whether
changes to the aggregate type that would
permit easier replacement and maintenance

in the future could be undertaken without
diminishing the integrity of the walks. It would
explore the possibility of phasing large sections
of the work to minimize impact to visitor
experience, and coordinating with the tree
replacement and rehabilitation of the planting
system (see Project 5). Another consideration
is the removal of tree grates, and determination
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Figure 6.4 Project 6: Rehabilitate System of Walks.

of replacement options; the use of levee

block, as originally detailed by Saarinen/Kiley,
would be investigated, as this option would
more closely represent the original design
intention, and could support sustainability and
stormwater management goals as well.

In coordination with the stormwater
management plan for the overall Memorial
grounds (see Project 1), this project may
include design and installation of an enhanced
stormwater management system along the
edges of the walks. This project would refer
to this CLR, as well as undertaking pre-design
review of relevant historic construction
documents, as-built, and record drawings

for the walks, and other relevant studies. The
project would also take into consideration
security and sustainability goals.

Justification

The system of walks is an essential character-
defining feature of the Memorial. The uniform
appearance of the paving reflects the Modern
design of the feature, so any major repair or
replacement must blend into the existing
materials; or, if new materials are desired,
they must be replaced throughout the entire
system. Changes to the curving walk edges or
the uniform character of the materials may
diminish the integrity of the landscape. In
addition, there are related issues concerning
tree pits, tree replacement, drainage, and tree

grates that must be considered. This project
would address these complex considerations,
retaining the character of the walk system and
ameliorating the condition problems while also
coordinating with other related projects.

Deficiency: North and South Overlooks
are in Poor Condition

It is evident that while many surface repairs
have been undertaken at the overlooks over
time, recurring problems continue, likely
caused by underlying issues that may be identi-
fied through a detailed internal and external
structural assessment of the overlooks. This
CLR looks only at the surface conditions,

and does not include a structural assessment;
surface conditions indicate the likely existence
of underlying issues that cannot be diagnosed
on the surface.

Surface conditions observed include the
following. The north and south overlooks have
visible condition problems, including spalling
concrete, cracking, and pieces of concrete
falling from the floodwalls. The top of the
north overlook plaza walls is efflorescing and
crumbling in places; expansion joints along the
base of the wall and mortar joints under the
cap are failing. The Sika Top coating applied

to the surface of the viewing platforms, steps,
and overlook staircases is in poor condition
(cracking, spalling, and falling off in pieces).
The nearly one-inch-thick Sika Top coating
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Project 6 Implementation Process

TASK
1.0 Predesign

Predesign studies:
coordinate with studies
described above for
projects 1,2 and 5:
stormwater management

plan, visual quality assess-

ment, and rehabilitation
of single-species allée
planting

2.0 Schematic Design

Develop alternatives for
rehabilitation (by phase)

3.0 Design Development

Develop selected alterna-
tive into detailed design
development drawing set
(by phase)

4.0 Construction
Documents

Develop construction
contract documents for
rehabilitation of walks (by
phase)

5.0 Construction

Construct/repair rehabili-
tated walks

6.0 Documentation

Post-construction docu-
mentation of changes to
landscape

EXPERTISE NEEDED

Not applicable

Historical landscape architect,
Memorial staff, NPS Region
and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape architect,
Memorial staff, NPS Region
and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape architect,
Memorial staff, NPS Region
and/or DSC staff

Landscape contractor

Historical landscape architect,
Memorial staff, NPS Region
and/or DSC staff

COST IMPLICATIONS

Not applicable

If pre-design tasks are not completed,

some of the steps would have to occur
in schematic design phase, potentially
increasing costs

Not applicable

Not applicable

Historic preservation factor will apply;
complexity of construction logistics for
access to project site; maintenance of
ongoing operations (visitor experience);
variable costs including: extent of protec-
tion needed for adjacent plantings and
features, possible grading for drainage
repair, extent of lawn areas requiring
repair, others

Would likely involve professional fees
above and beyond a typical scope of
services for design; could be integrated
into maintenance planning process or
undertaken as part of a CLR Part Ill treat-
ment documentation
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used to repair the north and south staircases
to the overlooks is failing, and poor surface
drainage is also evident. At the south overlook,
the paving appears to be separating from its
foundation where the wall begins on the west
side of the plaza. On the floodwalls, vertical
cracking and water seepage are visible.

Project 7. Overlooks Historic Structure
Condition Assessment and Treatment
Plan

Project Description

This project affects the entire north and south
overlooks, including the floodwalls, plazas,
viewing platforms, stairs to viewing platforms,
and large staircases between the plazas at the
top of the overlooks and Leonor K. Sullivan
Boulevard. The overlooks are clearly in need
of attention, but any future action rests upon
determining the underlying causes of visible
damage and the structural condition of the
overlooks. Prior to undertaking any major
repair, reuse, or rehabilitation work at the
overlooks, a detailed structural assessment

of both north and south overlooks would be
undertaken. The study would be akin to a
Historic Structure Report, with appropriate
research and testing, documentation of
conditions on both interior and exterior of
the overlooks, and detailed recommendations
for treatment. Because the overlooks include
walls that are part of the city’s floodwall
system, a hydraulic engineer would also be
included in the process to ensure any planned
treatment is coordinated with flood control
requirements. Once discovered and identified,
condition problems can be addressed through

a comprehensive rehabilitation project for the
structures followed by appropriate long-term
maintenance.

The elements to be addressed would include
the interior and exterior of the overlooks, the
plaza paving and substrate, viewing platforms,
and the floodwalls. Existing PMIS projects
could be coordinated with this overall project
to avoid duplication and promote efficient use
of resources. Existing projects in the PMIS
system address repairs of the north and south
staircases, rebuilding the stairs to viewing
platforms.

Other considerations could include a
feasibility study and potential rehabilitation of
the interior overlook spaces; study of potential
for adaptation to visitor uses to support goals
of the GMP; and design and replacement of
the non-contributing guardrails and handrails
on the viewing platforms with code-compliant,
compatible new railings.

The project would refer to the stormwater
management plan, this CLR, and other
existing studies, and would also take into
consideration security and sustainability goals.

Justification

The overlooks are major character-defining
features of the Memorial landscape. They

are in poor condition despite evidence of
numerous surface repairs and patches over
time. Maintaining these essential elements of
the Saarinen/Kiley landscape requires a better
understanding of the underlying issues that
may be responsible for ongoing condition

Figure 6.5 Project 7: Overlooks Historic Structure Condition Assessment.
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Project 7 Implementation Process
TASK EXPERTISE NEEDED COST IMPLICATIONS

1.0 Predesign

Predesign study: Historic
Structures Report and
recommendations,
other feasibility studies

2.0 Schematic Design

Develop alternatives for
rehabilitation (by phase)

3.0 Design
Development

Develop selected
alternative into detailed
design development
drawing set

4.0 Construction
Documents

Develop construction
documents

5.0 Construction

Construction work

6.0 Documentation
Post-construction docu-
mentation of changes to
landscape

Structural engineer with
historic concrete structures
experience; historical architect,
materials conservator, historical
landscape architect

Historical landscape architect,
Memorial staff, NPS Region
and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape architect,
Memorial staff, NPS Region
and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape architect,
Memorial staff, NPS Region
and/or DSC staff

Contractor with experience
rehabilitating historic concrete
structures

Historical architect and
historical landscape architect

Structural assessment will require special-
ists who are experienced in mid-20th-
century concrete structures and understand
the historic preservation issues involved.

If pre-design tasks are not completed, some
of the steps would have to occur in sche-
matic design phase, potentially increasing
costs; doing both overlooks at same time
could provide cost efficiencies

Not applicable

Not applicable

Could vary widely depending on the findings
of the HSR; floodwall requirements may
result in cost increase; historic preservation
factor will apply; there will be a heightened
level of complexity of construction logistics
for access to project site; will need to plan
for mitigation of potential disruptions to
visitor experience during construction.

Would likely involve professional fees above
and beyond a typical scope of services for
design; could be integrated into mainte-
nance planning process or undertaken as
part of a CLR Part Ill treatment documenta-
tion
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problems on the surfaces of the overlooks.

A holistic approach to the overlooks is the
most efficient, effective method of preserving
them over the long term, thereby enhancing
the visitor experience and the integrity of the
Memorial landscape.

Deficiency: Existing Plantings do not
Reflect Design Intention

The existing plantings do not reflect Saarinen/
Kiley’s design intention for planting at the
Memorial in a few areas, specifically at the
parking garage, and also along the slopes along
the railroad open cuts and tunnels.

The plantings at the parking garage are
non-contributing and unrelated to the Kiley
plan. The plant selection is unlike other

areas of the Memorial grounds and there are
ongoing maintenance problems with the plants
around the garage. As a result, the plants are in
poor condition, there are erosion and drainage
problems, and this area has diminished
integrity.

The plantings on the slopes by the railroad
open cuts were not implemented entirely in
keeping with the Kiley 1966 approved planting
plan. Substitutions and alterations occurred for
various reasons, including funding limitations,
during the NPS design development, reflected
in the 1980 implementation. Subsequent
management decisions and maintenance
practices have incrementally changed the

plantings but they remain different from the
intended appearance. This area was intended
by Kiley to have a densely planted character,
but today much of it is in low turf lawn with
scattered trees, some of which are declining.
In addition, many of the sloped areas that
are currently lawn cover are suffering from
erosion.

Project 8. Redesign Parking Garage
Plantings to Align with Planting Design
of Larger Memorial Landscape

Project Description

This project would redesign and replace the
non-contributing plantings around the parking
garage to make them more compatible with the
character of contributing plantings in the rest
of the Memorial (see Figure 6.6). The project
would also include repair and stabilization of
eroding slopes around the garage area, and
would refer to the stormwater management
plan, this CLR, and other existing studies. The
project would also accommodate security and
sustainability goals.

Justification

This is the first area of the Memorial landscape
viewed by visitors as they exit the parking
garage on their way to the Gateway Arch. The
redesign of plantings in this area would bring it
closer in appearance to the other compatible

Figure 6.6 Project 8: Redesign Parking Garage Plantings to Align with Planting Design of Larger

Memorial Landscape.
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Project 8 Implementation Process

TASK
1.0 Predesign

Parking garage area
concept plan

2.0 Schematic Design

Develop alternatives for
planting (by phase)

3.0 Design Development

Develop selected alterna-
tive into detailed planting
plan

4.0 Construction
Documents

Develop construction
contract documents for
planting

5.0 Construction

Install plants

6.0 Documentation

Post-construction docu-
mentation of changes to
landscape

EXPERTISE NEEDED

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

Landscape contractor;

Memorial staff, NPS Region

and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

COST IMPLICATIONS

Up-front planning costs; cost of compliance
review (verify compliance requirements);
potential efficiency due to having a coordi-
nated sub-area plan in place to streamline
implementation (by having estimated
phasing, budget, scope, compliance
completed); phasing allows a coordinated
process for budgeting

If pre-design tasks are not completed, some
of the steps would have to occur in schematic
design phase, potentially increasing costs

Not applicable

Not applicable

Historic preservation factor may apply;
complexity of construction logistics; main-
tenance of ongoing operations (visitor
experience); variable costs including: extent
of protection needed for plants to remain,
possible alterations to irrigation system
configuration, extent of lawn areas requiring
repair, availability, size, and age of new plants,
date (season) of planting

Would likely involve professional fees above
and beyond a typical scope of services for
design; could be integrated into maintenance
planning process or undertaken as part of a
CLR Part Ill treatment documentation
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and contributing plantings throughout the
Memorial, and has the potential to enhance
the integrity of the landscape.

Project 9. Rehabilitate Plantings Along
Railroad Open Cuts to More Closely
Represent Design Intent

Project Description

This project would affect the non-contributing
plantings on the slopes on the east and west
sides of the north and south railroad open
cuts (see Figure 6.7). This project would

repair erosion and rehabilitate the appearance
of the slopes around the open cuts to be

more in keeping with Kiley’s intention for

the plantings. This project would include a
predesign review of the 1966 design drawings
including grading plans and Kiley planting
plan for this area. Because some of the original
plants in the Kiley plan did not survive well in
this location, the design process would also

e e ]
00 oey "9‘9

Intent.
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consider potential substitutions that convey
similar form and character to the intended
planting but are more hardy and suitable to
site conditions. The project could also include
assessment, repair and stabilization of the
south tunnel slope (an existing PMIS project
that could be coordinated with this project).
The project would also include repair and
stabilization of other eroding slopes around
the tunnels and cuts, and would refer to the
stormwater management plan, this CLR, and
other existing studies. The project would also
accommodate security and sustainability goals.

Justification

The redesign of plantings in this area would
bring them closer in appearance to the
contributing plantings throughout other areas
of the Memorial, as well as ameliorate erosion
and drainage problems, has the potential to
increase the integrity of the landscape.

Figure 6.7 Project 9: Rehabilitate Plantings Along Railroad Open Cuts to More Closely Represent Design
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Project 9 Implementation Process

TASK
1.0 Predesign

Parking garage area
concept plan

2.0 Schematic Design

Develop alternatives for
planting (by phase)

3.0 Design Development

Develop selected alterna-
tive into detailed planting
plan

4.0 Construction
Documents

Develop construction
contract documents for
planting

5.0 Construction

Install plants

6.0 Documentation
Post-construction docu-
mentation of changes to
landscape

EXPERTISE NEEDED

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape archi-
tect, Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

Landscape contractor;
Memorial staff, NPS Region
and/or DSC staff

Historical landscape archi-
tect , Memorial staff, NPS
Region and/or DSC staff

COST IMPLICATIONS

Up-front planning costs; cost of compliance
review (verify compliance requirements);
potential efficiency due to having a coordi-
nated sub-area plan in place to streamline
implementation (by having estimated
phasing, budget, scope, compliance
completed); phasing allows a coordinated
process for budgeting

If pre-design tasks are not completed, some
of the steps would have to occur in sche-
matic design phase, potentially increasing
costs

Not applicable

Not applicable

Historic preservation factor may apply;
complexity of construction logistics;
maintenance of ongoing operations (visitor
experience); variable costs including: extent
of protection needed for plants to remain,
possible alterations to irrigation system
configuration, extent of lawn areas requiring
repair, availability, size, and age of new
plants, date (season) of planting

Would likely involve professional fees above
and beyond a typical scope of services for
design; could be integrated into maintenance
planning process or undertaken as part of a
CLR Part Ill treatment documentation
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This table identifies the phasing of
implementation projects in terms of how far
into the future they are recommended to occur.

Phasing Chart of Projects

PROJECT WITHIN 5 YEARS 5-10 YEARS 10-15 YEARS

1. Stormwater Management Plan

2. Visual Quality Assessment and Concept
Plan

3. Enhance Screening of Service Areas
and Maintenance Facility

4. Rehabilitate Pond Area Plantings (]

5. Rehabilitate Single-Species Allée
Plantings

6. Rehabilitate System of Walks ()

7. Overlooks Historic Structure Condition
Assessment and Treatment Plan

8. Redesign Parking Garage Plantings ()

9. Rehabilitate Plantings Along
Railroad Open Cuts

6-20 / IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTS JEFFERSON NATIONAL EXPANSION MEMORIAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE REPORT



SelectedBibliography

JEFFERSON NATIONAL EXPANSION MEMORIAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE REPORT



THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK JEFFERSON NATIONAL EXPANSION MEMORIAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE REPORT



Books

Dirr, Michael A. Manual of Woody Landscape
Plants. Illinois: Stipes Publishing Company,

1983.

Hughes, Mary “Dan Kiley’s Site Design for
the Gateway Arch,” in Preserving Modern
Landscape Architecture: Papers from the

Wave Hill-National Park Service Conference.
Cambridge, Massachusetts: Spacemaker Press,

1995

Peter, John. Interviews with the Greatest
Architects of the Twentieth Century, The Oral
History of Modern Architecture. New York:
Harry N. Abrams, Incorporated, 1994.

Prudon, Theodore H.M Preservation of
Modern Architecture. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley
and Sons, 2008.

Saarinen, Aline B., ed. Eero Saarinen on
His Work. New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 1962.

Spade, Rupert. Library of Contemporary
Architects: Eero Saarinen. New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1971.

Magazines

“Competition: Jefferson National Expansion
Memorial.” Progressive Architecture, May 1948.

Dean, Andrea O. “Eero Saarinen in
Perspective.” AIA Journal, November 1981.

“Jefferson Memorial Competition Winners.”
Architectural Record, April 1948.

“Jefferson National Expansion Memorial
Competition Winners.” The Architectural
FORUM, v. 88, March 1948.

Kiley, Daniel Urban. “Jefferson National
Expansion Memorial.” Process Architecture,
No. 33, October 1982, 109.

“Revised Scheme, Revised Hope, For
Saarinen’s St. Louis Arch.” Architectural
Record, v.122, November 1957.

“St. Louis Selects Modern Design.” Art News,
v.47, March 1948.

Newspaper Articles

“Arch Landscaping.” St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
December 19, 1971.

“Arch Landscaping Contract Let.” St. Louis
Post-Dispatch, June 20, 1970.

“Arch That Triumphed Attacked As Like One
Mussolini Approved.” St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
February 26, 1948.

“Beauty Not Bickering.” St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
February 26,1968.

“Bids opened on new Arch project.” St. Louis
Post-Dispatch, March 26, 1971.

“Big ‘Hairpin’ Memorial Leaves St. Louis
Cold.” Akron, Ohio Beacon Journal, February

27,1948.

Brown, Sharon A. “Jefferson National
Expansion Memorial: The 1947-1948
Competition.” Gateway Heritage, Magazine of
the Missouri Historical Society, Winter 1980.

“Gateway Arch Design Tested in Wind Tunnel.”
The St. Louis Globe-Democrat, January 7, 1965.

Louchheim, Aline B. “For a Modern
Monument: An Audacious Design.” New York
Times, February 29, 1948.

Newman, M.W. “Landscape designer wins
Brunner prize.” The Chicago Tribune, May 18,

1995.

Rice, Jack. “Landscaping At Last For The
Arch.” St. Louis Post-Dispatch, September 20,

1970.

“Riverfront Garden Started.” St. Louis Post-
Dispatch, March 30, 1951.

“Riverfront Garden Will Be Built To Improve
Memorial.” St. Louis Post-Dispatch, February
20,1951.

JEFFERSON NATIONAL EXPANSION MEMORIAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE REPORT

BIBLIOGRAPHY /

Bib-3



BIBLIOGRAPHY

“Saarinen Calls For Boulevard on Riverfront.”
St. Louis Post-Dispatch, April 19, 1960.

“St. Louis Riverfront Proposals of the Last 45
Years.” St. Louis Post-Dispatch, November 17,

1946.

“Sunken Garden To Be Laid Out Soon On
River Front Memorial.” St. Louis Star Times,
February 20, 1951.

“Tidy Up River Front.” St. Louis Globe-
Democrat, January 18, 1951.

“$20,000 River Front Landscape Fund
Okayed.” St. Louis Star Times, February 9, 1951.

“What’s in St. Louis: The Region at a Glance.”
St. Louis Commerce Magazine, March 2009.

“Winning Arch Not Fascist Invention, Says
Award Jury.” St. Louis Post-Dispatch, March 14,

1948.

Wood, Sue Ann. “Nurserymen Fear Arch
Landscape may Stay Bleak.” The St. Louis
Globe-Democrat, February 5, 1970.

Wood, Sue Ann. “The Greening of the
Riverfront.” The St. Louis Globe-Democrat,

May 29, 1971.
NPS Reports

Lindenbusch, John H. Historic Structure
Report, and Historic Grounds Study. Prepared
for the National Park Service, Department of
Interior, March 3,1976.

McClelland, Linda. “Evaluating the
Significance of Additions and Accretions,” A
National Register White Paper, 2008.

Page, Robert R., Cathy Gilbert, and Susan
Dolan. A Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports:
Contents, Process, and Techniques, 1998.

U.S. Department of Interior. Administrative
History Jefferson National Expansion Memorial
National Historic Site, Part I. The report

was completed by Sharon A. Brown for the
National Park Service, Department of Interior,

1984.

. Director’s Order 28: Cultural Resources
Management Guideline (DO-28), Release No. 3,

1997

__. List of Classified Structures, Jefferson
National Expansion Memorial. The draft report
was completed by Architectural Historian
Dena Sanford for the National Park Service,
Department of Interior, 1995.

. Lobby Interpretive Plan. The plan was
submitted by the National Park Service in
cooperation with Daniel Quan Design, 1993.

_____. Master Plan for Jefferson National
Expansion Memorial. The plan was prepared
by William Everhart for the National Park
Service, Department of Interior, 1962.

___ . Resources Management Plan. The plan
was prepared by Cultural Resources Curator
Kathryn Thomas for the National Park Service,
Department of Interior, 1995.

_ . The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of
Cultural Landscapes, 1996.

__. Statement for Interpretation. The plan
was prepared by Park Ranger Dave Uhler for
the National Park Service, Department of
Interior, 1995.

. Statement for Management, Jefferson
National Expansion Memorial. The report was
recommended by Superintendent Gary W.
Easton, National Park Service, Department of
Interior, 1993-1994.

__ . Urban Innovation and Practical
Partnerships: An Administrative History of
Jefferson National Expansion Memorial, 1980-
1991. The report was completed by Historian
Bob Moore for the National Park Service,
Department of Interior, 1994.

JEFFERSON NATIONAL EXPANSION MEMORIAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE REPORT



Department of Interior Publications

U.S. Department of Interior. National Register
Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register
Criteria for Evaluation. The bulletin was
completed by the Interagency Resources
Division of the National Park Service, U.S.
Department of the Interior, revised 1991.

_ . Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic
Landscapes. A draft was prepared by the
Preservation Assistance Division Technical
Preservation Services Branch of the National
Park Service, Department of Interior, May

1992.

____. National Register Bulletin 16A: How to
Complete the National Register Registration
Form. The bulletin was completed by the
Interagency Resources Division of the National
Park Service, U.S. Department of Interior, 1991.

__. National Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines
for Evaluating and Nominating Properties That
Have Achieved Significance Within the Last

50 Years. The bulletin was completed by the
Interagency Resources Division of the National
Park Service, U.S. Department of Interior, no
date.

__. National Register Bulletin 24: Guidelines
for Local Surveys: A Basis For Preservation
Planning. The bulletin was completed by the
Interagency Resources Division of the National
Park Service, U.S. Department of Interior, 1977.

__. National Register of Historic Places
Inventory, Nomination Form for Jefferson
National Expansion Memorial. The nomination
was prepared by Laura Souilliere Harrison,

1985.

__.Jefferson National Expansion Memorial
Gateway Arch, National Historic Landmark
Nomination Form, prepared by Laura
Souilliere Harrison, 1987.

__. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties

1992. The pamphlet was completed by the
Preservation Assistance Division of the
National Park Service, Department of Interior,

1992.

JEFFERSON NATIONAL EXPANSION MEMORIAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE REPORT

BIBLIOGRAPHY

/

Bib-5



THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK JEFFERSON NATIONAL EXPANSION MEMORIAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE REPORT



Appendix A: List of Landscape
Contracts & Contractors

JEFFERSON NATIONAL EXPANSION MEMORIAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE REPORT APPENDIX / A-1



THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK JEFFERSON NATIONAL EXPANSION MEMORIAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE REPORT



The following is a list of major landscape
contracts and contractors who completed
work on the Arch grounds. A second list of
contracts, which were not researched in detail
for the purposes of this report, is also included.

Kozeny-Wagner Construction Company
(Construction Contract)

Contract #: 14-10-7-971-267

Project No.: JEF S363

Duration: June 1970-July 1972

Description: Site Development-Phase I;
Schedule I-Grading and Drainage, Schedule

II-Waterproofing and Drainage of Visitor
Center, Schedule ITI-Seeding. The project

consists of grading along the north-south axis
of Arch, Visitor Center roof water proofing,
drainage, and seeding.

Plans and Specs.: Drawing No.: 366/41001-C
dated August 1969, revisions 1/70 and 4/70;
drawn by Patten and checked by Ronscavage,
EODC and Western Service Center Office of

Environmental Planning and Design.
Cost: $419,955.00

Documentation: Original specifications; plans;
Globe-Democrat 6/20/70.

Millstone Associates, Inc. (Construction
Contract)

Contract #: 4970B10107

Duration: August 13, 1971-August 1972
Description: Site Development, Phase II,
Schedules I & II; sidewalks, roads to HVAC
and SHIPREC. 280 tree wells, 14 concrete
benches, topsoil.

Plans and Specs.: developed by NPS -
366/41009 (18 sheets).

Cost: Unknown

Documentation: Specifications for Site
Development Phase II; Weekly Field Reports
(JEFF Archives, unprocessed Rennison

Collection)

Suburban Tree Service (Construction
Contract)

Contract #: 4970B20053

Work Order #: 6525-8025-404 (366-03X20025)
Project No.: JEF-S371

Duration: 11/30/71-5/15/73

Description: Planting Plan-Phase I. Grounds
construction, grounds preparation, and
seedling tree planting. 573 trees including
Rosehill ash, black pine, and Eastern redbud.
Planting along the north-south axis up to rest

areas on west side and up to overlooks on east
side. Levee block surrounding trees. Pines and
Redbud planted on west side of RR tunnels.
Plans and Specs.: Drawing No.: 366/41006
dated August 1971 by John Ronscavage,
Western Service Center Office of
Environmental Planning and Design.

Cost: $135,562.50

Documentation: Completion Report dated
April 16, 1974. Photograph captions on last
three pages but photos not included. (JEFF
Archives, unprocessed Rennison Collection).
Comments: October 1972 there was failure of
ash tree predominantly on the north end of
the site. Experts judged the cause to be excess
moisture and/or planting too deep.

Millstone Associates, Inc. (Construction
Contract)

Contract #: 4970B2009

Duration: June 1972

Description: Site Development, Phase I,
Schedules III & IV; sprinkler system.

Plans and Specs.: Unknown.

Cost: Unknown

Documentation: Weekly Field Reports (JEFF
Archives, unprocessed Rennison Collection).

Harland Bartholomew (A/E Contract)
Contract #: CX 2000-3-0033

Work Directive #: 0033-73-1

Duration: 1/73- contract completion date
unknown

Description: Title I: preparation of topo-
graphical or field surveys, test borings,

other subsurface data; Title II: adaptation of
Government designs, drawings, and specs.,
preparation of preliminary and final working
drawings, advice and interpretation of plans
and specs. during construction; Title III:
supervision and inspection of construc-
tion, review and approval of shop drawings,
preparation of operation manuals, preparation
of as-constructed drawings.

Plans and Specs.: Drawing No. 366/41019
resulted from this contract.

Cost: $78,430.00 before change orders
Documentation: Copy of contract, correspon-
dence

Hankins Construction Company
(Construction Contract)
Contract #: CX6000-4-9017
Duration: 6/21/74-11/20/74
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Description: Temporary Maintenance
Building.

Project #: 6520-5501

Plans and Specs.: Produced by Roy J. Scown,
Assistant Chief of Maintenance, JEFF. (NPS
366/60010, JEFF Archives, Record Unit 120,
D-120-519).

Cost: $57,723.00

Documentation: Completion Report -
Temporary Maintenance Building, (JEFF
Archives, unprocessed Rennison Collection).
Sahrmann Construction Company
(Construction Contract-concrete)

Contract #: CX-6000-4-9018

Work Order #: 6525-7601-503

Duration: 8/12/74-11/26/74

Description: Overlook Paving.

Plans and Specs.: HBA; drawing # 366/41018A
(9 sheets)

Cost: $116,330.10

Documentation: Completion Report.

Notes: Other contracts as subcontractor under
Schuster Engineering included ponds in 1979,
and walks in 1980.

Harding Electric Company (Construction
Contract)

Contract #: 6000-4-9009

Duration: 2/18/74-8/3/74

Description: Walk and Area Lighting. 45 light
fixtures, standards, etc.

Plans and Specs.: DSC, ]. Johanningsmeier
Cost: $148,580.98

Documentation: Completion Report-contains
photographs and they show levee block
around the trees.

Kozeny-Wagner Construction Company
(Construction Contract)

Contract #: CX6000-5-9005

Work Order #: 6520-7602-503

Duration: 7/1/75-6/10/76

Description: Monumental Entrance.
Subcontractors: Allied Plumbing Contractors
(drainage); Louis Payne Electric Company
(electric); Valley Sod Inc.

Plans & Specs.: HBA; preliminary surveys by
HBA,; drawing # 366/41031

Cost: $612,137.69

Documentation: Contract, completion report,
receipts, daily and weekly work reports. (JEFF
Archives, unprocessed Rennison Collection).

Harland Bartholomew and Associates (A/E
Contract)

Contract #: CX 2000-7-0013

Duration: 4/77- contract completion date
unknown

Description: Reformat Existing Site
Development, Drawings, Specifications and
Update Cost Estimates.

Plans and Specs.: HB&A; Resulted in drawings
366-41037, 41039, 41035.

Cost: $94,757.18

Documentation: Copy of contract, corre-
spondence (Denver Service Center Storage
Accession No: 079-86-0008, copy on file in
JEFF Archives).

Schuster Engineering (Construction Contract)
Contract #: CX 6000-8-9003

Project #: S427

Duration: 3/78 - contract completion date
unknown

Description: Site Development Phase I, I, I1I;
Walk and Area Lighting. This project consists
of the installation of: water mains, storm
drainage system, electrical distribution, and
paving of concrete road and walkways, and
landscaping including top soiling, seeding, and
tree wells.

Subcontractors: Sahrmann Contracting
Company (concrete)

Gartland Company Incorporated (plumbing)
Samuel Kraus Company (engineering)
Shelton & Sons Landscaping (planting)

Plans and Specs.: HB&A; drawing #s
366/41035; 366/41037; 366/41039

Cost: $2,890,179,89 initial bid price
Documentation: Specifications for Site
Development, Phases I, IT, ITI, Walk and

Area Lighting (JEFF Archives, unprocessed
Rennison Collection).

Shelton & Sons Landscaping (Construction
Contract)

Contract #: CX 6000-9-9003, package 206
Project #: (LE.B.) 6520-79A

Duration: 1978-1981; 605 days

Description: Planting Plan-Phase II. This
project consists of site landscaping including
(1)planting trees, shrubs, and ground cover,
(2) seeding lawn areas, (3) spreading imported
topsoil, and (4) extension of irrigation system.
Plans and Specs.: Drawing No. 366/41047

(as constructed drawings) dated 12/78,
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Ronscavage, Stewart, Wenk Denver Service
Center, 23 sheets.

Cost: $1,031,030.20

Documentation: Work reports, correspon-
dence, receipts, misc. (JEFF Archives, unpro-
cessed Rennison Collection).

Schuster Engineering, Inc. (Construction
Contract)

Contract #: CX 6000-9-9005, package 225
Duration: 1981

Description: Entrance repairs

Plans and Specs.: Unknown.

Cost: $598,951.00

Documentation: Firearms Fund Insurance
Companies, correspondence, general
form, status inquiry (in box labeled ‘Site
Development, Phases I, II, and III, Walk and
Area Lighting’).

Treeland Nurseries (Construction Contract)
Contract #: CX6000-5-0049; File S7212
Federal Records Center

Duration: 9/26/85-5/27/86

Description: Replace mugo pine, pyracantha,
and fragrant sumac on top of levee slope,
south of Monumental Entrance, along
fenceline and railroad open cut walls, north
and south of the stairway, on slope around
south service center entrance to visitors center,
around fenced area of generator building.
Plans and Specs.: Unknown

Cost: Unknown

Documentation: Administrative History by
Bob Moore, p.115, Superintendent’s Annual
Report for 1986, p.7.

Treeland Nurseries (Construction Contract)
Contract #: CX6000-6-0032; File S7217 Federal
Records Center

Duration: 9/23/86-12/19/86

Description: Replace dead trees. Grounds
crew planted 68 of these new trees, while
Treeland Nurseries planted a total of 110 trees
and 1,330 shrubs.

Plans and Specs.: Unknown.

Cost: Unknown.

Documentation: Administrative History by
Bob Moore, p.115, Superintendent’s Annual
Report for 1986, p.7.

Other Contract (less information known):

Saarinen & Associates (A/E Contract)

Contract #: 14-10-529-2039

Duration: 1959-1969 (contract completed by
successor firm of Kevin Roche John Dinkeloo
and Associates)

Description: Design and construction docu-
ments for Gateway Arch.

Plans and Specs.: Saarinen and Associates
Documentation: Miscellaneous correspon-
dence and contract-related material (JEFF
Archives, Record Unit 106, box 38, folder 17).
Comments: at least six amendments to
contract (sixth made in 1963). The contract was
not researched extensively for the purposes of
this report. Most information could potentially
be found in the JEFF Archives.

Davey Tree Service (Construction Contract)
Duration: 1986
Description: Transplant 28 Rosehill ash trees.

Fred Weber, Inc. (Construction Contract)
Duration: 1987
Description: Parking garage and landscaping.

Hillside Gardens (Construction Contract)
Duration: November 1988

Description: Replaced 186 trees, 18 species.
Documentation: Administrative History by
Bob Moore, p.115, Superintendent’s Annual
Report for 1986, p.7.

Hoel-Steffen (Construction Contract)
Contract #: 14-10-0232-774

Duration: 10/19/65-10/17/66

Description: Gateway Arch and Interim Visitor
Center

Rock Hill Mechanical Corporation
(Construction Contract)

Contract #: CX 6000-6-9011

Duration: 8/13/76-3/28/78

Description: Visitor Center, Mechanical
Systems Improvements

Project #: 6520-6907

Schuster Engineering, Inc. (Construction
Contract)

Contract #: CX 6000-8-9004
Description: Generator Relocation.

Kozeny-Wagner (Construction Contract)
Contract #: 4970B10045

Duration: c. 1971-72

Description: Visitor Center Addition.
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Appendix B: Sample Inventory & Condition Assessment Forms page 221

Jeffersan National Expansion Memorial
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Jefferson Nativnal Expansion Memorial Tree Inventory & Condition Assessment
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Jefferson National Expansion Memorial
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Category: Roads & Parking Arcas
g - = =
' red = =
o gt 3& §
4 £ 3 o
3 % E E % £ ;@E Eg &
G a3 e Comiment on condition, field : 3 2
- o E Ay 5 ] ‘E = §
Feature Mame & ID#: B E a2 E E E & ;‘?é dingnosisand work necded: Ei =0 a E
Coudes: D sl @Rd03 Revvrmwstmbond Lgpsipoent:
Imgatinfachory coadilion Ingpected by:
Tuiaiy, needs some work bimoculary
Aapoaor, needs wirk ey jag e
ecritical gonditien




Appendix B: Sample Inventory & Condition Assessment Forms

page 224
Jefferson National Expansion Memorial
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This list consists of all contacts made by Gina
Bellavia or Gregg Bleam for the purposes

of completing this Cultural Landscape
Report and the design analysis Evolution of
a Landscape: Eero Saarinen and Dan Kiley’s
Collaborative Design for Jefferson National
Expansion Memorial completed by Gregg
Bleam in 1996.

Office of Dan Kiley, East Farm, Charlotte,
Vermont 05445

Several interviews were conducted regarding
Dan Kiley’s collaboration with Eero Saarinen
on the 1948 Competition plan and subsequent
design evolution. Mr. Kiley also shared
sketches, drawings, and correspondence from
his files.

Kevin Roche and John Dinkeloo & Associates,
20 Davis St., Hamden, Connecticut 06517
Kevin Roche and John Dinkeloo worked at the
former office of Eero Saarinen & Associates
and were involved with the Arch project. Gregg
Bleam interviewed the two architects regarding
their part in the design process and their
knowledge of Saarinen’s design philosophy
and his relationship with Dan Kiley. Mr. Bleam
also spent a significant amount of time looking
through the “Saarinen Archives” and was given
permission to copy most of the drawings for
this project.

Bob Burley, The Burley Partnership, Waitsfield,
Vermont 05673

Mr. Burley is an architect who worked for
Eero Saarinen from 1956-1963. He was directly
related to the Arch project and was specifically
responsible for the design of the entrances

into the Arch visitor center and transportation
system.

Terry Boyle, Burlington, Vermont

Mr. Boyle worked at the Office of Dan Kiley
from 1959-1961 and again from 1965-1967.

He was directly related to the Arch project,
particularly with the evolution of the landscape
design.

John Ronscavage, 4195 Dover Street, Wheat
Ridge, Colorado 80033

Mr. Ronscavage was a landscape architect
with the National Park Service and specifi-
cally with the Western Service Center and
Denver Service Center Offices of Design and

Construction. He was the Team Captain for the
JNEM Design Team when the National Park
Service took over the project from Dan Kiley.

Jim Holland, 3815 N. Perry Park Road, Sedalia,
Colorado 80135

Mr. Holland was a project manager with

the NPS Denver Service Center and was a
construction inspector during the landscape
construction of the Arch grounds.

Eldridge Lovelace, 5 Brookside Lane, St. Louis,
Missouri 63124

Mr. Lovelace was the project manager for
Harland Bartholomew & Associates in

the early 1970s when the firm was hired to
complete construction documents for the Arch
landscape.

Joseph Jensen, 211 Judy Street, Petersburg, West
Virginia 26847

Mr. Jensen worked for both Eero Saarinen &
Associates and the National Park Service and
was directly involved with the Arch project.

Bob Kelly, 413 Williams Drive, Eureka,
Missouri 63025

Mr. Kelly was the Facility Manager at JEFF for
approximately 24 years. He was involved in
site development through all major phases of
landscape construction.

Mike Mayberry, 808 Marshall Road, Valley
Park, Missouri 63088

Mr. Mayberry worked for Shelton & Sons
Landscaping and was involved in the second
major phase of landscape planting on the Arch
grounds in the late 1970s.

Bob Chandler, Golden Gate NRA, Building
201, Fort Mason, San Francisco, California
94123

Mr. Chandler is a former JEFF Superintendent
and was responsible for the Arch Grounds
Seed Mix and the implementation of tree
grates around the Rosehill Ash trees.

Nancy Baker, NPS-DSC, 12795 W. Alameda
Pkwy., P.O. Box 25287, Denver, Colorado 80225
Ms. Baker was a project inspector working for
the Denver Service Center in the 1980s. She
was the project inspector for the final planting
on the Arch grounds in 1980-81.
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Bob Steenhagen, 2473 S. Carr Ct., Lakewood,
Colorado 80227

Mr. Steenhagen worked at the NPS Eastern
Service Center while the Arch project

was being completed. According to Mr.
Steenhagen, he was associated with Dan Kiley
on a personal level and was not directly associ-
ated with INEM.

Marlin Steward, NPS-DSC, 12795 W. Alameda
Pkwy., P.O. Box 25287, Denver, Colorado 80225
Mr. Steward was a landscape architect with the
National Capital Region when the Arch project
was being completed. He helped pull together
the final planting plans and irrigation plan.

Mike Hunter, NPS-DSC New River Gorge
Support Office, P.O. Box 242, Glen Jean, West
Virginia 25846

Mr. Hunter worked with the Denver Service
Center from 1978-1980. He worked at JEFF

as project manager supervising and directing
work for much of the second major phase of
development.

Repositories Consulted:

Denver Service Center Technical Information
Center

12795 W. Alameda Pkwy.

P.O. Box 25287

Denver, Colorado 80225-0287

303.969.2134

Jefferson National Expansion Memorial -
Archives

11 North Fourth Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63102

314.425.4468

Mercantile Library

510 Locust Street, Sixth Floor
St. Louis, Missouri 63101
314.621.0670

Office of Dan Kiley

East Farm

Charlotte, Vermont 05445
802.425..2141

Kevin Roche and John Dinkeloo & Associates
20 Davis Street
Hamden, Connecticut 06517

203.777-7251
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Appendix D: Copy of National Register Nomination Form page 231
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The business center of old 5t. Louis grew up along the levee, wiere the riverfront vas
the jusping-off ploce for louwrncys westward. This area declined with the growth of the
railroads, and most of the historic structures disappecred., The Jefferson Hational
Expansion Memerial, ineluding the Gatewsy Arch mnd the two remaining historle buildings,
the 01ld Courthouse end Lhe 0ld Coathedral, now cccupics theo area.

The large, T-shaped district in dovntewn 5t. Lowis runs aleng the Mississippi River
between the I-40/1-70'bridge, to the south, ond Eeds tridee, %o the oorth. The great
majority of the district is in the rectangular, park-like portion between the two
bridges, Wharl Street, end I-55/I-T0. This orez includes the Getescy Arch end Vicitor
Center, the 0ld Cathedrel, two scenlc overlooks, parking focilities, several pedestrien
paths, and two not-yet-caspleted ponds.

The Hemorial was desipned by EFero Searinen in 1947. The oripinel design envisloned o
long, T-shaped park with the lew Courthouse, (eipht blochs west of the present pemorial)
ld Courthouvse, and the Gateway Arch ¢n a grand cest-west axis lirked by paris end
terminating et the Mississippi River. The land betwecn the tvo courthouses has never
been cleared end the groen belt oxis hos never Leen cchieved, out tie visual link con
me clewrly seen. Only the land between the Gelevwey Arch and the 0ld Couvrthouse has

oeen clecred and incorvorvated into the Hemorial. The final lisk te the siver's ecdge,

a grond steirway from the Arca to Wharfl Gtreet and the icvee, is now uncer censtructica.

The casternmost structure 1z the Geteway Arch (Ha. NG Hﬁ, begun in 1562 cad finiched
in 1265. The soaring, stainleoss steel, stressed-shin arch is 630 feet high. An
inverted catenary curve, cach leg is zade up of double-walled, equilaterel triangle
sections. Throughout, the walls of =ach scetion ere connected by high=-strength steel
rods, meking a sclf-supporting, stressed-skin structure.

At ground. level, ecach scction is 12 fect high, end 54 feet long on each side; et the
top, the sections are § feet high, and 17 feet on cach side. The Arch's 630-foot

spon straddles the underground Vigitor Center and luseum of Westward Expancicn. Housed
at the top is an obsorvation deck from vwhich wisitors are afforded a thirty-mile view
to the cast and wost.

Within the Memorial boundaries, but still owned by the Doman Cehtolic Archdiccese of
G6t. Louis, is the vid Cethedral., It vas begun in 1631 from plans preoared by

Joseph Laveille and George iorton (who alsc designed the 1026, brick cowrthouse
replaced by the courthouse cited below) ond it was finished in 183L. This (Joliet)
limestone church in modificd Greek Revival ic rectangular in plan with a nave, two
sisles, an apse, no transepls, and a steeple obove the eatrunce. A leter, one-stery,
sddition runs along the north and cast sides of the church.

The third majer, and westernmost, structure in the Momorial is thz 0OLld 5t. Louls County
fourthouze (Me. H5 1). Dullt betwoen 1839 and 1868k, <hic Greek Revival, Lhree-ciory,
rick and stone structure was designed by several architects over the period of its
construction (Henry Singleton, Williae Twembly, Georpe I. Barpett, Mobert 8, Hitchell,
Thomes D. F. Lanhom, and Willlam Rumbolé), end hos been aliecred several times, incluiing

(See Continuation Sheet, poge 2)
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a major restoration and remedeling completed in 1942. Dasienlly a Greck Cross in
plon, the Junction of the four wings forms & eentral solunda swrounted by o
Renaissance style cast-irop dooe and lantern. In the interier of the rotuada, tha
first three-stories are Greek Revival, but the later, uwpper levels, including the
dome and lantern are Late Henaissance, almost Duroque, in style. This upper dome
is ecloboretely decorated with murals, especially feur lisette nwrals originally done
by Carl Wiloor, ond several laler suwrsls by Eitore idregoll.

In the northeoast end soulheast cormers of the Fark are the Lwo scenic overlooks.
Designed to afford views of the river and the swrrounding scenery, they are
approached by a series of steps with verisble slopes that reflect the catenary
clope of the Gateway Arch.
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The Park was established in 1935 to pemorialize the rele of Thomas Jeifferson and other:
responsible for the Lation's tervitorizl expansion to the Pacific and of the countless
ploneers who explored and settled Lpe greab dmerican Yest.

To dragatize the groewih and thne grezt scecial, political, and economic chasges that
folleved in the wake of the Lowisiona Purchase, the Rational Fark Service and the city
of 5t. Louls undertock an oxtenzive development progrex. In 1647, the Je=iferson Nation
Exponcion Pemorial Assceialion held a netional cempeotition to select a decipgn Tar the
Memoriel, The lale Eero Saprinen's design wes sclected Crom more than 200 enirias.

The central festure of Lhe Seorinen Plen is the £30-foot, steinless sieel Gatewvay Arch,
symbolizing St. Louis' historic patevey role. Tne Arch, one of the mest challenging
engincering and construction projects cver zitespted, is in the fore of 2an invarted
eatennry curve, The cotenary is the soundest of oll arches, because all forces pass
through the legs into the foundetion. & variety of structurel methods, sone not noreal
uged for buildings, unigue to this ctructure, were enploved by Seerinen. The stressed-
skin design is similar to airplone structurnl design and allews the skin te cerry all
structural logds withoui massive inlerior [raring. FPurthersore, the design decanded nev
construction technigues; the arch was erected by unique, 100-ton, Stoel creoeper eroscd
mounted on steel trechs offixed to each arch leg. These cranes lifted acd placed the
triangular sections. After the final section was placed in the arch, the derricks erept
dowm, taking up Lheir tracks and polishing the surface oa they went.

The 01ld Courthouse cerives its significance from several arcas - architecture, art,
engineering, and law. Tha dome atop the Cowrithouse was a major feat of engineering
and architectural design when it was built. In 1651, the Courthouse's Cifth architect,
Thomas D. F. Lacham, proposed and designed o new Geonoissence sbyle dome to seplace the
originel, sanller dome. However, it was Lanham's successor, William Rumbold, who,
between 1059 and 1462, accomplished the dotailed structural design and engineering,
which he patented. The lightweight iron sieletol designs of the L. Louis dome cnd
i?l contemporary on the Hationol Capitol were undgue in the United States at that

time, and wverc amopg the first in the world. The designers ef many statehouses toolk
their inspiration from the Mational Capitol, bul She 5t. Louls dome wos completed
one-and-a-half years before, and in this sense was the forerunner of those that folloved

The interior of Pumbold's dome, because of ite lightweight structural design, allowed
“or o very high rotunda, co the archileclt and the wurelists August Decker, charles Wikar
3d Leon Fomerade collaberated to redesign the old rotunda, which had been designed by
George I. Barpeli, Lhe building's third architect,

{See Continuation Sheet, poge 3)
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Himar designed the original program and, hy 1862, exccuted the four lunettes depicting
the history of 5t. Louis. GSubscquent work by Ettore idragoli in 1880, repoirs by
August Decker in 1040 snd 1905, restoration werk by Jowes Lyens in 1921, and a fire

in 1935 have cbliterated all of Wiear's progrom cxcepi two of his lunettes, The
majority of the work visible todoy is a liotionsl Fork Service restoration of Miragoli’
nevertheless, both con were accomplished artists and the rotunda presents an
impressive appearance.

An event of mnjor political and legal importance oceurred &t the Cowrthouse in 184T,
when Dred Scott sued the widew of Dr. dehn Emerson for his frecdom. “The trisl verdict
was rendered in fever of firs. Eserson. Upon appeal, this verdict was set aside cnd o
second trial wos held in 1850. These firct tvo trials were known to hove been held

in the Courthousc. The Stete Supreme Court trial, in 10%2, was probebly net held io
the Courthouse. The cese sow iis comclusion in the decisien of the U.5. Supreme Court
in Dred Geott ws. Ganferd in 2057.

Also of note is the foct thet Justice Louis Brendeis was admitted to the bar in this
courthouse in 1878,

The old Cathedral, the second remaining historic buwilding of old &t. Lowis, wos bullt
in 1831 to 103L, on land cot eside for religlous purpeces by Plerre Laclede in the
spring of 1764 when he foundad the village of S5t. Lowis. The building narrowly
escaped destruction in the disastrous Cire that swept the riverfront in 1649, The
importance of the chuwrch declined shorply afier the Civil Wer when Yhe erchdiocesc
moved its headquarters uptown to a new cathadral. Sut in 1961, Pope John XXTIT
designated. the buildips "Basilica of 3%t. Louis, King of France." This is the
highest honor ever given an American Cathelie chuweeh.
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—, The Riverfrent st St. louwis: Gatewsy to the West. St. Louls: Jeffersom
Maticoal Exparsion Homorial, 1942,

Doach, Donald, listory of the 0ld Courthovse. 5t. Louwis: Jefferson Hatiomal
Expansion Femoriel, 1909.
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The Teshaped park, starting ot the intcrsection of Eads DPridpe and Wharf Street,

5t. Louis, Missouri, rums soulh alomg the west side of VWharf Stireet for approximately
3600 fect; thence west aleng the north side of Poplar Street for approximately 000
Tect; thence north aleng the east side of the Third Strect Expressway Cor approxi-
mately 1600 fect; theace west along Market Street approxisetely 600 feet; thonee
north along DBrovcdwey approxicetely 300 feet; then cast aleng Chestnut approxioately
800 fect; Lhence nortn along the Dxpressway aporoxicobtely 1U00 feel; thence cest
along the south wall of Cads Dridge epproximately 900 feet to the begimning.
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