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STEAMTOWN NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE
AUTHORIZATION AND REFORM

THURSDAY, MAY 12, 1994

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS
AND PUBLIC LANDS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in room
1324, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Bruce F. Vento
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. VENTO. Let's get started. The Subcommittee on National
Parks, Forests and Public Lands will be in order.

Today, the subcommittee is meeting to consider H.R. 3708, the
legislation I introduced to both authorize and reform the operation
of the Steamtown National Historic Site.

[Text of the bill follows:]

(1
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To reform the operation, maintenance, and development of the Steamtown

Mr.
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National Historic Site, and for other purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

NOVEMBER 22, 1993

VENTO introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee
on Natural Resources

A BILL

reform the operation, maintenance, and development of
the Steamtown National Historic Site, and for other
purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—STEAMTOWN NATIONAL
HISTORIC SITE
SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT.

(a) In order to preserve and interpret certain ele-
ments of railroading, especially steam-operated railroads
during the period of 1850 to 1950, there is hereby estab-
lished the Steamtown National Historie Site (hereinafter

in this title referred to as the ‘“historie site’’). The pur-
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poses of the historie site shall include interpretation of the
evolution of railroads and their impact on the development
of this nation, including technological, economie, social,
and political effects and the relationship of railroads to
industrialization.

{b) The histori¢ site shall consist of the lands and
interests in lands within the area generally depicted on
the map entitled “Boundary Map, Steamtown National
Historie Site”, numbered STTO-80,000A, and dated No-
vember 1991. The map shall be on file and available for
publie inspeetion in the offices of the National Park Serv-
ice, Department of the Interior. No revisions may be made
in the boundary of the historic site, except by Act of
Congress.

(e) Sections 1 through 5 of the Steamtown National
Historic Site Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-591; 100 Stat.
3341-248-249) are hereby repealed.

SEC. 102. ADMINISTRATION,

The Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter in this title
referred to as the “Secretary”) shall administer the his-
torie site in accordance with this title and with the provi-
sions of law generally applicable to units of the national
park system, including the Act entitled “An Act to estab-
lish a National Park Service, and for other purposes”, ap-

proved Angust 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1, 2,

sHR 3708 1H
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3, and 4). On or before September 30, 1993, the Secretary
shall prepare and submit to the Interior and Insular Af-
fairs of the United States House of Representatives and
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of

the United States Senate a new comprehensive general

.management plan for the historic site. The plan shall be

consistent with this title, with section 12 of the Act of
August 18, 1970 (16 U.S.C. 1a—1 through 1a-7) and with
other applicable provisions of law.

SEC. 103. ACQUISITION OF LAND.

(a) The Secretary may acquire lands or interests in
land within the boundaries of the historie site only by do-
nation or by purchase with donated funds.

(b) The Secretary may not acquire any lands or inter-
ests in lands for purposes of the historie site unless such
lands are not contaminated with hazardous substances
which will require removal or remedial action at the ex-
pense of the United States. Any funds of the National
Park Service expended, prior to the date of the enactment
of this Act, on removal or remedial action with respect
to any contamination of lands within the boundaries of
historie site shall be fully reimbursed before the Secretary
may accept title to any lands for purposes of the historic
site. Any such reimbursement shall be credited to mis-

cellaneous receipts in the Treasury. After the full amount

*HR 3708 TH
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of such reimbursement has been credited to miseellaneous
receipts, funds expended prior to the date of enactment
of this Act by the National Park Service for which such
reimbursement was made shall not be treated as amounts
expended by the National Park Service for development
for purposes of applying the limitation on appropriations
for development set forth in section 106.

SEC. 104. PARK SERVICE ACTIVITIES.

(a}) The Secretary shall take such actions as nec-
essary and appropriate to administer the historic site, to
maintain and preserve the facilities at the historic site,
to interpret the resources of the site and their history to
the public, and to provide essential services to the publie
at the historie site.

(b) The Secretary shall preserve the collection of rail-
road equipment, including locomotives and rolling stock,
which is present at the historic site as of the date of enact-
ment of this Act. The Secretary may also preserve such
equipment and essential machinery as is necessary for the
maintenance of the locomotives and rolling stock. A maxi-
mum of 3 steam locomotives and one diesel locomotive
may be restored, but only 2 steam locomotives and one
diesel locomotive may be operational at any time. The Sec-
retary may not reconstruct or construet new yard equip-

ment or other historie structures or objects. No Federal

sHR 3708 IH
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funds may be expended to provide access between the his-
toric site and any structure that is privately owned and
operated for profit. The Secretary may exchange or pur-
chase appropriate examples of locomotives and rolling
stock to enhance the site’s collection if the total number
of such equipment does not increase and if all such actions
are consistent with the general management plan for the
historie site. The Secretary shall, to the extent practicable,
seek donations and assistance from volunteers and other
cost-sharing methods to restore the loecomotives and roll-
ing stock.

{e) The Secretary shall preserve the artifact collection
and archival materials located at the site.

(d) To the extent that it furthers public understand-
ing, and provided that appropriate interpretation is pro-
vided, the Secretary may provide a regulaf exeursion from
Seranton, Pennsylvania, to Moseow, Pennsylvania. For
purposes of such excursions, the Secretary may provide
essential visitor services at Moscow, Pennsylvania. The
Secretary may not expend funds of the National Park
Service for the restoration or maintenanee of tracks,
bridges or tunnels located outside the historic site, except
that the Secretary may use funds appropriated prior to
November 15, 1991 for restoration of tracks and bridges

between the historie site and Moscow, Pennsylvania, pur-

«HR 3708 ITH
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suant to a cooperative agreement to be entered into be-
tween the Seeretary and the owner of such tracks and
bridges permitting the national park service to use such
tracks and bridges for excursions authorized under this
section. The Secretary may pay customary and appro-
priate track usage fees and may also provide 4 other ex-
cursions annually if no such excursion is longer than 50
miles one way.

(e) User fees charged for any rail excursion under-
taken shall be established at a level sueh that a minimum
of 75 percent of the costs of maintenance, personnel and
equipment for the excursion shall be covered by revenues
from the user permit.

(f) The Secretary may assist the owner of Bridge 60
and Bridge 60 Wye with track and switeh rehabilitation
to facilitate activities associated with the historie site.

(g) The Secretary may enter into cooperative agree-
ments with appropriate authorities for law enforcement
and for purposes of controlling rail traffie through the his-
toric site.

SEC. 105. ADVISORY COMMITTEE.

(a) There is hereby established the Steamtown Na-
tional Historic Site Advisory Committee (hereinafter in
this title referred to as the “advisory committee”) to pro-

vide professional expertise in railroad management and

*HR 3708 TH
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history and advice to the Secretary in the development and
operations of the historic site. The advisory committee
shall be composed of 11 members appointed by the Sec-
retary to serve for terms of 3 years. The advisory eommit-
tee shall include 2 experts in the operation of historic rail-
ways, 2 experts in the operation of commereial railways,
2 historians of technology, and 2 historians of social his-
tory, and 3 members of the general public. Any member
of the advisory committee appointed for a definite term
may serve after the expiration of his or her term until
his suceessor is appointed. The advisory committee shall
designate one of its members as Chairperson.

(b) The Secretary, or his or her designee, shall from
time to time, but at least semiannually, meet and consult
with the advisory committee on matters relating to the
management and development of the site.

{e¢) The advisory committee shall meet at least 3
times annually.

{(d) Members of the advisory committee shall serve
without eompensation as such, but the Secretary may pay
expenses reasonably incurred in carrying out their respon-
sibilities under this title on vouchers signed by the Chair-

person.

<HR 3708 TH
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(e) The provisions of section 14(b) of the Federal Ad-
visory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. Appendix; 86 Stat. 776),
are hereby waived with respect to this advisory committee.

{(f) The advisory committee shall terminate on the
date 10 years after the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 106. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Amounts appropriated for operation of the historie
site for each fiscal year after fiscal year 1994 may not
exceed the amount appropriated for operation of the his-
torie site for fiscal year 1994, No Federal funds may be
expended at the site for purposes other than those speci-
fied in section 104 and in section 105(d). No funds may
be appropriated after the enactment of this Aect for any
construction, development, or related activities with re-
spect to the site without specific authorization by an Act

of Congress.

TITLE II—DELAWARE WATER
GAP NATIONAL RECREATION
AREA

SEC. 201. BOUNDARIES.

Section 2(a) of the Act of September 1, 1965 (79
Stat. 612; 16 U.S.C. 4600-1(a)) establishing the Dela-
ware Water Gap National Recreation Area is amended by
striking* “as generally depieted on the drawing entitled
‘Proposed Tocks Island National Recreation Area’ dated

*HR 3708 IH
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drawing is on file” and inserting “as generally depicted
on the map entitled ‘Delaware Water Gap National Recre-
ation Area’ dated November 1991 and numbered
DWGNRA-620/80,900A" which shall be on file”.
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STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE F. VENTO

Mr. VENTO. H.R. 3708 seeks to correct the longstanding and
widely acknowledged problems of Steamtown’s lack of authoriza-
tion. In addition to establishing the site and its boundaries, the bill
defines the limits of Steamtown’s scope of activities, limits operat-
ing appropriations to current level and requires additional legisla-
tive authority for any future construction or development appro-
priation.

The bill is actually modeled after a measure that was worked out
between myself and the principal sponsor of the bill, an advocate
for Steamtown, Congressman McDade. There are some differences,
but the initial authorization for Steamtown actually included all
the operations and other activities which normally are not included
in an authorization. They were, for whatever reason, in the initial
authorization that was passed in 1986, and so now we are actually
about four times over the amount of that authorization.

The subcommittee, of course, held hearings on this in 1991 based
on reports from the GAO. Congressman McDade, who is with us
today, introduced legislation, and at that time a version of that
failed to be acted on. Unfortunately, I think we would have been
far better off had we had that policy in place because there was a
meeting of the minds at that point.

The basis of the compromise was that, in return for receiving
funding to complete the somewhat scaled-back development of the
site, Steamtown would operate pursuant to authorization and man-
agement requirements of the legislation. As it turned out, though,
Steamtown received its appropriation and no authorization to guide
it, whether by design or accident. The result is that this project
continues to operate without appropriate legislative policy path and
with no corrections of some of what 1 view as serious problems that
have fueled the controversy with this site.

The measure before us today, while in itself controversial with
some, takes the moderate course toward correcting Steamtown’s
lack of authorization. The bill moderates between those who would
allow Steamtown to operate as it has in the past and continue its
expansive sort of Byzantine growth and those who would deauthor-
ize the site because of its cost and lack of historical integrity and
significance.

In fact, as you know, last year there was an effort on the floor
of the House to do just that, sort of a slam dunk. It isn’t the sort
of action that any of us would see as a reasoned deliberate policy
path, and, of course, in the end it was not successful. It wouldn't
be, certainly, my first priority, but, given no other options, it does
represent a means of dealing with concern.

And I note that Congressman Andrews is submitting testimony.
He had initially planned to testify, as well as other Members. Con-
gressman Fawell is also submitting testimony.

I think, though, that I would like to put a positive tone on to-
day’s hearing, obviously trying to force the issue. The principal ad-
vocate, Congressman McDade, and 1 spoke earlier about reintro-
duction of a bill, and I think that, obviously, relations and views
in that have been strained. So I think trying to get this hearing
going and trying to get some positive dialog is important. It seems
to me that today’s testimony, which I have had a chance to review
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and I appreciate having it in advance, represents the range of per-
spectives about the future course of Steamtown.

This is an important issue which, of course, I treat very seri-
ously, and I think that as we look at the meodifications and the
needs of the site, we are finding that there is a need to reach out
and develop innovative means to deal with the operation and main-
tenance already there. And so I think the better path is, of course,
to keep it as a unit but deal with these extraordinary costs that
are attributed to the operation and the maintenance of the site.

In fact, I note that the Director in his testimony is asking for
new authority under the 1935 Historic Sites Act which, apparently,
they don’t have right now which I understand that they would like
to have to be able to deal with that particular problem.

I might point out to my colleague, Congressman McDade, specifi-
cally, that even the testimony from the Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste is in essence saying, yes, let’s get a policy put in place
with certain types of limits. It's unusual, but perhaps it’s because
of the unusual nature of this legislation.

So I think there is a basis to come to a meeting of the minds and
work this out. Hopefully, then we can complete the loop and not
have sort of the extraordinary effort on the floor of the House when
we get to appropriations. But, in the absence of that, I cannot hold
out to my colleague any type of solution. I think that it leads to
that sort of confrontation and I think that would be a lot of energy
and effort that doesn’t take us to a conclusion with regard to this
issue.

I am sure my colleague would like to get this on a regular path.

Mr. VENTO. With that said, let me say that all the statements
of witnesses in their entirety, without objection, will be made a
part of the record, and I am pleased to welcome my colleague, Con-
gressman Joe McDade.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH M. McDADE

Mr. McDADE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to testify today on H.R. 3708 and to report on the develop-
ment of the Steamtown National Historic Site.

A great deal has happened at Steamtown since October 1991
when this subcommittee held hearings on reauthorization legisla-
tion. At that time, development of this historic site was 60 percent
complete. Today, I am pleased to report that all of the planning
and design is 100 percent complete, and the construction is just
this side of 90 percent complete.

The historic roundhouse, the turntable, the education and visi-
tor’s center, the exhibit building, and the locomotive shop are all
completed or nearing completion. The $66 million appropriated for
development of Steamtown between fiscal years 1987 and 1993 is
99 percent obligated.

The project is on time and within budget. Planning is now under-
way for the official opening. We have been open to the public, but
not officially. We hope to open officially to the public in July 1995.

The public has clearly been interested, the people whom we
serve, in the story of American steam railroading that is told so
magnificently at this historic site. I reported in 1991 that 130,000
people had visited the site. Two and a half years later that figure
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has grown to 677,000 total visitors. People have come from all 50
States and over 50 foreign countries. As many as 600,000 people
are projected to visit the site annually once it has its official open-
ing.

The excursion has been a huge success. Most trains have been
sold out, 107,000 riders in 5 years of operation. More important
than the numbers is the fact that visitors walk away with a greater
knowledge and education of steam railroading and America’s proud
industrial heritage.

Steamtown does an excellent job of bringing to life this important
chapter in our Nation’s history. Visitors are able to see how a
working steam locomotive rail yard operated in an earlier Amer-
ican era and envision that era of our industrial growth which was
a critical period in the Nation’s history.

Those of us who saw the potential of this site from the beginning
are justifiably proud of Steamtown’s development and excited about
the future of this historic site.

Mr. Chairman, you have given permission, and I want to insert
at this point in the record statements from the Governor of Penn-
sylvania in support, Gov. Robert P. Casey, a statement from former
Gov. William W. Scranton in support, statements from Senators
Arlen Specter and Harris Wofford, also supporting the project with
your permission.

Mr. VENTO. Without objection, it will be added to the record.

[The prepared statements follow:]
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UNITED STATHS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS
TESTIMONY OF PENNSYLVANIA GOVERNOR ROBERT P. CASBY
MAY 12, 1994

Mr. Chairman and other distinguished members of this
subcommittee.

on behalf of 12 millien Pennsylvanians, I want to thank you
for this opportunity to offer comments in support of the
Steamtown National Historic Site and to highlight its truly
national and historic importance.

Steamtown is an impressive showcase for what became the
secand American revolution, our great industrial revolution in
coal and iron and rail. It is a showcase that basically has been
untouched by a century of c¢hange. Remarkably, the site itself
was nzver plowed under or built over or consumed by the urban
growth that haeg swallowed up s¢ much of America's industrial
past. That is why Steamtown doesn't just open a window on our
past. It literally opens a door which we can all walk through
and experisnce for ourselves the same sights and sounds and raw
energy of 19th and early 20th century industrial development.
And sze 1t as nost of us have never seen it bafore.

Steamtown will bz able to offer the most advanced
interpratation of a highly significant aspact of America's
industrial heritage: an interpretation that the National Park
service has never been able to do before.

Steamtown is as much the story of the American people and
the Aserican worker as it 14 the story of industry and machinery.
Because it was people -- the flood of immigrant workers who fired
the furnaces and forged the rails and erectad the giant
locomotives -~ who make the Steamtown story of vesterday worth
showing and telling -~ and retelling -~ t¢ the peopls of today
and tomorrow. That's what Steamtown really is.

and the reason Steamtown is in Scranton 18 logical.
Seranton is in the heart of Pennsylvania's Lackawanna valley., It
was here that our forefathersz broke through the technological and
industrial frontiers that America had to master hefore we could
nove beyond cur rugged frontiers., Out of Scranton's furnaces and
forges nearly a century-and-a-half ago came the first irom rails
aver to be mass produced in the Western hemisphere. Iron rails
from Steamtown that America's young railroads had to have if they
were to fulfill their own westward destinies. Iron rails from
Steamtown that were better, cheaper, and more accessible than any
from England. In ths process, ag one noted historian has
obaserved, Scranton became "the battleground where American
Independence from English iron wasg fought and won." That victory
on this industrial frontier is just as vital to the American
eXperience as are the towering Sequoias and Grand Canvons of what
was once our wild westerm frontier.
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And it is absolutely proper and valid that this vital piece
of our national heritage be preserved and interpreted for ocur
people by the National Park Service, just as the Park Service
interprata life at other polnts in our history, at other
important sites in our history such asg fndependence Mall in
Philadelphia; or the Lowell National Historic Park that
interprets the old textile industry in Massachusetts; or Fort
Uniocn Trading Post that commemorates frontier life on the
Missouri River; and just as Stesamtown commemorates railroading
and industrial life in the lLackawanna Valley of Pennsylvania.

Toward the end of the last century Scranton was sean as the
energy bhoomtown of Amarica, just as Dallas and Houston are in
this century. Seranton was called the "Queen City of Anthracite”
and the "Fireplace of the World." At one point as many as five
rail lines converged on Steamtown, bringing in tens of thousands
of workers and hauling away millions of tons of coal and the iron
rails that carried the industrial revolution deep intc America‘’s
heartlapd. '

But the real significance of Steamtown's history rests with
the people themselves. The Lackawanna Valley literally became a
crucible of men and metal as immigrant families flocked thers in
search of the full promise of the emerging American industrial
might. And under the fiery leadership of John Mitchell they
fought oppression and spilled their blood to lmprove conditions
for workers everywhere. Along the way, they built a community of
bricke and mortar and ~- perhaps more important -- spiritusl
strength that sustains the entire ragion today.

These were tough Americans, born in tough times, survivors
of the toughest of tests. Their lives defined the American
experience in microcosm. It's an experience that Steamtown, with
your help, will bring alive for millions of domestic and Eforeign
visitors in the years to come.

Now let's fast forward to the present, to the hers and now,
and talk about why it's important that Steamtown be allowed to
interpret this wopderful history. The overriding reasons are
commitment, investmant, partnership and people,

Pirst, commitment. My administration in state government
has besn committed to the zuccessful development of the Steamtown
National Historic Zite from my first day on the job as Governor
of Pennsylvania in 1987. Scranton is my hometown, and my
hometown enthusjiasm for Steamtown is cbvious. These people are
ay pecple. My great-grandfather, wy grandfather, and my father
all started out in the ¢oal mines near Steamtown. That's why the
history we're talking about today is my history and why I'm so
committed to its preservation.

Second, investment, Five years age the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania launched an entirely new initlative established to
preserve natural, cultural and recresational resources on a
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regional scale, and to enhance, manage and market these resocurces
for tourism and economic development. We call it tha
Pennsylvania Heritage Parks Program.

As Governor of all of Pennsvlvania, 1t has been my priority
as well to devote public attention and resources to selected
regions under the Heriltage Parks Program where our cultural,
historic and recreational assets exemplify the industrial
traditioneg that have made our Commonwealth great and that
Pennsylvania passed on to the rest of America. Steamtown
epitomizes our industrial tradition, and that was a major factor
in my decision to designate the Lackawannz Valley as
Pennsylvania‘'s first Heritage Park.

one of the early incentives for establishing this HBeritage
Parks Program was the commitment of the federal government to the
rastoration of The.Steamtown National Higtoric Site. The
excitement generatad at the local level and the early partnership
that developed demonstrated the need for cpening the door to this
part of America’'s history. From that early assoclation with the
Natiomal Site and the Park Service, we have designated five sState
Heritage Park regions. We have alac designated three planning
areas and one special gtudy for a potential ninth Heritage Park.

To date, we have committed $7.5 million to the Heritage
Parks Program which, in turn, will leverage at least $50 million
from cther sources.

And don't forget that Steamtown 15 unique in Park Service
axperiance hecauge all the land, all the equipment and even the
buildings were donated to the federal government along with
nearly $4 milldion from the City of Scranton and ancther $2.5
willion in private danations.

Third, partnerships. Just like our steel, we in
Pennsylvania know how to forge bonds of the highest integrity
that will last a lifstime. Steamtown represents a new
partnership among government at all levels and the privatea
gector, Joined in common cause to interprat the story of
America's industrislization and railroads. To establish a
Eramework for stewardship of our history and heritage, we've
worked clogely with the Park Service, the City of Scrantom, ths
Steamtown Foundation and supporters from all across the country.
We have zll worked hard to put this partnership in place.

Pinally, the most vivid reason of all why Steamtown should
be allowed to succeed: people. People from all over, in bigger
and bigger numbers. Steamtown has taken a page from that
wonderful movia, Fisld of Dreams. You remesber the words:

"Build it and they will come.” Visitors, volunteers, historians,
scholars, train spotters and history buffs have come by the
hundrads of thousands from every state in the nation and from
more than 40 countries. And Steamtown 1s not even completed yatl
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Bvery vigitor, avery day, validates Steamtown's historic
relavance to the America of today and tomorrow. Viaitor
estimates keep going up by factors of a hundred thousand so that
it now loocks like Stsamtown will attract as many as 600,006
people a year when all the work is done., And they will keep
coming because Steamtown lets them step back in time 5o they can
loek and touch and zrealize the power that's in their lives from
part of our history that's nearly been lost.

The people understand why Steamtown is important. They know
that 1t was not the iron locomotives that came out of Steamtown's
shops that maks up our legacy. Instead, it was the character of
the men and boys who built them. They know that it was not the
iron rails that were produced there that made our people strong.
Instead, it was the will of the people who forged them. They
know that this ig America’s history, as raw-boned and uplifting
ag it gete. Their history. oOur history. It is this legacy. of
character and will that compels Steambtown toward completion.

Thank you.
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TESTIMCNY OF FORMER GOVERNOR WILLIAM W. SCRANTON
¥AY 12, 1994
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS & DUBLIC LANDS
THE HONORABLE BRUCZ F. VENTO, CEAIRMAN

The 18th century in America saw three major historical
developuwents: .the Civil War and the abolition of slavery, the
opening of the 2merican West, and the Iindustrialization of the
nation. The first two have received considersble attention, as
they richly deserve, in the National Park system. The third, the
industrialization of the naticn, which created Amarica“s pre—
eminence In the woﬁ;ld, has been almost totally lgnored except in
splendid exhibits at stationary mmseums such as the Smithsonian.
There is no working site ’damnnstrat:ixg the development of
2merica’s indostrial greatness. That is what makes Steamtown
unigue.

In the first chapter of Prote‘sscr McPherson's remarkable
one~volume history of the Civil War, he describes superbly the
building of tha vast railroad network achieved in 15th century
America. That network was the stimulant, indeed the key to the
dynamic industrialization of America.

Today Steamtown is the only sita in the Eastern United
States with the vestiges of the era of industrialization (1840 to
1920) in plain view — and recoverable condition ~- sixty-two
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aczes in the middle of the downtown with car shops, locomotive
shops, roundhouse, turmtabls, grand passenger station, a working
yard, iron furnaces, passenger excursions — and a restored coal
mine nearby. There is no other site like it.

As the American rail network grew more coal was needed to
power the steam engines. Then our industry graduated to steal
and by the turn of the centnry America’'s industrialization had
surpassad that of England, Germany or any other nation. That,
all too briefly, is the story of 19th centnry Amerlcan
industrialization. It is also the story of Scranton —
railroads, iron furnaces, coal and steel from 1840 to 1920.

Unigquely, Scranton was the omly city in the Northeast to
develop precisely that way. The only one pot to have water
transportation by any means -~— ocean, lake, river or canal.
Railroads, five of them, shipped anthracite coal and powered
Eastern Amerlca. Rallroads made Scracton, and Scranton made
rails and locomotives for the railroads. It truly was Steamtown!
Night and day.
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As William Penn Moti, the past Director of the National Park
Service, stated Steamtown is "the ideal site™ to ocffer education
and recreation to Americans while they learm about, see and ride
on our industrialized past and enjoy doing so.

Already, with the const:mct_:ion not yet completed, there have
been four years of visitors and excursion riders, far mors than
anyocne originally predicted. The expert prognosticators have had
to re-asseas their predictions — first to 400,000 visitors pexr
year, then to 500,000 and now to 600,000. Steamtown, still being
restored and rebumilit, is already & success.

STEAMTOWN 1S UNIQUE. THE ORLY SITE ANYWHERE WITE A WORLD-
CLASS RATLROAD MBSEUH,_AN OPERATING RATLROAD (with roundhouse,
turntable, working railrcad yard, mainline track), AND A HIGH-
SPEED MATNLINE STEAM-POWERED EXCURSION. ALL ON AN HISTORIC
RATLROAD SITE, paid for by the local community and donated to the
Natlonal Park Service.

That brings me to what is the most {mportant reason of all
for the establishment of Steamtown. It is the story of pecple.

With the emergence of iron and steel and rails and
railroads, immigrants arrived in America by the thousands and



began their new lives bwith jobs. inb the mines, in the mills and on
the railroads. These umnigz:ants came from all over Europe --
English, Welsh, Scotch, Irish, Italian, German, Polish,
Lithnanian, Slovaks and Slovenes, Russians —— altogether 42
different nationalities amnd ethnic groups to the Scranton area.
All of them were enticed hare by jobs in the mines, in the mills
and op the rallroads. These are the pecople who made Steamtown --
and in many cases gave their lives to it working in the mines amnd
on the railrcads.

Georye Washington did not sléap here. Abraham Lincoln never
came hers. But these people came by the thousands, and Steamboun
as a result i= the workingman's commemoration. It is a portrayal
of industrial workers and their families.

Inextricably woven into this story of rallroading and coal
is the history of the American labor movement. It includes
Terrence Powderly and John Mitchell. It recounts both abominable
working conditions and bitter labor disputes as waell as great
achievements such as the enmctment of the child labor laws and
the eight*—-hour> day.
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The scales of railroading in Scranton and its necessary
integration intoc coal mining a.nd manufactoring created a
prototype for business nrganization, labor relations, technology
development and commnity formation in emerging industrial
communities and post Civil War America. Our Heritage Valley Park

demonstrates this to the utmost and Steamtown is the linchpin in

that demonstration, the epitome of the early indnstrial
revolution in America. - i

The sweat, toil and accomplisbments of American industrial
workers and American railrcaders deserve a share of our
rasoorves. That i1s what stnamtown is all about.

Yes, it is for the nation. !‘as . 1t will help the community
which has suffared long and hard from unemployment and economic
difficulties. Yes, it will cut the cost to the Federal and other
governments by the drop in unemployment compensmatlon and welfare
payments In the aree. But most of all, it is the tzue
commemoration of what workers, mostly immigrants of 42
nationalities, accomplished in Industrializing "the melting pot

of the world”, the United States of America.
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Testimony of Semator Arlen Specter
Steamtown National Historic Site
May 12, 1994
Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to testify on an issue of
great importance to Pennsylvania, the Steamtown National Historic Site. The
continuation of the Steamtown National Historic Site is essential to maintain

the unique place that steam locomotives hold im our nation's history.

The Steamtown project is intended to preserve and interpret elements of
steam-operated railroads during the period of 1850 to 1950. The site
currently consists of a 40-acre portion of the Delaware, Lackawanna and
Western rajlyard located in downtown Scranton. The project calls for the
restoration of the original locomotive repair shop from 1868, and for the
construction of a new roundhouse, which will use the structure of the existing
remmant roundhouse, originally built in 1902, to blend the old with the new.
The roundhouse will enclose the working turntable, which will display 13
locomotives in an authentic environment. In addition, 2 1926 Baldwin steam
locomotive currently offers a 28-mile steam excursion from Scranton to

Kingsley Station on the weekends.

Mr. Chairman, the citizens of Pennsylvania and railroad buffs alike are
deeply grateful for Congress® past support for this project, These critically
needed funds have been used to design the project and construct the Park
Servics's Steamtown headquarters and two museum buildings. When completed,
the Steamtown National Historic Site will result in a blending of a railroad

museum and a celebration of the Northeast’s industrial heritage.

Aside from the historical and cultural significance of the Steamtown
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site, there s a valid economic basis for this project. Steamtown is at the
core of the tourist industry marketing plan develaped for the Lackawanna
Heritage Valley by the Lackawanna Regional Planning Commission and the Greater
Scranton Chambher of Commerce. The most recent Economic Impact and Visitor
Profile, prepared by the Greater Scranton Area Chamber of Commerce and the
National Park Service, shows that in 1993 the site had 156,749 visitors.
These visitors spent well over $6 million in the area last year, and the total
indirect economic impact of Steamtown National Historic Site was as much as
approximately $40 million. Steamtown finished its fifih seasen with visitors
from all 50 states and 38 countries, from as far away as Japan, New Zealand,

and Argentina.

I would like to emphasize that the current plan for Steamtown is a
scaled-back version of the original project. I believe that this reflects a
balance hetween the wishes of the Authorizing Committee and the fiscal
realities face by the Appropriations Commnittee. The National Park Service
must be allowed to complete and operate Steamtown National Historical Site so
that it can thoroughly educate and interpret the rich history of the
industrial revolution and the part that railroads played in the development of
American industrialism. 1 believe that Steamtown has clearly accomplished its
goal of preserving history and has the added benefit of improving economic

development within the boundaries established.

The railroad industry played a decisive rule in transforming the United
States from a vast, thinly populated agrarian country into the wost powerful

industrial nation on earth. Pennsy1van‘ia, and Lackawanna County in
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particular, are blessed with a fascinating history, having been in the midst
of the industrial revolution. During the time period covered by the Steamtown
museum, immigrants came from all over Europe to the Scranton area to find jobs
in the mines, in the mills, and on the railroads. This exhibit brings to life
a critical point in the history of this country's development for schoal

children and other visitors who will visit the site.

Mr. Chairman, 1 ask that a letter from Mr. William Withuhn of the
Smithsonian Institute be included in the Record. During the debate on
Steamtown, it has been suggested that the Smithsontan Institute does not hold
Steamtown in high regard. 1 believe the letter, Mr. Chairman, from Mr.
Withuhn will address this misperception.

Mr. Chairman, I have been involved with this project since its
inception, and I have visited Steamtown many times during my travels in
Pennsylvania in the past several years. Manmy of my distinguished colleagues
have testified on behalf of this worthwhile project, and I urge the House
Committee to support Steamtown so the American people will have and enjoy an

operational piece of the industrial revolution and American history.
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NATIONAL MUSEUM OF AMERICAN HISTORY

SCIENCE, TECHNQLOGY, AND CULTURE

30 guly 1392

The Honorable Arlen Specter
530 Hart Senate Office Building
United Stakea Senate
Washington, DC 20610

Dear Senator Specters

Thank you for your inquiry of July 29, 1983, in regard to the Steamtown
Naticnal Historic 8ite of the National Park Service.

1 have followed closely the progress of this National Historic Site since
itg initial legislation, for it involves my pacrticular field of histaric
preservation. Ny opinions on Steamtown come from two distinct perspectives.
First, as an historian and nuseum profesasionsl, I lock at the site for its
value to the American public as an historical legacy and, more importantly, as
a place for the effective interpretation of that lagacy. Secondly, as a
tormer railroad manager and small business person, I look at the site in terms
of its management, its costs, and especially its value~fogedollar to the
public. If I may, therefore, I would like to respond to your request, and
especially to your third paragraph, from the above perspectives.

I was an early oritic of Steamtown. In my Jjudgment, much of Its early
planning was poorly done. With respect to the early years that followed NES
designation, that still is my view,

Much has changed, howaver. During the last two years, and sapecially
since last spring, I have spent considerable time at the site, The Park
Sacrvice and its on-site staff have worked hurd to respand to the early
eriticisms that came from variocus guarters, and they have tzken a Planning and
nanagement path that I £ind to be first-rtage, I have eoxamined the plans and
proposed exhibita for the new visitor center now undet congtruction, and I
have become familiar with the daily operations of the site, In addirien, I
have had many opportunities to talk informally with visitors.

To sunmarize my viaws today, I believe Steamtown is a significant national
aaset and that its significance will increase, St will b one of
the premier sites in the aation for the public interprstation of America's
important induatrial heritage, It will engage the publis as ne muaeum of
atatic displays sver can.

Senithsanian Insticudon + Washington, D,C. 20560
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The site will be, and is aliready, a place of liviang history. Visitors can
see actual rallroad operations, with real people operating and inkerpreting
the pieces on view., And that i3 the paint. The approach is fundamentally
different from elther a static museum or a tourist railroad, The Former is
focused on historic objects for their own sake; the larter is focused on
giving touriats a pleasant ride, with no concern for coaveying a senge of
railroading as part of our nation's industry and history. Steamtown is a
Facility unique in North America, focused on the relationship of Americans tao
their industrial past, focused on working pecpls and thelr zoles in that
legacy, and bzinging an intezpretation of thia fully to lifs. When it is
finished, in my view, the Steantown National Historic Site will be a2 major
step forward in helping Americans from all over the country understand the
igdustrial heritage on which thias country is built.

There has been contrzoveray about the historic character of the site and
its collections, but I think most of this dlacussion nisses the point.
sSecanton 13 ooe of the few mediumwsized cities in this country wheze there ia
a combination of historic railrocad resocurces located close to centar-<ity, and
where the historic physical connections of railroad to city still exist.
Certainly there ara other places with more historic specimens, but nowhere
elge in the country is the combination of resources -- specimens, historic
aite, repair shops, heavy tools, & large urkan station, and operational
facilitles -- ag good for the interpretive mission of conveying what working
1ife waa like on the railrcads.

The unique quality of the collections is that, for the most part, they are
goperable. %he collection consists primarily of typical equipment Lrom the
¥standard sra* of steam rallroading — locomotives, f£reight cazs, and
passenger cars. Their typicality is esaential to the interpretive mission.

In fack, it would be a sarious mistake in my view to be operating unique,
ona-of-a=kind historical specimens -— those balong in museuns in protected
condisions., The Steamtown collection iz one sulted for operation - and
thersfore, to me, of greater value to the goal of iaterpretation for the
genaral public, as oppesed Lo an andience of apecialiasta.

As to costs, T bulieve that the public is being well served., Management
of the planaing process and of ¢oata has been aggreesive. Hard cheices have
been mada as to what to preserve. The roundhouse/visitors ceater has been
planned for maximum sducaticaal benefit, and froam my museum management
background, I belisve the capital coats are reasonable. The operating ¢osts,
too, are reasonable and have besn wall thought out.

By and large, the US has been laggardly in preserving and interpreting its
industrial history, compared to other countrise. Greak Britain, Germany,
Prances, and even Switwerland, bave cutstanding i ial and zailrecad
historic sites and living, operating museums, Intermationally, the trend to
living-history museums 13 well under way. Steamtown fits that trend. In this
country, it has usually been unfashionable to celebrate working people and the
industries in which they labored all their lives. Steamtown ia helping
redress the balance, in my view.
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Vigitors that I have talked to are emthusiastic in their reactions. They
undergstand, I think, that Staamtown still looka rough around the edges.
Anenities are few at this point, becauss the site iz under construction, But
already the interinm operations are well received. And the highequality
interpretation, by experienced park rangers and guides, already adds greatly
to the overall visitour exparience., Visitation from arcund the countzy, T
believe, will rapldly increase once the site ia fully open and functioning.

rPunctioning® is s fundamental parzt of the whola. The lnvestoent in the
site can be rendered meaningless by unwise cuts in its operations. cCare in
budgeting iz always ssmential. I believe the Park Service haa exercised that
care. I woold urge thome who are concerned Lo atudy the site and ik
operations, as I have, to bettar evaluate the coat/benefit in the intarests of
the publie. A cnt of operating funds at this juncture would be disastrous, in
my view; Steamtown would then mimply revert to being just another static
industrial mussmm, The heart would then be cut out of its essential charactar

and unique value to the American public.
Sinceraly, : 2 t 2

william L, Withuhn
Curator of Transportation

ao:  Senator Baxris Wofford
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Written Testimony Of Senator Harris Wofford
Steamtown” Reauthorization Bill
U.8. House of Representatives
Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests,
and Public Lands
May 12, 1994

Mr. Chairman. Members of the committee. I want to thank
you for providing me the opportunity to submit a statement for
the record in support of the Naticonal Railroad Museun at

Steamtown.

Most railroad museums in the United States are displayed as
a static collection, where nothing moves, nothing works like a
real railroad yard. By contrast, Steamtown is a site that has
been home to the Delaware, Lackawanna, and Western Railroad for
over one hundred and thirty years. It is a site that is listed
on the National Register of Historic Places because of its

leading role in our nation’s industrial and economic development.

Steamtown enjoys broad bi-partisan support from the public
and private sector. In 1992, then-Secretary of the Interior
Manuel Lujan toured the park and declared that it was “the real
thing...I can see the potential". William Withuhn, Curator of
Transportation for the Smithsonian Institution and an early
critic of Steamtown, wrote to me on August 3, 1993 to say that
after spending considerable time at the site, he concluded that

Steamtown is a significant national asset and that its
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significance will increase with time. “Steamtown will become one
of the premier sites in the nation for the public interpretation
of America’s important industrial heritage,” he wrote. "It will
engage the public as no museum of static display ever can.”
National Park Service Director, Roger G. Kennedy, last month
visited Steamtown to lend his support for the site. Mr. Kennedy
concluded that not all national parks are places of zoos or of
waterfalls. Instead, he said there are parks such as Ellis
Island, Independence Hall, and Steamtown. "This is one place in
America where actual life is represented...It contains the

AMmerican experience,” he noted.

What is most important for you to know is the depth of
support for Steamtown that has come from the state and local
level. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the local government,
and the private sector have contributed some $20 million to this
project., No federal funds have been used for land acquisition.
The forty acres of land, the collection of twenty-nine steam
locomotives, eighty-two period rail cars, the equipment, and the
great majority of the total collection of over one million pieces

have all been donated to the National Park Service.

In addition, the community knows that money in and of itself

is not the answer to Steamtown’s success. Last year alone
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volunteers contributed over 17,000 hours of work to Steamtown.
Some served on the train and engine crews as engineers,
fifefighters, and conductors., Some volunteered as tour guides or
worked with the curator on logging archival material. S8till

others helped repair and maintain the locomotives and cars.

The Steamtown Volunteer Association, a non-profit support
group of the park, has contributed over seventy thousand hours to
the park since 1988. These volunteers have saved the National
Park Service the equivalent of $1,193,340 in salaries. As
someone who has been a longtime advocate of voluntary national
service, I am especially pleased to see Steamtown become such a

magnet for this kind of active duty citizenship and service.

Finally I want to make the point that the greétest waste of
all would be to fail to finish the fjob that has been started at
Steamtown. According to the Park Service, the project is about
eighty-five percent completed. For the taxpayeré to éee the
return on the investment that has already been made, we should
make the commitment to taking the last few steps. It would be a
shame for a young peréon to invest and work for three years in
college and never finish the degree that woul& bring so many new
benefits and opportunities in life. It does not make sense for
us not to see our country realize the educational, cultural, and

economic benefits of a thriving Steamtown.
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Mr. McDADE. They were unable o be here, but they all wanted,
Mr. Chairman, the opportunity to share their insights on the sig-
nificance of Steamtown. They eloquently point out the unique abil-
ity of this historic site as the Nation’s only operating railroad mu-
seum to commemorate and interpret the story of the Nation’s rail-
roads and the people who built and operated them.

We are particularly proud of the high levels of volunteerism that
occur at the Steamtown historic site—we have one of the highest
volunteer levels in the system. And, equally significant is the $14.5
million in funds and donations that have come into the system
from non-Federal sources. This will be addressed a bit later in the
morning by the Honorable Mr. Angeli, who serves in Governor
Casey’s cabinet as secretary of the Pennsylvania Department of
Community Affairs, and I am happy that he is with us here this
morning.

Mr. Chairman, I do want to take a moment to thank Mayor Jim
Connors who drove most of the night to be present in the hearing
room to be of whatever assistance he could be. He spent the night
on the highway to get here. He has a statement which I would like
to submit for the record, and I want to publicly thank him for going
a lot of extra miles through the dark of night to be here to testify
at this important hearing. I am very grateful to him.

Mr. VENTO. Is there some misunderstanding about whether or
not he was going to be on the agenda?

Mr. McDADE. Yes. There was originally a statement that he
could testify and then there was some talk about——

Mr. VENTO. We would be happy to hear from him, I think.

Mr. McDaADE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 1 appreciate that. If
time constrains, he has a statement.

Mr. VENTO. He is on the witness list. I was told that he has al-
ways been on the witness list. But we will be hearing from him
personally, and his statement will be part of the record.

Mr. McDaADE. 1 want to go back to the hearing in 1991 and some
of the problems that were addressed at that time in the hearing:

I want to point out that 100 percent of the EPA-mandated reme-
diation of hazardous wastes has been completed. There are no haz-
ardous wastes at the site.

All of the key properties have been acquired by donation, Mr.
Chairman, with no acfditional expense to the Park Service.

All track and bridge repairs are successfully completed.

A long-term cooperative agreement with the Lackawanna County
Rail Authority for maintenance and use of the tracks is negotiated
and in place.

In 1993, Mr. Chairman, the revenues charged for the excursion
have covered total expenses, and the safety record, Mr. Chairman,
has been exemplary. More than 5.5 million passenger miles have
been traveled without a problem.

One thing that has not changed is the historic significance of
Steamtown. The entire site has been placed on the National Reg-
ister of Historic Places as being nationally significant for its role
in the development of steam railroad transportation during the in-
dustrial revolution.

When Steamtown was originally authorized in 1986, William
Penn Mott, then the Director of the Park Service, and Public Lands
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Subcommittee Chairman John Seiberling were enthusiastic about
the project and convinced of its historic importance. Mr. Mott called
Steamtown a “national historic treasure.” And Congressman Sei-
berling said Steamtown offers a way for the—and I am quoting
John now—*history of the railroad to be preserved and interpreted
for present and future generations.”

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend the National Park Service for
the excellent job they do. I have been privileged to be on the Inte-
rior Subcommittee of Appropriations for 30 years. I have taken a
great interest in the National Park Service, as has my friend from
Minnesota. I have seen them, in the main, do superb work, and I
think they have done that here.

Steamtown’s efforts to interpret and present to the public the era
of 1890 to 1950 in our industrial heritage is going superbly. We
don’t get negative comments from the people who come in to visit
the site. All we get is positive applause that it is there for them
to see, to take their children to see, to smell, to watch, to under-
stand and to enlarge their knowledge as no other static museum
is able to do that deals with the question of railroading in the Unit-
ed States.

Mr. Chairman, I commend you for your initiative in drafting leg-
islation, and I want to see a reauthorization bill move forward.
But, I must express my concerns about the micromanagement fea-
tures of the bill which will, in my view, impede the Park Service
from effectively managing this site.

I am particularly concerned about restrictions that have been
placed on the number of locomotives that may be restored and re-
strictions on excursion operations. If I could just try to highlight
that for you, Mr. Chairman.

As you know, the current legislation has a 50-mile limit and a
limit on the number of steam locomotives that can be operated. In
effect, Mr. Chairman, it takes flexibility away from the super-
intendent who feels that the excursions are a useful interpretive
tool. And, these restrictions also have financial consequences.

What do I mean by that? What I mean is to go on the current
excursion you have to fire up a train, which is a major expense.
Once it is ready it can do a multiplicity of jobs, and it doesn’t have
to be refired. You spent the money up front.

And that is what you must do with this particular kind of ma-
chine, so that, Mr. Chairman, if the Canadian Pacifie, which now
owns a mainline directly into the Steamtown yards all the way to
Canada, said we want to run an excursion to Canada and we are
prepared to give x number of dollars to underwrite it and you
charge $400 a seat, you could keep the income. We would make
several hundred thousand dollars of income into the site to defray
operational costs and to ameliorate the squeeze that all the parks
are experiencing.

Mr. Chairman, in my view, it is essential for the Superintendent
to have the flexibility he needs to manage the historic site effi-
ciently and effectively.

The greatest concern you have, that I have and you know I have
spoken to you about, is this cap on operational dollars. Mr. Chair-
man, I just cannot in any way endorse this provision. I think that
it is a mistake to interfere with the normal budget process that
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goes on from the time a superintendent assesses his needs, nego-
tiates those needs through the OMB process, and ultimately be-
comes part of the President’s budget which is submitted to the Con-
gress each year.

And, finally, the people’s representatives then have the oppor-
tunity to make the final disposition of whatever that proposal is,
based, we hope, always on public need. That is what you and I at-
tempt to do as we serve our constituencies.

So I would hope, Mr. Chairman, you are able to rethink that pro-
vision and look at it from the standpoint of permitting the normal
budget process to continue to work as it always has. Let the NPS
do its scrubbing at OMB and present to us, as the people’s rep-
resentative, an administration which we will consider in Congress.
Mr. Chairman, I am committed to finding common ground that will
meet the needs of the American public.

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity to appear before
you, and I appreciate your many courtesies.

Mr. VENTO. Well, thank you, Congressman McDade.

[Prepared statement of Mr. McDade follows:]
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Statement of
CONGRESSMAN JOSEPH M. MCDADE
May 12, 1994

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommitiee, I welcome and
appreciate the opportunity to testify today on H.R. 3708 and
to report on the progress and develcopment cf the Steamtown

Naticnal Historic Site.

A great deal has happened at Steamtown since Octoker of
1981 when this Subcommittee held hearings on reauthorization
legislation. At that time, development of this historic site
was 60 percent complete. Today, I am pleased to report that
all of the planning and design is 100 percent complete and
construction is 86 percent complete., The historic roundhouse
and turntable, the education and visitor's center, exhibit
building and the locomotive shop are all completed or nearing
completion. The $66 million appropriated for development of
Steamtown between fiscal years 1987 and 1993 is 9% percent

obligated.

The project is on time and within budget. Planning is now

underway for the official grand opening in July of 1995.

The public has clearly been interested in the story of

American steam railroading that is told so magnificently at
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this historic site. I\rgported to the Subcommiﬁtee in 1991
that 130,000 people hag visited the site. Two and a half
years later, that figugﬁ has grown to 677,000 ﬁétal visitors.
People have come from all 50 states and over 50 foreign
countries. As many as 600,000 pecple are projected to visit

the site annually’once it officially opens.

The excursion has been a great success, with over 107,000
rides in its five years of operation. Steamtown has operated
about five and a half million accident-free excursion

passenger miles since 1989.

More important than the numbers is the fact that visitors
walk away from the site with a greater knowledge of steam
rallroading and America's industrial heritage. Steamtown does
an excellent job of bringing to life this important chapter in
our nation's history. Visitors are able to see how a working
steam locomotive railvard operated in an earlier Anerican era
which saw tremendous industrial growth and the dominance of

rail as a form of transportation.

Those of us who saw the potential of this site from the
beginning are justifiably proud of Steamtown's development and
exclted about the future of this historic site. At this time,
I would like to submit for the hearing record the statements

of four distinguished Pennsylvanians who are very familiar
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with and have been instrumental tc the development of

Steamtown.

The statements are from Robert Casey, Governor of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, former Governor William Scranten
and United States Senators Arlen Specter and Harris wofford.
They were unable to be here but they all wanted the
opportunity to share their insights on the significance of
Steamtown. They elogquently point out the unigque ability of
this historic site, as the nation's only operating railroad
museum, to commemorate and interpret the story of the nation's

railroads and the people who built and operated them.

We are particularly proud of the high levels of
volunteerism and the over $14.5 million in funds and donations
from non-Park Service sources. Later you will hear from Ray
Angeli, who serves on Governor Casey's Cabinet as Secretary of
the Pennsylvania Departmeni of Community Affairs. Secretary
Angeli will elaborate on the local and state involvement. I

look forward to his testimony, as I know you do, Mr. Chairman.

I am also pleased that Scranton Mayor Jimmy Connors is
here today. As a former history teacher and two-term Mavor,
he can speak volumes about the historic value of Steamtown and
the local commitment that has been made and continues to be

made. I want to acknowledge him at this time and submit his
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written statement for the hearing record.

the

Some of the problems of concern to this Subcommittee at

1881 hearing have been addressed:

~-0One hundred percent of the EPA-mandated remediation of
hazardous wastes have been completed.

-~ All of the key properties have been acquired by
donation.

-~ All track and bridge repairs have been successfully
completed.

-- A long-term cooperﬁtive agreement with the Lackawanna
County Rail Authority for maintenance and use of the
tracks has been negotiated.

-- The revenues chafged for the excursion have covered

total expenses, and the safety record has been exemplary.

One thing that has not changed is the historical

significance of Steamtown. The entire site has been placed on

the

National Register of Historic Places as being nationally

éignificant for its role in the development of steam railrcad

transportation during the Industrial Revolution. It should be

remembered that 21 years ago the National Park Service

initiated and conducted a new area study which concluded that

Lackawanna Valley possesses national historical significance

and

should be a unit of the Park Service System.
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When Steamtown was originally authorized by the House,
William Penn Mott, and Public Lands Subcommittee Chalrman John
Seiberling were enthusiastic about the project and convinced
of its historic importance. Mr. Mott called Steamtown a
national historic treasure, and Congressman Seiberling said
Steamtown offers a way for the "history of the railroad in the
United States to be preserved and interpreted for present and

future generation.™

Mr. Chairman, I want to take this opportunity to correct a
common misconception about Steamtown. Earlier this week it
was reported as fact by one of the Congressicnal reports that
no hearings were ever held on Steamtown before the original
appropriation was made. This is untrue, as you know. The
Public Land Subcommittee held a hearing on September 30, 1988,
and the House passed authorizing legislation on October 6 of

that same year.

Returning to the historical significance of the site, it
should be noted that the Steamtown Comprehensive Management
Plan, which was signed by Interior Secretary Manuel Lujan and
Park Service Director James Ridenour, points out that "the
Steamtown site and collection represents topics or themeg in
the National Park System Plan that are worthy of commemoration

and currently unrepresented or underrepresented.”
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I want to commend the Park Service for the excellent jcb
that has been done to make the Steamtown site an enjoyable,
safe and educational place tc visit and for carrying out the
intent of Congress to preserve and interpret the role of

steam-operated railroads during the period of 1850 to 1350.

I was delighted that Park Service Director Roger Kennedy
was able to visit Steamtown last month. He's here today to
offer hig personal observations. I was pleased that he
praised the site as a living park of international importance
which offers an effgctive venue to learn about the past. He
described the site in the same context as Independence Hall
and Ellis Island in that it represents the experience of

pecople rather than the preservation of a natural resource.

Mr. Kennedy will address some of the specifics of H.R.
3708 from the Park Service perspective. I know his comments

will certainly merit ocur attention.

One of the matters which he may address is a proposed
Educational Partnership with the University of Scranton. This
proposal will allow the Site to be operated at considerable
savings to the federal government and can serve as a pilot
project for possible application at other units of the Park

Service.
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The partnership will enable the University to operate the
Core Complex of the Park by cffering visitor, custodial and
management services. The University would ccellect a program

fee from visitors.

Both the Park Service and the University would benefit.
The partnership would reduce future staffing and alleviate the
burden of utility bills and custodial services af the Core
Complex. The University will develop an educational
laboratory that will be linked to its Business Leadership

Program and managed by the Center for Public Initiatives.

Mr. Chairman, I commend you for your initiative in
drafting legislation, and I want to see the reauthorization
move forward. I am very concerned, however, about some of the
nicromanagement features of the bill which will, in my view,
counterproductively impede the Park Service from having the
flexibility needed to effectively manage the site. I am
particularly concerned about restrictions that would be placed
on the number of locomotives which may be restored and

operated and the restrictions on excursion operations.

Of greatest concern to me, however, is the provision to
freeze annual operating funds at the fiscal year 1994 level.

This is an unprecedented action which would undermine the
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investment made by Congress on behalf of the American people.
Operations of all units of the National Park System should
depend on the public needs and priorities as determined by the
people’'s elected representatives in Congress., and not on
statutory limits. The Administration's budget recommendations

should be a guide as we make those decisions each vear.

Mr. Chéirman, we share a tremendous interest in the future
of our national parks and historic sites. I served for vears
as Ranking Republican on the Interior Appropriations
Subcommittee and still serve cn that panel. We have worked
hand in hand with the authorizing committee over the years to
develop the Naticnal Park System. I am proud, as I know you

are, of what we have accomplished.

I have visited a great many of the parks that the Congress
has funded, and I am always impressed by the contribution they
make to our nation. It's a legacy we pass on to our children

and grandchildren which will last long after we are gone.

I have great confidence in the National Park Service to
manage these sites in a responsible and cost-efficient manner.
we should not restrict their flexibility or tie the hands of
Congress when we act each year on the Administration's
recommendations. I do not think we should take away our

ability to do ocur job, at Steamtown National Historic Site, or
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anywhere else with an inflexible freeze on operations levels.

It is an unprecedented move, which I hope you will reconsider.

Thank you for providing me this opportunity to comment on
this legislation and the progress of Steamtown. I look
forward to the hearing today and to working with you to
develop a reauthorization bill that will allow Congress and

the Park Service to carry out its responsibilities.
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Mr. VENTO. Obviously, this is a very important issue, and it has
obviously caused a great deal of concern on your part as the GAO
reports and the events have occurred, sometimes in terms of reac-
tion, unfortunately, not being proactive. So my better side, and 1
think all of our better sides, are being proactive on some of these
issues which we tried to do in 1991.

We came very close to an agreement, and I think if we had done
that we wouldn’t be here today. We wouldn’t have some of the acri-
mony that has occurred over the past few years. So it is the effort
here to try to get this out before we get to the confrontative stage
which could very well happen again unless there is agreement.

Mr. McDADE. We appreciate the opportunity to talk with you,
Mr. Chairman, and try to come to an agreement here.

Mr. VENTo. Well, I think the focus of this has been helpful. In
fact, there have been a number of events that have occurred in re-
cent months.

You know, the basic issue right now that is outstanding is the
concern the Park Service has about the advisory committee. I have
generally not been favorably disposed and have tried to discourage
commissions and advisory groups where they are not necessary,
sort of the reinvention of the political subdivision. It shouldn’t be
our role. I think accountability gets somewhat foggy in that proc-
ess, and you really have to justify needing one.

In this case, I think there is some logic in terms of having an
advisory committee. Congressman McDade, you know, working on
park issues for 30 years, and you have done a great job and have
been a great advocate and ally with regards to a lot of issues—but
this is extraordinary in terms of the size and scope of what has
happened here. There has been, as you know, my challenge with
regard to the basic fabric versus the reconstruction of sites, and I
think it is always, I suppose, an area where you would say there
is a gray area; but there has been a heck of a lot of reconstruction
on this particular site, and you recognize that, I am certain.

Mr. McDADE. Well, Mr. Chairman, I don’t think it is that sort
of an unusual process, however. Lowell and Salem have gone
through this same sort of an operation, and I don’t think we are
that much different from either side. The Presidio, which is the
newest unit, has all sorts of ramifications to it that we are begin-
ning to sort through and try to find out because I think we all want
to see that property preserved, and we don’t know where that is
going to play out.

As we go back and forth, we have to come to grips with what
part of the past should be preserved and how to balance those
sometimes clashing interests.

But, Mr. Chairman, on the advisory committee, may I say to you
that when I originally sat down in those days, it was John Seiber-
ling, Chairman of the Public Lands Committee, and Ron Marlenee,
the ranking member, and together with their staffs we crafted the
legislation which became the first Steamtown authorization bill
that was passed unanimously in the House. We intended at that
time to try to put in an advisory committee. We felt that that
would be a very useful thing, and it would be a mechanism by
which we could reach out to people of all stripes around the coun-
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try and get them to focus and dialogue on the issue of how we
should do this even better.

We encountered the same problem you are describing. OMB said
no. Since the original authorization, we have developed a voluntary
group, totally unpaid, totally unreimbursed for expenditures, which
meets and gives advice about what ought to happen with respect
to the park. That volunteer group has been a great help to the su-
perintendent and to me as a sounding board to meet and try to dis-
cuss policy, so we kind of—as Yogi Berra would say, it is deja vu
all over again with respect to that question.

Mr. VENTO. Let me take the major issue. You may have to be on
your way. Of course, you are invited to sit in on this and hear the
other witnesses if your schedule permits, but I certainly under-
stand, if your schedule is anything like mine, that it may not be
possible.

But the issue of the operation and maintenance type of annual
funding issue—incidentally, I was surprised to find out when ad-
vised that the initial legislation had, in fact, included this in its
cap.

Mr. McDabEg. I tried to put it in at that time,

Mr. VENTO. But it obviously means that the issue is actually sort
of outstanding. But it is unusual—

Mr. McDADE. It is for the same reason, OMB’s objection.

Mr. VeNTO. Right. But I am sure we could find some agreement
on that. We are after getting something practical. Obviously, the
maintenance and operation expenses here are, to say the least,
very, very unusual in terms of the cost of operating.

Mr. McDabE. They are about the same as Lowell Historie Site,
may I say to my friend, and we are well down the list from the Pre-
sidio, which is your No. 1 operational impact now and the newest
addition to the WPS. We are well down from that.

Mr. VENTO. One of the things that has come up, Congressman
McDade, is the issue of this partnership. I think the point is there
is a recognition as you go fully operational that the costs will be
substantial. And there is, obviously, a lot of pressure on the Appro-
priations Committee. The fact is there are efforts to try and reduce
or limit what the operating expense would be and maintenance ex-
pense. It isn’t exactly something that is unaddressed or unrecog-
nized by the principals that are working on the proposal.

So your suggestion is if we were to grant authority to do certain
activities in terms of fees or do other things to reduce the cost, then
in that context with the authority which you do not now have—at
least I don’t think you do, but that may be an arguable point—but
the point is, isn’t there something we could work out in terms of
dealing with that and then at another time limit what the exposure
would be in terms of operating and maintenance?

In other words, if we grant one authority to pick up revenue from
another source to enable and fulfill what the goal is, the oper-
ational costs, that sets a factor. And I listened with special interest
to your discussion about the special excursions that might, in fact,
substantially reduce costs, and we might be able—

I think what we are concerned about here is that if we have long
excursions that result in heavier and heavier types of subsidies and
operating expenditures and loss, most people that walk into a park
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end up costing us more than they deliver in terms of a fee. But
that is OK. That is how it is. Nobody expects that if it costs $20
a v];sitor to go to, for example, to Tumacacori in southern Arizona,
s0 be it.

But the point is we have a responsibility in terms of the steward-
ship. Maybe they pay a fee for a few bucks and it costs us that,
but we have a responsibility in terms of keeping it reasonable.

But what I am trying to do is talk about some mixture of compo-
nents here, one which you are trying to assess—not a user fee. 1
am trying to think of the phrase. It isn’t an entrance fee.

Mr. MCDADE. 1t is a program fee.

Mr. VENTO. A program fee which is automatically permitted to
be expended, doesn’t have to go back through the awful appropria-
tions process and OMB process, so that it stays within the park.
It is unusual, this permit or program fee that you call it.

Mr. McDADE. Well, you know, that is a decision that was made
at the highest levels of the department and the Park Service, and
I would defer to Director Kennedy to respond to that.

Mr. VENTO. No, I am just suggesting to you the mixture. We are
not there yet, either. And I don’t know what they think they can
do or what you think, but my point is that if we, in other words,
legislatively can mix that together, we might be able to work out
a limnitation. There is a recognition.

All T am trying to suggest to you is this view in terms of the op-
eration and maintenance challenge.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that one of the things
that we worked out back with John Seiberling, Ron Marlenee and
the staff, was the inclusion of the Historic Sites Act. It is in the
bill and one of the authorities under which we operate. We want
to keep that because we believe it has broader authorities, legisla-
tively granted, but I will let the Director address that question.

Mr. VENTO. No, he can, fine. They have some explanation of au-
thorities under that that have never been utilized which are com-
pletely unique. Se I am just suggesting to you that, based on the
fact that it is 60 years old, I don’t know what the legislative intent
was, so that is, I think, rather a precarious type of existence. But
I think we could probably do something to reinforce this.

If we are going to act on legislation and if you are going to accept
certain types of limitations, we could probably be explicit with re-
gards to that because the end result would be the same in terms
of helping offset the operation and maintenance expenditure,
achieving the objective of a revenue flow on operation and mainte-
nance, and satisfying or at least giving us some certainty and pre-
dictability, that we would not have. It would also then permit a lib-
eralization, as you say, or talk about some of the excursion issues
that might be on a special basis where they could be completely
funded by the other sources outside of the Park Service.

See, one of the limits we have here is the 25 percent cap that
we had talked about before.

Mr. McDaADE. Mr. Chairman, in 1993, and since then, the excur-
sion run has been self-liquidating. There was no cost. And that is
a monument to management, in my opinion, because my experience
is probably like yours, that if you are involved in mass transpor-
tation it is a losing venture.
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Mr. VENTO. That is right.

Mr. McDADE. But some of the things they get approached about
involve the special excursions, fall foliage for instance.

About 40 minutes away from this site is the largest single con-
crete viaduct bridge in the world, modeled after the Roman aque-
duct in Nimes, France. There are people who are enamored of the
thought of just being able to go across that bridge, fall foliage,
spring foliage, summertime, whatever, take their photographs, see
the incredible panorama that unfolds from this bridge. And that is
something that we would like to be able to think about in terms
of the public experiences because the creation of that bridge in the
railroading history of the country is a story all to itself. It is on the
Historic Registry, of course, and it is a story worth telling itself,
but if you can’t get to it in any kind of a reasonable way, you know,
it is just off the bounds.

So we would like to be able to have flexibility to talk about such
issues, let the Park Service, through its interpretive and edu-
cational programs, make an effort to see how they deal with those
issues rather than have a blanket prohibition imposed.

Mr. VENTO. The concern, of course, that I have is principally the
operation and maintenance. If you just expand this to beyond no
limitations—I mean, at least we have park boundaries. We have
other factors. But when we get into the transportation issue, the
railroad tracks of America would be the limit.

Mr, McDADE. What is wrong with that? I mean, if it doesn’t cost
the National Park Service?

Mr. VENTO. If there were no exposure or operation and mainte-
nance expenditure to the Park Service by virtue of this, other than
whatever they have in terms of the rolling stock authority that
might be traveling, then I think that satisfies a major concern. If
we can do that through fees—and the same is true of onsite type
of expenditures which we are talking about in terms of a program
fee or a permit fee. Actually, the law provides for three types of
fees under the Historic Sites Act, which, of course, is a completely
new authority that has never been utilized to date, according to the
legal memo from Mr. Conte.

Mr. McDaADE. That was the reason, Mr. Chairman, that John
Seiberling and Ron Marlenee suggested we incorporate it into the
act since we were trying to do an historic interpretation.

Mr. VENTO. I know there was a hearing on this issue, and there
have been suggestions on how to resolve this. The provision was
authorized through the appropriations process and Mr. Seiberling’s
and Mr. Marlenee’s involvement.

Mr. McDapg. Mr. Chairman, just to correct the record on that.
What happened was there was a hearing in front of the Public
Lands Subcommittee of this committee. It was referred to the full
committee and unanimously put on the suspense calendar, passed
by the House without dissenting vote. Then, when we got to the
end of the session, the Senate, as we have already talked about,
couldn’t find room on its calendar, and it was folded into the con-
tinuing resolution.

So the exact language that passed the House back in the early
1980’s is what was enacted into the continuing resolution. It was
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House-drafted language which unanimously passed the U.S. House
of Representatives.

Mr. VENTO. Well, 1 understand what happened. But the concern,
of course, has been that now there is not authorization for the total
amount of work that was done and, consequently, that is of con-
cern. The dollars were appropriated well beyond what the ceiling
was in that 1986 bill, and, of course, the efforts to authorize have
not been successful.

The concern, of course, is that we don’t want the Park Service
to be taking care of the repair, maintenance and operation of that
trackage all over America, as in the case of the excursion that now
pays for itself.

Mr. McDADE. There is surely no contemplation that we are going
to replace or reFair trackage areas across America.

Mr. VENTO. I understand, but we have repaired all 13 miles or
at least have contributed substantially to 13 miles of private rail
line that is now being maintained. Obviously, if there was money
to be made in running raiiroads they would still be running in a
lot of our communities.

I know my State of Minnesota had one of the most extensive
trackage of any State in the Nation. Some of it, in fact, bringing
in coal probably from Pennsylvania before the——

Mr. McDabDE. I wouldn’t be surprised.

Mr. VENTO. Which I was reminded of by some of your advocates
here. In any case, we have abandoned a lot of lines.

Mr. McDADE. We have in Pennsylvania as well.

Mr. VENTO. In fact, we use them now for bicycle paths.

In any case, I won’t hold you, but you know 1 wanted to state
my interest to you. Unfortunately, this is sort of a public forum to
do it, but, in any case, I think that you and I would talk candidly
in private at will.

I think everything is pretty much right on the table with me in
terms of this issue. You know my concerns, and I raise them with
regards to the re-creation and reconstruction versus the historic
fabric. I think it is a problem, and it is a question of how far you
g0, how much you nees in terms of interpretation.

Those decisions have been made pragmatically. I can’t go back
and change them. But I think there were debates there that should
have taken place and reviewed more carefully, but they are there.
The concern now is to get this on a path where we can reduce the
obligations and responsibilities. This thing has to go beyond our
service around here.

Mr. McDADE. Indeed, Mr. Chairman, this is in perpetuity.

Mr. VENTO. The point is we want to see this so we have a sound
policy to take that forward. I know how proud you are of it, the
people indicated there by the two governors’ position and others.
We just have to get agreement and get this thing done. I will be
working toward that end, and I look forward to your involvement.

Mr. McDaDpE. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that. I have to be at
the Appropriations Committee at 11:30. David Obey and I have
reachecf) an agreement on the allocation of the 602. We are going
to present it to the full Appropriations Committee, but I would like
to remain for a while if I may.

Mr. VENTO. Sure.
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Mr. Dickey, you didnt have any questions of our colleague, did
you? You just came in.

Mr. DicKEY. No, sir.

Mr. VENTO. I would be pleased to have you join me at the com-
mittee table.

Let me ask the Director of the Park Service, Mr. Roger Kennedy,
to present his testimony. He is accompanied by Dr. John Latschar,
who is the Superintendent of Steamtown National Historic Site.

STATEMENT OF ROGER KENNEDY, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
PARK SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, ACCOM-
PANIED BY JOHN A. LATSCHAR, SUPERINTENDENT,
STEAMTOWN NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, we have submitted formal testi-
mony.

Mr. VENTO. Yes, it has been made part of the record, Mr. Direc-
tor. Welcome,

Mr. KENNEDY. Thank you. Just a couple of informal comments.

This is and has been a rambunctious horse, which comes to mind
more than an engine. We concur with the view that you have elo-
q}tliently stated that it needs a bridle. We don’t think it ought to be
shot.

We support vigorously the constraints that you have offered in
your bill. We have, as you know, as we always do, some sugges-
tions of our own, but they don’t go to any of the fundamentals of
the proposal before us.

It is clear that there is now a unit of the National Park System
which does something that no other unit does. It is a living process
that manifests the industrial process and really not just railroad
history; in a very tangible way, something that no museum in
America does, either.

I think, however, for me the most telling reality of this project
in its current condition is that it is now embedded in the life of this
community. It is not an isolated park unit. It is really the core of
the city of Scranton’s sense of its own history, and it pulls together
a community which has had the usual tensions of an industrial
town.

It is now rather pretty in many ways, but it has shown the his-
tory of the tensions in American social life in violent and in power-
ful, emotional ways. And the life of the railroaders, people who
work on trains, who made the trains, made them run, managed
them, is manifested in a daily way that makes it possible for gen-
erations to communicate with each other about that experience.

It is entirely true that that could have been done behind the
Great Northern Depot in St. Paul, MN. It has been done in Scran-
ton, PA. It exists, and as you suggested earlier and Mr. McDade
has, the question essentially before us is how do we make maxi-
mum use of this existing facility which provides a service to the
Nation within constraints that can assure us that tensions and dif-
ficulties that have beset its creation will not recur in the future.

In particular, Mr. Chairman, you referred to what is absolutely
an unusual way of compensating for the annual operating ex-
penses. The people of this community, with the resourceful assist-
ance of an intelligent and resourceful superintendent, have come
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up with a way to pick up about 40 percent or so of what it is going
to cost to run the place every year by charging what is essentially
a fee for the use of a part of the premises.

Clearly, the law, the Land and Water Conservation Act itself,
prohibits the charging of fees for visitors’ centers. It does not pre-
vent and I assume, since I think you wrote this provision, it wasn’t
intended to prevent access once people got into parks. It wasn’t in-
tended to prevent the people who use parks from paying for such
specialized facilities as theaters or museums and things of that
sort.

Mr. VENTO. If I could interrupt you, I think that, furthermore,
that the law forbids volunteers from collecting fees, in other words,
anything other than the Park Service personnel in terms of collect-
ing fees, which is another complication that faces you, Mr. Director.

Mr. KeNNEDY. Yes, it does, sir, and I want to assure you that the
recency of this resourceful device leads me to express to you a de-
sire to—first of all, we are not going to use any such process until
we have thoroughly discussed it with you and your staff. I think
we need all of you to understand precisely how we will thread our
way to the objective of having this be a self-supporting enterprise
to the extent that that is possible and at the same time accommo-
date all provisions of law and the intention of those laws at.the
same time. We are not going to go forward with this program until
we have had an adequate opportunity to discuss it with you.

With regard to another matter that you and Mr. McDade re-
ferred to which has to do with the relationship of the legislation of
1986 which essentially gave pretty full scope to cooperative agree-
ments, one could either recur to the language of the 1986 act or
we could simply stipulate perhaps—you could stipulate perhaps at
the top that this proposal—proposed set of reforms wou1§ be within
the authority of the Historic Sites Act which would do essentially
the same thing. Either would give a kind of breadth to provide for
cooperative agreements between the park itself and such institu-
tions as the University of Scranton and other friends’ groups.

It is true that, while we got here in an unusual way, the people
of this community have certainly demonstrated a vigorous desire to
recognize that it is unusual, and they have got to do unusual
things to make it work. The relationship to the university—there
are a number of those relationships, including teaching relation-
ships, which I also believe are unprecedented in the National Park
System, and they are very desirable.

We are going to be—if those provisions can continue, we are
going to be providing for interconnections between the university
experience in management and history and the operation of a mu-
se:ixmdwhich I think are very important precedents and very useful
indeed.

With regard to the excursions, surely we need a mechanism that
would provide to this committee or the Appropriations Committee
with a regular reporting process under which the economic efficacy
of extended excursions is something that is reported. Because it is
unusual, and we do need to be sure that the desire, that the real
possibility that those things can more than pay for themselves,
that we certainly want to allow for an increased revenue stream to
support this park.
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We also want to be sure that somebody has carefully reported to
you that those proposals have been analyzed, and I would assume
that you would like a Park Service signoff on that, perhaps above
the superintendent’s level, to give you some extra additional assur-
ance because it is so unusual.

Beyond that, Mr. Chairman, I would be delighted and Mr.
Latschar—Dr. Latschar, who, in fact, has a doctorate, as I do not,
in history—would be delighted to respond to questions both as to
the management of this enterprise or any other questions that you
may have. Thank you, sir.

Mr. VENTO. Well, thank you, Mr. Director. We appreciate your
probing into this.

[Prepared statement of Mr. Kennedy follows:]
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STATEMENT OF ROGER KENNEDY, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK BSERVICE,
DEPARTMERT OF THE INTERIOR, BEFORE THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS, AND PUBLIC LANDS, COMMITTEE ON NATURAL
RESOURCES CONCERNING H.R. 3708, A BILL TO REFORM THE OPERATION,
RESOURCES, AND DEVELOPMENT OF STEAMTOWN NATIONAL HISTORIC S8ITE IN
PENNSYLVANIA.

May 12, 1994

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear here today to present our
views on H.R. 3708, a bill to reform the operation, maintenance,
and development of Steamtown Naticnal Historic site, in Scranton,

Pennsylvania.

We support the enactment of H.R, 3708 if amended with the changes

included in this testimony.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, Steamtown came to be a unit of the
National Park System in an unorthodox manner. We had not requested
its inclusion and there certainly was apprehension on our part
about this undertaking. On the other hand, there is an important
story to tell at this site and, as things have evolved, it has
become apparent that in Scranton there are excellent opportunities
to demonstrate partnerships as a method to further the purposes of
the National Park System. The relationship with the University of

Scranton is an important part of this proposed partnership.

We agree that new authorizing legislation is necessary for this
area, thereby repealing the language in the earlier appropriations
statute. H.R. 3708 would formally establish Steamtown National

Historic Site, in Scranton, Pennsylvania. The boundary would be



53

delineated by reference to a map numbered STTO-80,000A and dated
November 1991. The bill would repeal the Steamtown National
Historic Site Act of 1986. It reguires a new comprehensive General
Management Plan to be prepared and limits the acquisition of lands
within the park to donations or purchase with donated funds. It
prohibits the acqguisition of lands that are contaminated with
hazardous substances and reguires that the Federal Government be
reimbursed for any funds already spent on hazardous substance
mitigation within the boundaries of the site. The reasons for

these provisions are manifest in the record.

The bill limits the number of locomotives that can be restored to
operating condition to three steam and one diesel and restricts the
Site's colliection of locomotives and rolling stock to the current
level. The bill prohibits the construction of new yard equipment
or reconstruction of historic structures or objects. It prohibits
spending Federal funds to provide access to any private for-profit
structure. It authorizes train excursions to Moscow, Pennsylvania
and prohibits the use of Federal funds for track, bridge, and
tunnel maintenance or restoration, It limits other annual
excursions to four and provides that they shall not be longer than
50 miles and reguires that user fees recover 75 percent of the
excursion costs. It authorizes the Secretary to assist in track
and switch rehabilitation of Bridge "60" and Bridge "60 Wye" and
authorizes cooperative agreements for law enforcement and rail

traffic control.
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The bill also authorizes an eleven member advisory committee,
exempt from the provisions of section 14(b) of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act, to provide professional expertise in railroad
management and history and to provide advice to the Secretary in

the development and operation of the site.

The bill prohibits the appropriation of any further funds for
construction or development of the site without the specific
authorization of Congress and freezes the operating budget at the
fiscal year 1994 level. Finally the bill modifies the boundary of
Delaware Water Gap National Recreation Area by substituting a
revised map that deletes a railroad right-cf-way that had been

acquired.

Steamtown National Historic Site was originally established by the
fiscal year 1987 appropriations Act, Public law 99-59%1, on October
30, 1986. Located in the center of Scranton, the site is adjacent
to the central business district. We completed a comprehensive

management plan for the historic site in 1988.

Currently there are 51 acres at the site in Federal ownership, all
of which have been donated by the City, of Scranton and private
landowners. To date, Congress has appropriated $66 million for
development of the Site, 99 percent of which has been obligated.

Last year 156,000 park visitors came to the park from all 50 states
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and 54 foreign countries. Since it was opened in 1988, Steamtown

has attracted 677,000 visitors.

It is with these facts in mind, Mr. Chairman, that we recommend
passage of H.R. 3708. We do not recommend trying to undo what has
been done. It is certainly appropriate and important that the park
be formally authorized in a manner similar to the way other park
areas have been established over the years. The park should be
subject to the traditicnal budget priority setting process
consistent with other units of the National Park System and upon

the budget priorities of the Department of the Interior.

Section 102 directs the Secretary to administer the site in
accordance with the laws applicable to the National Park System.
&e recommend that additional language be included that also directs
management of the area in accordance with the Historic Sites Act of

August 21, 1935.

We share the concerns evident in the bill regarding acquisition of

property containing hazardous substances.

The bill reguires the Secretary to receive reinbursement for funds
already expended in cleanup before accepting title to any
additional lands in the Site. We believe that the funds spent on
cleanup may be eligible for reimbursement to the Federal Government

under the provisions of the Conmprehensive Environmental Response,
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Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), which is the Statute that
provides for recovery of cleanup costs from responsible parties.
Final decisions concerning whether or not to file suit for

reimbursement are made by the Department of Justice.

We agree that in the light of the record, a new, comprehensive
General Management Plan may well be necessary. We recommend that
paragraph (g} be amended to authorize the Secretary to enter into
cooperative agreements with appropriate entities to further the

purposes for which the site is established.

While we understand thoroughly the reasons for the proposal of
section 106 of the bill, which freezes operating funds for the park
at the fiscal 1994 level, we are concerned with legislative freezes
on any park's operating funds. Furthermore, this provision would
adversely affect the new facilities developed through the

expenditure of $66 million appropriated by Congress.

The statutory limitation on the operating budget for this Site to
FY 94 levels would not be compatible with the fiscal year 1995
budget request submitted to Congress. The 1995 request includes a
proposed increase of $1.3 million in base operating funds for this
site. This is required to allow us to protect the Federal
investment that has been made and to open and operate the site as
planned and developed, in partnership with a non Federal operating

partner. We believe this is a better outcome than a legislative
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limit to the operating budget.

The long term operation of Steamtown provides us with the exciting
opportunity to develop partnerships. We propose that a significant
element of park operations can be achieved through an educational
partnership with the University of Scranton, whereby the University
provides educational and interpretive programs at the site.
Visitors would be charged a reasonable fee for participation in
these programs. This management partnership would allow us to
operate the Site at considerable cost savings to the Federal budget
and to forward our educational mission. This type of educational
partnership being developed at Steamtown has the potential to

become a pilot project that may have potential at other locations.

The bill establishes an advisory commission to advise the Secretary
about the planing and operation of the park. Oon May 5th, the
President submitted the Administration's first annual report on
Federal Advisory Committees in accordance with Executive Order
12838 and indicated that the Administration will scon forward to
the Congress a legislative proposal to terminate 30 advisory
committees reguired by statute, but for which compelling needs no
longer exist. Toward that end, the President requested the
Congress to show restraint in the creation of new statutory
committees. Consistent with this general peolicy, we recommend that

the bill be amended to delete the commission.
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Mr. Chairman, Steamtown National Historic Site was created and
developed in unusual ways. When fully open next year, Steamtown
can be an important element in providing American people with
understanding of the dramatic and long reaching impacts of the age
of steam railroading upon the economic, social, and political
development our nation. We urge the committee to enact legislation
that allows us to complete this understanding, to make it fully
useful, and, especially, to open the way to partnership ventures
that can, over time, reduce, not increase, its cost to the federal

taxpayer.

I would be happy to answer your guestions.
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Mr. VENTO. Obviously, these hearings tend to rivet attention on
issues that sometimes are out there floating around in terms of
what is happening, and we were not aware of the proposal be-
tween, the University of Scranton where the university provides
educational interpretive programs at the site. This is, obviously,
within the authority of the Park Service to develop this type of re-
lationship. In fact, I think, if anything, we encourage it. You agree
with that obviously?

Mr. KENNEDY. Oh, yes, sir, we hope you do. This is what we are
in business to do. We both are teachers.

Mr. VENTO. We take volunteers, and I think all of us think that
the internship programs provide educational opportunities on site.

I think that, obviously, looking at some of the conclusions, | was
a little bit surprised at some of the ideas. Is it a business school?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. That was the experience that we would be looking
for.

So the point is, do you need legislative authority in terms of exer-
cising this agreement or not?

Mr. KENNEDY. No, sir, I don’t think so. It is possible that the
very same cooperative agreement flexibility that is in the Historie
Sites Act would be desirable just because it makes it a little clear-
er.
Mr. VENTO. You are talking about the fee issue. You are talking
about the special permit fee. I think that you and I at least agree
that we would probably do well to try and spell out in detail any
fee legislation and/or some specific provision in here.

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes, indeed, sir.

Mr. VENTO. We have an unusual problem here. That is why 1
raised the issue with my colleague in terms of the operation and
maintenance.

In terms of excursions, I think we should look to if they are going
to be self-supporting excursions, no involvement of the Park Serv-
ice other than the ownership of the engine. But, clearly, the expec-
tation was that these excursions need some sort of a subsidy and
that simply would balloon the operation and maintenance to what-
ever proposals would be initiated.

And there ought to be, and are, in the parameters of operating
the normal park, some limitations in terms of what would be ex-
pended in terms of people that are coming to it.

Mr. KenNEDY. Sure. It would seem to me, Mr. Chairman, desir-
able along those lines that at least the Superintendent, perhaps the
Director, should make a judgment in advance of such. You can get
cash flow estimates of how something is going to work out. That
is an expanded excursion that runs a greater distance. And some-
body ought to sign off on that.

Mr. VENTO. What about giving this to a concessionaire to run
and taking it outside the Park Service so we don’t have the expense
of operating these trains. They could do it since it is a money-mak-
ing proposition for these particular types of ventures?

Mr. KenNEDY. That is exactly what we would like to do.

Mr. VENnTO. You have the authority to do that now. I think that
there would be nothing stopping you. I guess there is a question
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of using the rolling stock, the maintenance and some of the other
things, but we have concessionaires using resources all the time.

Mr. KENNEDY. It is just that these hotels, so to speak, move.

Mr. VENTO. Well, they do. It is one of the points that is made
here, is that they have repeatedly utilized the park, as the Park
Service has now, under your direction, the operation and mainte-
nance dollars to restore the engines. Are these a capital investment
or are they an operation and maintenance type of expense?

Mr. KENNEDY. That is more complicated in this park than any-
where because it is true that part of the educational operation is
running a living train. They are not just getting fixed and sitting
there in mothballs., They are actually being used. And when you
use something you have to fix it.

Mr. VENTO. Well, I would say that I understand that the fuel
goes in them, maintaining hot engines, doing some of the other rou-
tine maintenance. But I think the thing is the restoration costs
would seem to me to be a capital expenditure, but that has not
been the policy and accounting procedure in the past. Why?

Mr. KENNEDY. I can’t speak with any intelligence with regard to
past practice. It does seem to me that there is a distinction in most
operations between repair and rehabilitation for the purpose of cre-
ating an operation.

But if Dr. Latschar disagrees with me I would invite him to com-
ment.

Mr. VENTO. Superintendent Latschar—Dr. Latschar, I guess you
would prefer.

Mr. LATSCHAR. I wouldn’t dream of disagreeing with the boss.

To date, the National Park Service’s budgeting system has not
given us any explicit directions, either pro or con, on the use of op-
erating funds for the restoration of locomotives and cars.

As 1 pointed out in my response to this question to your staff,
all parks systemwide are in this mix, whether they be built facili-
ties. The question may be the definition of what is normal mainte-
nance for a facility and what is capital maintenance, and that is
a question that I couldn’t begin to answer.

he bottom line is we made it clear to the Park Service as long
ago as 1989 that because of the restrictions in the cost and the cap-
ital development program and because of the difficulty in using
capital dollars, construction dollars, for restoration of locomotives
and the extreme difficulty of doing that through contract, for exam-
ple, we felt we were better off using operating funds for the grad-
ual restoration of equipment which, No. 1, gives us the ability to
hire and train journeyman locomotive and car mechanics which are
extremely difficult to find on the street anymore but which we need
long term to maintain the locomotives and rolling stock.

And, No. 2, of course, since from day one we have tried to make
the restoration of the locomotives and rolling stock a key part of
our interpretive program, so this is the one place in the Nation
that I am aware of that visitors can come in and actually be es-
corted into our locomotive shop and watch these monsters as they
are stripped down and restored and repaired.

Mr. KENNEDY. I do have one further comment, if I may, sir.

My own observation is what the Superintendent says is entirely
right. The part of the education that is being done in this site is,
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in fact, real people working on real stock, and that is an important
part of that process. Now, how you account for it we need to come
back to you more systematically with.

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think the point is, of course, that it is an un-
usual number of dollars being expended for the restoration. Much
of the early stage restoration is complete and a large amount of
funding is still being requested for maintenance purposes.

But the concern is that there ought to be some articulation so
that you know if you have got a general operating pot you can take
dollars out of and use it for rehabilitation. That could be millions
of dollars in a given year for that purpose.

And the fact is that the exploding operating budget is exactly
what I am concerned about here, obviously, in terms of the future.
That is why we are talking about excursions. That is why we are
talking about limits, keeping hot engines. This is, Dr. Latschar, as
you know, a very difficult issue.

And the fact is when you keep expanding it to use it for what
is, essentially, a capital project and rehabilitation—I don’t think
there is any disagreement with the goal of having experience. But
the fact is trying to marry those points together in terms of how
you allocate dollars and how many engines should be restored, how
much rolling stock should be restored, whether that comes in
through voluntary contributions and so forth, gets all homogenized
into an operating budget that is ballooning and will balloon in size.
There is just no end to it.

We go to excursions. You go to rehabilitation of stock. I mean,
these are major, major expenses.

What does it cost to re%abilitate a single engine? What has the
cost been?

. Mr. LaTscHAR. There is no specific cost factor that can be given
or——

Mr. VENTO. What has the cost been for the engines you have re-
stored? I am asking you a factual question.

Mr. LATsCHAR. I am sorry, sir. So far, we have spent over the
last 5 years I believe $1.6 million. We have returned three steam
locomotives to FRA-approved operating condition, one diesel loco-
motive, 12 passenger cars, and there are two more in the restora-
tion shop this year.

Mr. VENTO. But do you have specific figures for the cost to the
specigig type of rolling stock in steam engines that you have re-
stored?

Mr. LATSCHAR. I dont have those with me, but I could certainly
make those available.

Mr. VENTO. I think it would be helpful to have that.

Also, I understand, a point in your favor here is that you have
had volunteers work on those projects as well, is that correct?

Mr. LATSCHAR. That is correct, sir.

‘Mr. VENTO. The last time you came in we talked about most of
the restoration, at least of the rolling stock, being done entirely by
volunteers in terms of trying to initiate and reduce these costs. So
I mean what is the full complement? What is the policy path here
with regards to additional engines and/or rolling stock? What is the
goal? What does the management plan call for? Do we have a GMP
yet that is in effect?
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Mr. KENNEDY. You do, but you have also required and we assent
to there being a new one.

Mr. VENTO. What about the question? 1 am saying it is ref-
erenced in the general management plan, but what about the en-
gines and the rolling stock projections in the future? You talked
about what you have done. I am asking you what you intend to do.

Mr. LATSCHAR. We have got, Mr. Chairman, 35 locomotives in
the collection, 88 passenger cars. Right now, my best estimate of
the future plans is approximately two-thirds of that locomotive col-
lection is going to be listed on the National Register of Historic
Places. That study is under process now and should be wrapped
this summer, which means that twe-thirds of the locomotives would
be considered national historic structures, which means that the
Park Service would have its normal obligation to eventually main-
tain them and restore them to at least a museum display condition.

Mr. VENTO. You say 33 engines and 108 rolling stock?

Mr, LaTsCHAR. Eighty-eight, sir.

Mr. VENTO. Eighty-eight, pardon me.

I think the point, again, Dr. Latschar and Director Kennedy, also
my friend, Joe McDade, is you can see why we are talking about
the dollars. And there is no way to predict, according to Dr.
Latschar, what the cost is going to be here. We are folding it into
operation and maintenance. Again, you can see Iy concern.

Of course, since they are on the register of historic places and
since they are rolling hotels, in the words of the Director, it would
seem that this is a rehabilitation. It should be a capital expendi-
ture. The reason you have got some problems here, in all candor,
is it is unusual, but it is afso because of what has occurred here
aﬁzd what is likely to occur in the future. So we have got to get out
there.

And, I understand there is a difference between whether or not
they are going to be operational or whether they are just going to
be restored to museum quality. There is a difference in terms of
painting them up, oiling them, keeping them so they don’t rust,
and so forth.

So that is a big difference, I expect museum means less. Does it
mean less cost than if they are rolling stock, Dr. Latschar?

Mr. LATSCHAR. Definitely.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Dickey ias been waiting patiently. Did you have
any questions of the Director?

Mr. Dickey. | have a question just generally, if I may.

Mr. VENTO. Yes.

Mr. DIcKEY. Thank you for the time.

Mr. Director, I don’t understand this idea about giving the assets
over to a private enterprise.

Mr. KENNEDY. No, Mr. Dickey, I don’t believe that has been in
this discourse. We have been talking about asking for fees for en-
trance to a part of this or a large complex of stuff. And what was
at issue there largely was whether we could cut down the cost of
collecting that money and keep all of it to run the park with. It is
not an unfamiliar situation.

Mr. DickeyY. I can understand how I missed that point.

Then answer me this: Is it possible for us to keep the park there
for the people, for the entertainment of the people and for the gen-



63

eral economy and actually have it run by businesses that bid for
the——

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes, yes, sir. The colloquy with the Chairman
about concessionaires on rolling operations, certainly that is the di-
rection in which we would move for that. And in every instance
where it seemed that we could cap the cost to the public by being
sure that additional functions, however desirable, were treated as
concession arrangements rather than Park Service-operated or fed-
erally-operated, we would do that.

That is sort of where we are. We are at the point where those
additional—and there may be any number of splendid ideas that
can come along from here. Many of them, if they would return
some revenue that could also come back to the park, would be most
efficaciously managed by a concession arrangement rather than by
a Federal arrangement.

Mr. DickEY. Right now it is Federal?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes, right now, so far as I know. Is that right, Mr.
Latschar?

Mr. LATSCHAR. Yes.

Mr. KENNEDY. So far, yes. There are some nonbusiness aspects
to this, the educational parts, that are, of course, not Federal.

Mr. Dickey. Why have we not explored concessionary alter-
natives before? This is my last question.

Mr. KENNEDY. I think mostly because it isn’t up yet. The thing
isn’t finished yet. You haven’t got an enterprise that is really fully
under way that permits you to move much of it out. It is a fairly
large—it is a large but fairly conventional Federal museum and
park-like operation so far.

From here those questions become much more—will require some
resourceful answers.

Mr. DickeY. Thank you, sir.

Mr. VENTO. I think maybe I confused the issue because it is pos-
sible a concessionaire would use the locomotives and the rolling
stock of the Park Service. In fact, today, don’t you, in essence, have
some sort of contract? You do not actually have Park Service per-
sonnel running those units?

Mr. LATSCHAR. Yes, sir, we do. Starting in 1993 when we re-
turned on the track owned by the Lackawanna County Railroad
Authority to Moscow, we have 100 percent Park Service staff and
volunteers.

Mr. VENTO. There are volunteers?

Mr. LATSCHAR. Yes. It runs about half staff, half volunteers.

Mr. VENTO. Dr. Latschar, wouldn’t it be possible to come to some
contractual agreement, either in a concession or some other basis,
to, in fact, pass this? Wouldn’t it be desirable to do that in terms
of what happens with these excursions in most instances?

Mr. LATSCHAR. It is definitely possible, Mr. Chairman. In my
opinion, it is not desirable.

Mr. VENTO. It is not desirable. You would like to keep it in-
house?

Mr. LATSCHAR. Absolutely. We can run it with more flexibility
and far cheaper than we can by contracting out to a railroad. In
essence, we contracted with a railroad in 1989 through 1992 when
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we ran on the Delaware and Hudson/Canadian Pacific tracks. It
took us to the cleaners.

Mr. VENTO. I think this is important. I am not someone who
doesn’t believe the Federal Government can’t do anything right. I
am just saying flexibility in terms of concessionaire.

Mr. DicKEY. Speak for yourself,

Mzr. VENTO. I think there are some folks that don’t have that.

Mr. LATSCHAR. If I could elucidate briefly, Mr. Chairman, when
you are dealing with a railroad, only one railroad owns a track,
which means if you are going for a concession contract, you are
automatically in a sole source concession agreement, and the sky
is the limit.

Mr. VENTO. I think that is right. If there isn't competition you
have to make judgments. We talked briefly about that, Congress-
man MecDade and %m

I wouldnt be opposed to but I wouldn’t want to mandate that
you had to. I think the concern is, Dr. Latschar, can we, if we are
going to have excursions that go beyond the Moscow limit, which
is of concern to Congressman McDade and others, can we, in fact,
sustain a legislation or a language that would say there should be
no Park Service subsidy at that particular point other than the use
of the stock?

Mr. LATSCHAR. I believe that would be most reasonable and ap-
propriate.

Mr. VENTO. You think that is workable and that such agree-
ments could be attained and would be self-sufficient? That they
would be workable? There is not much point in me doing it if they
are going to come back and then be dipping into operating and
maintenance funds for the excursion part other than for mainte-
nance to the rolling stock. Once the rolling stock is maintained, if
you have to roll 50 miles or 500, it is the same standard. Is that
correct?

er.l LATSCHAR. It is, basically, the same cost except for the cost
of coal.

Mr. VENTO. In terms of making it, sustaining it for longer trips,
I expect that those would be a special type of issue that would
occur several times a year. It wouldn’t be a regular thing. Or don’t
you know?

Mr. LatscHAR. 1 would agree with that, sir, and I think the cur-
rent bill which says four times a year is an appropriate target.

Mr. VENTO. So we have that in there already. Maybe we need to
fine-tune that to make certain in terms of the amount of dollars.

What I am after is trying to limit the operation and mainte-
nance, as you can tell. That is what is left. There is no use arguing;
I could sit here and argue over historic fabric versus reconstruc-
tion. That is—we don’t do Williamsburgs. I mean, they are nice to
visit. I enjoy it. But we don’t do Williamsburgs.

If we are going to start on that, then, obviously, we are going to
have a lot more proposals in here and a lot more money to be spent
by the Park Service if we are going to do them.

Some State park systems, my own included, have some wonder-
ful re-creations of various historic sites. Out at Fort Vancouver, in
fact, we have a re-creation out there, you know, which is very in-
teresting. I had the opportunity to visit that. I was really hepped
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up about it in terms of some of the problems they were encounter-
ing until I encountered that it was a re-creation.

Mr. KENNEDY. And perhaps not on the original site, so doubly in-
teresting.

Mr. VENTO. I think the thing that is even disturbing here, of
course, is that some of the issues that were historic—I don’t know
if the site of the footprint is right with regards to Fort Vancouver.
There is debate about that. But you agree that it is not. You are
the expert on native American history, and if you really want to
get into that——

Mr. KENNEDY. No, sir.

Mr. VENTO. Don’t encourage me.

Mr. KENNEDY. No, sir. No, sir, I don’t.

Mr. VENTO. One of the concerns here is that there is some his-
toric fabric, as you have suggested. Some of the buildings are over
50 years old, and so they have been recognized, but there has been
a disruption of some of the basic trackage that was there, there has
been the footbridge which now is constructed with Park Service
money.

But, nevertheless, it does superimpose something on the site that
wasn’t there before. These are actually inconsistent, again, with
the Park Service use. You want to be user friendly and you want
to get along with the town of Scranton, but the point is that we
have an obligation, I think, in terms of what the Park Service re-
sponse is to address that type of that problem. Is that the only
way, Dr. Latschar, that access could be gained to the site? Or Di-
rector Kennedy? I assumed Dr. Latschar was there making deci-
sions.

Mr. KENNEDY. He is looking at me, and I will look back at you
and say, sir, that I think, however it got there, here we are.

Mr. VENTO. That is true.

Congressman McDade has been waiting patiently here without
objection. You are free to ask questions or——

Mr. McDADE. Well, Mr. Chairman, thank you.

I want to, of course, welcome my Superintendent, Dr. Latschar,
who has been at site for about 6 years and has done a superb job.
We are proud of him. We are proud of him as a Park Service dedi-
cated civil servant who has done a magnificent job, and I am de-
lighted to see him here testifying today, thank him for all the
countless hours that he has put in our community on behalf not
just of the community but of the Nation.

And I want to thank Director Kennedy for being here.

I did want to just ask one question. As a matter of public policy,
Director, do you favor the statutory limit on the expenditures of
operational funds?

Mr. KENNEDY. I do not, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. McDADE. That is all I have. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. Under the Park Service criteria would Steamtown
qualify for charging an entrance fee?

Mr. KENNEDY. Excuse me, I want to be sure that I understand
both the question and response. I intended to respond to a cap in
this bill. Is this what you were referring to?

Mr. McDADE. Yes, that is correct.



66

Mr. KENNEDY, I have already stated in my written testimony
that we did not feel that was the desirable way to handle this prob-
lem. I believe that that is better handled even in this circumstance
in the appropriations process. That is the view we take.

Mr. VENTO. I understand that policy difference.

The concern, of course—and you know and 1 will be happy to
yield to you. I don’t want to cut you out in terms of the discussion
here at all. The concern here is that the operating and mainte-
nance budget has been used in ways that are unexpected and un-
precedented. I think that someone could argue that it is an un-
usual draw in terms of how it has been used, as I had indicated
in my comments just on the rolling stock and in terms of other is-
sues.

It isn’t just that. For instance, there was $1 million that was
spent on the hazardous and other types of cleanups on the site.
And, as far as I know—I don’t know what the authority of the Park
Service was in that instance. We can keep going through this par-
ticular discussion.

In essence, that is how it is. We have got a footbridge. We have
the track ripped up. We have got other structures that have been
modified by re-creation in terms of what was historic fabric which
these are, in my view. And in my view they are departures from
the normal National Park Service policy with regards to sites that
they manage.

Mr. McDape. Would you yield, Mr. Chairman? I just wanted to
say that the universal acclaim that has come to the Steamtown his-
toric site has come to it from the people who have been there and
have seen the Park Service interpret that era of American history.
They are proud of it, they are interested in it, they are in complete
support of it once they have an opportunity to see what the site is
and how it educates people and what it teaches them about the his-
tory of this country.

That is to the great credit of the Park Service. I don't know that
we need another comprehensive management plan, but I don’t ob-
ject to it. It just seems to me to be redundant because we already
have one.

When we started this process, the Park Service held thousands
of hours of hearings, inviting people from all over the Nation to
participate in the development of the management plan. Everyone
had an opportunity to openly comment on what is now an executed
plan and the public is looking forward to the opening of the historic
site in July 1995.

And the bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is that we must not forget
that the public of the United States of America is being well
served. Those people who come from the 50 States and the 54 na-
tions that visit the site go away with unabashed enthusiasm for
what they have seen.

I was relating to the Director that I had to do, as we often do,
an appearance on C—SPAN the other night on the appropriations
process. And as I walked out of the studio I met a young man who
graduated from the University of Scranton, the very university we
are talking about entering into a partnership with the NPS. And
as I left the studio, the young man came up to me and he said,
“Congressman, I just want to say thank you for Steamtown. It lets
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us focus on the history of our community and remember the great-
ness of the people who gave their blood to build this Nation in its
industrial revolution.”

That is the kind of impact that this site has on the people of
America,

Mr. Chairman, the Park Service has done a superb job in meet-
ing the public need and in trying to ensure that the public is well
served, and I hope we don’t lose sight of the fact that that is what
we need to accomplish. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. I appreciate the gentleman’s observations, and I am
pleased that the public is enjoying this site, but I will maintain the
fact that there has been a curious use of operation and mainte-
nance funds to achieve the noble objectives that my colleague from
Pennsylvania has articulated.

And the experience and the concern is, of course, as we look to
the future—in other words, why are we doing or why are we asking
for policy changes in operation and maintenance? We need to better
define how these issues would be addressed in the future. I think
that is important.

Clearly, the threat to deauthorize any type of a park unit is
something that is unusual and unprecedented. But the issue here,
of course, is trying to put this on a path where we can reasonably
respond to the needs in the future, if it is the 88 cars, the 33 en-
gines, if it is the excursion route, if it is further activity.

So I contend that dollars expended, re-creation of structures be-
yond just the maintenance and stabilization of the fabric, all of this
in terms of visitors centers, certainly some of that would go on. I
don’t know of any other site where we have had the extraordinary
amount of re-creation that has gone on. I would have to compare
it to a site like Williamsburg in terms of—I mean, it isn’t quite
that much, but there is a lot of restoration and re-creation that has
gone on here, and I think that it is a concern. And a lot of it has
not just flowed in ferms of construction type dollars but has been
folded back into the operation and maintenance.

So what I think we need to do is establish whatever the param-
eters are. We can do it one or two ways. I could put an absolute
cap on in terms of a proposal. That would do it. That is sort of a
blunt way to do it, I think you agree.

The other is we can begin to sew together if we are going to have
a user fee or a fee that stays in the park. We can begin to deal
with the component issues that have cost the dollars, the recon-
struction or the rehabilitation of the cars and the engines, and sort
of put that on a separate type of a budget, and/or the excursion,
so these are some of the elements.

On the usual issues I would agree with you, and I would agree
with the Director. I think what he is speaking to is the normal type
expenses in terms of operating the park; you shouldn’t put caps on
that because it is uncertain. They could go up or down. You could
have more or less visitors. There are some unusual things that go
on here.

But whenever we expend over a certain amount in terms of a
capital project or rehabilitation, that automatically gets shifted to,
in some instances, to the Denver service office or to another au-
thority at the regional level.
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What has happened here, Congressman McDade—and I think,
Mr. Latschar, what you have done is you have avoided that type
of accountability that would normally ge pursued in the course of
f]Ej'ark Service policy. That is my concern. That is where I am coming
rom. ;

In order to go forward and say we are authorizing $100 million
here, $88 million of which has been expended so far, part of it oper-
ation and maintenance, then I have to offer something back as to
what we are doing in terms of—

Mr. McDADE. Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that all of us appre-
ciate your interest, and we look forward to working with you to
complete what is a highly successful unit of the National Park Sys-
tem, and we look forward to working it out with you.

Mr. VENTO. I want to make it as successful as possible, just as
the Director does now.

And I think part of that success of this unit would be its trying
to gain and to limit and to address the operation and maintenance
type of problem that has occurred here. But in order to do that, un-
fortunately, I have to parade out here all of our disagreements of
the past. That is what you have sort of forced me to do.

I am trying to explain why we are doing what we are doing, and
so, hopefully, we will be able to go forward.

I know you have to go, Congressman McDade, but 1 am going to
continue with a few questions.

I had, of course, raised these issues, but I wanted to ask Mr.
Latschar if he did or does have any concerns about the mall in
Scranton.

Here we are with a park unit. There is a trans-boundary issue.
You have Scranton. You had an historic designation or a mall there
that would really modify it or an historic district. And here we are.

This is also related to the vernacular history of the working man,
the blue collar worker and the types of merchants and others.
Wouldn’t it have been more desirable to have that maintained and
some adaptive use of that particular type of structure under the
Historic Preservation Act?

What happened to downtown Scranton when they gave the
wrecking ball to this historic district? I mean, is this——

Mr. McDaADE. Mr. Chairman, I can answer that pretty quickly.
We got rid of a lot of vermin. That is about what was occupying
those buildings. There was nothing in sight. The mayor worked his
way through that for probably 6 years to try to breathe life back
into a community that was dead. There was no opportunity, Bruce,
no option to bring those buildings back. We had to demolish and
reconstruct.

And, happily, we have one of the largest single investments that
has been made in the United States of America there. The mayor
can address it further.

Mr. VENTO. Wasn’t there a UDAG project?

Mr. McDabE. It was a UDAG, sure.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Latschar, were you present when that occurred?
Did that occur when you were superintendent there? Did you offer
any views with regard to the historic area district?

Mr. LaTscHAR. The decision, Mr. Chairman, that drew the
boundary line and said, on the north side of this line shall be the
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mall, on the south side shall be the Steamtown National Historic
Site, and the city of Scranton agreed to donate lands that they
owned on both sides of that line to the respective projects was
made 2 years before I came to town.

My marching instructions when I came to town, sir, at
Steamtown was that the mall and its impact on the Lackawanna
Historic District was a very, very sensitive and very political issue,
both locally and regionally, and that the city of Scranton, the mall
developers, the State historic preservation officer, the advisory
council, and the historic preservation would mutually determine
what would happen to the Lackawanna Historic District vis-a-vis
the building of the mall, and the Park Service would have no com-
ment on the local scene.

Mr. VENTO. Park Service would have no comment? In other
words, you were told you couldn’t make a comment on that?

Mr. LaTscHAR. That is correct, sir,

Mr. VENTO. The trans-boundary issue?

Mr. LATSCHAR. That is correct.

Mr. VENTO. Who told you that?

Mr. LATSCHAR. The current Director, current Director of the Na-
tional Park Service, Mr. Mott.

Mr. KENNEDY. Then current.

Mr. VENTO. Well, one of my concerns has been the ability of Park
Service personnel to address trans-boundary issues. Obviously,
there are strong feelings about the viability of it.

The irony here, of course, in terms of Federal consistency, is that
we have had Federal dollars being expended. I am certain that the
issue was one that was agonizing both for the city and the commu-
nity, based on the response of my colleague as well as the Park
Service. So the mayor may have further comments on that particu-
lar issue.

Of course, the concern was that this went beyond simply the his-
toric district. I don’t know that the mall was responsible, but some
of the historic track that was present there, that related to the
Steamtown site but was not part of the boundary, was, in fact, also
removed. Was it removed for the mall construction or for other pur-
poses, Mr. Latschar?

Mlx; LATSCHAR. Sir, the Park Service has removed no historic
track.

Mr. VENTO. Park Service has not, but others have.

Mr. LATSCHAR. Let me be clear. The historic track that was re-
moved was on the north side of the boundary line in the mall prop-
erty itself. As part of the mall development, through a special use
permit, the mall developer replaced two main railroad tracks for
us, and, in essence, gave us two FRA-certified passenger tracks
through the north side of our boundary at no cost to us. That was
not considered a removal of historic tracks but just part of the rou-
tine maintenance.

Mr. VENTO. So there was some negotiating involved in that, Were
you involved in negotiating that, Mr. Latschar?

Mr. LATSCHAR. Absolutely, sir.

Mr. VENTO. There was a trade-off, is that what you are implying?

Mr. LATSCHAR. Yes, sir.
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Mr. VENTO. Well, we talked about the restrictions. Superintend-
ent Latschar has been quoted in the paper as stating that unless
Congress appropriates $2 million increase in operating funds for
1995, in essence a 70 percent increase, he will not be able to open
the core complex next year. In fact, you stated, Mr. Latschar, that
we may not be able to maintain the staff levels we have or operate
the roundhouse or the excursions,

However, the administration is requesting a $1.34 million in-
crease or about a 45 percent increase which I am sure will be very
difficult to get under the circumstances, especially based on the
302(b) allocations that you are about to provide, is that right?

Mr. McDADE. Well, we are about to do the 602’s, and the Park
Service budget for operations and maintenance will be $1 billion
plus, and I think there is a place in there for this project.

Mr. VENTO. Yes. One of the concerns, of course, in that baseline
is that the Park Service sent the budget up, I might add, including
the entrance fee and fee type of increases in their baseline.

Mr. McDADE. Would you yield, Bruce?

Mr. VENTO. Yes.

Mr. McDADE. If you go through the budget there is $1 billion
that the administration sent up for user fees, none of which may
get enacted.

Mr. VEnTO. We want to cooperate. I want to make it clear to you,
as long as you are here on this particular subject, that we want to
cooperate in terms of doing some things on user fees, not nec-
essarily with a broad brush authority that each and every adminis-
tration seeks with regards to these fees.

I am sure you feel that you know a little bit about what the im-
pact is in terms of some of these fees and other costs that might
be attributed. I mean, I am concerned, frankly, that putting in
place and letting you have a fee at Scranton, as an example, would,
in essence, deter the visitorship.

We have the investment. The last thing in the world we want to
do now is put up some sort of limitation in terms of people visiting,
If we are going to have it, they ought to be able to get in.

Mr. McDADE. We don’t think that would be a good idea.

Mr. VENTO. I know you don’t. In any case, I think we run some
risks. That is just an example, that they have entrance fees, user
fees, special permit fees. Now under the 1935 Historic Sites Act, 1
think they have something else. But I think that we would be bet-
ter off not to rely on that and keep this within the common strain.

But, in any case, the problem with the overall budget is that the
Park Service went and cut this deal with OMB to retain some of
the money.

Now, the other problem is, of course, they want all the money.
They have already counted it all in the baseline. So I don’t know
how you can keep any in the parks. Before you get to first base,
you have slipped on that. We will try to rectify that, Sid Yates, Joe
and I and others, but I think that you are really making life more
difficult in terms of that particular issue, and here we have some
big increase.

Anyway, the differential here is significant. I mean, Joe thinks
he can help. I am certain that he can. But the point is, we would
like to have sustainable budgets, and you have obviously rec-
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ommended that amount because that is what you think was need-
ed, is that right, Director Kennedy?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes, sir.

Mr. VEnTO. Given the priorities, you think that is what is need-
ed?

Mr. KENNEDY. That is what we couid extricate ourselves for this
purpose, ves, sir. That is as much as we thought we could get. And
that is why we very much hope we can work out a fee arrangement
that will make up the difference.

Mr. VENTO. We will work on that, whether or not we can get it
up to $1 billion. I have never been more surprised by the amount
of money people think they can raise through fees.

Mr. McDADE. They said $1 billion Government wide, it is not di-
rected to the park.

Mr. VENTO. I know, but the concern is we raise a small amount
now from the fees we have in place, and they doubled the amount,
and of course, without any process or realization in place, much
less keeping it in the parks that collect it which, of course, exhibit
A here.

Mr. McDADE. I wouldn’t want to prejudge the administration’s
likelihood of getting $1 billion.

Mr. VENTO. Not especially. It makes a difficult life for the appro-
priators even more difficult and for the authorizers.

Mr. McDADE. If you will excuse me, I have to go over to the Ap-
propriations Committee. I thank you for the opportunity to be here.

Mr. VENTO. I appreciate your presence and your work on this.

One of the issues here, of course, has been some of the trackage
and repair work that has been done. To date, the National Park
Service has spent over $3 million to repair bridges and tracks that
they do not own, Mr. Latschar and Director Kennedy. We spent $3
million to repair bridges and tracks we don’t own.

The right to use these facilities to operate an excursion line has
been agreed to between the Park Service and the Lackawanna
County Railroad Authority. It is my understanding that the owners
of the bridges and tracks have agreed to maintain these facilities
in the future. If this is the case, has the necessary maintenance to
keep these lines up to standard been performed? Wheo is monitoring
in terms of standards of these lines? Have they been maintained?

We don’t have a maintenance and operation responsibility other
than the initial expense we made, which was probably out of oper-
ation and maintenance funds—I don’t know. Mr. Latschar, there
were some specific appropriations for some of this. Do you know
whether it was operation and maintenance money?

Mr. LATSCHAR. No, it was all construction money.

Mr. VENTO. OK, good. So that is not a problem then. So we won’t
be using operation and maintenance to maintain these, is that
right?

Mr. LATSCHAR. No, sir, we will not.

Mr. VENTO. Are they being maintained?

Mr. LATSCHAR. To date they are, sir. As I said, we only started
using those tracks in 1993, so we have got less than a full season
of operation.
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Mr. VENTO. Do you know what the likely maintenance require-
met;ts are or operation and regular maintenance on these tracks
are?

Mr. LaTscHAR, The Lackawanna County Railroad Authority has
budgeted $100,000 a year for track inspection and maintenance on
this track.

Mr. VENTO. Just for that?

Mr. LATSCHAR. For the 13-mile stretch between the park and
Moscow. That number may go up and down depending on track
usage.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Director, this is, again, the reason that we get
concerned about what operation and maintenance can slip over into
in terms of cost. Do they collect any fee on the consumer or the
rider on that?

Mr. LATSCHAR. Their main revenue source, of course, is freight
service that runs over those tracks.

Mr. VENTO. So that is used more extensively by others, but we
have actually made a contribution.

What was the nature of that contract and agreement with the
authority?

Mr. LATSCHAR. Which, sir?

Mr. VENTO. Is it in perpetuity, the use of these tracks?

Mr. LATsCHAR. Our memorandum of agreement, yes, it is down
in perpetuity. In other words, it has no ending date.

Mr. VENTO. Do you have any charges that are due based on the
utilization by the Park Service of such trackage other than the ini-
tial investment?

Mr. LATsCHAR. Yes. We have a cooperative agreement whereby
we utilize those tracks for the excursion purpose, and we basically
pay the Lackawanna County Railroad Authority the direct costs of
two expenses that are caused by the excursion, the passenger ex-
cursion program. The one is the cost of passenger liability insur-
ance which they normally don’t carry since they are not in the pas-
senger business, which is the brunt of the cost.

The second cost is the actual direct expense of conducting the
extra track inspections that are required by FRA.

Mr. VENTO. What are the costs of both those items? Do you re-
call, Mr. Latschar?

Mr. LATSCHAR. For 1993, they were $53,500.

Mr. VENTO. For both?

Mr. LATSCHAR. Yes.

Mr. VenTo. This is a regular operations and maintenance ex-
penditure, is that correct? Is this a regular operation and mainte-
nance expenditure or do you pay it out of fees charged?

Mr. LATSCHAR. We pay that out of the interpretive fee revenues
for the excursion train program.

Mr. VENTO. So you have a fee that you collect for the riders.

Mr. LATSCHAR. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. That does cover it? It is self-sustaining, is it?

Mr. LATSCHAR. It did in 1993 which, of course, was the first year
we have been back on the shorter, cheaper excursion on the Lacka-
wanna County tracks as compared to the longer, more expensive
excursion on the Delaware and Hudson main line.

Mr. VENTO. Which did not, apparently?
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Mzr. LATSCHAR. Which did not.

Mr. VENTO. So the concern here exists. We still have a subsidy,
apparently, is that right? We have a limitation of the bill. I assume
that is because it limits the amount of Park Service money that
could be expended on excursion routes, is that correct? How does
that formula that we have in the bill affect your operation of that
Moscow route?

Mr. LATSCHAR. If I recall right, the formula in the bill is that 75
percent of the cost of operating the excursion has to be recaptured
through the interpretive fee program.

Mr. VENTO. You are satisfying that requirement?

Mr. LATSCHAR. I am very comfortable with that. Our target is to,
of course, recapture 100 percent.

Mr. VENTO. Now the Park Service paid to fix the tracks in the
past and did some work on the bridges and so forth. As 1 said,
there was a considerable expenditure. Do we have any obligation
in the future under this cooperative agreement to pay any further
construction costs?

Mr. LATSCHAR. Not outside the park boundary, sir.

Mr. VENTO. So that was a one-time cost. So the regular agree-
ment now in perpetuity is based simply on this track inspection
and the liability insurance, that is limited?

Mr. LATSCHAR. Yes, sir.

Mr. VENTO. Well, very good.

That is the second bell. I think I have asked some questions. We
will send some questions in writing to you, Mr. Director. And, Su-
perintendent Latschar, we appreciate your response.

There, obviously, were some questions asked, some information
requested, and we look forward to receiving that in a timely fash-
ion so that we can move forward.

T will recess briefly to vote and then be returning. We will then
hear from the next panel of witnesses, including the mayor of
Scranton, who traveled all night.

We stand in recess.

[Recess.)

Mr. VENTO. Let’s resume our sitting.

We have the panel of Mr. Thomas Schatz, the President of Citi-
zens Against Government Waste; Dr. William Withuhn, the Cura-
tor of Transportation, National Museum of American History,
Smithsonian Institution; and we have Mr. Ray Angeli, Secretary,
Department of Community Affairs; and the mayor of Scranton with
us.

PANEL CONSISTING OF THOMAS A. SCHATZ, PRESIDENT, CITI-
ZENS AGAINST GOVERNMENT WASTE; WILLIAM L. WITHUHN,
CURATOR OF TRANSPORTATION, NATIONAL MUSEUM OF
AMERICAN HISTORY, SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION; RAY
ANGELI], SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AF-
FAIRS, COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA; AND, HON.
JAMES P. CONNORS, MAYOR OF SCRANTON, PA

Mr. VENTO. We, obviously, wanted to get all points of view rep-
resented, but if there is some misunderstanding we want to make
certain that we hear from the mayor. We can give you 5 minutes
to make certain that you make your best case.
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Mr. Schatz is the president, as I said, of Citizens Against Gov-
ernment Waste. We welcome you.

All your statements have been made a part of the record, so if
you could give me about 5 minutes, then I will ask you whatever
questions I have concerning these matters, and we will be on to
other activities today. It is a busy day on the Floor.

Please proceed, Tom.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS A, SCHATZ

Mr. ScHATZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I very much appreciate the opportunity to testify once again on
Steamtown, and I also very much appreciate your longstanding ef-
forts to bring this project under control and keep the taxpayers
from wasting even more of their money. We strongly support your
legislation, H.R. 3708, to reform the administrative functions of the
Steamtown National Historic Site.

As you know, Citizens Against Government Waste has been op-
posed to Federal funding of Steamtown since the mid-198(’s. This
historic project has received more than $80 million so far without
being subject to the regular process of authorization, review, and
competition with other components of the National Park System.

This is the most expensive train museum in the world for tax-
payers, but Steamtown is not rich in value. John White, a former
transportation curator from the Smithsonian Museum, dubbed
Steamtown “A third-rate collection of trains in a place to which it
has no relevance.”

The critics of H.R. 3708 have stated that it is a poor attempt to
micromanage Steamtown. But without some controls over expendi-
tures, Steamtown will literally be a runaway train. By limiting
Steamtown operating costs to $3 million per year, the National
Park Service, which has a backlog of nearly $2 billion in operations
and maintenance at other national parks, will be able to better
meet its needs.

The original timetable called for Steamtown to open fully in the
spring of 1991. Now the opening date is scheduled for the summer
ofl' 1995. This boondoggle, Mr. Chairman, just keeps chugging
along.

While your bill limits the operating funds for Steamtown and
makes other important changes, this subcommittee, as well as the
entire Congress, should still take a good, hard look at Steamtown
to determine the relevance, authenticity, priority, and real cost of
this project before any more Federal dollars are burned up. I said
this 3 years ago, and it is a shame that this same dialogue is occur-
ring today.

The real issue today is the subject of operating cost caps. Mr.
Chairman, your legislation does single out Steamtown on this
issue, and you very eloquently stated why this is the case. Other
national parks are not subject to a cap on operating costs, but
Steamtown is not your typical national park or museum. It has not
been subject to the authority of this subcommittee or the full com-
mittee, and that is bad public policy. That is why H.R. 3708 should
be enacted. Your bill will at least bring some order to the chaos at
Steamtown.
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Again, Mr. Chairman, while the elimination of all funding for
Steamtown is not part of your bill, we do continue to support cut-
ting off Federal financing. Some people may argue we spent many
millions, why should we shut it down now? The Congress did not
buy this argument last year on the superconducting super collider,
And if they can shut that down, surely they can get rid of the Fed-
eral funds for Steamtown.

Mr. Chairman, your legislation is the first step in putting a lid
on this national pork scandal. It is perfectly reasonable to place
this project under the auspices of the Secretary of the Interior and
to seek donations and assistance from volunteers and other cost-
sharing methods to restore locomotives and rolling stock.

I was certainly pleased to hear the Director of the National Park
Service describe their interest in obtaining greater fees for the
services of this park to help offset the cost to taxpayers. It is time
for reform at Steamtown. For too long it has gone unchecked.

Mr. Chairman, I testified before your subcommittee just 2 days
ago on the Presidio. While there are still many questions about
how to move forward with the transition of the Presidio from an
Army post to a national park, the parties to that arrangement have
followed the process and are making a good-faith effort to limit the
use of tax dollars.

It is distressing that we are even debating whether to limit funds
for Steamtown while genuine national shrines like Yellowstone and
Yosemite face budget cuts year in and year out. For example, sala-
ries for some Yosemite employees have been so low that in 1988
they had to apply for food stamps.

It is time to hait this runaway train, and your bill, Mr. Chair-
man, will ensure that Steamtown no longer receives a free ride.

That concludes my testimony, and I will be glad to answer any
questions you may have.

Mr. VENTO. Thanks for your testimony, Mr, Schatz.

[Prepared statement of Mr, Schatz foﬁlows:]
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May 12, 1994

Mr. Chairmbn, thank you for the opportunity to testify once again on
Steamtown. My name is Tom Schatz and I represent the 600,000 members of the
Council for Citizens Against Government Waste (CCAGW). Since 1986, CCAGW
has helped save American taxpayers more than $250 biilion, with another $76 billion
in savings over the next five years. With our national debt at $4.5 trillion, CCAGW
will continue to find and eliminate government waste so more taxpayers are provided a
better return on the their investment.

Mr. Chairman, CCAGW strongly supports your legislation, H.R. 3708, which
would reform the administrative functions of the Steamtown National Historic Site.
As you know, CCAGW has been opposed to federal funding of Steamtown since the
mid-eighties. Since 1986, this historic site has received more than $80 million in
development and operating funds -- without being subject to the regular process of
authorization review and competition with other components of the national park
system.

This is the most expensive train museum in the world, but Steamtown is not
rich in value. John White, a former transportation curator from the Smithsonian
Museum, dubbed Steamtown a "third-rate collection of trains in a place to which it has
no relevance.”

Critics of H.R. 3708 have stated that it is a poor attempt to micromanage
Steamtown. But without some controls over these expenditures, Steamtown will
literally be a runaway train. By limiting Steamtown operating costs to $3 million per
vear, the National Park Service, which has a backlog of nearly $2 billion in operations
and maintenance at national parks, will be able to better meet its needs.

There are many reasons for the large expenditures to date at Steamtown.
Above-ground hazardous and toxic materials were found at the Steamtown site. The
Park Service spent nearly $1 million in 1991 to identify and remove toxic materials, as
well as 1o conduct deep-core drillings in the railyard. The General Accounting Office
has reported that other Steamtown site boundaries contain hazardous materials and that
more comprehensive studies are needed to determine the full extent of toxic
contamination and the cost of cleanup operations.

This sounds more like a historic nuclear test site than a harmless steam-
operated train museum.
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The original timetable called for the museum to open in the spring of 1991.
Now the opening date is scheduled for the summer of 1995. This boondoggle just
keeps chugging along.

While vour bill limits the operating funds for Steamtown, this subcommittee,
as well as the entire Congress, should still take a good, hard look at Steamtown to
determine the relevance, authenticity, priority and real cost of this project before any
more federal dollars are burned up. I said this three years ago and it's a shame that the
same dialogue is occurring today.

From the beginning, the role of the Park Service has been ill-defined. The
agency is not supposed to be in the business of administering a museum. Steamtown
continues to be looked upon by curators as a congressional pork program instead of a
transportation museum. When the city of Scranton tried to fund Steamtown on its
own, the museum did not attract enough visitors to continue operations, so the city
turned to the federal government for a handout. Taxpayers should not be financing a
project which local taxpayers did not think worthy. Your bill would at least bring
some order to the chaos at Steamtown.

In short, Steamtown has no national significance and should have never been
administered by the Park Service. There was no comparative assessment of the so-
called historic site, let alone an assessment of its "suitability” or "feasibility” for
National Park designation.

The real issue today is the subject of operating cost caps. Mr. Chairman, your
legislation does single out Steamtown on this issue. Other national parks are not
subject to a cap on operating costs. But Steamtown is not your typical national
park/museum. It has never been subject to the authority of the Natural Resources
Committee, and that's bad public policy. This is why H.R. 3708 should be enacted.

While the elimination of all funding for Steamtown is not part of H.R. 3708,
CCAGW continues to support cutting off all federal financing of this project.
Steamtown is and will continue to be one of the most controversial National Park areas
ever created. Some people argue that since we've already spent so many millions, how
can we possibly shut it down now? That is a shallow argument. Just ask those
members of Congress who tried to save the Superconducting Super Collider (SSC).
The taxpayers know that their children are being handed trillions of dollars in debt
because of pork programs like the SSC and Steamtown. If Congress can shut down
the SSC, surely it can swat away additional appropriations for Steamtown.

The management goals and objectives for the site are to:

« provide a setting that recalls steam railroading while retaining the historic
working character of the railyard;
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» provide sufficient year-round facilities and programs so that visitors can
understand the role of steam ratlroads in the growth of the nation while also
providing hands-on, active experiences, including riding a steam train;

» preserve and/or restore steam locomotives and railroad cars at the site for
exhibition, interpretation, and excursion; and

» use the site and rail-related artifacts to explain and emphasize the
cultural/industrial heritage of the region.

But what are the realities? Retired Smithsontan Curator, John White, criticized
Steamtown's significance by saying, "At best, this inconsequential collection largely
duplicates what can be found elsewhere in better condition...On the basis of place in
American history, no competent historian, in my opinion, would select Scranton and
the Steamtown collection as, in effect, the national railroad museum.”

Mr. Chairman, as [ mentioned earlier, your legislation is the first step in
putting a lid on this "national pork scandal.” It is perfectly reasonable to place this
project under the auspices of the Secretary of the Interior, and to seek "donations and
assistanice from volunteers and other cost-sharing methods to restore the locomotives
and rolling stock.”

It is time for reform at Steamtown. For too long it has gone unchecked. This
is what a "huge sucking machine” sounds like -- a gigantic steam engine in Scranton.
Locomotive and Railway Preservation stated in 1988 that "better train collections exist
in St. Louis, Baltimore, Sacramento, and Strasburg, Pennsylvania."

Mr. Chairman, | testified before your subcommittee just two days ago on the
transfer of the Presidio from the Department of Defense to the National Park Service.
While there are some questions about how to move forward with this transfer, the
parties to that arrangement have followed the process, appeared before your
subcommittee, and are making a good faith effort to limit the use of tax dollars.

It is distressing that we are even debating whether to limit funds for
Steamtown, while genuine national shrines like Yellowstone and Yosemite face
budget cuts year in and year out, For example, in 1988, salaries for some Yosemite
employees were so low that they were forced to apply for food stamps.

It is time to halt this runaway train. Other budget priorities should take
precedence. H.R. 3708 addressees the abuses that are currently underway in
Steamtown and will ensure that this facility does not receive a free ride.

That concludes my testimony. I'll be glad to answer any questions you may
have.
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Mr. VENTO. We have a statement from Representative Harris Fa-
well that will be 1Izut; in the record, without objection, and one from
Congressman Mike Andrews to be included in the record and a
submission into the record of a letter from the Emeritus Curator
of Transportation at the Smithsonian, Jochn White, and that will be
placed in the record.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to testify regarding
a costly misappropriationof tax dollars -- Steamtown U.S.A., located
in Scranton, Pennsylvania. I come today as a Member of Congress, an
advocate for the environment and the National Park System, a taxpayer,
and the Co-Chairman of the Porkbusters Coalition, a bipartisan
coalition of 74 Members of Congress, and 12 citizen groups, one of
which is represented here today, the Citizens Against Government Waste.
Testifying on the behalf taxpayers is never a popular job, and many-
a-time, I and my fellow Porkbusters feel like the proverbial "skunk
at the picnic.®

Steamtown, U.S.A. was begun as a private venture in Vermont and
was moved to Pennsylvania in the early 1980’s. When private money
ran out, further funding was obtained the old fashioned way -- the
burden was shifted to Washington. Unfortunately, Steamtown bypassed
the normal Congressional authorizing process and the usual review by
the National Park Service, and was first funded in a Continuing
Resgolution late in the 99th Congress in 1986. To date, the project has
received $69 million, though it has never been specifically authorized
by this subcommittee. EBach year since its inception, funding for the
park has been non-competitivelyawarded, and earmarked in vieclation of
an established Congressional procedure. This project is what my fellow
Porkbusters and I refer to as “"pork."

Mr. Chairman, you are to be commended for raising the issue of
Steamtown's authorization before the Subcommittee, and I argue that
this project should not be funded, particularly in light of our
projected $223 billion federal deficit and $4.7 trillion national debt
for Fiscal Year 1994.

The proposed budget for Steamtown FY1995 is $4.2 million. This
ig $1.357 wmillion higher than this year -- a 45% increase. This
percentage of increased spending is higher only in one other National
Park, the Everglades, where federal dollars will save an endangered
ecosystem. To contrast this with other national treasures, Steamtown
receives almost 1/4 of the 3517.3 million budget required to run
Yosemite and 1/3 of the $12.6 million budget necessitated by the Grand
Canyon. The money to fund Steamtown is being earmarked for a project
that the Smithsenian Imstitution Transportation curator and senlor
historian called, “an inconsequential collection [which] largely
duplicates what can be found elsewhere in better condition.®
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Mr. Chairman, I do not claim to be an expert on the National Park
System, however others far more knowledgeable than I agree that
Steamtown is not the kind of national resource that merits the
allocation of limited federal dollars. In fact, historians and
preservationists who assessed the Scranton collection discovered that
a portion of the 37 locowotives and hundreds of rail cars and related
eguipment were not even BAmerican in origin-- 25% of the engine
collection was Canadian and of that portion, only two pieces are
considered “historically important® according to Michael Lennon, the
president of the Association of Railway Museums.

The National Parks and Conservation Association, a group that
functions as a watchdog over the National Park System views Steamtown
as a "subversion of the public trust,* which fails to meet the high
standards of resource integrity expected of every national park area.
These are not my words, but are the opinions and viewpoints of experts
on the National Park System -- those who are dedicated to preserving
aur nation’s heritage.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot afford the funding for this park. The
yearly expenses for Steamtown are estimated by the General Accounting
Office to reach $6 million per year upon the park’s projected
completion in 1995. Excluding construction expenditures, the park cost
federal taxpayers $16.00 per visitor in FY 1983, By coentrast,
Philadelphia’s Independence National Historic Place costs an average
of §3 per visitor.

I commend the Chairman, and the Subcommittes on National Parks,
Forests, and Public Lands for holding this hearing to discuss this
matter., It is the job of every Member of Congress, of every American,
to protect and presexrve cur country’s heritage. For this reason, we
must be ever careful in this time of national debt and limited budget
resources, that every deollar spent, is a dollar well spent. Mr.
Chairman, every dollar spent on Steamtown is a dollar that cannot go
to other parks of national importance. For this reason, I support my
fellow Porkbusters, the Citizens Against Government Waste, and others
interested in ensuring that our tax dollars are being spent wisely, in
opposition to further funding for this project.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement, I thank you again for
the opportunity to testify.
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you for the opportunity
to address the Subcommittee regarding Steamtown, USA in Scranton,
Pennsylvania. As you well know, Mr. Chairman, I offered the
amendment last year, during debate on the Interior Appropriations
bill, which would have eliminated funding for Steamtown. I felt
then that Steamtown was unworthy of receiving federal funding,
especially considering the funding shortfalls that the gems of
our National Park Service are currently experiencing. Both
Yosemite and Yellowstone National Parks have had to cut back on
public services due to decreases in funding. This, in my mind,
is the tragedy of funding projects like Steamtown.

Mr. Chairman, I applaud you on your efforts to pass
reauthorization and reform legislation regarding Steamtown. Your
legislation contains appropriate provisions to curb spending at
Steamtown and limit the Park Service's liability. It is a
responsible bill which addresses many of the major concerns that
I have about Steamtown.

0f course, I would rather see funding for this project

simply eliminated from the budget, and I will be considering this



83

when this year's Interior funding bill comes to the House floor.

Mr. Chairman, Congress has the important duty to preserve
our history and protect and adequately maintain our national
parks. And in these times of increasingly scarce federal
resources, Congress must act responsibly.

That is why I offered my amendment last year to eliminate
funding for Steamtown. This is not a unigue historical landmark:
our country already boasts of more than 200 railroad nmuseums.
Neither is it a pure display of cur nation’'s rail history: more
than 25 percent of the steam engines at Steamtown are Canadian in
origin, not American. In fact, Steamtown has been described as a
second~rate collection of trains on a third-rate site.

Interestingly, proponents have envisioned this project as a
national rail museum, in the same vein as the National Air and
Space Museum, which would bring back the glory days of our
nation’s steam railroads. Historians have noted, howevsr, that
Scranton is of only modest historical significance, asserting
that Chicago, recognized as the greatest rail center in the
nation since 1870, 8t. Louis, historically the second largest
rail hub and already home to a magnificent rail collection, or
nearby Baltimore, home of the Mount Clair shops, were nuch nore
important to the growth of the railroads and would be more
appropriate sites for a national rail museum. With this in mind,
I simply fail to see why the federal government should be funding
such a project.

Actually, Mr. Chairman, Steamtown began as a private
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venture. Only after Scranton lured the project from Vermont did
private funding dry up and proponents turn to Congress for
financial help. So, Congress carefully studied the proposal,
received comments from the Park Service, and made a responsible
addition to the National Park System, right? Wrong. Steanmtown
was first authorized in an appropriations bill in 1986, thus
bypassing the normal authorizing process and the usual review by
the National Park Service. The project has received nearly $70
million through fiscal year 1994, although it was originally
authorized for only $20 million. This $70 million is enocugh to
operate Grand Canyon for 6 years, and Steamtown's operation costs
are ten times per visitor that of Grand Canyon's.

For fiscal year 1995, the Park Service has requested an
appropriation of more than $4.3 million for Steamtown, a 39
percent increase from fiscal year 19%4. Upon completion, the
park will need in excess of $5 million per year for operations.
This is simply too much to spend cn a project that has been
dubbed, "an abuse of the public trust" by the National Parks and
Conservation Assoclation.

Mr. Chairman, as you well know, I am as interested an active
in historical preservation as anyone in the Congress. And, that
is why I speak out on this issue. Funding for projects like
Steamtown divert the National Park Service from its historic
nission of preserving and maintaining great national parks like
Yosemite and Yellowstone. Both of these parks have been forced

to scale back services to the public in recent years, Such
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cutbacks include reduced patrols, longer response time to
requests, and fewer interpretive services. The New York Times
editorialized on this situation: "It's galling to let a
boondoggle siphon even another penny from the Park Service's
worthier, maintenance-starved projects.” It is a travesty that
we neglect these two true gems of our Park System so that we can
fund Steamtown. Something here is wrong, and we must work to
change that. Your legislation is a step in the right direction.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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3 May 1994

Mr. Bruce F. Vento

Committee on National Parks
and Public Lands

QHOB, Room 812

U.8., House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Vente:

I wonder how your committee can continue to fund the Steamtown National
Site? This project has been discredited since its creations, yet the Congress
has funneled nearly $70 million into a scheme that is nothing less than a
national embarrassment,

I need hardly mention the criticism of this project in the na:icnal‘
press. Articles condemning this waste of public money has appeared in the
national media from the New York Times to Brian Kelly's book, Adventures in
Porkland.

I could understand enlarging the Federal deficit for a truly worthy
project but Steamtown is hardly worthy, Nor is it necessary. Existing
tourist railroads demonstrate the fundamentals of steam locomotive operations
and servicing-at no ¢ost to the taxpayer. Far better railrcad collections and
sites exist elsewhere -~ facts I have explained before your committee and in
the national press. None of these museums receive Federal funding and most

subsist on very meager budgets.

I urge you and the other members of your committee to do the responsible

thing -~ dump Steamtown now!

Sincerely,
Jehn K WAL

John EB. White
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Mr. VENTO. Let me then turn back to the other witnesses: Dr.
William L. Withuhn, who is now the Curator of Transportation at
the National Museum of American History at the Smithsonian. Mr.
Withuhn.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. WITHUHN

Mr. WiTHUHN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am Bill Withuhn, current Transportation Curator at Smithso-
nian, and I need to point out that I am here on my own time, not
speaking for the Smithsonian in any way.

I have submitted my prepared statement for the record plus an
exchange of letters that occurred between myself and Senator
Wofford last year, and I would just like to have those entered into
the record.

Mr. VENTO. Yes, without objection, if you have those here. I
haven’t seen them, but they are relevant to the issue at hand, obvi-
ously.

Mr. WiTHUHN. Yes, sir.

Mr. VENTO. Without objection, they will be added to the record.
Are they attached to your testimony? Oh, they are. Thank you.

Mr. WiTHUHN. Yes. In my 5 minutes of oral testimony I would
just like to summarize.

The prepared statement also gives my qualifications, and I would
refer you to the statement for those. I have a great deal of experi-
ence in management and, in particular, the management of for-
profit railroad operations of modest scope and scale but very simi-
lar in scope to the operations of Steamtown and in and around
Scranton, for that matter.

I would like to stress my observations about two things: One is
costs, both capital costs and annual operating costs, and, second,
the value to the public of Steamtown as an historical resource.

For 7 years we have been debating these issues, and I have been
quoted in Newsweek and also in a popular book about legislative
politics about Steamtown, and my comments have tended to center
on the funding and the financial situation but alse commenting
from time to time about the historic quality of the collection, which
1 will comment on in a second.

My primary point of view, right now, is that that was then and
this is now, ané) the question before us is what now for Steamtown,
in light of the costs and in light of the value.

As to costs, given the scope of the project and given the scope as
originally outlined back when the authorization occurred 8 years
ago, to me the costs are quite reasonable. If, in fact, some good
work had been done initially on the costs at the beginning relative
to the scope proposed, I cant help but wonder how the debate
about Steamtown might have been different.

But I also think that that was then and this is now. The invest-
ment has been made of over $60 million, which, as I say, I have
looked at some of the costs and some of the line items involved in
those capital expenditures and I, frankly, find them very reason-
able in view of the work being accomplished, the kinds of buildings,
the kinds of visitor facilities being built.

And certainly the issue of controlling the annual operating costs
is very relevant, and as I think we have heard from prior testimony
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today that there are methods through cooperating agreements with
the private sector by which those annual costs could be controlled
and I think reasonably so and still maintain the high quality of op-
eration.

So 1 want to focus, really, on the value to the public, from my
point of view, as someone with 28 years of experience in operating
smaller railroads and also 11 years experience as a historian with
the Smithsonian.

I think the value to the public of Steamtown is enormous. It is
not, to me, simply a train ride like other tourist railroads. I think
other tourist railroads, in fact, simply operate with a kind of
premise of a false nostalgia and such interpretation as they do is,
to my mind, usually bogus. But, in fact, Steamtown is the only
place in the United States and soon will be, even better, the only
place where a valid interpretive experience in context can occur
about the railroad industrial impact on this country.

This is a facility about working people. I think that is very im-
portant. It is about working people in one of our most important
industries. Steamtown is one of the few places in the United States
where the public will be able to learn by a direct experience some-
thing of the industrial life of working people who built this country.

Now there has been a lot of controversy about the integrity and
significance of the collection. Given Steamtown’s mission of being
an active interpretive center where, in fact, some of the equipment
needs to be used and, therefore, in a sense degraded because it will
be used, that, in fact, the collection at Steamtown is entirely appro-
priate to its mission.

There are many other places in the United States and in the
world where there are probably more significant museum-quality
examples of historic railroad equipment, and I find that observa-
tion to be true but beside the point in terms of Steamtown. The ob-
jects, the specimens and their rarity or lack thereof is not the
point. Steamtown is not a place of objects, like a museum. It is a
place of experience.

And, as I say, I think the integrity and significance of the collec-
tion, in fact, is good. It is a collection that is from the heyday of
the steam era in North America. It combines both American pieces
and Canadian pieces, but the connection historically between Can-
ada and the United States and the railroad industry has always
been a very tight one.

So just in summary, I believe that Steamtown is indeed worth
the cost. I believe that emphatically. And 1 think the annual oper-
ating costs can be effectively controlled in the way that the Park
Service has proposed. 1 think this will be a very significant site for
the interpretation of our industrial history for the American public
and one of the few places, including other places such as Lowell,
which has become one of the finer places in the Park Service for
the industrial experience and its interpretation broadly defined.

That would conclude my oral remarks, and I would certainly be
happy to answer any questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. Yes, thank you, Mr. Withuhn.

[Prepared statement of Mr. Withuhn follows:]
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. WITHUHN
MAY 12, 1994
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS,
FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS,
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES,
ON H.R. 3708

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to appear
at these hearings in regard to the future management of the
Steamtown National Hlisterlc Site.

My name is William L. Withuhn, and for identification
purposes, I am curator of transportation at the National
Museum of American History, Smithsonlian Institution. I
appear here on my own time, not as a Smithsonian employee,
and not in any way speaking for the Smithsonian.

To establish my perspective on the issues raised by
H.R. 3708, I view the creation and operation of ths
Steamtown National Historic Site from two points of view:
first as a historian of American transportation and secondly
as a former small-business person and former manager of
several profitable freight railroad companies. I am
concerned with the meaningful and effectlive interpretion to
wider audlences of the historical legacy of American working
people, and I am concerned about the costs of such
interpretation activities. Especially in activities related
to railroad sites and the operation of those, I have had

some 28 years experlence, Including a3 great deal of time



90

2,
spent In the maintenance and operation of a wide variety of
historic steam locomotives.

I have visited the Steamtown site on many occasions,
especlally during the past year. I have gotten to know the
professional staff therxre, and I have had a chance to see the
plans for the ongoing site improvements and to become very
familiar with the operations. As importantly, I have been
able to talk informally but frequently with visitors. For
the record, and for what is to follow, it is also worth
stating that except for responding to a couple of gquestions
from the dais during the 1991 hearing on Steamtown, I have
never met or spoken with the Representative on whose list I
appear today.

I was an early critic of Steamtown. In my judgment,
much of its early planning was poorly done. With respect to
the early years that followed historic site designation,
that stlll is my view. I believe it would be helpful to be
candid about that. Wwhen I was asked to evaluate the 1987
draft management plan for Steamtown, I found the costs --
both the proposed capital costs and the propoesed annual
operating costs -- to be vastly understated in my opinion.
The rough cost estimates that I submitted back then, I must
tell you, have been borne out.

It i= now some seven years later. Is Steamtown worth

it? Will the operation of the site be worth it in the
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I
future? From both perspectives of concern toc me, historical
interpretation and costs, the answer is emphatically, yes.

Steamtown 13 not a museum. It is & site created for
the direct vislitor experience of a part of our industrial
heritage, As operated today, and as operated according to
the plans developed for operations subsequent to the park's
formal opening in 1995, the Steamtown complex will do what
no other railroad historical site or museum now does:
combine a valld interpretatlon of working life on a mainline
railroad with direct visitor experience in full context.

The approach is fundamentally different than either a
static museum or a tourist railroad. There are, lndeed, a
lot of tourist rallroad rides around. Not a single one of
these tralin rides has any concern with conveying a sense of
railroading as part of our nation's history and social
changes. The "interpretation,” such as it is at =zuch
tourist rallroads, Is to my mind bogus. The only
ingredients are a false nostalgia and an ahistorical,
romantic view unrelated to the lives of real working people.
So I do not see Steamtown as duplicating, in any valid
sense, train rides already ocffered elsewhere.

The museum approach is also not Steamtown's approach.
Ordinary museums, for the most part, focus on the objects
themselves. Good museums go é step further and try to use
objects to interpret something of their makers or users, but

that is hard to do with static dlsplays. Steamtown is
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actually part of an internatlional movement toward "living
history" sites, where the focus is squarely where I believe
it should be, on the lives of people, not on objects. The
U.8. 1s, frankly, behind In the development of industrial
living-history sites and has very few of them, compared to
other countries. :It has heen somehow unfashionable in the
U,S. to celebrate worklng people and the industries in which
they labored. Steamtown can help to redress the balance.

steamtown's collection of locomotives and cars is
appropriate to its mission. Certainly there are other
museums with more historic specimens, but nowhere else in
the country is the combination of resources -- specimens,
site, repalr shops, heavy tools, a large urban station under
private auspices, and operatlional facilitles -- as good for
the interpretive mission of conveying what working life was
like on the railroads, and for interpreting the connectlions
between rallroading and the rest of soclal and economic
life.

There is also ample opportunity at Steamtown for
cooperative agreements to both enhance interpretation and to
share costs. An example 13 the recent educational
partnership with the University of Scranton. And from the
beginning, there have been cost-gharing agreements between
steémtown and the Lackawaﬂna County Railroad Authority as to
rall operations and track repair. 1In the future, I believe

partnershlips should be permitted to allow repalr and
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operation of locomotives in the Steamtown collection that
are of American origin. S$Steamtown has been criticized for
the use of two Canadlan locomotives, ignoring the fact that
these two engines are noteworthy for their operational
rellability and less costly to operate than the possible
alternatives at present. But partnerships should be
explicitly encouraged, at zero cost to the federal
government, to sponsor the repair and periodic operation of
some of the signiflcant American pleces in the collection.
For that reason, I would suggest amending the bar in H.R.
3708 limiting the number of locomotives that can be restored
to operating condition. I also support the other amendments
to H.R. 3708 suggested by the Park Service.

Returning to overall costs, both capital and operating,
is Steamtown worth it? Recently, the Steamtown
superintendent provided your subcommittee with a breakdown
of costs and investments, from Steamtown's inception to
date. Based on my experience with rail operations and with
renovating or erecting industrial buildings, and based on ny
familiarity with the present site, the costs in that
breakdown seem to me entirely reasonable. Given the scope
of the project, there are simply no surprises here. Had
some care been given to some of thg'lnitlal estimates seven
years ago, one mighé Qondez ﬁow éifferenf the subsequent

debate about Steamtown might have been.
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Steamtown is8 today, and can be in the future, a unigque
and valuable national public rescurce. I believe in its
mission. With the encouragement of cooperative agreements
and other sorts of public-private partnerships, I believe
that its benefit/cost for the American public will be great.
Visitation will grow, and Steamtown will take its proper
place as one of the premier interpretive centers of the
Natlonal Park Service.

Thank you again, Mr. Chalrman, for the opportunity to

testify. I would be happy to respond to any guestions.

Appended: Letters from/to Senator Harris Wofford, in regard

to Steamtown, 3 August 1993.
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WASHINGTON, GG 20D 10-3803
Auguet 3, 1933

Nr. William Withuha

Curator of Trangportation

National Musewns of Amarican History
Room $010

Suithsonian Institute

Washingten, D.C. 20880

Poar Mr. Withuhn,

In your capacity as Cuxator of Trangportation at the
HaTiOnal Muswus of Amcriosn Higtary, I anm writing to regQuest youlr
comments on the Steamtown Historic Sito st Scranton,
rannsylvada.

Tho Stwamtown Fictoxrlo Site ham hoen under development fox
aseveral yoars and has enjcyed Tedexal-State-Local funding well as
privats guppuri. When completed, Steamtown is designed to
provide a working desonstration of our nation's rallread hs.sto:g
and its role in Lhe nation’s iadustzdial revolution. Although the

g:ojec: andoys significant suppert, its historical significance
ae boan quastionad. ’

considwring your hucwledge of the history of our nation’s
transportation lntustry and its contribution to the industxiel
xavelution, I regquest Thai provido Congress with youx
comments on the culturel and historical significance of
Staamcowm. In paxticular, I am intereosted in your analysiec of
Staamtown ‘s collection of zeilizoad haxdwara, the significance of
Scxanton to the railroad indusiry, ond the historical
interpratation of the 8ite.

fhank you £oF youx assietance in this natter.
cexaly

-

k4% d
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NATIONAL MUSEUM OF AMERICAN HISTORY

SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND CULTURE

3 August 1993

The Honorable fHarris Wofford

521 Dirksen Senate Office Building
United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Wofford:

Thank you for your inquiry of August 3, 1993, in regard to the Steamtown
Hational Historic Site of the National Park Service,

I have followed closely the progress of this National Historic Site 2ince
its initial legislation, for it involves my particular field of historic
preservation. My opinions on Steamtown come from two distinct perspectives.
First, as an historian and museum professional, I look at the site for its
value to the American public as an historical legacy and, more importantly, as
a place for the effective interpretation of that legacy. Secondly, as a
former railroad manager and small business person, I look at the site in terms
of its management, its costs, and especially its value-for-dollar to the
public. If I may, therefore, I would like to respond to your request, and
especially to your third paragraph, from the above perspectives.

I was an early critic of Steamtown. In my judgment, much of its early
planning was poorly done. With respect to the early years that followed NHS
designation, that still is my view.

Much has changed, however. During the last two years, and especially
since last spring, I have spent considerable time at the site, The Park
Service and its on-site staff have worked hard to respond to the early
criticisms that came from various guarters, and they have taken a planning and
management path that I find to be first-rate. I have examined the plans and
propoged exhibits for the new visitor center now under coenstruction, and I
have become familiar with the daily operations of the site. In addition, I
have had many opportunities to talk informally with visitors.

To summarize my views today, I believe Steamtown f{s a significant national
asset and that its significance will increase. Steamtown will become one of
the premier sites in the nation For the public interpretation of America’s
important industrial heritage. It will engage the public as no museum of
static displays ever can.

Smithsonian Insttudon - Washi D.C. 20560
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The site will be, and is already, a place of living history., Visitors can
see actual railroad operations, with real people operating and interpreting
the pieces on view. And that is the point. The approach is fundamentally
different from either a static museum or a tourist railroad. The former is
focused on historic objects for their own sake; the latter is focused on
giving tourists a pleasant ride, with no concern for conveying a sense of
railroading as part of our nation's industry and history. Steamtown is a
facility unique in North America, focused on the relationship of Americans to
their industrial past, focused on working people and their roles in that
legacy, and bringing an interpretation of this fully to life, When it is
finished, in my view, the Steamtown National Historic Site will be a major
step forward in helping Americans from all over the country understand the
industrial heritage on which this country is built.

There has been controversy about the historic character of the site and
its collections, but I think most of this discussion misses the point.
Scranton is one of the few medium-sized cities in this country where there is
a combination of historic railroad resources located close to center~city, and
where the historic physical connections of railroad to city still exist.
Certainly there are other places with more historic specimens, but nowhere
else in the country is the combination of resources -- specimens, historic
site, repair shops, heavy tools, a large urban station, and operational
facilities «= as good for the interpretive mission of conveying what working
life was like on the railroads.

The unique quality of the collections is that, for the most part, they are
operable. The collection consists primarily of typical equipment from the
*standard era” of steam railroading -- locomotives, freight cars, and
passenger cars. Their typicality is essential to the interpretive mission.

In fact, it would be a serious mistake in my view to be operating unigque,
one~of-a~kind historical specimens -- those belong in mugeums in protected
conditions. The Steamtown collection is one suited for operation -- and
therefore, to me, of greater value to the goal of interpretation for the
general public, as opposed to an audience of specialists.

As to costs, I believe that the public is being well served. Management
of the planning process and of costs has been aggressive. Hard choices have
been made ag to what to preserve. The roundhouse/vigitors center has been
planned for maximum educational benefit, and from my museum management
background, I bellieve the capital costs are reasonable. The operating costs,
too, are reasconable and have been well thought out.

By and large, the US has been laggardly in preserving and interpreting its
indugtrial history, compared to other countries. Great Britain, Germany,
Prance, and even Switzerland, have cutstanding industrial and railrcad
historic sites and living, operating museums. Internationally, the trend to
living-history museums i3 well under way. Steamtown f£its that trend. In this
country, it has usually been unfashionable to celebrate working people and the
industries in which they labored all their lives, Steamtown is helping
redreas the balance, in my view,
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Visitors that 1 have talked to are enthusiastic in their reactions. They
understand, I think, that Steamtown still looks rough around the edges.
Amenities are few at this point, because the site is under construction. But
already the interim operations are well received. And the high-quality
interpretation, by experienced park rangers and guides, already adds greatly
to the overall visitor experience. Visitation from around the country, I
believe, will rapidly increase once the site is fully open and functioning.

*Punctioning® is a fundamental part of the whole. The investment in the
site can be rendered meaningleas by unwise cuts in its operations. Care in
budgeting is always essential. I believe the Park Service has exercised that
care. I would urge those who are concerned to study the site and its
operations, as I have, to better evaluate the cost/benefit in the interests of
the public. A cut of operating funds at this juncture would be disastrous, in
my view; Steamtown would then simply revert to being just another static
industrial museum. The heart would then be cut out of its essential character

and unique value to the American public.
Sincerely,
L/\:>’
é}\/90k~;2 4

William L. Withuhn
Curator of Transportation

cc: Senator Arlen Specter
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Mr. VENTO. Finally we want to hear from the other two wit-
nesses before we get back with Mr. Withuhn. Mr. Ray Angeli, Mr.
Angeli, please proceed with your statement. We have it in front of
us. '

STATEMENT OF RAY ANGELI

Mr. ANGELIL Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

On behalf of Governor Casey, I am pleased to offer comments re-
garding the significance of the National Historic Site of Steamtown.
As the acting secretary of the Pennsylvania Department of Commu-
nity Affairs, my department is largely responsible for the coordina-
tion of National Park Service initiatives with the Pennsylvania
State Heritage Parks program.

Pennsylvania is keenly aware of its role in the preservation of
America’s industrial heritage. We feel strongly about the initiative
that brings together the efforts of the many Federal, State, and
local agencies working together in partnership to preserve one of
the Nation’s outstanding cultural treasures and historic assets.

Governor Casey established our heritage parks program in 1989.
It was premised on the fact that Pennsylvania has nationally sig-
nificant stories to tell about the role it has played in America’s
early rise to industrial strength and wealth through its diversity in
historic sites, places, people, traditions, and events. Pennsylvania
is in a unique position to tell the story to many people.

The Steamtown National Historic Site is one of those exceptional
resources that has created a strong following not only from Penn-
sylvanians but also from visitors throughout the United States and
foreign countries.

At Steamtown, for example, the special combination of historic
resources allows visitors to relive the story of railroads and their
impact on the industrial revelution in the United States. The 40-
acre site was the home of the Delaware, Lackawanna and Western
Railroad for 130 years, and no better site or collection of historic
steam locomotives, steam era railroads, and equipment could better
tell the story of the development and evolution of railroads during
this past century.

Together with the nearby Scranton Iron Furnaces Historic Site,
which underscores the importance of the early iron industry; the
Anthracite Heritage Museum, which tells the story of anthracite
mining; and the Lackawanna County coal mine tour, which takes
visitors 300 feet beneath the surface into one of the original mines
in the Lackawanna Valley, the Steamtown National Historic Site
is the centerpiece of the effort to preserve and interpret this na-
tionally significant era of American heritage and the natural and
cultural resources of the first designated State heritage park, the
Lackawanna Heritage Valley.

From the first time anthracite was burned commereially to melt
iron in the hot air blast furnace, through the building of gravity
rail lines, canals, coal breakers, trolley systems, and great factories
on this site, a dramatic story unfolded. That story illustrates how
the work accomplished in the Lackawanna Valley impacted on the
institutional structure of our history, the American work force, and
the urban development of the United States.
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This effort inspired innovative delivery systems, new processing
techniques, and a diverse industrial complex. Its successes gave
birth to a very integrated coal transportation and manufacturing
co(Iinplex whose legacy is clearly visible in the region’s landscape
today.

Hundreds of industrial structures ranging from roundhouses to
silk mills remain as vivid reminders of the valley’s past. One only
has to visit the region to understand the impact all of this has had
on its people.

The immigrants who worked here established strong commu-
nities with solid values. They created neighborhoods filled with old
world traditions in their homes, in their ethnic churches, and in
their social halls.

To tell this story, a strong public-private partnership has been
created. This is a partnership not only in shared responsibility but
in commitment.

Our original heritage park’s task force involved eight State agen-
cies, the Pennsylvania Historic Museum Commission, the National
Park Service, city, county, State, and local officials, and many other
institutions, both educational and professional. Fueled by a grass-
roots effort, it was sparked by many initiatives like the National
Historic Site of Steamtown, the Delaware and Lehigh Navigational
Canal Heritage Corridor, and America’s industrial heritage project
in western Pennsylvania. Their ability to retell and interpret a sig-
nificant era in American history is remarkable.

I am here today not only as a representative of Governor Casey
but also as a resident of Lackawanna County. Like so many others
who attended the public meetings to introduce the Steamtown con-
cept, I realized the tremendous historic significance which occurred
in Scranton and the Lackawanna Heritage Valley. It is the only ef-
fort where so many industrial themes come together almost within
walking distance: transportation, manufacturing and mining. It is
an opportunity to revisit history, beginning with the Steamtown
National Historic Site.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has invested more than $5.6
million for environmental cleanup, land acquisition, railroad stock,
and track and bridge repairs on behalf of the National Historic
Site. In addition, about $7.3 million has been spent or donated by
local public and private entities.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is grateful to the National
Park Service for the contribution it has made in preserving this na-
tional treasure. The industrial heritage of both Pennsylvania and
the Nation is being well served.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania strongly supports the con-
tinued development of the Steamtown National Historic Site in
Scranton, PA. This effort will reinforce existing partnerships, help
to save this cultural legacy and provide countless Americans with
a quality educational experience.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. Thank you for your testimony, Mr. Angeli.

Finally, we have invited the mayor, who apparently was not on
the agenda, to offer a statement.



101

I note that I have your written statement before me. We would
like you to summarize. It is a brief statement. You can read it if
you want. Mayor Connors, welcome.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES P. CONNORS

Mr. CONNORS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I recognize your concerns and the concerns of the
watchdog committees. As an elected official like yourself, we have
only a certain amount of funds, we don’t want to squander tax-
payers’ dollars. But I would like to speak to you also as a former
history teacher, as a parent, and as a grandson of immigrants who
came to this country and worked in the mines and worked on the
railroads.

Mr. Chairman, we have an obligation as elected officials to
present the history of our country to our people and to the rest of
the world. And when we grow up in an area like Scranton and
northeastern Pennsylvania where there is about a million people,
we take for granted the trains. We hear the train whistles. We rode
the trains to New York City with our parents. We watched the
freight being hauled every day. We saw the men going to work and
the women working alongside them. And we took it for granted,
and we don’t see it really as history until we step back and take
a look at it.

And so while I know that you are struggling to keep people’s
taxes down and to keep the budget in line, just as I am as a mayor,
I am asking you also—and I know how proud you are of what the
Park Service does for people in presenting our history because I
have heard you say that. I am just asking you to remember that
this is a significant part of the history of the world and the history
of our country. And it is really the people, the people from Ireland
and Poland and Wales and Italy that left their countries because
there was no work and came here and helped build this Nation.

And so I would just ask if you—I know that you are remember-
ing that, and I know that is a great juggling act that you as an
elected Representative have to do.

I just want to address a couple of concerns. First of all, user fees.
Every municipality, both small and large, and every governmental
entity is turning to user fees and turning to private industry to
help out.

So, just to give you a mundane example, we have six swimming
pools in Scranton that we are trying to keep open now. And one
of the ways we are doing it is raising the user fees somewhat so
that we can continue to provide that service to our people. Because
we are not just in the business of making money or paying for serv-
ices, we need to provide experiences for our people. So, just on a
mundane level, we are turning to user fees, and. we are turning to
volunteers to help out. And that is, on a much grander scale here,
what the Park Service is proposing.

It is such a joy to see the mechanics coming from Poland and to
work with them on our trains because they have the great exper-
tise, and then to interact with the Polish and Slovanic people of
northeastern Pennsylvania whose grandparents and parents came
from that country. And so there is a great interaction now with the
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countries where our people came from as they come over to visit
Steamtown.

Just a note on our mall, Mr. Chairman. Our mall was built very
sensitive to the fact that it was next to the national park, and it
was built with an industrial and a railroad theme so that it would
not detract from the park.

Mr. Chairman, I was the community development director in
charge of public health and safety. And these buildings, believe
me—and | am a person who is very much concerned with architec-
ture-—there was no saving these buildings. Our fire chief was not
able to let his firefighters go into the buildings anymore. Not only
was the mortar turned to dust and crumbling, but the bricks, the
actual bricks were crumbling.

We did not take down any historic buildings, and when we built
the project we were able to actually preserve the most historic and
architecturally significant buildings in Scranton. So we want to re-
assure you that we complied with all of the Federal and the State
and the local architectural preservation rules and regulations.

I would just like, if I might, to read very quickly the statement
that I have.

Two and a half years ago 1 sat here and heard a vision of the
Steamtown National Park which I am proud to say is becoming a
reality. The Park Service has created a living park which is bring-
ing joy, pleasure, and education to thousands of people from every
State in the Nation as well as from 50 countries.

As a child, T grew up with the rail industry and rode the train
to New York with my dad for baseball games. All my life I heard
the whistles and watched the freight being hauled to all parts of
the United States.

As a former history teacher I know the value of teaching our chil-
dren the heritage of our people and of our Nation. The men and
women of northeastern Pennsylvania left their countries of Ireland,
Italy, Poland, Wales and many other countries to build a better life
for their families. They built the railroads of this country and
worked the coal mines and gave their blood, sweat, and tears so
our Nation could become the greatest on Earth.

It is right that there is a national park based on the steam en-
gine. It is such an important part of our history and the history
of the world.

And it is right that the park is located in Scranton. Qur trains
still run. The first iron rails manufactured in the United States
were at the Scranton Iron Works, which is preserved and restored
and is located across the street from our park. There is no railroad
without coal, and there is no coal without Scranton, PA.

It is right that we build a memorial to the immigrants who left
their homes and gave their lives to build this Nation. It is right
that their sons and daughters and grandchildren all over the Unit-
ed States know the value of their contribution.

Steamtown National Park is a great national asset. Comments
from visitors are extraordinary. There are so many people in our
country who have been touched by the railroads and who are over-
whelmed by a ride on the trains, a visit to the museums, and a
walk along the tracks.
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The people of the city of Scranton have made a significant con-
tribution to the Steamtown National Park. Our financial contribu-
tion is almost $4.5 million. We have made improvements to the
Moscow station, purchased and donated rail lines, relocated busi-
nesses, and invested many dollars in infrastructure improvements
and police and fire protection. This is our gift to the people of our
Nation. But, more importantly, it is acknowledgment of the great
sacrifice of the common men and women from all over the world
who came here to work the mines, build the railroads, and make
this country great.

Mr. Chairman, I am very grateful to you for giving us an oppor-
tunity to state our case. Thank you.

Mr. VENTO. It is important that you have that opportunity.

The purpose of the hearing obviously was the proposal before us,
but what has come up now is the issue of a type of fee. Not an en-
trance fee—I guess it wouldn’t be an entrance fee. That is for
logistical purposes, and you don’t have to know all of that. But is
there anyone here that doesn’t favor the fee or has any concerns
about it or wants to make any comments about some sort of a fee
arrangement for visitors to the site?

I mean, what the mayor is saying is that he generally is open
to that idea. Mr. Angeli, I didn’t know if you had mentioned any-
thing about that or not.

Mr. ANGELL No. As a matter of fact, we were in discussions with
the University of Scranton and the National Park Service.

Mr. VENTO. So you had a discussion. What was your conclusion?
Affirmative or negative?

Mr. ANGELL ] think we are in agreement with that. You men-
tioned something——

Mr. VENTO. It is probably unfair, but I think you had mentioned
it in your testimony, Mr. Withuhn. You had mentioned the fee
issue in your comments, too, and said——

Mr. WITHUHN. Well, not directly, sir. I mentioned cooperative
agreements, something I have observed in the Park Service. But
certainly as not a member of the Park Service, I am not an expert
on that mechanism.

Mr. VENTO. You are declining to comment,

Mr. Schatz, you had mentioned it.

Mr. ScHaTZ. Well, certainly, Mr. Chairman, anything, again, that
would relieve the burden from taxpayers and, of course, placing
fees or increasing fees at national park units has been one way to
not only help the parks but help the bottom line of the deficit.

Mr. VENTO. We have generally tried to look at urban parks in a
different capacity in the sense that we think there is a lot of utili-
zation that goes on that might be impacted by virtue of a destina-
tion park like Yellowstone, Yosemite, maybe even something like
Acadia. They are a destination parks where someone drives to
them, and individuals are likely to face that fee. They face a lot of
other expenditures in terms of hotel, housing, and so forth.

But urban parks represent a special challenge because, clearly,
a lot of people go through an urban park. But the question is
whether or not they would pay or be discouraged. What would be
worse than having this park with all these dollars invested and
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then not using it? You know, sort of having some sort of limitation
that would exclude people, that is the concern.

I mean, if you lock at the excursion routes and the excursion ac-
tivity simply because there is a cost associated with it, it has an
impact. We are not talking about something incidental like we
might have for 50 cents or something at the Smithsonian if you
want to go to the Air and Space Museum and see the program. We
are talking about something here that would be more substantial.
That is the concern we have.

The Park Service keeps rolling out these numbers in terms of
fees generally, and there is no projection as to what the market im-
pact would be. And the concern is that that doesn’t lead us to a
real solution.

But if somebody gets a comfort level out of this and I can obtain
what I want in terms of an operating certainty with regards to
this, that is where we are going. Is there anyone here that dis-
agrees with the need to have certainty with regards tc the oper-
ations’ budget of Steamtown in terms of keeping it within a certain
framework?

Mr. ANGELL I am not to comment on the dollars of the issue, but
you mentioned something earlier in your discussion, two things
really, when you talked about stewardship and partnership and
you talked about the challenge of urban parks. You know, if we are
going to develop sites like the national historic site in an urban
area, the partnerships are what really needs to be created with his-
toric preservation, with universities, with education, with private
industry.

And I think the second part of that, the stewardship, it comes
from the expertise of the National Park Service and our relation-
ship with those people because they are the ones that can lay out
the dollars that are required for us to be able to continue this. And
it is our part to develop those partnerships that will support that.

Mr. VENTO. That is key because we want consistency from State
to State. What is historic in Minnesota ought to be historic in
Pennsylvania or California or Alaska. And that has been one of the
great virtues—actually, we get quite a bargain on that because
through the State historic preservation offices, we leverage a lot of
activities and maintain that consistency. And so we are well aware
of that role.

And, of course, the question here is when you have a lot of pri-
vately owned activity and some that might even result in economic
development making money—that is not the case with the
Steamtown site, but you have a lot of historic sites like that—it,
obviously, means that it is privately owned.

We are not going to buy Wheeling, WV, as an example. I mean,
they are not for sale, I guess, first of all. But Lowell is sort of, 1
think, an exception.

Some of you have raised the question of Lowell. Mr. Withuhn,
you have raised that question. One other witness today raised that
issue with regards to the issue of reconstruction. Do you believe
that there has been an inordinate amount of reconstruction or a lot
of reconstruction, re-creation of buildings at Lowell?

My impression was that the buildings were there and that they
have been put to adaptive use, that there isn’t a lot of reconstruc-



105

tion at Lowell, that the fabric was present, the historic fabric. You
understand what I am talking about, do you not?

Mr. WITHUHN. Indeed, Mr. Chairman. I think, given what Lowell
had to begin with in terms of the historic fabric that they had to
use in that project, they did a magnificent job.

Mr. VeNTO. No, my point is I agree with you on that, that was
something we did with Paul Tsongas when he was on this commit-
tee and others have picked that up. But I mean the point is the
amount of re-creation of structures that has occurred at Steamtown
is unusual for the Park Service, is it not?

Mr. WITHUEN. Certainly the ratio of new construction to restora-
tion of historic fabric.

Mr. VENTO. We have examples like Fort Vancouver which is com-
pletely reconstruction. It is re-creation of something that wasnt
there. And 1 guess it is not even on the right footprint, according
to what the—

Mr. WrtHUHN. I would like to take the opportunity to point out
that in observing the Park Service staff on site, while I have—the
past several years, I have seen them do a magnificent and sensitive
job with what they have to work with. I think the—

Mr. VENTO. The issue is whether the Park Service is going to
take the units that we have designated, and it is going to do that
degree of re-creation of structures. We would face literally tens of
billions of dollars of investment that would be necessary. That is
my point.

Mr. WiTHUHN. I think that questions like that would simply have
to be addressed on a case-by-case basis, taking into account the his-
torical preservation issues.

Mr. VENTO. But the issue has been historically not to get into re-
construction of sites. For instance, if we are dealing with the native
American housing or other types of structures at Chako and other
places, it is not preferable to dig up some things. Because if you
dig them up you are subjecting them to damage. In other words,
it might be better to leave them in place for arc%eological, for pres-
ervation purposes. In other words, to take the basic fabric and sta-
bilize it. That didn’t happen at Steamtown, did it?

Mr. WiTHUHN. It has. Indeed it has. I think that is where we are
speaking in differences of definitions.

I would not classify the new visitors center and the serviceable
roundhouse as historic reconstructions but rather new construction
that preserves such historic fabric as is there very sensitively and
then does this new construction very much in harmony with what
had been there.

So the sense of the site is—

Mr. VENTO. We know we are going to get a visitors center, and
that is going to be new construction. Every unit usually has a visi-
tors center. They do some adaptive use of it when they can, but——

Mr. WiTHUHN. In terms of the designs that I have seen for the
park, the visitors center is incorporated in what is new construc-
tion around the turntable. So, in fact, it maximizes the ability of
the public to see the railroad operations. There is historic fabric in
the roundhouse, and every bit that has been original that is there.
The Park Service people have done a great job in preserving that
and pointing out that what is original and what is not.
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Mr. VENTO. There is the recurring theme—and you know John
White confuses me, I think, with the Appropriations Committee in
the statement. 1 want to say that because, obviously, we don’t con-
tinue to fund it. We haven't authorized the funding. We are trying
to, obviously, limit the funding.

You agree, 1 take it, Mr. Withuhn, that we ought to address the
operating cost of the park and try to address the ballooning growth,
if I can use that phrase-—or the potential misuse of it. Do you agree
with that?

Mr. WITHUHN. I certainly agree that the issue of Steamtown’s op-
erations should be put on a stable footing.

Mr. VENTO. And to deal with the use that has occurred, as you
have heard me describe it here in conversations, do you understand
‘fﬁ‘hed%roblem that exists with regards to the use of that operating
und?

Mr. WITHUHN. Well, indeed I do. As a former railroad manager,
I am very familiar with the problems in costing and, in fact, did
the differences between capital investments and operating costs
and sometimes where those overlap.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Schatz, that is principally what I am trying to
do. I can’t go back and extract or rewrite history here. You under-
stand what I am trying to do?

Mr. ScHATZ. Absolutely, Mr. Chairman. Of course, we are at this
point. I know there will, I am sure, be attempts later on in the ap-
propriations process to eliminate all funding for Steamtown. Again,
given where we are, given the discussions, given I think the Park
Service’s inclination—although they, obviously, will not support it
as public policy limitation—that we should look at how to be more
predictable or at least have taxpayers have a better idea of what
is going to happen in the future.

You mentioned the original cost was around $30 million. We are
now up to almost $80 million. Given plans to maybe—I heard
something this morning about having trains go to Canada. We
don’t know where it is going to stop unless your subcommittee and
your committee which does provide limitations provides the param-
eters for these kinds of projects in conjunction with the Park Serv-
ice, gets this under control, and we fully support that.

Mr. VENTO. We are trying. Obviously, it is hard for me to work
with the principal sponsor and at the same time then have activi-
ties going on to do a slam dunk on the floor in terms of it, which
may give you a day of good feeling, but the end result is that——

Mr. ScHATZ. Solution.

Mr. VENTO [continuing]. The appropriations keep rolling on with
the limitations. So in the process of cooperating, you don’t want to
get co-opted.

I take it, on the operating expense issue, both Mr. Angeli and
Mayor Connors had commented and recognized the goal that we
have here and are amenable to it. Of course, your communities and
the joint agreements that have taken place here will be key in
terms of the University of Scranton. Is that correct?

You are nodding yes. Would you like to add anything to that
other than an affirmative?

Mr. ANGELL The only thing I would add I think some of the dis-
cussion I heard here earlier was moving to some cooperative effort
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on solving some of the concerns that they have on the site, and I
think from what 1 heard earlier it seems to be a step in the right
direction.

I do also want to say that we wouldn’t be in favor of anything
that would limit the ability of the historic site to reach its full po-
tential.

Mr. VENTO. Well, I don’t know. I think it is a question of defining
what the full potential is at that particular point, but they have a
general management plan, apparently, that is in the process of
being revised again.

Dr. Latschar, did I misspeak?

Mr. LarsCHAR. We have no planning process under way right
now, sir.

Mr. VENTO. It is stable now so we don’t have a moving target?
He has said there is no planning process. OK. We will lock at that
and see,

But the problem is, of course, that the excursions and some of
the activities that are anticipated and joint agreement powers that
exist can and do expand the function here.

One question I want to get to before I leave, and that is of you,
Mr. Withuhn. And the issue is, of course, you said that you have
run other railroad museums and you talked about this as being liv-
ing history and interpretation.

But if you talk about the basic fabrie, the collection of engines
and so forth that is here, even though I note that you pay special
attention to the professionalism of the Park Service of doing the in-
terpretation—and I don’t disagree with that. But that isn't the
basis. That isn’t one of the four factors in which we designate units
of the National Park System.

Interpretation and the quality of interpretation, I guess, we take
for granted if the Park Service is going to run it. In fact, it is one
of the qualities and one of the characteristics that we want to try
and keep in place, and 1 am pleased to hear the positive comments
about the great job they are doing.

1, too, Mayor Connors, as a science teacher actually had to teach
history on occasions. My task was a little more difficult than yours
because I had to go to south Minneapolis, which was principally
Scandinavian, and teach about Christopher Columbus discovering
America. They had some notions about this fellow named Leif
Eriksson, and they seemed to not be easily swayed by the history
book or the other facts before us. And so the Norwegians and oth-
ers remained adamant in their view.

And, in any case, one of the issues is, does the Steamtown, which
is largely reconstruction, have this transcendent importance based
on the types of qualities that really exist nationwide with regard
to rails? What are we going to have to do? We have several units
now in western Pennsylvania as an example that some—none, ob-
viously, with the living history aspects, but that really is based
upon having the resources,

I am certain that all of you would say any cultural or historic re-
source should be interpreted that way, but the extraordinary ex-
pense, of course, of doing that would preclude that type of park sys-
tem type of operation.
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There are a lot of private railroads that have been done. They
may not be interpreted properly. I don’t know. I mean, that is the
point. There are resources at least as great or equal to what we are
talking about here. Is that not correct, Mr. Withuhn?

Mr. WITHUHN. There are certainly more historic specimens, even
in the State of Pennsylvania, in the history of railroad technelogy.
But I just would point out that the collection at Steamtown is what
it is. It includes a large number of American pieces that are cer-
tainly relevant to the northeast. Those pieces presently are not con-
served and I don’t think are contemplated for operation.

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think the context in which——you know, a text
without context is pretext. So, obviously, we have to talk about
what they are doing and the work of the Park Service.

We very quickly roll into the interpretation and the superior job
and so forth that is done. I understand the rationale, but it does
result in some circular discussion of the issue that is before us. And
the question in terms of whether the basic fabric is there, and what
is goi(ing to be done to remedy that. The resources have been in-
vested.

We are where we are today, as has been repeated, but it is nec-
essary for me to go through that to discover or to set a path as to
what type of path we are going to be on tomorrow in terms of put-
ting things back on track that provides some certainty and predict-
ability as to where we are going to end up. If you don’t know where
you are going, I guess then any road will do, but I think that we
ought to have and should have some greater certainty in this proc-
ess. And during the authorization activity this year, hopefully, we
can get that done and work cooperatively and achieve a solid public
interest result.

I thank all of you for your contribution. I have to go vote, and
I won’t keep you any longer, but we may have some written ques-
tions that we will submit to you later as they occurred in commit-
tee.

We appreciate your cooperation and effort today. Thank you.

Mr. WITHUHN. Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to work with you
on any historical issues and the historicity of the collection.

Mr. VENTO. The meeting stands adjourned. Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 12:28 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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