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SHENANDOAH VALLEY, VIRGINIA, AND COR­
INTH, MISSISSIPPI BA'ITLEFIELDS AND 
CIVIL WAR SITES ADVISORY COMMISSION 

MONDAY,JULY25, 1004 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, 

SUBCOMMI'ITEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS 
AND PuBLIC LANDS, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 12:35 p.m. in room 

1324, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Bruce F. Vento 
[chairman of the subcommittee] presiding. 

STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE F. VENTO, A U.S. REPRESENTA­
TIVE FROM MINNESOTA, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTTEE 
ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS 

Mr. VENTO. The Subcommittee on National Parks, Forest and 
Public Lands will be in order. This morning we are meeting, as 
Members and staff have been notified, to consider three separate 
initiatives. 

The first is the Senate-House measure, H.R. 746, introduced by 
Congressman Wolf and others, and the Senate counterpartS. 1033, 
which would establish a significant battlefield park to include 12 
of the most significant battle sites in the Shenandoah Valley of Vir­
ginia. The bills would establish a commission with a unique man­
agement scheme that thrives heavily upon the participation of local 
governments and citizen organizations. 

The Shenandoah Valley was the site of the numerous significant 
events of the Civil War, including Stonewall Jackson's Valley cam­
paign in 1862 and Philip Sheridan's attack on the valley two years 
later, during which the Union troops destroyed much of the agricul­
tural land in the valley. 

The second measure also, of course, deals with the Civil War, 
H.R. 3714, introduced by Congressman Whitten and others, and S. 
986, advanced by Senator Lott. It provides for the construction of 
an interpretive center at Corinth, Mississippi to be administered 
through the nearby Shiloh National Military Park. 

Of course, Corinth, Mississippi was the site of an extended siege 
and battle during the Civil War and much of the military fortifica­
tions remain in tact. The site has already been designated a na­
tional historic landmark and the Civil War Battlefield Commission 

(1) 
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has listed it as a Priority 1 threatened battlefield with a high de­
gree of integrity. 

Finally, the third matter we will hear is testimony on the report 
of the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission. As I noted earlier, 
Congress had in fact developed this Commission in 1990. Congress­
man Mike Andrews and Congressman Charles Taylor had both 
worked with the Commission. 

In September 1993 the Commission finally issued its report 
which includes an assessment of the current state of Civil War bat­
tlefields and recommendations that would determine the course of 
battlefield protection efforts by the public and private sector. 

So we are going to hear about that this morning, which provides 
a further backdrop and outlay. The Shenandoah study and the 
Civil War Battlefield Commission used a similar format to in fact 
make the assessments. So these were very much a coordinated ef­
fort on the part of the Park Service and the Commission. 

We are pleased to welcome the Senator from Virginia, Senator 
Warner, and I see the Senator is present; he can join his col­
leagues. It should be familiar company, because at the table also 
is Congressman Frank Wolf who has been a strong advocate for 
Shenandoah and for other Civil War and park-related issues. And 
of course the Honorable Bob Goodlatte, a new Member of the 
House, but one who obviously has an interest in this matter. 

Senator, we are pleased that you are present, and I wanted to 
recognize my colleague, Congressman Markey. 

[Text of H.R. 746, S. 1033, and H.R. 3714 follows:] 
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H.R. 746 
To establish the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields and Commission 

in the Commonwealth of Virginia, and for other purposes. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

FEBRUARY 2 , 1993 

Mr. WOLF introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee 
on Natural Resources 

A BILL 
To establish the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields 

and Commission in the Commonwealth of Virginia, and 

for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the "Shenandoah Valley 

5 National Battlefields Partnership Act of 1993". 

6 SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

7 Congress finds that-

8 ( 1) there are situated in the Shenandoah Valley 

9 m the Commonwealth of Virginia the sites of Civil 

10 War battles; 
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(2) certain sites, battlefields, structures, and 

2 districts in the Shenandoah Valley, are collectively of 

3 national significance in the history of the American 

4 Civil War; 

5 (3) the National Park Service has assessed the 

6 suitability and feasibility of including Shenandoah 

7 Valley battlefield sites in the National Park System, 

8 or of affiliating these sites with the National Park 

9 System, and has found that these sites possess na-

1 0 tiona! significance and a high degree of historical 

11 integrity; 

12 ( 4) the preservation and interpretation of these 

13 sites, battlefields, structures, and districts can make 

14 a vital contribution to the understanding of the her-

IS itage of the United States; 

16 (5) popular interest m the Civil War has 

17 reached a point not seen since Civil War veterans 

18 themselves sought to preserve battlefields they hal-

19 lowed; 

20 ( 6) the historic integrity of these battlefields is 

21 imperiled by an accelerated pace of growth in the re-

22 gwn; 

23 (7) concerned individuals and nonprofit organi-

24 zations have expressed interest in donating land in 

25 the Shenandoah Valley to the United States for the 

•HR 746 IH 
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purpose of preserving sites of the Nation's vanishing 

2 Civil War legacy; 

3 (8) as evidenced by studies by Virginia Poly-

4 technic Institute and State University, the preserva-

5 tion of highly significant Civil War battlefield sites 

6 within the regional framework of the Shenandoah 

7 Valley, together with site improvements, including 

8 visitor centers and interpretive programs, would 

9 have a positive impact on economic development and 

10 employment in the Shenandoah Valley by generating 

11 new annual sales of goods and services valued at 

12 $50,000,000 to $65,000,000, creating 1,300 to 

13 1,600 new jobs, and generating $18,000,000 to 

14 $22,000,000 in new salaries and wages; 

15 (9) the goal of preserving Civil War sites within 

16 a regional framework is to promote cooperation 

17 among local property owners and Federal, State, 

18 ar.d local government entities that seek to promote 

19 economic development through the preservation of 

20 sites and places significant to the history of the 

21 Nation; and 

22 (10) partnerships between Federal, State, and 

23 local governments and their regional entities, and 

24 the private sector-

•HR 748 IH 
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4 

(A) offer the most effective opportunities 

for the enhancement and management of the 

Civil War battlefields and related sites in the 

4 Shenandoah Valley; and 

5 (B) are best fostered through establish-

6 ment of a region-wide Commission. 

7 SEC. 3. PURPOSES. 

8 The purposes of this Act are to--

9 (1) preserve, conserve, and interpret the legacy 

10 of the Civil War in the Shenandoah Valley of 

11 Virginia; 

12 (2) recognize and interpret important events 

13 and geographic locations in the conduct of the Civil 

14 War in the Shenandoah Valley of Virginia, including 

15 those battlefields associated with the Thomas J. 

16 (Stonewall) Jackson Campaign of 1862 and the de-

17 cisive campaigns of 1864; 

18 (3) recognize and interpret the effect of war on 

19 the Valley's civilian population during the war and 

20 the postwar reconstruction period; 

21 (4) create partnerships among Federal, State, 

22 and local governments and their regional entities, 

23 and the private sector to preserve, conserve, en-

24 hancc, and interpret the nationally significant battle-

•HR 746 IH 
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1 fields and related sites associated with the Civil War 

2 in the Shenandoah Valley; and 

3 ( 5) establish and maintain a geographic 

4 database and information system that can be used 

5 to locate, track, and cross reference significant 

6 historical and cultural properties, structures, and 

7 markers. 

8 SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

9 For the purposes of this Act: 

10 (1) BATTLEFIELDS.-The term "Battlefields" 

11 means the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields 

12 established under section 101. 

13 (2) CoM:O.IISSION.-The term "Commission" 

14 means the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields 

15 Commission established by title II. 

16 (3) CONTRIBUTING BATTLEFIEI,D.-The term 

17 "contributing battlefield" means those areas identi-

18 fied in the National Park Service study, "Civil War 

19 Sites in the Shenandoah Valley of Virginia", that-

20 (A) encompass all important components 

21 of a conflict, including approach routes, areas 

22 of troop concentrations, reserve positions, com-

23 mand headquarters, hospitals, signal stations, 

24 or other important observation points, picket 

25 lines, battle lines, maneuver areas, assault 

•IIR 746 IH 
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1 areas, artillery positions, retreat routes, and 

2 places where the armies bivouacked before or 

3 after the fighting; and 

4 (B) ·provide a strategic context and geo-

5 graphic setting for understanding the conflict. 

6 (4) HERITAGE PLAN.-The term "Heritage 

7 Plan" means the Shenandoah Valley Civil War Sites 

8 Heritage Plan approved pursuant to section 104. 

9 (5) HISTORIC CORE.-The term "historic core" 

10 means areas identified in the National Park Service 

11 study, "Civil War Sites in the Shenandoah Valley of 

12 Virginia", containing sites of confrontational deploy-

13 ment, heaviest fighting, and most severe casualties, 

14 and those sites important in shaping the ebb and 

15 flow of battle. 

16 (6) MAJOR INTERPRETIVE FACILITY.-The 

17 term "major interpretive facility" means a year-

IS round staffed visitor center that provides an orienta-

19 tion to the entire park, and, through interpretive ex-

20 hibits and media, communicates to the public the 

21 story of the Civil War in the Shenandoah Valley of 

22 Virginia. 

23 (7) LANDS THAT HAVE LOST THEIR HISTORIC 

24 INTEGRITY.-The term "lands that have lost their 

25 historic integrity" means those battlefield areas 

•HR 746 IH 
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1 identified on site maps in the National Park Service 

2 study, "Civil War Sites in the Shenandoah Valley of 

3 Virginia", that are identified as having experienced 

4 a significant percentage of land use change from its 

5 historic appearance to the extent that the areas no 

6 longer retain a unique cultural or historical identity. 

7 (8) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" means 

8 the Secretary of the Interior. 

9 TITLE I-SHENANDOAH VALLEY 
10 NATIONAL BATTLEFIELDS 
11 SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT OF SHENANDOAH VALLEY NA-

12 TIONAL BATTLEFIELDS. 

13 (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-On the approval by the Sec-

14 retary pursuant to section 104 of the Heritage Plan, and 

15 on notice published in the Federal Register of the ap-

16 proval, there is established the Shenandoah Valley Na-

17 tiona! Battlefields as a unit of the National Park System. 

18 (b) AREAS INCLUDED.-The Battlefields shall consist 

19 only of those lands identified in the Heritage Plan in the 

20 counties of Clarke, Frederick, Highland, Rockingham, 

21 Shenandoah, and Warren, and in the city of Winchester. 

22 The Commission shall identifY lands in the historic core, 

23 and the contributing battlefield area immediately adjacent 

24 to, or in the vicinity of the historic core, that shall com-

25 prise the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields. 

•HR 746 IH 
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(c) BATTLEFIELDS lNCLUDED.-The following bat-

2 tlefields shall be included in the Battlefields: 

3 (1) Cedar Creek. 

4 (2) Cool Spring. 

5 (3) Cross Keys. 

6 ( 4) Fisher's Hill. 

7 (5) First Kernstown. 

8 (6) Second Kcrnstown. 

9 (7) McDowell. 

10 (8) New Market. 

11 (9) Port Republic. 

12 (10) Tom's Brook. 

13 (11) Opequon (Third Winchester). 

14 (12) Second Winchester. 

15 (d) MAP.-The map entitled "Shenandoah Valley Na-

16 tional Battlefields", and dated -------~--

17 shall be on file and available for public inspection in the 

18 Office of the Director of the National Park Service. 

19 SEC. 102. PROTECTION AND CONSERVATION OF HISTORIC 

20 PROPERTIES. 

21 (a) HERITAGE PRESERVATION.-The Secretary and 

22 the Commission shall take appropriate action to encourage 

23 heritage preservation within the regional area of the Bat-

24 tlefields by landowners, local governments, organizations, 

25 and businesses. 

oHR 746 IH 



11 

9 

(b) HERITAGE TOURIS11.-The Secretary and the 

2 Commission shall cooperate to promote appropriate levels 

3 of heritage tourism in the Shenandoah Valley of Virginia 

4 that are compatible with resource protection. 

5 (c) PARTNERSHIPS AND COOPERATIVE AGREE-

6 MENTS.-

7 (1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary, with the con-

8 sent of the Commission, may establish partnerships 

9 and enter into cooperative agreements relating to 

10 planning, development, use, management, and inter-

11 pretation of properties within the Battlefields with 

12 other Federal agencies, State and local subdivisions, 

13 and private persons, to advance the purposes of this 

14 Act. 

15 (2) AGREEMENTS WITH OWNERS OF PROP-

16 ERTY.-

17 (A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may 

18 enter into agreements with the owners of prop-

19 erty in the Battlefields on which historic monu-

20 ments and tablets commemorating the battles 

21 have been erected. 

22 (B) ACQUISITION.-Within the boundaries 

23 of the Battlefields, as provided in the Heritage 

24 Plan, the Secretary may, with the consent of 

25 the owner, acquire by donation, purchase, or ex-

HR746 IH-2 
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1 change, lands and interests comprising the 

2 monuments and tablets, together with lands 

3 and interests in lands necessary to provide ade-

4 quate public access to the monuments and tab-

5 lets. 

6 (C) MAINTENANCE.-The Secretary may 

7 make funds available, subject to appropriations, 

8 for the maintenance, protection, and interpreta-

9 tion of the monuments and tablets pursuant to 

10 the agreements. 

11 (3) lKTERil\1 AUTHORITY.-During the period 

12 Heritage Plan is being prepared, the Secretary, with 

13 the approval of the Commission, may enter into 

14 agreements described m paragraph (2) to advance 

15 the purposes of this Act. 

16 (d) RESTORATION OF PROPERTIES.-Notwi.thstand-

17 ing any other provision of law, the Secretary, with the ad-

18 vice and approval of the Commission, may restore and re-

19 habilitate property within the Battlefields pursuant to 

20 partnerships and cooperative agreements without regard 

21 to whether title to the property vests with the United 

22 States. 

23 (e) GRANTS.-Within the Battlefields, the Secretary 

24 may award grants to property owners and governmental 

25 entities and provide technical assistance, information, and 

•HR 746 IH 
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1 advice under section 101(h) of the National Historic Pres-

2 ervation Act (16 U.S.C. 470a(h)) to promote the use of 

3 natural and cultural resources to conserve and maintain 

4 the historic character of the Battlefields. The grants shall 

5 be made to assist local landowners, businesses, and local 

6 governments in cooperative efforts designed to meet herit-

7 age preservation objectives in the historic core and con-

8 tributing battlefield area. 

9 (f) PLANNING COSTS.-

10 (1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary, under such 

11 terms and conditions as the Secretary may prescribe, 

12 and at the request of any local or county govern-

13 ment entity or a regional entity that encompasses 

14 any one or more of the Battlefields, may reimburse 

15 up to 90 percent of the planning cost incurred by 

16 the entity in the development of comprehensive plans 

17 and land use guidelines, regulations, and ordinances 

18 that are consistent with conserving the historic char-

19 acter of the Battlefields. 

20 (2) CONSULTATION.-The plans shall be pre-

21 pared in consultation with the Secretary and the 

22 Commission. 

23 (3) IMPLEMENTATION GRANTS.-A plan or 

24 strategy that is approved by the Secretary and the 

•HR 746 IH 
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Commission shall be eligible for implementation 

2 grants under subsection (g). 

3 ( 4) APPROPRIATION DETERMINATE.-Reim-

4 bursement under this subsection may only be made 

5 in such amounts as are provided by appropriation. 

6 (g) IMPLEMENTATION GRANTS TO GOVERNMENTAL 

7 ENTITIES AND THE PRIVATE SECTOR.-

8 (1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may provide 

9 grants . to State, county, or municipal governmental 

10 entities or regional entities, based on a matching 

11 formula identified in the Heritage Plan to facilitate 

12 the implementation of protection plans and strate-

13 gies to further the putposes of this Act. The grants 

14 shall be conditioned on the approval by the Sec-

15 retary of commitments from the governmental enti-

16 ties that the entities will assist in the implementa-

17 tion of an approved protection strategy. The Sec-

18 retary shall suspend the provision of grants if the 

19 Secretary has withdrawn approval of the strategy 

20 under paragraphs (2) and (3). 

21 (2) REVIEW.-The Secretary and the Commis-

22 sion shall conduct a regular review of approved 

23 strategies for the purpose of ensuring that the strat-

24 egies continue to meet the requirements of sub-

25 sections (e) and (f) and this subsection. If the Sec-

•HR 746 IH 
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retary finds that a strategy or the implementation of 

2 a strategy no longer meets the requirements, after 

3 consultation with the Commission and the affected 

4 governmental entity, the Secretary shall withdraw 

5 approval of the strategy. 

6 (3) GRANT CONDITIONS.-Grants under this 

7 subsection shall be made only on application of the 

8 recipient governmental entity and shall be made 

9 using funds specifically appropriated for the grants 

10 as authorized by this Act. The funds shall be in ad-

11 dition to any other Federal financial assistance for 

12 any other program, and shall be subject to such 

13 terms and conditions as the Secretary deems nec-

14 essary to carry out the purposes of this subsection. 

15 SEC. 103. ACQUISITION. 

16 (a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.-Within the historic core, 

17 subject to the limitations specified in subsection (b), on 

18 the adoption of the Heritage Plan by the Secretary and 

19 the Commission, the Secretary may acquire lands and in-

20 terests in lands by donation, purchase with donated or ap-

21 propriated funds, or exchange with willing landowners. 

22 (b) LIMITATIONS ON AUTHORITY.-

23 (1) STATE OR LOCAL LAND.-Lands, and inter-

24 ests in lands, within the boundaries of the Battle-

25 fields that are owned by a State, county, or munici-
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pal entity, or any political subdivision of the entity, 

2 may be acquired only by donation or exchange. 

3 (2) CONDEMNED LAND.-The Secretary may 

4 not accept lands acquired by the State through con-

S demnation for the purposes of battlefield preserva-

6 tion under this Act. 

7 (3) EMINENT DOMAIN.-Private property shall 

8 not be taken through eminent domain under this 

9 Act. 

10 (4) LANDS THAT HAVE LOST THEIR HISTORIC 

11 INTEGRITY.-Unless recommended by the unani-

12 mous consent of the Commission, in purchasing 

13 property the Secretary may not use appropriated 

14 funds to acquire lands that have lost their historic 

15 integrity. 

16 (c) PURCHASE AT FAIR MARKET VALUE.-Lands 

17 and interests in land may be acquired under this Act by 

18 purchase at a price that is based on the fair market value 

19 determined by one or more independent appraisals, con-

20 sistent with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 

2 1 Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4601 

22 et seq.). 

23 (d) RIGHT OF FIRST REFUSAL.-

24 (1) IN GENERAL.-Subject to the limitation 

25 specified in subsection (b) , the Secretary or Commis-
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sion may acquire the right of first refusal in the ac-

2 quisition of historic core property specified in section 

3 lOl(b). 

4 (2) CONSENT.-The Secretary or the Commis-

5 sion may purchase the right of first refusal only 

6 from a consenting property owner. 

7 {3) TRANSFER OF INTERESTS.-If the owner of 

8 the property from whom the Secretary or the Com-

9 mission has purchased a right of first refusal in-

10 tends to transfer any interest in the property by di-

ll rect and exclusive sale and not by gift or donation, 

12 the owner shall, as a condition of the purchase of 

13 the right of first refusal, notify the Secretary and 

14 the Commission in writing of the intention. 

15 (4) PERIOD FOR EXERCISING RIGHTS.-The 

16 Secretary or the Commission shall have 120 days 

17 after notification to exercise a right of first refusal 

18 to match any bona fide offer, so long as the offer 

19 does not exceed the fair market value of the prop-

20 erty, to obtain the interest under the same terms 

21 and conditions as are contained in the offer. 

22 (5) NONEXERCISE OF RIGHTS.-lf the Sec-

23 retary has not exercised the right within the 120-day 

24 period, the right of first refusal shall be considered 

25 void and the owner may transfer the interest. 
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1 (e) ADMINISTRATION.-

2 (1) IN GENERAL.-On the adoption of the Her-

3 itage Plan, the Battlefields shall be administered in 

4 accordance with this title and with those provisions 

5 of law, rules, and regulations generally applicable to 

6 units of the National Park System, including the Act 

7 entitled "An Act to establish a National Park Serv-

8 ice, and for other purposes", approved August 25, 

9 1916 (16 U.S.C. 2), the Act entitled, "An Act to 

10 provide for the preservation of historic American 

11 sites, buildings, objects, and antiquities of national 

12 significance, and for other purposes", approved Au-

13 gust 21, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 461 et seq.), and all other 

14 relevant Acts that seek to preserve the heritage of 

15 the United States. In the case of a conflict between 

16 the provisions of this Act and any generally applica-

17 ble provision of law, the provisions of this Act shall 

18 govern. 

19 (2) DONATIONS.-Notwithstanding any other 

20 provision of law, the Secretary and the Commission 

21 may accept donations of funds, property, or services 

22 from individuals, foundations, corporations, and 

23 other private entities, and from public entities for 

24 the purpose of carrying out this Act. 
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1 (3) PROGRAMS.-The Secretary and the Com-

2 mission may sponsor, or coordinate within the Bat-

3 tlefields and adjacent counties and cities within the 

4 Shenandoah Valley, such educational or cultural en-

S richment programs as the Secretary or the Commis-

6 sion considers appropriate to encourage appreciation 

7 and preservation of the resources of the Battlefield. 

8 (4) FEES.-The Secretary and the Commission 

9 may establish such entrance or other fees as the 

10 Secretary and the Commission consider necessary 

11 and appropriate. A portion of the revenue generated 

12 from the fees shall be placed in a special account es-

13 tablished and administered by the Secretary and the 

14 Commission for one or both of the following 

15 purposes: 

16 (A) Acquisition of lands or interests in 

17 lands described in section 101. 

18 (B) Direct cash payments to local govern-

19 ments to supplement existing Federal payments 

20 in lieu of ta..xes in accordance with a payment 

21 schedule established by the Commission, in con-

22 sultation with the Secretary. 
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SEC. 104. SHENANDOAH VALLEY CIVIL WAR SITES HERIT-

2 AGEPLAN. 

3 (a) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 3 years after the 

4 date of enactment of this Act, the Commission, with the 

5 approval of the Secretary, shall submit to Congress a Her-

6 itage Plan that shall describe the appropriate protection, 

7 management, uses, and development of the Battlefields 

8 consistent with the purposes of this Act. The plan shall 

9 contain the information described in section 12(b) of Pub-

10 lie Law 91-383 (16 U.S.C. 1a-7(b)). The Plan shall be 

11 prepared with adequate public involvement, as determined 

12 by the Secretary and the Commission. 

13 (b) PREPARATION AND APPROVAL OF THE PLAN.-

14 (1) SUBMISSION OF DRAFT PLAN TO THE SEC-

15 RETARY.-Not later than 2 years after the date on 

16 which the Commission conducts its first meeting, the 

17 Commission shall submit to the Secretary a draft 

18 Shenandoah Valley Civil War Sites Heritage Plan, 

19 that shall meet the requirements of subsection (c). 

20 (2) REVIEW OF DRAFT PLAN BY THE SEC-

21 RETARY.-The Secretary shall review the draft Plan 

22 and, not later than 90 days after the date on which 

23 the plan is submitted to the Secretary suggest ap-

24 propriate modifications and forward the modifica-

25 tions to the Commission. 
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(3) NO SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS.-lf no 

2 suggestions are submitted by the Secretary within 

3 the 90-day period referred to in paragraph (2) , the 

4 Plan shall be considered approved. 

5 (4) REVISED PI..AN.-Not later than 90 days 

6 after the Secretary submits suggestions, the Com-

7 mission shall submit a revised Heritage Plan to the 

8 Secretary. The Secretary shall approve or disapprove 

9 any revised plan in accordance with paragraph (1 ). 

I 0 The Secretary may approve a Heritage Plan only if 

II the Secretary determines that the plan would carry 

I2 out the purposes of this Act. 

I3 (c) SPECIFIC PROVISIONS.-The Heritage Plan shall 

14 include the following provisions: 

I5 (1) A description of the boundaries of the 

I6 Battlefields. 

I7 (2) Identification of partnerships between the 

I8 Secretary, the Commission, and other Federal, 

19 State, and local governments and regional entities, 

20 and the private sector, for the management of prop-

21 erties within the Battlefields. 

22 (3) Proposed locations for visitor contact and 

23 major interpretive facilities, including at least one 

24 major interpretive facility in the upper valley vicinity 
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1 and one major interpretive facility in the lower valley 

2 vicinity. 

3 ( 4) Plans for implementing a continuing pro-

4 gram of interpretation and visitor education concern-

S ing the resources and values of the Battlefields. 

6 ( 5) Plans for a uniform valley-wide historical 

7 marker and wayside exhibit program, including a 

8 provision for marking, with the consent of the 

9 owner, historic structures and properties contained 

10 in the areas identified in section lOl(b) that contrib-

11 ute to the understanding of the Civil War heritage 

12 of the valley. 

13 (6) Plans for the management of natural and 

14 cultural resources of the Battlefields, with particular 

15 emphasis on the preservation of historic landscapes 

16 and scenes, including a reassessment of the historic 

17 integrity of lands within the historic core every 5 

18 years, or otherwise, as considered necessary by the 

19 Secretary and the Commission. 

20 (7) Proposals for possible future operation of 

21 battlefield concessions by locally owned businesses, 

22 certification of battlefield guides, and a Battlefields-

23 wide interpretive training program. 

24 (d) PUBLICATION.-On approval of the Heritage 

25 Plan, the Secretary shall publish notice of the approval 
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1 in the Federal Register and the Commission shall forward 

2 copies of the approved plan to Congress. 

3 (e) REVISIONS.-The Secretary may revise the Herit-

4 age Plan established pursuant to this section, only after 

5 consulting with the Commission, and after adequate public 

6 involvement. 

7 TITLE II-SHENANDOAH VALLEY 
8 NATIONAL BATILEFIELDS 
9 COMMISSION 

10 SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT, DUTIES, AND ADMINISTRATION 

11 OF THE COMMISSION. 

12 (a) ESTABLISHl\IENT.-There is established a com-

13 mission to be kno·.vn as the Shenandoah Valley National 

14 Battlefields Commission. 

15 (b) DUTIES.-

16 (1) IN GENERAL.-In addition to the duties au-

17 thorized in other provisions of this Act, the Commis-

18 sion shall-

19 (A) advise and actively participate with the 

20 National Park Service in developing the Herit-

21 age Plan for the Battlefields; 

22 (B) assist in the implementation, coordina-

23 tion, protection, promotion, and management of 

24 the Battlefield resources in the Shenandoah 

25 Valley of Virginia; and 
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(C) administer funds donated pursuant to 

2 paragraph (2). 

3 (2) DONATIONS.-Notwithstanding any other 

4 provision of law, the Commission may accept, retain, 

5 expend, and dispose of donations of funds for the 

6 purpose of carrying out the duties of the Commis-

7 sion authorized by this Act. 

8 (c) MEMBERSHIP.-The Commission shall be com-

9 posed of the following members: 

lO (1) Sixteen members, of which 2 members (one 

11 of which must be a property owner in the historic 

12 core) shall represent each of the areas specified in 

13 section lOl(b). The members shall be appointed by 

14 the appropriate local governing body as determined 

15 by the Secretary. 

16 (2) The executive director of the Lord Fairfa..'C 

17 Planning District Commission. 

18 (3) The executive director of the Central Shen-

19 andoah Planning District Commission. 

20 ( 4) Two members with demonstrated expertise 

21 in historic preservation, appointed by the Secretary. 

22 ( 5) Two members who are recognized historians 

23 with expertise in Civil War history, appointed by the 

24 Secretary. 
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1 (6) Two members appointed by the Secretary, 

2 one of whom shall be from a chamber of commerce 

3 from within a county in which part of the historic 

4 core is located and the other of whom shall be a 

5 business leader from a county in which part of the 

6 historic core is located. 

7 (7) The executive director or designee from 

8 each of the following nonprofit entities that own 

9 Battlefield property within the historic core: 

10 (A) The National Trust for Historic Pres-

ti enration/Belle Grove Incorporated. 

12 (B) The Cedar Greek Battlefield Founda-

13 tion. 

14 (C) The New Market Battlefield Park. 

15 (D) The Association for the Preservation 

16 of Civil War Sites. 

17 (E) The Lee Jackson Foundation. 

18 (F) The Stonewall Brigade Foundation. 

19 (G) The Society of Port Republic Preserva-

20 tionists. 

21 (H) Preservation of Historic Winchester. 

22 (8) The Director of the Department of Historic 

23 Resources, Commonwealth of Virginia (SHPC), ap-

24 pointed by the Governor, to serve as an ex officio 

25 member of the Commission. 
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1 (9) The Director of the National Park Service 

2 or the designee of the Director, to serve as an ex 

3 officio member of the Commission. 

4 (d) OPERATIONS OF THE COMMISSION.-

5 (1) APPOINTMENTS.-Members of the Commis-

6 sion shall be appointed for staggered terms of 3 

7 years, as designated by the Secretary at the time of 

8 initial appointment. Any member of the Commission 

9 appointed for a definite term may serve after the ex-

10 piration of the term of the member until the succes-

11 sor of the member is appointed. 

12 (2) ELECTION OF OFFICERS.-The Commission 

13 shall elect one of the members of the Commission as 

14 Chairperson and one as Vice Chairperson. Terms of 

15 the Chairperson and Vice Chairperson shall be 2 

16 years. The Vice Chairperson shall serve as Chair-

17 person in the absence of the Chairperson. 

18 (3) VACANCY.-Any vacancy on the Commis-

19 sion shall be filled in the same manner in which the 

20 original appointment was made, except that the Sec-

21 retary if responsible for the appointment, shall fill 

22 any vacancy within 30 days after the vacancy oc-

23 curs. If an appointment has not been made 30 days 

24 after the vacancy occurs, the Commission may fill 
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1 the position in the same manner in which the origi-

2 nal appointment was made. 

3 (4) QUORUM.-Eleven members of the Commis-

4 sion shall constitute a quorum. 

5 (5) MEETINGS.-The Commission shall meet 

6 not less than quarterly, or at the call of the Chair-

7 person or a majority of its members. The Director 

8 or the designee of the Director shall attend each 

9 Commission meeting. Notice of meetings and agenda 

10 shall be published in local newspapers that have a 

11 distribution throughout the Shenandoah Valley. 

12 Commission meetings shall be held at various loca-

13 tions throughout the valley and in such a manner as 

14 to ensure adequate public participation. 

15 (6) EXPENSES.-Members of the Commission 

16 shall senrc without compensation, but the Secretary 

17 may reimburse members for expenses 1·casonably in-

18 cnrred in carrying out the responsibilities of the 

19 members under this Act on vouchers signed by the 

20 Chairperson. 

21 (7) STAFF.-'rhe Commission may hi1·e such 

22 staff as is neeessary to carry out this Act. The sal-

23 ary of an employee may not be in excess of a rate 

24 comparable to a grade GS-14 of the General Sched-

25 ule. On the request of the Commission, the Director 
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of the National Park Service may detail, on a reim-

2 bursable basis, personnel of the service to the Com-

3 mission to assist it in carrying out its duties under 

4 this Act. 

5 (8) FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT.-The 

6 provisions of section 14 of the Federal Advisory 

7 Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) are waived \\rith re-

8 spect to the Commission. 

9 TITLE III-AUTHORIZATION OF 
10 APPROPRIATIONS 
11 SEC. 301. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

12 There are authorized to be appropriated for each of 

13 fiscal years 1993 through 2003 such sums as may be nec-

14 essary to carry out this Act. 

0 
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S.l033 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Jur--.: 9, 1994 

Referred to the Committee on Natural Resources 

AN ACT 
To establish the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields 

and Commission in the Commonwealth of Virginia, and 

for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the "Shenandoah Valley 

5 National Battlefields Partnership Act of 1994". 

87-277 - 95 - 2 
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SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

2 The Congress finds that-

3 (1) there are situated in the Shenandoah Valley 

4 in the Commonwealth of Virginia the sites of several 

5 key Civil War battles; 

6 (2) certain sites, battlefields, structures, and 

7 districts in the Shenandoah Valley are collectively of 

8 national significance in the history of the Civil War; 

9 (3) in 1990 Congress enacted legislation direct-

10 ing the Secretary of the Interior to prepare a com-

11 prehensive study of significant sites and structures 

12 associated with Civil War battles in the Shenandoah 

13 Valley; 

14 (4) the study, which was completed in 1992, 

15 found that many of the sites within the Shenandoah 

16 Valley possess national significance and retain a 

17 high degree of historical integrity; 

18 ( 5) the preservation and interpretation of these 

19 sites will make a vital contribution to the under-

20 standing of the heritage of the United States; 

21 (6) the preservation of Civil War sites within a 

22 regional framework requires cooperation among local 

23 property owners and Federal, State, and local gov-

24 ernment entities; and 

25 (7) partnerships between Federal, State, and 

26 local governments and their regional entities, and 
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1 the private sector offer the most effective opportuni-

2 ties for the enhancement and management of the 

3 Civil War battlefields and related sites in the Shen-

4 andoah Valley. 

5 SEC. 3. PURPOSES. 

6 The purposes of this Act are to-

7 (1) preserve, conserve, and interpret the legacy 

8 of the Civil War in the Shenandoah Valley; 

9 (2) recognize and interpret important events 

10 and geographic locations representing key Civil War 

11 battles in the Shenandoah Valley, including those 

12 battlefields associated with the Thomas J. (Stone-

13 wall) Jackson campaign of 1862 and the decisive 

14 campaigns of 1864; 

15 (3) recognize and interpret the effect of the 

16 Civil War on the civilian population of the Shen-

17 andoah Valley during the war and postwar recon-

18 struction period; and 

19 ( 4) create partnerships among Federal, State, 

20 and local governments and their regional entities, 

21 and the private sector to preserve, conserve, enhance 

22 and interpret the nationally significant battlefields 

23 and related sites associated with the Civil War in the 

24 Shenandoah Valley. 
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2 As used in this Act, the term-

3 (1) "battlefields" means the Shenandoah Valley 

4 National Battlefields established under section 5; 

5 (2) "Commission" means the Shenandoah Val-

6 ley National Battlefields Commission established in 

7 section 9; 

8 (3) "historic core" means the area surrounding 

9 each unit of the battlefields as depicted on the map 

10 referenced in section 5(a) that encompasses impor-

11 tant components of a conflict and that provides a 

12 strategic context and geographic setting for under-

13 standing the conflict; 

14 (4) "plan" means the Shenandoah Valley Na-

15 tiona! Battlefields plan approved by the Secretary 

16 pursuant to section 6; 

17 (5) "Secretary" means the Secretary of the In-

18 terior; and 

19 (6) "Shenandoah Valley" means the Shen-

20 andoah Valley in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

21 SEC. 5. SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL BATTLEFIELDS. 

22 (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-(1) To carry out the purposes 

23 of this Act, there is hereby established the Shenandoah 

24 Valley National Battlefields in the Commonwealth of Vir-

25 ginia. The battlefields shall consist of approximately 1,863 

26 acres of lands and interests therein as generally depicted 
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on the map entitled "Shenandoah Valley National Battle-

2 fields", numbered SHVA I 80,000 and dated April 1994, 

3 comprising units at Cedar Creek, Cross Keys, Fisher's 

4 Hill, McDowell, New Market, Opequan, Port Republic, 

5 Second Kernstown, Second Winchester, and Tom's Brook. 

6 (2) The map referred to in paragraph (1) shall be 

7 on file and available for public inspection in the offices 

8 of the Commission and in the appropriate offices of the 

9 N a tiona! Park Service. 

10 (3) The Secretaz-y may, with the advice of the Com-

11 mission and following an opportunity for public comment, 

12 make minor revisions to the boundaries of the battlefields. 

13 (b) .ADMINISTRATION.-The Secretary shall admin-

14 ister the battlefields in accordance with this Act and with 

15 provisions of law generally applicable to the National Park 

16 System, including the Act approved August 25, 1916 (39 

17 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1, 2-4) and the Act approved August 

18 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666) . The Secretary shall protect, 

19 manage, and administer the battlefields for the purposes 

20 of preserving and interpreting their natural, cultural and 

21 historic resources and of providing for public understand-

22 ing and appreciation of the battlefields in such a manner 

23 as to perpetuate these qualities and values for future gen-

24 erations. 
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(c) LAND ACQUISITION.-(1) Except as otherwise 

2 provided in this subsection, the Secretary is authorized to 

3 acquire lands and interests therein within the boundaries 

4 of the battlefields by donation, purchase with donated or 

5 appropriated funds, or exchange: Provided, That no lands 

6 or interests therein may be acquired except with the con-

7 sent of the owner thereof. 

8 (2) Lands or interests therein within the battlefields 

9 that are owned by the Commonwealth of Virginia or a po-

lO litical subdivision thereof, may be acquired only by dona-

11 tion or exchange. 

12 (3) The Secretary may not accept donations of lands 

13 or interests therein acquired through condemnation. 

14 SEC. 6. SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL BATI'LEFIELDS 

15 PLAN. 

16 · (a) IN GENERAL.-The battlefields shall be managed 

17 by the Secretary pursuant to this Act and the Shenandoah 

18 Valley National Battlefields plan developed by the Com-

19 mission and approved by the Secretary, as provided in this 

20 section. 

21 (b) SPECIFIC PROVISIONS.-The plan shall include-

22 ( 1) recommendations of potential · boundary 

23 modifications to the battlefields, including modifica-

24 tions to the boundaries of the historic core of each 

25 unit, and the potential addition of new units; 
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1 (2) provisions for the management, protection, 

2 and interpretation of the natural, cultural, and his-

3 torical resources of the battlefields, consistent with 

4 the purposes of this Act; 

5 (3) recommendations to the Commonwealth of 

6 Virginia (and political subdivisions thereof) for the 

7 management, protection, and interpretation of the 

8 natural, cultural, and historical resources of the his-

9 toric core areas; 

10 ( 4) the information described in section 12(b) 

11 of Public Law 91-383 (16 U.S.C. 1a-7(b)) (pertain-

12 ing to the preparation of general management 

13 plans); 

14 (5) identification of appropriate partnerships 

15 between the Secretary and other Federal, State, and 

16 local governments and regional entities, and the pri-

17 vate sector, in furtherance of the purposes of this 

18 Act; 

19 (6) proposed locations for visitor contact and 

20 major interpretive facilities, including proposals for 

21 one interpretive facility in the upper Shenandoah 

22 Valley and one in the lower Shenandoah Valley; 

23 (7) provisions for implementing a continuing 

24 program of interpretation and visitor education con-
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1 cerning the resources and values of the battlefields 

2 and historic core areas; and 

3 (8) provisions for a uniform valley-wide histori-

4 cal maker and wayside exhibit program, including a 

5 provision for marking, with the consent of the 

6 owner, historic structures and properties contained 

7 within the historic core areas, as identified on the 

8 map referred to in section 5(a), that contribute to 

9 the understanding of the battlefields. 

10 (c) PREPARATION OF DRAFT PLAN.-(1) Not later 

11 than 2 years after the date on which the Commission con-

12 ducts its first meeting, the Commission shall submit to 

13 the Secretary a draft plan that meets the requirements 

14 of subsection (b). 

15 (2) Prior to submitting the draft plan to the Sec-

16 retary, the Commission shall ensure that-

17 (A) the Commonwealth of Virginia, and any po-

18 litical subdivision thereof that would be affected by 

19 the plan, receives a copy of the draft plan; 

20 (B) adequate notice of the availability of the 

21 draft plan is provided through publication in appro-

22 priate local newspapers in the area of the battle-

23 fields; and 

24 (C) at least one public hearing in the vicinity of 

25 the battlefields in the upper Shenandoah Valley and 
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1 one public hearing in the vicinity of the battlefields 

2 in the lower Shenandoah Valley is conducted by the 

3 Commission with respect to the draft plan. 

4 (d) REVIEW OF PLAN BY THE SECRETARY.-The 

5 Secretary shall review the draft plan, and, not later than 

6 90 days after the date on which the draft plan is submit-

7 ted, shall either-

8 (1) approve the plan; or 

9 (2) reject the plan and recommend modifica-

10 tions to the Commission that would make the plan 

11 acceptable. 

12 SEC. 7. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS. 

13 (a) IN GENERAL.-In furtherance of the purposes of 

14 this Act, the Secretary may establish partnerships and 

15 enter into cooperative agreements concerning lands and 

16 interests therein within the battlefields and historic core 

17 areas with other Federal, State, or local agencies, and pri-

18 vate persons and organizations. 

19 (b) HISTORIC MONUMENTS.-The Secretary may 

20 enter into agreements with the owners of property in the 

21 battlefields and historic core areas on which historic 

22 monuments and tablets commemorating the battles have 

23 been erected prior to the date of enactment of this Act. 

24 The Secretary may make funds available for the mainte-

S 1033 RFH 



38 

10 

1 nance, protection, and interpretation of the monuments 

2 and tablets pursuant to such agreements. 

3 SEC. 8. GRANT PROGRAM. 

4 (a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Within the battlefields and 

5 historic core areas, the Secretary may award grants and 

6 provide technical assistance to property owners to pro-

7 vided for the preservation and interpretation of the natu-

8 ral, cultural, and historical resources within the battle-

9 fields and historic core areas. 

10 (2)(A) The Secretary, after consultation with the 

11 Commission, may award grants and provide technical as-

12 sistance to governmental entities to assist with the plan-

13 ning, development, and implementation of comprehensive 

14 plans, land use guidelines, regulations, ordinances or other 

15 appropriate documents that are consistent with and de-

16 signed to protect the historic character of the battlefields 

17 and historic core areas. 

18 (B) The Commission shall conduct a regular review 

19 of approved plans, guidelines, regulations, ordinances, or 

20 documents. If the Commission finds that any such plan, 

21 guideline, regulation, ordinance, or document or the imple-

22 mentation thereof is no longer consistent with the protec-

23 tion of the historic character of the battlefields and his-

24 toric core areas, after consultation with the affected gov-

25 ernmental entity, the Commission may recommend that 
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the Secretary withdraw approval and suspend any grant 

2 authority pursuant to this section. 

3 (C) The Secretary, after consultation with the Com-

4 mission, shall suspend any grant awarded under this para­

S graph if the Secretary has determined that such plans, 

6 guidelines, regulations, ordinances, or documents are 

7 modified in a manner that is inconsistent with the protec-

8 tion of the historic character of the battlefields and his-

9 toric core areas. 

10 (b) CosT SHARE.-The Federal share of any grant 

11 made under this section shall be matched by non-Federal 

12 funds on a one-to-one basis. 

13 (c) ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS.-The Secretary may 

14 require such additional terms and conditions before 

15 awarding any grant as the Secretary determines to be nec-

16 essary. 

l7 SEC. 9. SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL BATTLEFIELDS 

18 COMMISSION. 

19 (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There lS hereby established 

20 the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields Commission. 

21 (b) lVIEMBERSHIP.-The commission shall be com-

22 posed of 19 members, to be appointed by the Secretary 

23 as follows: 

24 (1) 5 members representing local governments 

25 of communities in the vicinity of the battlefields, 
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after considering recommendations made by appro-

2 priate local governing bodies. 

3 (2) 10 members representing property owners 

4 within the battlefields or historic core areas (1 mem-

5 ber within each unit). 

6 (3) 1 member with demonstrated expertise m 

7 historic preservation. 

8 ( 4) 1 member who IS a recognized historian 

9 with expertise in Civil War history. 

10 ( 5) The Governor of Virginia, or a designee of 

II the Governor, ex officio. 

I2 (6) The Director of the National Park Service, 

13 or a designee of the Director, ex officio. 

14 (c) APPOINTMENTS.-Members of the Commission 

15 shall be appointed for staggered terms of 3 years, as des-

16 ignated by the Secretary at the time of the initial appoint-

17 ment. Any member of the Commission appointed for a 

IS definite term may serve after the expiration of the term 

19 until the successor of the member is appointed. 

20 (d) ELECTION OF 0FFICERS.-The Commission shall 

2I elect one of its members as Chairperson and one as Vice 

22 Chairperson. Terms of the Chairperson and Vice Chair-

23 person shall be 2 years. The Vice Chairperson shall serve 

24 as Chairperson in the absence of the Chairperson. 

S 1033 RFH 
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(e) VACANCY.-Any vacancy on the Commission shall 

2 be filled in the same manner in which the original appoint-

3 ment was made, except that the Secretary shall fill any 

4 vacancy within 30 days after the vacancy occurs. 

5 (f) QuoRUM.-A majority of the Commission shall 

6 constitute a quorum. 

7 (g) MEETINGS.-The Commission shall meet not less 

8 than quarterly, or at the call of the Chairperson or a ma-

9 jority of the members of the Commission. Notice of ~eet-

lO ings and agendas shall be published in local newspapers 

11 that have a distribution throughout the Shenandoah Val-

12 ley. Commission meetings shall be held at various locations 

13 throughout the Shenandoah Valley and in a manner that 

14 ensures adequate public participation. 

15 (h) STAFF OF THE COMMISSION.-The Commission 

16 shall have the power to appoint and fix the compensation 

17 of such staff as may be necessary to carry out its duties. 

18 (i) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.-The Ad-

19 ministrator of the General Services Administration shall 

20 provide to the Commission, on a reimbursable basis, such 

21 administrative support services as the Commission may re-

22 quest. 

23 (j) FEDERAL AGENCIES.-Upon request of the Com-

24 mission, the head of any Federal agency may detail to the 

S 1033 RFH 
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1 Commission, on a reimbursable basis, personnel of the 

2 agency to assist the Commission in carrying out its duties. 

3 (k) SuBPOENAS.-The Commission may not issue 

4 subpoenas or exercise any subpoena authority. 

5 (l) EXPENSES.-Members of the Commission shall 

6 serve without compensation, but the Secretary may reim-

7 burse members for expenses reasonably incurred in carry-

8 ing out the responsibilities of the Commission under this 

9 Act. 

10 (m) MArLs.-The Commission may use the United 

11 States mails in the same manner and under the same con-

12 ditions as other departments and agencies of the United 

13 States. 

14 (n) GIFTS.-The Commission may, for purposes of 

15 carrying out the duties of the Commission, seek, accept, 

16 and dispose of gifts, bequests, or donations of money, per-

17 sonal property, or services, received from any source. 

18 SEC. 10. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION. 

19 The Commission shall-

20 (1) develop the plan referred to in section 6, in 

21 consultation with the Secretary; 

22 (2) advise the Secretary on the administration 

23 of the battlefields; 

24 ( 3) assist the Commonwealth of Virginia, or 

25 any political subdivision thereof, or any nonprofit or-

S 1033 RFH 
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ganization, in the management, protection, and in-

2 terpretation of the natural, cultural and historical 

3 resources within the historic core areas: Provided, 

4 however, That the Commission shall in no way in-

5 fringe upon the authorities and policies of the Com-

6 monwealth of Virginia or any political subdivision 

7 thereof; and 

8 (4) take appropriate action to encourage protec-

9 tion of the natural, cultural, and historic resources 

10 within the battlefields and historic core areas by 

11 landowners, local governments, organizations, and 

12 businesses. 

13 SEC. 11. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

14 (a) AUTHORIZATION.-There are authorized to be ap-

15 propriated such sums as are necessary to carry out this 

16 Act, except that no more than $250,000 may be appro-

17 priated for the establishment and operation of the Com-

18 mission. 

19 (b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.-Funds made avail-

20 able under subsection (a) shall remain available until ex-

21 pended. 

Passed the Senate June 8 (legislative day, June 7), 

1994. 

Attest: 

S 1033 RFH 

MARTHA S. POPE, 

Secretary. 
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H. R. 3714 
To provide for an interpretive center at the Civil War Battlefield of Corinth, 

Mississippi, and for other purposes. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

NOVEMBER 22, 1993 

Mr. WmTTE!\ introduced the following bill; which was referred to the 
Committee on Natural Resources 

A BILL 
To provide for an interpretive center at the Civil War 

Battlefield of Corinth, Mississippi, and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the "Corinth, Mississippi, 

5 Battlefield Act of 1993". 

6 SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

7 (a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-

8 (1) the 14 sites located in the vicinity of Cor-

9 inth, Mississippi, that were designated as a National 

10 Historic Landmark by the Secretary of the Interior 
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in 1991 represent nationally significant events in the 

2 Siege and Battle of Corinth during the Civil War; 

3 and 

4 (2) the Landmark sites should be preserved and 

5 interpreted for the benefit, inspiration, and edu-

6 cation of the people of the United States. 

7 (b) PURPOSE.-It is the purpose of this Act to pro-

8 vide for a center for the interpretation of the Siege and 

9 Battle of Corinth and other Civil War actions in the region 

10 and to enhance public understanding of the significance 

11 of the Corinth Campaign in the Civil War relative to the 

12 Western theater of operations, in cooperation with State 

13 or local governmental entities and private organizations 

14 and individuals. 

15 SEC. 3. ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY AT CORINTH, MIS-

16 SISSIPPI. 

17 (a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of the Interior (re-

18 ferred to in this Act as the "Secretary") shall acquire by 

19 donation, purcha~e with donated or appropriated funds, 

20 or exchange, such lands and interest in lands in the vicin-

21 ity of the Corinth Battlefield, in the State of Mississippi, 

22 as the Secretary determines to be necessary for the con-

23 struction of an interpretive center to commemorate and 

24 interpret the 1862 Civil War Siege and Battle of Corinth. 

HR 3714 IH 
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1 (b) PuBLICLY OWNED LANDs.-Lands and interests 

2 in lands owned by the State of Mississippi or a political 

3 subdivision of the State of Mississippi may be acquired 

4 only by donation. 

5 SEC. 4. INTERPRETIVE CENTER AND MARKING. 

6 (a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.-

? (1) CONSTRUCTION OF CENTER.-The Sec-

8 retary shall construct, operate, and maintain on the 

9 property acquired under section 3 a center for the 

l 0 interpretation of the Siege and Battle of Corinth 

11 and associated historical events for the benefit of the 

12 public. 

13 (2) DESCRIPTION.-The center shall contain 

14 approximately 5,300 square feet , and include inter-

15 pretive exhibits, an auditorium, a parking area, and 

16 other features appropriate to public appreciation and 

17 understanding of the site. 

18 (b) MARKING.-The Secretary may mark sites associ-

19 a ted with the Siege and Battle of Corinth National His-

20 toric Landmark, as designated on May 6, 1991, if such 

21 sites are determined by the Secretary to be protected by 

22 State or local governmental agencies. 

23 (c) ADMINISTRATION.-The lands and interests in 

24 lands acquired, and the facilities constructed and main-

25 tained pursuant to this Act shall be administered by the 

HR STI-f Ul 
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1 Secretary as a part of Shiloh National Military Park, sub-

2 ject to the appropriate laws and regulations applicable to 

3 the park, the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535, chap-

4 ter 408; 16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.) , and the Act of August 21, 

5 1935 (49 Stat. 666, chapter 593; 16 U.S.C. 461 et seq.). 

6 SEC. 5. AUTIIORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

7 (a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsection (b), there 

8 are authorized to be appropriated such sums as are nec-

9 essary to carry out this Act. 

10 (b) CONSTRUCTION.-Of the amounts made available 

11 to carry out this Act, not more than $6,000,000 may be 

12 used to carry out section 4(a). 

0 
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Union Calendar No. 458 
10:3n CO?\GRESS 

:2D SESSIO:-\ S.986 
[Report No. 103-813] 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

:\0\'E~IBER 1 H, 1 9~)!{ 

Heferred to the Committee on :\at ural Hesonrecs 

0 CTOBEH ::l, 1994 

Hcported with an amcuJmcut, eommitteJ to t he Committee of the Whole 
Ilou sc 011 the State of' the l 'nion, and m·dcrPd to he Jn·iutl'd 

ISt rik C' out ctll aft~r the cn<H'ting- <"lause and ius('rt the part priutcd in italid 

I F'or tl.':OO.i' of Kt>rlat(' JWS~{·d hill , set.> eopy of hill as printt:tl in the House (,f' H(•prest•ntatin.'s nn 
:-\ovemher 1 ~. 1\19:1] 

AN ACT 
To provide for an interpretive center at the Civil \Var 

Battlefield of Corinth, Mississippi , and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and II ouse ~l Representa-

2 l'ives of the United States ofAmerica in Congress assembled, 
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TITLE I-CIVIL WAR BATTLE-
2 FIELD OF CORINTH, MIS-
3 SISSIPPI 
4 SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 

5 This title may be cited as the "Corinth, Mississippi, 

6 Battlefield Act of 19.94". 

7 SEC. 102. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

8 (a) F'INmsos.-Congressfinds that-

9 (1) the 14 sites located in the vicinity ofCminth, 

10 Mississipp·i, that 'l,uer-e designated as a National His -

11 toric Landmark by the Secretary of the Interior ·in 

12 1991 represent nationally sign·ificant events in the 

13 Siege and Battle of Corinth during the Civil Wm~ 

14 and 

15 (2) the Landmark sites should be preser·ved and 

16 interpreted for- the benfif1:t, inspiration, and education 

17 of the people of the United States. 

18 (b) P UHI'OSJ.;.-lt is the purpose of this Act to provide 

19 for a center- for the interpretation of the S1:cge and Battle 

20 of Corinth and other Civil War actions 1:n the region and 

21 to enhance pubhc understanding of the sign~ficance (d. the 

22 Corinth Campaign ·in the Cim:z vFar relative to the Western 

23 theater of operations, in cooperation u•ith State or local gou-

24 ernmental entities and private organizations and individ-

25 uals. 

•S 986 RH 
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SEC. 103. AUTHORIZATION FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN 

2 INTERPRETIVE CENTER. 

3 (a) ill"J'IJ()HJZ.l'l'WX.-The Secretar:IJ of the Interior 

4 (here'ilwfter in this title referred to as the "Secretm:IJ ") is 

5 authorized to prot•'ide .for an interpretive center (hereinafter 

6 in this title referred to as the "center") itt the vicinity of 

7 the Corinth Battlefield 'in thf; State of Mississippi for the 

8 purpose of interpreting the 1862 Oivil War Siege and Battle 

9 of Corinth, 

10 (b) PLAN .lXD DE:-!/OX,-(1) Within 18 month.~ qfier 

11 the date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary, after 

12 consultation with the Oovemor of Mississippi and in co-

13 operation with such other public, municipal, and private 

14 entit,ies as may be neassary and appropriate, shall corn­

IS plete a plan and design for the center, including the follow-

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

tng: 

(Li) A detailed description of the design of the fa-

cility, 

(B) A description of the site, 

(C) The method of acquisition. 

(D) The estimated cost of acquisition, construc­

tion, operation and maintenance. 

(E) The manner and extent to which non-Fed­

eral entities shall participate in the acquisition, con­

struction, operation, and maintenana of the c,enter. 
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(2) In the dere/.opment of the plan and design .foT the 

2 cente·r the Secr-etary shall take into cons·ideration the batt/.e-

3 field ]JTotection plan prepared foT the city of C01·inth, illis-

4 s·issippi and the Siege and Battle of Corinth Task Porce, 

5 and shall provide an opportunity for public comment. 

6 (3) Upon completion, the Secretary shall submit the 

7 plan to the Committee on Nat·u.ral Resources of the House 

8 of Representatives and the Committee on Energy and Natu.-

9 ral Resources of the Senate. 

10 (c) l.1II'LF<:i1IEN1il'l'J()N.-In or·deT to ·implement the 

11 plan and design undeT subsection (b) of this section, the 

12 Secretary is authmized to acquir-e lands and interests in 

13 lands by donation, pur-chase with donated or appropriated 

14 fu;nds, 01· exclw.nge fO?· the construction of the centeT au.thoT-

15 ized in subsection (a), pTOvided that such lands OT inteTest 

16 theTein shall only be acquired with the consent of the owner 

17 thereof Federal funds to carry ou.t this section may only 

18 be expended on a two-foT-one matching basis with non-Fed-

19 eml funds, seTvices, materials, or lands, fairly valued as 

20 determined by the Secretary, or any combination thereof 

21 (d) AOREE.IIENT POll TilE 0PERIITTON liND ii!· MNTE-

22 N1lNCE OP TilE CENTER.-BefoTe undertaking the constru.c-

23 tion of the center, the SecTetary shall enter into a binding 

24 agreement with a qualified non-Federal entity for convey-

25 ance by deed or· /.ease from the Secretary of any structuTe 
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or property acquired and developed as provided for by this 

2 Act. Any such agreement shall prov·ide that-

3 (1) the non-Pedeml entity agree to operate and 

4 maintain the center and make no ma}or alteration of 

5 the structure or grounds ·without the express written 

6 authorization of the Secretary; 

7 (2) a plan of operations shall be submitted that 

8 is satis.f{tctory to the Secretary; 

9 (3) the Secretary shall have access to documents 

I 0 relating to the operation and maintenance of the cen-

11 ter; 

12 ( 4) the Secretary shall have the right of access to 

13 the center; and 

14 (5) the United States shall be held harmless from 

15 nll events aris·ing .f1·om the opemtion and mdinte-

16 nance of the center. 

17 (e) Coo!'EUJITII'E AouEF<J;l!ENTS FOR 1'ECIINICAL A.'i-

18 siS'l:·tSU~.-The Sec1·eta·ry may enter into cooperative 

19 agreements with the State of M·ississippi, the city of Cor-

20 inth, a·nd other public or private entities to provide tech-

21 nical assistance with respect to the center. 

22 SEC. 104. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

23 There is authorized to be appropriated not ·more than 

24 $6,000,000 to carry out this title. 

•S 986 RH 
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TITLEll-STONESRNER 
2 NATIONAL BATTLEFIELD 
3 SEC. 201. EXPANSION OF BATI'LEFIELD. 

4 Section 1 (a) of tlw Act entitled "An Act to arnend the 

5 boundaries of Stones Rit·er National Uattlefielfi, Tert11 essee, 

6 andjbr other purposes", approved December 23, 1987 (101 

7 Stat. 1433; 16 V.S.C. 426n) is amended by striking "mun-

8 bered 327/80,004B, and dated November 1991" and insert-

9 ing ", numbered 327/80,011, and dated Jlay l.'J94". 

Passed the Seuate ~ovember 17 (legislative da.v, 1\o­

vember 2), 199:-l. 

Attest: 

•S 986 RH 

WALTER .J. STEWART, 

Secretary. 



54 

STATEMENT OF RON. EDWARD J. MARKEY, A U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM MASSACHUSE'ITS 

Mr. MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan, very much. I appreciate 
the opportunity to speak today. I am here today as an original co­
sponsor of H.R. 746, the bipartisan legislation that would preserve 
the Civil War battlefields in the Shenandoah Valley. 

One hundred thirty years ago the Shenandoah Valley was one of 
the most fiercely contested regions of the Civil War. Today, our 
Civil War heritage is an integral part of our national history and 
it must be preserved. 

Historians have long referred to the Shenandoah battles in the 
same breath as those famous battles that took place in Gettysburg, 
Antietam, and Chattanooga. The legislation before us is truly 
unique. The bill calls for tourism, preservation, and interpretation 
of these historic sites. 

In addition, funds would be allocated to establish grants for prop­
erty owners and local governments to preserve battlefield sites in 
the context of a regional heritage plan. As a Massachusetts resi­
dent, I have had the opportunity to witness the preservation of 
some of America's greatest historical treasures, from the battlefield 
of Lexington Green to the Freedom Trail in Boston and, as a vi­
brant part of our history, I believe the Shenandoah Valley battle­
fields fall into the same category. 

Fortuitously, there is absolutely no geographic proximity between 
that and the proposed Disney site, so I don't see why it would not 
be possible for us to deal with this issue in a way that would en­
sure that there would be proper recognition for the site, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you. Without objection, our complete state­
ments and those of witnesses will be made part of the record in 
their entirety. Hearing no objection, so ordered. 

Let me then turn back to our witnesses, Senator Warner, Con­
gressman Wolf, and Congressman Goodlatte. 

We are pleased to welcome you, Senator. Why don't you proceed 
with your statement? 

STATEMENT OF RON. JOHN WARNER, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
VIRGINIA 

Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan. I shall be very 
brief. We will vote momentarily in the Senate. I am pleased to say 
that this legislation has been accepted by the Senate, and I am 
hopeful that the House will accord it likewise an acceptance. 

I have here with me on my right and my left two eminently 
qualified individuals to address this issue, and therefore, my brief 
remarks will be limited to first some of the reasons the Park Serv­
ice has indicated to us that th~ integrity of these battlefields in 
many ways, as Mr. Markey referred to it, has been pennanently 
lost. Others are threatened, and it has only been through the dedi­
cation of private organizations and a commitment by local govern­
ments, and that the majority of the battlefields are much like they 
were when Stonewall Jackson and Phil Sheridan took control of the 
valley. 

I have walked over a number of these fields and visited also with 
the landowners, and I want to pay a special commendation to the 
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landowners. So many of these places are still in the hands of fami­
lies who were present, their forebears were there at the time of 
that historic struggle. 

AB an example of why we must protect these battlefields, since 
I introduced this legislation in May of 1993, the local governments 
of Winchester and Frederick County have taken extraordinary 
steps to protect 342 acres of the Battle of Kernstown. This property 
was to be auctioned for residential housing until these local govern­
ments secured an option to buy this property, thus temporarily de­
laying the possible development of the property. 

Mr. Chairman, reacting to crisis situations is no way to perma­
nently protect these treasured sites. It is time for the Federal Gov­
ernment to step forward and become a partner with private organi­
zations and local governments and the property owners to preserve 
this heritage. This is a struggle, as you well know, Members of this 
committee and others. This is being studied today as intensely as 
it was 100 years ago, and we have visitors from all over the United 
States and indeed many from far-flung parts of the world have 
come and quietly tread the paths and the roads where this historic 
combat took place. 

These battlefields are deserving of the designation of a national 
park and nothing less. The Park Service has stated based on their 
analysis that, and I quote, "Because of their size and unprotected 
status, the battles of Shenandoah Valley, where it is most impor­
tant, most neglected and most threatened resource," quite a sen­
tence, end quote. 

There is no question about the value of these lands. They are es­
sentially undisturbed and continue to tell an important story of the 
military strategy employed during the battles of the Stonewall 
Jackson Valley Campaign in 1862, and the battles associated with 
the Union General Sheridan's burning of the valley in 1864. 

It is critical that the responsibilities of the Shenandoah Battle­
field Commission remain a central feature of this legislation. I 
know there are those who are concerned about the Commission, 
but my views are as follows: the history of the Park Service rela­
tionship with the citizens in the valley is well-known and in some 
instances not a favorable recollection. The Commission provides an 
important opportunity to foster an atmosphere of partnership, un­
derline partnership between the local government, private land­
owners, charitable organizations, and the Federal Government. The 
Park Service's own report indicates that a cooperative approach 
which employs a variety of preservation options would produce the 
most successful results. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the committee, I am confident 
that these battlefields will make a very positive contribution to the 
Park Service preservation of this tragic chapter of our American 
history. 

I thank the Chair, and the distinguished Member, and I yield the 
floor, as we say, to my distinguished colleagues. 

Mr. VENTO. I know that you will probably have to leave and I 
don't want to delay you. But I think it is significant that you are 
here this morning to advocate this. You have been a good friend of 
historic and cultural preservation in your State, and for that I am 
grateful, as are many other Americans I'm sure. 
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You have played that role well. 
Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan. I like to do my 

small part along with other Members of this delegation. 
Mr. VENTO. You have done much. 
Senator WARNER. Since the Members have been in it for 16 years 

now, there has been quite a change. 
Mr. VENTO. You have done more than your small part and espe­

cially as it relates to this aspect of cultural history, But in Virginia, 
as you know, there is hardly a place that you can touch that hasn't 
been impacted by this awful Civil War. 

The concern about the government structure is one of more than 
passing interest to me. I would like to find some way to deal with 
the concern that you have raised, and I have listened very carefully 
to your comments with regard to that. 

We have written some models for that that apply to what we call 
the Heritage Partnership. I would like to share that witli you to 
see if that particular fonnat would work for some of the sites, if 
not all, and then perhaps yield to the Park Service with whatever 
type of qualifications would be workable. 

Senator WARNER. We would be happy to do that and provide you 
comments, Mr. Chainnan. 

Mr. VENTO. I would appreciate that if you would, and I will be 
working closely with your colleagues here at the table. That is the 
only comment that I have. We could exchange a number of ques­
tions, but I don't think it is necessary, considering your schedule. 

Congressman Markey, did you have any questions of the Sen­
ator? 

Mr. MARKEY. No, thank you. Excellent job, Senator Warner. 
Senator WARNER. If I might just conclude, I do recollect having 

been in this hearing room for many years with Congressman Rob­
inson, Congressman Jack Marsh, Congressman French Slaughter, 
all of whom came from that basic area of Virginia and who, 
through their energy and wisdom, did a lot to make what we are 
seeking possible, what we are seeking today. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Senator. 
Senator WARNER. I wish my colleagues well. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you. Let's proceed with the other members 

present. Frank, if you want to go ahead with your statement, I 
have a copy of it, and it will be made a part of the record. You can 
summarize or read the relevant portions. 

STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK WOLF, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
· FROM VIRGINIA 

Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan, and thank you for holding 
the hearing. I appreciate it very much. 

In response to a congressional directive, PL 101-628, the Na­
tional Park Service undertook the task of studying the Civil War 
sites in the Shenandoah Valley, and concluded that the battlefields 
where the Stonewall Jackson Valley Campaign of 1862 and its deci­
sive Sheridan Campaign of 1864 were waged and should be pre­
served. 

However, the National Park Service did not recommend a specific 
preservation strategy. Therefore, some local valley residents accept-
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ed a challenge by the Park Service staff to devise a plan to pre­
serve these historic lands, and their efforts were remarkable grass­
roots effort. Local residents began to meet and discuss how these 
hallowed lands could be preserved for future generations to learn 
from and enjoy, and they are eager, Mr. Chairman, to share the 
stories of the valley, not just battle maneuvers and formations, but 
the stories of people dislocated by a brutal war. 

They want to share the story of how the City of Winchester, Vir­
ginia changed hands between the north and the south at least 73 
times and how the turmoil affected local residents. After countless 
meetings and telephone conversations, a consensus began to form 
around a partnership concept with Federal, State, and local govern­
ments, private landowners, and preservation groups working to­
gether to preserve these lands. 

After a draft bill was ready, there were a number of discussions 
and meetings held in the Shenandoah Valley on the proposed legis­
lation. These meetings provided an opportunity for thorough review 
and comment by valley residents and officials on the legislation. 
These meetings were attended by local government officials, land­
owners, business people, and preservationists to serve as a vehicle 
to refine, modify, and improve the legislation with the input and 
advice of the citizens throughout the Shenandoah Valley. 

What I found in these public hearings and meetings was unprec­
edented unanimous support for this legislation. Having worked, 
Mr. Chairman, for 5 years at the Department of Interior under Sec­
retary Roger Morton from 1970 to 1975, I can honestly say I have 
never seen a bill whereby everybody involved was in support of the 
bill. 

The legislation has been endorsed by every local government 
where core battlefield properties are located. Moreover, we have a 
broad bipartisan coalition of interest united to preserve these treas­
ures, bipartisan in the valley and bipartisan here in Congress with 
Senator Warner, Senator Robb, Senator Bumpers and others. 
· This subcommittee should know that the work of the valley resi­
dents did not end with the drafting and introduction of the bill. As 
Mr. Bob Watkins, Director of Planning and Development for Fred­
erick County will tell you, there has been great activity in the past 
year to preserve these properties. Local governments alone can't 
preserve these valuable resources. 

They need a partnership, and as Senator Warner said, I think 
that is the key word-a partnership with the Federal Government 
to preserve these lands. Even the most well-intentioned friends of 
battlefield preservation will find it difficult to keep the threats of 
residential construction, commercial developments, highway con­
struction and industrial development at bay. 

Interstate 66 and 81 bring increasing pressure on this rural 
landscape and threaten to consume more battlefield land. As the 
Park Service study indicates, some critical properties have already 
been lost. Since the Civil War, most of the Shenandoah Valley has 
remained in the same type of agricultural use, but as the Park 
Service has reported, increasing development threatens key battle­
field sites. 

S. 1033 and the other legislation would protect many of these 
through designation as a unit of the national park system, while 
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encouraging partnerships with local governments and private land­
owners to protect the natural cultural and historical resources or 
an adjacent land within the historic core areas of the key battle­
field sites. 

Partnership is the key ingredient. The bill capitalizes on the co­
operation and hard work, which would create a sturdy foundation 
upon which to build this park. I would encourage the subcommittee 
to utilize the experience, dedication, and knowledge base that ex­
ists in the valley in preparing a plan for park management advice 
facilities and educational programs and historical markers and ex­
hibits throughout the valley. The Park Service should work and I 
know will work hand in glove with the local people. 

Another important component in the legislation is that it pro­
vides incentives for local governments to preserve historic land by 
including battlefield protection and original planning. Grants and 
technical assistance provide the necessary incentives that local gov­
ernments need to ward off development pressures. 

We are not getting involved into a situation, as Mr. Markey 
talked about, in the Manassas battlefield and the controversy that 
the Congress went through three and four years ago. The planning 
and the local people are prepared to work in a much different way 
than we really had then. 

Another key ingredient which I would like to stress is the grants 
of the private battlefield owners. Because of the fiscal constraints 
and Federal discretionary spending, we can't expect the National 
Park Service to purchase thousands and thousands of acres of land. 
This is much too expensive. 

We can, however, provide incentives to local landowners to assist 
in the preservation of historic lands. In exchange for these eco­
nomic incentives, private landowners could provide the Park Serv­
ice needed scenic or preservation easements or could contractually 
agree to maintain open space lands with historic viewsheds. This 
will ensure that the comprehensive overall interpretation of the re­
sources is attained. 

Mr. Chairman, this innovative partnership concept will be the 
least costly and disruptive strategy to protect the lands forever, 
and I believe the time is right to make these hallowed grounds part 
of the national park system, and as Mr. Markey also said and Mr. 
McFearson was quoted just the other day again saying that they 
are on the level or comparable with Antietam and with Gettysburg. 

Lastly, I think it is important for the Park Service to be involved. 
When I was at the Department of Interior for five years, the Park 
Service was sort of viewed as the Marine Corps of the Department 
of Interior. Their interpretive abilities at different places such as 
Independence Hall in Jamestown is really so important. 

Again, in closing, Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding the hear­
ing. I would also like to acknowledge and thank the witnesses and 
the many residents of the Valley who have worked so hard for so 
many years on this legislation and who have come to participate 
in the hearings. 

And I ask that my statement be included in the record. 
Mr. VENTO. Thanks, Frank. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Wolf follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN FRANK R. WOLF 

Chainnan Vento, thank you for holding this hearing. I appreciate the opportunity 
to testify before you and the subcommittee on S. 1033/H.R. 746, the "Shenandoah 
Valley National Battlefields Partnership Act," not only because we have an excellent 
opportunity to preserve an integral piece of American history, but because this slice 
of history is in the Shenandoah Valley of Virginia which I represent. 

The residents of the Valley appreciate their surroundings and are filled with a 
sense of history. It is easy to find someone from the Valley willing to recount a story 
from one of the two great Civil War campaigns this legislation seeks to preserve. 
It was this sense of history that unified the residents of the Valley behind this pro­
posal. 

In response to a congressional directive (P.L. 101-628), the National Park Service 
("NPS") undertook the task of studying the Civil War sites in the Shenandoah Val­
ley. The NPS identified significant Civil War sites and detennined their condition, 
established their relative importance, assessed short- and long-tenn threats to their 
integrity, and provided general alternatives for their preservation. 

The Park Service discovered that 15 of the 326 documented armed conflicts in the 
Valley between 1861 and 1865 were of particularly high significance. Because many 
portions of the Valley retain a high degree of historic, rural and scenic integrity, 
the NPS concluded that they should be preserved. The two major Valley cam­
paigns-the Thomas J . "Stonewall" Jackson Valley campaign of 1862 and the deci­
sive Philip Sheridan campaign of 1864-are the major Civil War battlefields not yet 
preserved. This Congress has a historic opportunity to capitalize on the overwhelm­
ing momentum of support for this legislation. 

Unfortunately, the NPS did not recommend a specific preservation strategy. 
Therefore, some local Valley residents accepted a challenge by Park Service staff to 
devise a plan to preserve these historic lands. Their efforts were remarkable. Their 
dedication and perserverance unflappable. This was truly a grass roots effort. 

Local residents began to meet and discuss how these hallowed lands could be pre­
served for future generations to learn from and enjoy. They are eager to share the 
stories of the Valley-not just battle maneuvers and fonnations, but the stores of 
people dislocated by a brutal war. They want to share the story of how the City of 
Winchester, Virginia, changed hands between North and South at least 73 times, 
and how that tunnoil affected local residents. Even today, one can sense the effect 
the war had on the Valley. 

After countless meetings and telephone conversations, in which the National Park 
Service was consulted, a consensus began to fonn around a partnership concept 
where Federal, State, and local governments, private landowners and preservation 
groups could work together to preserve these lands. After a draft bill was ready, we 
held discussion meetings in the Shenandoah Valley on the proposed legislation. 
These meetings provided an opportunity for thorough review and comment by Valley 
residents and officials on this legislation. These meetings, attended by local govern­
ment officials, landowners, business people, and preservationists, served as a vehicle 
to refine, modify, and improve the legislation with the input and advice of citizens 
from throughout the Shenandoah Valley. 

What I found during those public meetings was unprecedented unanimous sup­
port for this legislation. I served at the Department of the Interior in the 70's under 
Secretary Morton, and I can't recall ever gaining such widespread support for a park 
bill. The legislation before this subcommittee has been endorsed by every local gov­
ernment where core battlefield properties are located. Moreover, we have a broad, 
bipartisan coalition of interests united to preserve these treasures of history. The 
list that follows my statement, compiled over a year and a half ago, comprises those 
persons and entities who endorsed this partnership approach to preservation. There 
have been many others since this list was put together. 

This subcommittee should know that the work of Valley residents did not end 
with the drafting and introduction of this legislation. As Mr. Bob Watkins, director 
of Planning and Development for Frederick County, will tell you, there has been 
great activity in the past year. The Frederick County Board of Supervisors and Win­
chester City Council have appointed a Battlefield Task Force whose responsibility 
it is to prepare a strategic plan for the protection and use of the battlefield sites. 
Your staff has been provided the Task Force's interim action plan which designates 
the most critical and significant sites and recommends immediate actions to be 
taken. Frederick County and the City of Winchester have also successfully con­
vinced a trustee of a battlefield property at Kernstown to postpone a planned auc­
tion. Moreover, they have purchased a $500,000 two-year option to buy the land. 
Not only have the local governments dedicated time and personnel to planning the 
preservation of the battlefields, they have committed scarce resources to protect 
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these lands. This is an overwhelming demonstration of their commitment to the suc­
cessful implementation of a preservation plan. 

Local governments alone can't preserve these valuable resources; they need a 
partnership with the Federal Government to preserve these lands. Even the most 
well intentioned friends of battlefield preservation will find it difficult to keep the 
threats of residential construction, commercial development, highway construction, 
and industrial development at bay. Interstates 66 and 81 bring increasing pressure 
on this rural landscape and threaten to consume more battlefield land. As the NPS 
study indicates, some critical properties have already been lost. 

Since the Civil War, most of the Shenandoah Valley has remained in the same 
type of agricultural use, but, as the Park Service has reported, increasing develop­
ment threatens key battlefield sites. S. 1033 would protect many of these through 
designation as a unit of the National Park System, while encouraging partnerships 
with local governments and private landowners to protect the natural cultural and 
historical resources on adjacent lands within the historic core areas of the key bat­
tlefield sites. Partnership is the key ingredient in this bill It was borne of coopera­
tion and will succeed by bringing all interested parties into the planning, develop­
ment, and implementation of this novel preservation scheme. 

This bill capitalizes on the cooperation and hard work which have created a stur­
dy foundation upon which to build this park. Much of the groundwork has been laid 
by residents of the Valley and specialists knowledgeable about land use planning, 
environmental impact studies etc. I encourage this subcommittee to utilize the expe­
rience, dedication, and knowledge base that exists in the Valley in preparing a plan 
for park management, visitor facilities, educational programs, and historical mark­
ers and exhibits throughout the Shenandoah Valley. The NPS should work hand­
in-glove with the local community. 

The second important component of the legislation is that it provides incentives 
for local governments to preserve historic land by including battlefield protection in 
regional planning. As the Park Service study observed, local governments are under 
increasing pressure to allow residential construction, commercial development, high­
way construction, and industrial development. Grants and technical assistance pro­
vide the necessary incentives that local governments need to ward off development 
pressures. 

The third key ingredient which I would like so stress is the grants to private bat­
tlefield landowners. Because of the tight fiscal constraints of Federal discretionary 
spending, we can't expect the National Park Service to purchase thousands and 
thousands of acres of land. This is much too expensive. We can, however, provide 
incentives to local landowners to assist in the preservation of historic lands. In ex­
change for these economic incentives, private landowners could provide the Park 
Service needed scenic or preservation easements or could contractually agree to 
maintain open-space lands with historic viewsheds. This will ensure that a com­
prehensive overall interpretation of the resource is attained. 

Mr. Chairman, the time is upon us for Federal action to preserve the historic Civil 
Was battlefields of the Shenandoah Valley, in partnership with State and local gov­
ernments, local landowners and preservation groups. This innovative concept will be 
the least costly and disruptive strategy to protect the lands forever. 

Again, I would like to thank you for holding this hearing. I would also like to ac­
knowledge and thank the witnesses and many residents of the Valley who have 
worked so hard on this legislation and came to participate in this hearing. As you 
can surmise, there is great interest and support for this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the following articles that describe the efforts to create 
a Civil War National Battlefield Park in the Shenandoah Valley of Virginia be in­
cluded in the record following my statement. 

Mr. VENTO. Let me, before I call on Congressman Goodlatte, ask 
unanimous consent to put in the record Senator Charles Robb's 
statement in support of the bill, and I have a statement from Con­
gressman Whitten in support of the Corinth matter. 

And finally, as members of the Commission, Mike Andrews, Mi­
chael Andrews from Texas, a member of the Civil War Battlefield 
Commission, and ask that he be allowed to put his statement in 
the record. So I will place those in the record before I forget, and 
then call on Congressman Goodlatte. Welcome. 

[Prepared statements of Messrs. Robb & Whitten follow:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR CHARLES S. ROBB 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to submit testimony on behalf of S. 
1033, a bill to establish the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields and Commis­
sion in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

It has been a long and arduous road to get to this stage in the legislative process, 
and both Senator Warner and I are indebted to those local concerned citizens who 
have devoted a significant portion of their time to making the Shenandoah Valley 
into a historical park. Their effort and participation is truly commendable and I 
would just like to add a few words about why I believe this bill is important and 
unique. 

While there is no doubt that the Shenandoah Valley is rich in Civil War history­
it is the site of both General "Stonewall" Jackson's 1862 valley campaign and Gen­
eral Sheridan's 1864 Union campaign-this area has been the subject of a complex 
public debate between preservationists and private property owners. I'm pleased to 
point out, however, that this legislation before us today is about cooperation and 
compromise. 

S. 1033 is the product of a grass roots effort of preservationists, local government 
officials, local residents and private property owners, who came together to find a 
way to preserve our national heritage without unduly infringing on the rights of 
property owners. It is not often that you find a legislative effort that enjoys such 
a wide range of participants and supporters. This is S. 1033's strength and its back­
bone. 

We believe that this bill will set a new standard for the way in which national 
parks will be established. It's the test case, and so far, we have experienced success 
in moving this project forward. I urge you to listen to this testimony closely so that 
you can determine the merits of this project. 

Aside from establishing boundaries for the Shenandoah Valley National Battle­
fields in Virginia and the creation of a Commission, made up of local landowners, 
officials, Civil War historians, and preservationists, this bill encourages cooperative 
agreements between the Federal Government and private individuals. In essence, 
this bill is indeed about "partnership" and is named accordingly. 

I should point out, however, that all of this cooperation and hard work can be lost 
if a federal presence is not associated with this area. The pressures on local govern­
ment for development can be overwhelming. We are not talking about a place with 
only some historical significance. We are talking about a living, breathing part of 
our national heritage. The preservation and interpretation of these sites will make 
a vital contribution to the understanding of the heritage of the United States. The 
events that occurred at New Market, Belle Grove, the Piedmont, Cedar Creek, and 
Third Winchester are as important to the residents of Harrisonburg, Virginia as 
they are to the residents of Fulton County, Georgia or Houston, Texas. That is why 
we are here today and why the Park Service is behind this unique project. 

I cannot overemphasize how these battlefields need the expertise of the National 
Park Service to ensure their preservation. The preservation of Civil War sites within 
a regional area requires the assistance of local property owners and Federal, State 
and local government entities. Fortunately, this bill sets up the framework nec­
essary to manage such a special place, and we have secured the assurances of co­
operation from all of these parties. From the National Park Service to the local 
County Boards, we have a unified voice on the establishment of this in the National 
Park System. 

In conclusion, I am a strong supporter of this legislation and I urge you to join 
me and all of these folks who have dedicated themselves to preserving for future 
generation the many significant Civil War battlefields in the Shenandoah Valley. 

Thank you. 

PREPARED STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN JAMIE L. WHI'ITEN 

Mr. Chairman, my fellow colleagues of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this oppor­
tunity to testify on behalf of my bill, H.R. 3714 providing for an interpretive center 
at the Civil War Battlefield of Corinth, Mississippi. This legislation, which has al­
ready passed the Senate, recognizes the historical importance of the Battle of Cor­
inth in our nation's Civil War. 

It is my firmly held belief that the preservation of our historical sites by your sub­
committee is indeed noble work which serves to educate, enlighten, and inspire gen­
erations to come and no such historical site can make a more just and legitimate 
claim to your favorable consideration than Corinth. 

Why Corinth? 

87-277 - 95 - 3 
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It was Corinth that was one of the most important transportation centers of the 
South from which troops from the Deep South were transported by rail to fight and 
die on the battlegrounds of the eastern seaboard, and it was through Corinth that 
supplies flowed back from the Confederate manufacturing centers in the east. 

It was Corinth that the Union Armies, under Grant, saw as their principal objec­
tive and whose march to capture the city was interrupted by the bloody battle of 
Shiloh, Tennessee. 

It was Corinth which was the site of one of the greatest sieges of the Civil War 
where over 200,000 troops were involved, resulting in a brilliantly executed with­
drawal by the Confederate General Beauregard and the occupation by the Union 
Army. 

It was Corinth where the Union Armies constructed a comprehensive network of 
fortifications to prevent its recapture which were some of the most advanced that 
the military world had seen up to that time-fortications that were studied and cop­
ied for use in future wars. 

It was Corinth where a bloody battle was fought by a determined Confederate 
Army to regain the hub of their western transportation and an equally determined 
Union Army to prevent this recapture from happening. 

It was the Battle of Corinth which saw some of the most gallant and heroic ac­
tions of the Civil War. It was here at Corinth where Colonel W.P. Rogers fell leading 
his men of the 2nd Texas in a dramatic and desperate attempt to capture the 
Robinette Battery-one of the key components of the Union defense. The equally 
brave and heroic Union soldiers were so moved by Rogers' gallant death that they 
paid battlefield tribute to him and his courageous comrades. 

The importance of Corinth to the Confederacy could best be illustrated by Colonel 
Rogers' action and the severe losses the Confederate Army suffered that day in their 
desperate attempt to recapture the city. Their losses were on an equal percentage 
scale as those suffered by the Confederate Army in the battle of Antietam. They, 
like the fallen Union soldiers, payed the ultimate price of their devotion to their 
cause. 

After President Abraham Lincoln issued the Emancipation Proclamation, it was 
Corinth where incredible numbers of freed slaves were able to fully embrace their 
first flush of freedom. A camp was established at Corinth for freeman throughout 
the Deep South. By March, 1863 the model camp at Corinth housed nearly 4,000 
former slaves and it was at this camp that one of the first black regiments was 
raised. 

Why Corinth? 
In 1990, the Department of Interior named the Battle of Corinth to a list of the 

25 most significant and endangered battlefields in America. Sixteen separate Civil 
War sites around Corinth have been designated as national historic landmarks. 

Mr. Chairman, the siege and battle of Corinth was no backwater occurrence, but 
actually a series of watershed events which played prominent roles in the outcome 
of the Civil War and have for far too long been deprived of their just recognition 
and proper place in history. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit to you that you will find no other locale outside of Cor­
inth, Mississippi where the community is more united and devoted in their support 
of a deserving historical project. Evidence of this fact is the two fine civic leaders 
of Corinth who have appeared before you today: Mayor Edward Bishop and Mrs. 
rosemary Williams. For many years they and countless others have worked dili­
gently towards making the proper recognition of Corinth a reality. 

Mr. Chairman, fellow colleagues of the Subcommittee, I thank you again for this 
opportunity to urge your favorable consideration of H.R. 3714, establishing an inter­
pretive center to properly recognize and preserve the historic Civil War sites of Cor­
inth, Mississippi. 

I ask you this in honor of the many brave souls-both North and South-who fell 
there forever honorably and tragically staining Corinth's soil with their lifes' blood. 

Mr. Chairman, fellow colleagues of the Subcommittee, the day is late in saving 
this prominent place in our nation's history. If action is not taken soon, the window 
of historic opportunity will be forever closed. 

Again, thank you. 

STATEMENT OF HON. BOB GOODLATTE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will submit my 
statement, in fact, I think it has already been submitted for the 
record, and I will just speak briefly about it. 
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First I would like to thank Congressman Wolf for his leadership 
on this issue. This is something that is of vital interest to virtually 
the entire Shenandoah Valley, because these battlefield sites string 
across the entire valley. 

One of the first things that he did when I came to the Congress 
last year was to come to me and ask me to cosponsor this legisla­
tion because three of these battlefield sites are in my congressional 
district, Fort Republic, Cross Keys, and the McDonald battlefield 
site. The first two are in Rockingham County and the last in High­
land County. 

Being a cautious new Member, the first thing I wanted to do was 
to meet with the local government officials and my constituents, 
and with the Rockingham County Board of Supervisors. I held a 
joint public hearing at which we had citizens from across Rocking­
ham County and from Highland County come and hear about this 
legislation and give us their comments, and we did have some op­
position in Rockingham County, particularly when this bill was 
first produced, because of the great suspicion on the part of some 
of the residents of that county of the National Park Service stem­
ming from the unfortunate way in which the Shenandoah National 
Park was created in the 1930s. 

Many of these citizens have recollections of their family members 
being bodily removed from their homes, some of them standing by 
and watching while their homes were burned to the ground as con­
demnation took that land to create that park. It is a very beautiful 
park, a very wonderful asset for our area, but it has left behind 
great suspicion of the Federal Government taking lands. 

So one of the things that has sold the people of that community, 
and I am speaking not only of the preservation groups who have 
played such a key role in creating this, but also the local govern­
ment officials who are right there on the front lines, the local busi­
ness community, the general public and perhaps most importantly, 
the property owners whose land is affected is the fact that this bill 
creates tremendous local involvement in the creation of these parks 
through the commissions that will be involved in determining the 
core areas, as well as the fact that condemnation is not allowed in 
this legislation. 

I think that is critical, in fact, the bottom line to support the cre­
ating of these battlefields. The reason it is important is we are 
really in a battle against time here. As Congressman Wolf indi­
cated, there is dramatic development, particularly in an area like 
Rockingham County, which is one of the faster growing parts of the 
State of Virginia. This land will be threatened over time. We are 
talking about tens of thousands of acres of land at these dozen dif­
ferent sites, and there is simply not the money for the Federal Gov­
ernment to purchase these lands in their entirety, and so local co­
operation with the landowners is the unique way that this bill es­
tablishes it to have a farmer, for example, continue to farm his 
land, but perhaps indicate a corner acre for an interpretive site to 
have some explanation of what occurred there, some cannons and 
other things to set the area, but still allow the land to be farmed, 
which in fact was what it was used for during these battles in the 
1860's is, I think, an important way to begin to preserve this area 
to get some of the land purchased and donated, but others of it 
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simply protected from future development and made available to 
the general public through this park which will interpret the area, 
I think, is a very unique and very important· way to preserve an 
area that I don't think could be preserved by the conventional 
means that we have created battlefield parks in the past. 

So for those reasons, I am a very strong proponent of this bill, 
as is the vast majority of the people in my congressional district 
who are very interested in the benefits that we will derive from 
this protection to the area, but also the opportunity to continue to 
use it as farmland and to continue to have the opportunity to rec­
ognize local property owner's rights. 

Mr. VENTO. Thanks for your testimony, Congressman Goodlatte. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Goodlatte follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE BOB GOODLATTE 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for holding today's 
hearing and your interest in the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields Partner­
ship Act of 1993. 

As you know the 101st Congress directed the National Park Service to study the 
significance and condition of Civil War battlefield sites in the Shenandoah Valley 
and report back to Congress its findings. Those findings pointed out the national 
significance of the battlefields and related areas in the Shenandoah Valley and the 
danger they face if left unprotected. This study spurred the drafting of the Shen­
andoah Valley National Battlefields Preservation Act and is the reason we are here 
today. 

I am pleased that I was asked by my colleague and fellow Virginia delegation 
member, Frank Wolf, to join him in introducing this important legislation which 
would establish a battlefield park throughout both of our congressional districts. 
Representative Wolf has put a tremendous amount of time and effort into honing 
balanced legislation to preserve the historic significance of the Shenandoah Valley's 
Civil War battlefields. Our Senators, John Warner and Chuck Robb, have already 
seen their hard work in the Senate come to fruition, for as you know the Senate 
has passed this legislation. 

I called this balanced legislation. A point that cannot be overemphasized is the 
amount of local input that was sought and provided before the Shenandoah Valley 
National Battlefields Partnership Act was introduced. Representative Wolf and I 
both felt it was imperative that valley residents and property owners have the final 
say in determining the future of these historic sites. 

Residents of the Shenandoah Valley are fiercely proud of their heritage and the 
role that their Valley played in the American Civil War, and for very good reason. 
In its battlefield study the National Park Service documented that 326 significant 
armed conflicts took place in the Valley between 1861 and 1865 and fifteen of those 
are of high significance. Not only did the battles fought in the Valley play a pivotal 
role in the Civil War and have national importance, but the ravages from these bat­
tles on the lives of local citizens and their property were great and remain an impor­
tant part of our local history. Many of the descendants of the native Valley families 
who farmed the land where these battles were fought some 130 years ago still reside 
on those same family farms today. 

This tremendous pride in the Valley's rich heritage is the key to why public par­
ticipation in the drafting of this legislation was overwhelming. More than two dozen 
public hearings were held throughout the Valley and support has been widespread. 

For example, prior to the introduction of the bill, I participated in a public meet­
ing held in my Congressional District by the Rockingham County Board of Super­
visors to find out if support for the proposal to create the Shenandoah Valley Na­
tional Battlefields Park was as widespread as we anticipated. This meeting provided 
a forum where all voices in the area could be heard. 

The community's support for the legislation at this meeting was overwhelming. 
The vast majority of area property owners, preservation groups, and local govern­
ment officials and businesses voiced their support for the bill and the Rockingham 
County Board of Supervisors subsequently endorsed it. I know that Representative 
Wolf organized and participated in many meetings in his congressional district as 
well. 

This type of support has been universal. Every Chamber of Commerce and Eco­
nomic Development Council in the five counties affected have endorsed this bill. 
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In fact the proposal itself is a local proposal. It was drafted by a coalition of citi­
zens from the area, including property owners, who worked long and hard to reach 
a sound approach to historic preservation. You will hear from several of them today. 
Local preservation groups and historians have played an important role in crafting 
this bill. James Madison University in my district has done a tremendous amount 
of groundwork in its preparation. 

As local residents, these groups and individuals have the most vested in the devel­
opment and management of the park. They best know their communities' needs and 
how their daily lives will be affected by the park's operation. That is why their ap­
proach is most successful in striking the proper chord of federal and local participa­
tion. 

Not only does the bill protect the irreplaceable resources of these battle sites, it 
also protects property rights through its entirely voluntary approach and provides 
opportunity for continued economic development for the region. This is achieved in 
a cost-efficient manner. 

This legislation does not involve acquisition of thousands of acres of land by the 
Federal Government. There will be no federal "taking" of local property. That ap­
proach would be antithetical to the residents of the Valley who as I mentioned ear­
lier are fiercely proud of their heritage, yet deeply suspicious of big Government. 

Rather, this legislation is built on providing incentives designed to encourage local 
governments and landowners to voluntarily manage their communities and property 
in ways best to further the preservation of these sites and park objectives. It re­
spects private property rights and recognizes federal budgetary limitations resulting 
from the federal budget deficit. It creates a model, partnership between the local 
communities and the Federal Government to protect our Valley's rich historic re­
sources for future generations. 

If our legislation is not enacted the stories of fifteen battles of major historical 
significance will remain untold and undocumented in our National Park System, al­
though these battles hold tremendous national importance in our Civil War story. 
They belong in the annals of history right alongside Gettysburg and Antietam. 

The rich heritage of the battles that took place in western Virginia should be re­
membered and studied by students of history. The sacrifices that men, women and 
children throughout the Valley made during this pivotal time must not be forgotten. 

I urge you to favorable report the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields Part­
nership Act. Thank you. 

Mr. VENTO. Obviously, I am mindful of the fact that the Senate 
bill also has provisions in it dealing with the issue of partnership 
and cooperation. It is a question of how we can achieve that, if we 
are going to. One of the concerns I have always had when we des­
ignate something, if we are going to designate it, is that you need 
to give the Park Service the tools that are necessary in order to 
carry out the responsibility. You referred to them as the Marine 
Corps of the Department of Interior. I think that often when we 
deny them the tools, it becomes very difficult to do. 

But you know, you look at the various sites that have been des­
ignated, like Gettysburg versus the Antietam and here you have a 
rural setting in orie case while the other has been completely modi­
fied by a lot of development around it. Both sites are very impor­
tant. 

The scene at one has been significantly affected by the develop­
ment that has occurred around it, probably before--<>r at least the 
seeds were sown before-the Park Service was even created in 
1916. But since then a lot of problems have developed. 

So the question is to avoid this sort of confrontation at these 
sites. Now, the Civil War Battlefield Commission has gone through 
a whole series of sites at which they point to certain responsibil­
ities for the Federal Government, and some that would be best for 
the State. Some of these responsibilities that will evolve or devolve 
fall to the private landowners in terms of what can be done, what 
they want to do. There is a whole series of issues that we have to 
get moving on. 
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Obviously you are in the forefront here in Virginia with Shen­
andoah. I mean it is a credit to the delegation and to the fact that 
there was a study done that was along the same lines of the Civil 
War Battlefield Commission that you have this before us. I know 
that you had sought hearings on this really early in the session, 
and here we are now in the last months, but I am pleased that I 
was at least able to respond, if not in a more timely manner, and 
have a chance to do something with regard to this. Perhaps we can 
set a pattern of what we might do eventually, or what might be 
done eventually with regards to the Civil War battlefields in gen­
eral. 

But I think that as I look at this, I have to think of it in the 
context of how are we going to address the problems in the other 
sites. That is one of the reasons I have tried to bring this hearing 
together today, both in the nature of oversight and specifically with 
regards to some legislative proposals. 

We have two additional legislative proposals, one in Oklahoma, 
and the other in Murfreesboro, which is the site of Civil War activ­
ity which Members want to see some action on in this session. But 
I hope that insofar as they relate to this partnership, that we 
would end up setting up a model that could be useful, both in Vir­
ginia and in Oklahoma and/or in Murfreesboro, as it is appropriate. 

So I don't really have any questions, Frank, unless you do. We 
will be visiting about this, but I am concerned about the govern­
ment structure that is in here, obviously the types of limitations. 
I understand why they were in there. 

There are some sites that have been left out obviously that were 
in the study, as near as I can see, but we will try to iron out those 
differences as we go through the specifics with the panel that fol­
lows. Unless you have further comments-Congressman Markey, 
did you have any questions of our colleagues? 

Mr. MARKEY. No. Thank you. 
Mr. VENTO. If not, let me invite you to join me at the dais. 
We will hear, I think, next from Mr. Rogers, and I will ask him 

to testify specifically on the issue of Shenandoah first, and then we 
will go into the panel that is going to testify on the issue of Shen­
andoah, perhaps talking about a number of issues that are related 
to it. 

But join us if you have the time, if you don't, we understand. 
Mr. WoLF. Thank you very much. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you very much. We are pleased to welcome 

the representative from the Department of the Interior, Mr. Jerry 
Rogers, the Associate Director for Cultural Resources with the Na­
tional Park Service. 

Mr. Rogers, I think if your schedule permits today, we might 
have you give the testimony on Shenandoah now and then with­
hold the testimony on Corinth until just before that panel appears, 
and then do it at that time, and then finally wait until just before 
the last panel to respond to the Civil War Commission, if your 
schedule would permit. We will see how it goes. 

If you have a problem, please signal such to me, either now or 
later. 
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STATEMENT OF JERRY L. ROGERS, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, 
CULTURAL RESOURCES, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, DEPART­
MENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Mr. RoGERS. I am pleased to be at your service, Mr. Chairman. 
It is a pleasure to come before the subcommittee as always, and I 
will deliver the Department's testimony in the order that you just 
requested. 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you. You may proceed. 
Mr. ROGERS. Let me say that I hope that Mr. Wolfs complimen­

tary remarks about the National Park Service and especially in 
comparison to the Marine Corps refers to high standards. 

I am aware that there are at least some people sitting behind me 
who think that it is because we tend to charge beachheads a little 
too frequently. I would like to say that I agree with the emphasis 
on partnerships in all of the early testimony, and that we don't 
want to be thought of in terms of anything other than willing part­
ners who share values with the landowners and local officials and 
citizens whose history this is. 

On the subject of S. 1033 and H.R. 736 dealing with the Shen­
andoah Valley battlefields, I will be very brief, because I know you 
have a heavy agenda today. As you know, the Senate has already 
passed S. 1033. We support enactment if it is amended in conform­
ance with this testimony. 

The recommendations for amendment are very few. I think ev­
eryone is aware that the President has given general guidance that 
he wants us to show restraint in creating new statutory committees 
and commissions, and in conformance with that general guidance, 
we recommend that the bill be amended to delete the section estab­
lishing the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields Commission, 
and in lieu of that, we recommend that the National Park Service 
be charged with conducting a locally-based planning process to de­
velop the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields Plan. My per­
sonal view is that that would have to be an ongoing process, be­
cause a level of communication is needed that must never stop. 

Our other recommendations are that we must make sure that 
sufficient acreage is preserved, either under National Park Service 
ownership or through other agreements that are reliable to make 
sure that an interpretive core can be preserved, and that the his­
toric setting of the battlefields can be preserved. 

We also ask, in conformance to that, that the bill be amended in 
a manner that does not restrict our ability to acquire land for re­
source protection purposes. I frankly cannot imagine employing a 
process that is adverse, but these laws create National Park Serv­
ice obligations in perpetuity, and that is a very long time, and we 
believe that we ought not to be restricted. 

We recommend that the Secretary of the Interior, rather than 
the Commission, be charged with preparing the Shenandoah Valley 
National Battlefields Plan, and that the National Park Service 
should administer only those resources whose integrity has been 
ensured by adequate local preservation mechanisms. Other sites 
ought to be managed by partners in State and local government 
and the private sector, and the National Park Service must play a 
sufficient role in this process to determine which resources are ap-
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propriate for National Park Service management and how they 
should be administered. 

We recommend further that the bill provide for a feasibility 
study to determine the eligibility of the Shenandoah Valley as an 
historic area, consistent with the Heritage Areas bill on which you 
have worked, because we know that the Shenandoah Valley has 
many wonderful assets that are not directly tied to the Civil War. 

Mr. Chairman, that is it in a nutshell and I would be happy to 
answer questions if you wish. 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Rogers follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF JERRY L. ROGERS, ASSOCIATE · DIRECTOR, CULTURAL 
RESOURCES, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF .THE INTERIOR, 
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS, AND PUBLIC 
LANDS, HOUSE COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, CONCERNING S. 1033 
AND H.R. 746 TO ESTABLISH THE SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL 
BATTLEFIELDS AND COMMISSION IN THE COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA. 

JUly 25, 1994 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to present the 

Department of Interior's views on s. 1033 and H. R. 746, bills 

that would establish the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields 

and Commission in Virginia. As the Senate has already passed 

S. 1033, we will direct our remarks to S. 1033. 

We support S. 1033 if amended in conformance with this testimony 

This legislation would establish the Shenandoah Valley National 

Battlefields as a unit of the National Park System to be 

administered by the National Park Service. The Secretary of the 

Interior would be authorized to acquire lands and interests 

for the Battlefield · park by donation or purchase from willing 

sellers. In addition, the bill would establish the Shenandoah 

Valley National Battlefields Commission and require the 

Commission, in consultation with the Secretary, to prepare a 

Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields Plan. 

1 
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The Shenandoah Valley is a special place. Many portions of the 

valley retain a high degree of historic, rural, and scenic 

integrity. The survival of this cultural landscape, as 

representative of the social history, is a critical reason that 

the Shenandoah Valley is an important geographic and historic 

resource. In its current condition the valley possesses 

remarkable scenic beauty and exceptional potential for 

interpreting aspects of the Civil War ~hich are not currently 

represented in .the National Park System. 

The National Park Service has evaluated the battlefields in the 

Shenandoah Valley, including those battlefields associated with 

the Thomas J."Stonewall" Jackson Campaign of 18 62 and the 

decisive campaigns of 1864, and has determined that they are of· 

national significance. 

The National Park Service supports the initial designation of the 

proposed 1,863 acres as the Shenandoah Valley National 

Battlefields. However, we have several concerns with s. 1033 as 

currently written and request that changes be made to improve the 

bill. 

First, as you may know, the President has requested that Congress 

show restraint in creating new statutory committees or extending 

existing ones beyond their stated time frame. This request 

applies to both advisory committees subject to the Federal 

2 
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Advisory Committee Act and operationa l c ommittees. As such, we 

recommend that the bill be amended to delete the section 

establishing the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields 

Commission. In lieu of establishing a Commission, we recommend 

that the National Park service be charged with conducting a 

locally-based planning process to develop the Shenandoah Valley 

National Battlefields Plan. 

As a means to support this planning process, we endorse th·e use 

of grants, as authorized in the bill, to facilit a te the 

development of local preservatio n and interpretation programs. 

In fact, the National Park Service's American Battlefield 

Protection Program h a s already funded grants in excess of 

$220,000 to assist local groups to initiate resource conservation 

planning and develop interpretativ e ma terials for Shenandoah 

Valley battlefield resources. 

Second, an understanding of the i ndividual battles within the 

valley is best achieved by viewing the battlefields together, in 

their interaction with one another within a campaign context. 

Furthermore, the true significance lies in the relationship of 

the battlefields and c a mpaigns to the resources of the Shenandoah 

Valley. The Shenandoah Valley's geography, agricultural 

productivity, and trans portation network are the r e a s on there 

were civil War campaigns in the Shena ndoah Valley. As such, we 

believe that suf.ficient acreage must be preserved under ownership 

3 
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or through cooperative agreements ; by the National Park Service 

or other conservation . partners, to provide an interpretive core 

and preserve the historic setting of the battlefields. As such, 

the bill should be amended in a manner that .does not restrict our 

ability to acquire lands important for resource protection 

purposes·. 

Finally, the bill would authorize the Commission to prepare a 

Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields plan, in consultation 

with the Secretary. We recommend that the Secretary be charged 

with preparing this plan. The Nat i onal Park Service should 

administer only those resources, whose integrity has .been insured 

by adequate local preservation . mechanisms . Other supporting 

sites could be managed by partners in state and local government 

and the private. sector. The National Park Serv ice must be in 

charge of this process to determine whi c h resources are 

appropriate for National Park Service management, and how they 

should be administered. 

Th• Nation~l Park Service is interested in being a partner in 

resource conservation in the valley. However, the resources of 

the Shenandoah Valley will not be protected solely through 

acquisition by the United States or other groups. The valley 

will only be protected by local commitment and acceptance of a 

broad range of preservation techniques. The National Park 

service encourages the continuation of public education campaigns 

4 
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as a means to continue building a local constituency for 

preservation. 

To facilitate public participation in the protection of the 

valley and its resources, we recommend that the bill provide for 

a feasibility study to determine the eligibility of the 

Shenandoah Valley as an historic area, consistent with the 

Heritage Areas bill. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, we support s. 1033 with the recommended 

changes. 

If S. 1033 is enacted, fundi ng for the park wou ld be contingent 

upon Federal budgetary constraints and Administration funding 

priorities. 

This concludes my prepared remarks, Mr. Chairman. I would be 

pleased to respond to questions at this time. 

5 
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Mr. VENTO. I was just talking to Helen Hooper of my staff, and 
we noticed in the executive summary of the study that was put to­
gether, which is along the same format as the Civil War Battlefield 
Commission study, that they point out 15 battles that were fought. 
But some of those sites have actually been lost; is that correct? 

Mr. RoGERS. Some have been lost, Mr. Chairman, and if you 
need details on any of those, I--

Mr. VENTO. Well, what I really am concerned about, is in es­
sence, in the Warner bill and in the Wolf bill, are there sites that 
are out there that we ought to be addressing now, or are we miss­
ing something? 

Mr. RoGERS. I believe we have the essence. 
Mr. VENTO. OK That is what I am after. I want to do this and 

I don't want to have to be visiting this in a few years because of 
the integrity in this. They talked about the 82 percent, so that the 
integrity is pretty high in most of these sites right now; is that cor­
rect? 

Mr. RoGERS. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. And otherwise the 
National Park Service would not be able to designate them as land­
marks and ascribe national significance to them. 

Mr. VENTO. But the concern is of course that if there is not some 
action, even though something has been designated, it doesn't nec­
essarily mean that it isn't a problem in terms of threats to it; is 
that correct? 

Mr. RoGERS. Absolutely correct. The Shenandoah Valley is cer­
tainly an area of a great deal of development activity and potential 
development activity, and we hope that that development will occur 
in a manner that will accentuate, not threaten the historic-but 
the threat is real. 

Mr. VENTO. Dealing with Antietam, as we look at the site, it 
looks great right now, but the fact is residential or urban sprawl 
is threatening that particular site even as we sit here. 

Mr. RoGERS. That is exactly correct. And the short answer to 
your question is yes, sir, they are threatened. 

Mr. VENTO. But it speaks to me of the degree of urgency. I know 
Frank wants to move this bill; he has been very patient, the Sen­
ator's measure is here. But the issue is, of course, that we need to 
get an overall format in some of this, and we will talk about that 
further. 

Let me just explore. Is there sufficient significance and charac­
teristics to meet the suitability and feasibility of the national park 
system in these sites proposed by Congressman Wolf and Senator 
Warner? 

Mr. RoGERS. Mr. Chairman, what we can testify to is that the 
significance exists, but we have not yet done all of the evaluations 
we think we need to do for suitability and feasibility. That is our 
problem right now. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think there are two issues here that come up 
that, you know, just to get to the nub of this. One is, you say you 
can support the bill if it is amended to delete the Commission and 
to provide acquisition authority, so that you have a tool, whether 
or not you have the money, I don't know. But you would have the 
tools. 
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Well, these are obviously two of the key provisions, as we talked 
to the sponsors. I mean they raised a few specifics, and those were 
two of them that were in my mind that stuck out. What we need 
is some sort of fix in terms of addressing those that will permit 
some action on this. 

Now, can you think of another. I mean obviously the heritage 
area designation and the format that we have worked on with Di­
rector Kennedy and his staff in this heritage bill sort of fits this, 
doesn't it, in terms of trying to suggest that you develop a compact 
with the local governments, and with the State governments. In 
fact, they want to be involved here and make a commitment to, in 
fact, do something with regards to this. 

I mean I don't think you just need that kind of approach here, 
I think you may need it in some of your other Civil War sites as 
well. That is a broader question. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, I think you are exactly right. I frankly could 
not think of an area that is more compatible with what I view to 
be a potential heritage area than the Shenandoah Valley, and you 
are right, we do need an ongoing mechanism for interaction with 
the citizens, the landowners, and the local governments. 

Mr. VENTO. I don't know if it should lapse. I mean there may be 
some aspects of that that have to be picked up because you want 
to have a theme. I guess we have to start some place with this. We 
might want to customize that a little bit. 

I don't know of any other mechanism to deal with the issue con­
cerning the eminent domain limitations and the other types of re­
quirements. If you don't have the State and local government in­
volved in terms of deciding what they are going to do in their plan­
ning, one of the problems you get into is that you make a decision 
to designate where there is some land, in fact, like Manassas that 
is important, and then along comes Prince William County and de­
cides that is a place to put down a mega mall. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, sir, it is certainly correct that we need to be 
able to work with citizens and local governments in a spirit of con­
sensus. Whether it is a commission or some other device to formal­
ize that consensus, we need something, and with regard to the use 
of eminent domain, it certainly would not be a pragmatic exercise 
in the present environment out there. We are going to have to work 
with people who are willing and eager to preserve things. 

Mr. VENTO. There are, of course, numerous national park units 
that have a similar pattern of ownership and management prob­
lems, as exist right here, are there not? 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, there are some. I would say that there is some 
comparability between what might be done at Shenandoah and 
what might have been done at Richmond National Battlefield if we 
could go back a few decades and start over. Richmond is com­
parable in that it has many small components. 

Mr. VENTO. And why don't you, just for the record, state what 
the problem has been in Richmond. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, I think the principal problem in Richmond 
has been the inability to assure the preservation of the historical 
environment, because what we wound up getting inside the na­
tional park unit was a series of isolated features that represented 
parts of the battle, but we weren't able to preserve sufficient envi-
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ronment to totally tell the story the way we would prefer to have 
it told. 

So frankly there is development that diminishes historical integ­
rity immediately adjacent to an important feature. That is not un­
usual. That is why I said if we could go back a few decades, we 
might be able to develop more friends, moralize, and do a broader 
preservation job there. And if we can start in that spirit in Shen­
andoah, I believe, we can be more successful. 

Mr. VENTO. One of the phenomenons here is that the American 
Battlefield Protection Program at the National Park Service fos­
tered a number of trusts and stewardship of battlefields. They have 
awarded a couple hundred thousand to organizations for sites pro­
posed in this legislation. 

And the reason I am bringing this up, is that the fact is the Sen­
ate bill would authorize immediate acquisition of these particular 
sites. Can you comment on the relationship between the objectives 
of the Commission now and the fact that there are some 1,800 
acres here that we are proposing on a willing seller, willing buyer 
to authorize to purchase? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we don't oppose that, but I 
think that it is important to-it is important not to send the wrong 
message. The American Battlefield Protection Program has indeed 
spent $200,000 for the precise purpose of fostering partnerships, 
getting partners to preserve these specific places, and I think it 
would be a mistake if there is an assumption that that funding is 
always just a first step to National Park Service assumption of 
ownership. 

We need partners who are there with us for the long haul, who 
will help to preserve things in perpetuity and not just buy it in the 
short run with the assumption that sooner or later the National 
Park Service will take it over. 

Mr. VENTO. Most of the trusts, the National Trust, the Nature 
Conservancy, the Trust for Public Lands, in fact, do turn over a lot 
of land. I don't object to that. 

I am just suggesting how realistic is it for us to assume that with 
a down payment or an option to buy when they do the negotiat­
ing-! mean with $220,000 you aren't going to be able to protect 
much, even within these areas. Some sites that are articulated in 
the Civil War battlefield studies will not be protected; is that cor­
rect, Mr. Rogers? 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, that is correct. The American Battlefield Pro­
tection Program functions at a level of about $2 million per annum, 
but I think with regard to the Shenandoah Valley sites, the answer 
lies in the plan that we must all do together, and to which all of 
the partners must subscribe. 

Mr. VENTO. If, for instance, there are certain sites that come into 
public ownership and are purchased from them, whatever the cost 
is, obviously fair market value is what you have to pay and you 
can't pay any more or less than that. 

Mr. RoGERS. That is correct. 
Mr. VENTO. The point is the $220,000 then will be recycled into 

further activities; is that correct? 
Mr. ROGERS. That would be the normal way the trust works and 

certainly a noble undertaking. We are grateful for that type of 
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work. But we don't think that it ought to always be assumed that 
the Park Service would acquire it. 

Mr. VENTO. I agree that it shouldn't be assumed, and in fact the 
land trusts don't always do that, but they do a significant amount 
of it. They have been around for a long time. I don't know the 
whole history, but it seems to me that they must have been around 
for 40 or 50 years, as I recall. 

Mr. ROGERS. That is correct, and these particular partners deal­
ing in Shenandoah have been wonderful. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes. It has obviously heightened awareness, and so 
it has caused a great leveraging. But you say that on an annual 
basis we appropriate $2 million for that purpose each year? 

Mr. ROGERS. For the overall Civil War sites, the overall Amer­
ican Battlefield Protection Program. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes. So that actually goes to all of the priority sites 
that they identified? 

Mr. ROGERS. Nationwide, not just Shenandoah. 
Mr. VENTO. I understand. But the $220,000 was spent just in 

Virginia; is that correct? 
Mr. ROGERS. Just in Shenandoah. 
Mr. VENTO. Do you know what the contract arrangements are, 

absolutely fee simple purchase or some easement, or just options, 
much of it is just options? 

Mr. ROGERS. Most of it is in fact not land acquisition opportuni­
ties at all, in fact, many are not direct land acquisition. They are 
planning undertakings that we do together. I can submit for the 
record the nature of every one of them if you would like, Mr. Chair­
man. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think it might be useful for the record. We 
won't force you to go through it now. 

[The information follows:] 
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United States Department of the Interior 

I~: R.EPI.YREFER TO· 

:".·HIO NAL PARK SERVJCE 
P.O. Box 3712i 

Washington. D.C. 2001~712i 

H32(413) 

Honorable Bruce F. Vento 
Chairman , Subcommiuee on National Parks, 

Forests, and Public Lands 
House Committee on Natural Resources 
U.S . House of Representatives 
Washington , D.C. 20515-6201 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

AUG 9 199~ 

AU61 2 1$~1 

Enclosed, please find information on the gram award activities of the National Park Service's 
American Battlefield Protection Program in the Shenandoah Valley , Virginia. These data were 
requested by the Subcommiuee on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands on July 25, 1994, 
during testimony of the National Park Service on the matter of H.R. 746 and S . 1033 to create a unit 
of the National Park Service in the Shenandoah Valley. The enclosed information has been prepared 
for insertion in the record. 

Additionally, we believe that misunderstandings concerning the nature of the American Battlefield 
Protection Program and its award of funding to local communities may have contributed to confused 
impressions of the program by the Subcommittee during the hearing. We offer the following 
infonnation as a point of clarification. 

The National Park Service's American Battlefield Protection Program is an administrative initiative 
established in July 1990 by the U.S. Department of the Interior and the National Park Service . It is 
the oniy regularly-funded. federal program targeted to prmect our nation's endangered historic 
battlefield sites. The American Battlefield Protection Program is supported by annual Congressional 
appropriat ions of $2 million and was endorsed by the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission's July 
1993 report to Congress . 

The American Battle field Protection Program provides cost-effective support, technical assistance, and 
small awards of monies to local governments, battlefield friends groups , public and private entities, 
State governments. and academic institutions to protect and build local consensus to preserve these 
~mportam resources without the necessity of federal acquisition. Funds are awarded competitively 
through cooperative agreements with the National Park Service. Matching share is not a requirement 
per se. but one factor that makes proposals more competitive. Awards are direct and do not revolve . 
Funds. cannot be used for land acquisition in fee or in interest. Development and construction 
acti·;i ties are also unallowable costs. Since its inception, the Program has awarded over 70 projects at 
the Priority I battlefield sites identified in the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission Repon . 
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The draft legislation attached to the testimony of National Park Service Associate Director 
Jerry L. Rogers before the Subconunittee on July 25 proposes to establish the American Battlefield 
Protection Program in starute, a starus it does not now enjoy. 

We appreciate the opportunity to supplement our testimony to the Subconunittee . 

Sincerely, 
(I 

\~ ~'i /.X. .. / 'i,l£1{1\ \ tz/yt-Jnl) 
~ Roger G: Kenne y 

~ Dirego! 

Enclosure 
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National Park Service 

Interagency Resources Division 
Praservacion ?tanning Branch 

American Banletiald Protection Progtam 

Partnership Funding Activit ies in the Shenandoah Valley of Virginia 

I, 

Site! • Cooperator 

Shenandoah Valley, VA 

• Shenandoah Valley Travel 
Association 

• Lord Fairfax Planning District 
Commission 

• Winchester-Frederick County 
Economic Development 
Commission 

• Rappahlnnock Vall ey Civil 
War Round Table 

I 
;1 tool Spring 
•1 • Clarke County Board of 

~~ . Su~erv1sors 

II 
F1sher s H:/1 
• Association for the Preservation 

/,1 of Civil War Sites 

McDowell 

FY 

1992 

1993 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1994 

• Association for the Preservation 1993 
of Civil War Sites 

• Valley Conservation Council 

II Port RepubficiToms Brook 

Il
l • Society of Port Republic 

Preservationists 

1

., . Association fo r the Preservation 

· " ' C vil War Sites 

II Sites in Frederick County and City 
.; of Win chester 
jl ~ Frederick County Department 
L of Planning and Development 

1993 

1994 

1993 

1994 

1993 

Funding Project Description 

$20,000 Brochure of Valley Civil War battlefields 

$20,000 Brochure on Jackson's 1862 Valley campaign 

$20,000 Multi-county planning for preservation and 
resource protection of Civil War sites in the 

$20,000 Valley 

$20,000 

$24,500 Museum exhibits on Civil War in the Valley 

$ 3,400 Civil War conference 

$18,050 National Register nomination 

$ 5,000 Management and interpretive plan 

$10,300 Master preservation and site plan 

$20,140 Corridor protection plan to encourage 
heri tage tourism 

$ 5,000 Interpretive brochure 

$16,000 Interpretation plan for the Kemper House 

$ 9,000 Interpretation plan 

$21 ,000 Countywide battlefield protection plan and 
public outreach 
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Mr. VENTO. Just one last question the Senate testimony prior to 
the modification of the bill had expressed concerns about the pur­
chase of something less than 1,200 acres. This bill now has 50 per­
cent more land than that. The Park Service is testifying in favor 
of it today, so there is less conflict. Is that because of some key 
amendments made in the measure? 

Mr. RoGERS. Yes, it is, Mr. Chairman, and also that our principal 
point in the Senate, I am happy to have the chance to emphasize 
this, was then and our point here today is that we need a plan that 
we know is going to enable the National Park Service to be there 
on a perpetual basis with something that will be workable, and 
that after continuing development in 20 or 50 years, that we will 
all still be proud of it. We don't want an isolated little fragment 
and have the rest of the partnership change its mind and do some­
thing different later. 

Mr. VENTO. You don't want another Richmond and you certainly 
don't need another Gettysburg I guess in terms of the type of devel­
opment. But that is a long, sad history. Part of it probably reflects 
a different view of what ought to be done in terms of historic and 
cultural fabric preservation. 

Mr. ROGERS. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. VENTO. We continue to be reminded of certain mistakes that 

some people think we made with regards to Gettysburg, in any 
case. We won't get into that. 

It is amazing to me that one of the insights here is that there 
is so much concern about the theme park, but you know we have 
got so much to do in Virginia. And if you really put your mind to 
it, these decisions are going to have potentially much more of an 
impact on the resources in terms of what should go there and on 
what the nature of that cultural story is going to be based. Mr. 
Eisner's view, that is another matter. There is a lot of interest in 
it though, I will say. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, listen, I would yield to my colleagues without 
objection, Congressman Wolf or Congressman Goodlatte, if you had 
a question or two of Mr. Rogers or of me. 

Mr. WOLF. No, Mr. Chairman, I just would want to make a cou­
ple of comments. One, I was at Interior when that whole tower 
issue came up, and believe me, the difference between the local citi­
zens and the governmental authority in the Shenandoah Valley 
and the Town of Gettysburg and your county are black and white, 
180 degrees. It is not just even a comparison. 

Second, the local government has put in a lot of effort and a lot 
of resources. 

Third, just to correct you or take issue, you know Jean Travers 
in the Park Service did a lot of work studying this issue. You 
talked about the feasibility. It is already there. Jean Travers' 
study, of course, God bless her, she died, as you know, recently but 
the study can tell you precisely. 

Fourth, I think the record should show the 1,863 acres are not 
to be purchased. Mr. Chairman, they are going to be donated. 

There will not be one dollar from the United States Government 
or the Park Service. I think it is important for the Park Service to 
understand that no appropriated money will be used to acquire 
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land because it will all be given to the National Park Service. Thus 
not one dollar will go for that. 

And last, Mr. Chairman, and this may be the way to address the 
issue with regard to the Commission, this is just a thought, it is 
that whether you call it a Commission or an advisory group, or 
whatever, I know OMB has this concern, but perhaps the chair­
manship of the Commission could be given to the Director of the 
National Park Service or his appointee, whoever that may be, be­
cause I think much of the staffing and different ideas will come 
from the Park Service, they will have to provide the staff. 

So I think for the Commission or if the committee wants to call 
it a task force in order to meet the OMB regs, the Director of the 
National Park Service could be, Mr. Kennedy could be the Chair­
man or ex officio Chairman which will get the Park Service directly 
involved. 

I did want the record to show there will be no money. This land 
will be donated. And again, I just wanted-the attitude, I can re­
member Mr. Morton was so frustrated with the tower and the peo­
ple there wanting-there are no towers down in the Shenandoah 
Valley. The people there are not the same way, and you went 
through that. You must have been at the Park Service during those 
years. 

The people in the Valley have been involved in the planning, 
they have pursued it without the government being involved. If you 
look at Jean Travers' study, everything is laid out. This fits in per­
fectly. This is a perfect match. I just wanted to make that clear for 
the record. 

You would acknowledge, would you not, sir, that this land is 
being donated to the Park Service? 

Mr. ROGERS. Certainly. 
Mr. Wolf, I think your suggestion is a very constructive one. And 

with regard to the studies that we have done before, that was done 
by Jean Travers under my direction or close association, and we do 
still believe that there are suitability and feasibility questions that 
we need to answer, but certainly she did a great job. 

Mr. WOLF. I have no further questions. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you. 
Congressman Goodlatte, did you have any comments at this 

time? 
I was just going to mention that, obviously, I think the concern 

that Associate Director Rogers has is helpful to know. I wasn't 
aware that all of it was being donated. The 220,000 went that far 
to purchase most of it, or at least whatever price they can get it 
at fair market value we cannot. But if somebody donates, I guess 
it is reasonable. 

But the issue, of course, is surrounding areas. I don't think the 
correlation is so much Gettysburg, except to point out the obvious 
conflicts that you wrestled with and others have wrestled with 
since then, Frank, and is simply the issue. 

It is more of the Richmond-type of problem, where you have got 
the historical cultural resource in a sea of development. And I 
think that much of what they are talking about deals with agri­
culture and other types of uses that could and would be satisfac­
tory. But, obviously, as soon as someone sees an opportunity, it is 
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pretty hard to tell a landowner that he can't subdivide or do some­
thing; it becomes a very difficult issue. 

Certainly, the Park Service is forced into that position to protect 
the resource or the context in which it resides, it is a very difficult 
matter. Obviously, for Manassas, we got a $100 million lesson over 
there in terms of what is paid and what happens after the fact. 
And I don't want to have to push the taxpayers into that type of 
thing. None of the 220,000, of course, that was used to buy land, 
I guess it was all paid for privately by donations. 

Mr. GooDLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that there may 
well be additional donations under the format that this bill pro­
vides and, frankly, involving the local governments in making 
those kind of tough decisions on zoning which would be a major as­
pect of this, I think is very important in garnering their support 
for going forward with this. 

And the other point I would go back to is we are talking about 
so many different battlefield sites and literally tens of thousands 
of acres of land, the development around it is coming and I think 
this is a unique approach to deal with a massive amount of land 
that the Federal Government is certainly not going to come up with 
the money to pay for, but still provide protection and the interpre­
tation that is needed, that the National Park Service does so well 
with, but is going to require, because we are in a fight against 
time, that is going to require that local support and local coopera­
tion, and that is what this bill is. 

Mr. VENTO. I agree with that and I think the format that we 
used in terms of a compact or an agreement would perhaps fit. 
Now, if there are key sites that ought to be in Federal ownership 
and fee simple, then we have got the sort of the situation with an 
Antietam or a Gettysburg. A conflict that takes on and should be 
part of the Park Service, managed and interpreted, but obviously 
their stewardship of that meets the same sorts of problems that 
anyone else would. 

In fact, some of them have been notoriously a problem, if I can 
at least put that gently. The problem sometimes is not having the 
money. Sometimes it is an errant view, but from 1916 to 1944, it 
is hard to be consistent. Some of us haven't lived that long yet, 
much less been consistent in the short lives we have had. 

Well, listen, I think this is helpful, Mr. Rogers. Let me ask you 
to yield now and I will call up the panel of witnesses we have on 
this topic, then we will learn more about it. Then we will proceed 
to you and then to the panel or Corinth. 

Mr. ROGERS. Very well. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you for your patience. 
I assume some of this may spill over into Civil War. 
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PANEL CONSISTING OF A. WILSON GREENE, EXECUTIVE DI­
RECTOR, ASSOCIATION FOR THE PRESERVATION OF CML 
WAR SITES, INC.; ROBERT WATKINS, DIRECTOR OF PLAN­
NING AND DEVELOPMENT, FREDERICK COUNTY, VA; JOHN 
MONAHAN, III, PRESIDENT, STONEWALL BRIGADE FOUNDA­
TION, MAURERTOWN, VA; WILL CALLAWAY, WASHINGTON 
REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION 
ASSOCIATION; AND, STEVE MciNTYRE, DAYTON, VA 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. A. Wilson Greene, Executive Director, Associa­
tion for the Preservation of Civil War Sites; Mr. Robert Watkins, 
Director of Planning and Development, Frederick County, Virginia; 
John Monahan, III, President of the Stonewall Brigade Foundation, 
Maurertown, Virginia; Mr. Will Callaway, the Washington Rep­
resentative, National Parks and Conservation Association; and fi­
nally Steve Mcintyre from Dayton, Virginia. 

Well, it is quite a lineup. 
What I would like you to do, even if you didn't plan on doing 

this, is to summarize your statements in about five minutes, and 
then I will come back with some questions, perhaps insight. 

Congressman Wolf or Goodlatte, if their schedules permit, to ask 
questions or to clarify your testimony for the record. 

Welcome. 
All of your statements are in the record. 
Mr. Greene. 

STATEMENT OF A. WILSON GREENE 

Mr. GREENE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
It is good to be back with you in front of this committee. 
I will dispense with these prepared remarks and just be respon­

sive, I hope, to some of the issues that have already been raised 
thus far in the hearing. 

First, a little bit about our organization and what role we have 
in this legislation. The Association for the Preservation of Civil 
War sites is a private land trust of the type you were referring to. 

We own 410 acres of the land that is under consideration in this 
bill. We have also contributed more than $450,000 to the acquisi­
tion of the properties under consideration here, so this is money 
not acquired from the Federal Government through the American 
Battlefield Protection Program, but money raised through our own 
efforts through private donations. 

We have also discussed the three criteria that you consider 
whenever you establish a new unit of the National Park System. 
I don't think we need to talk about the significance of these battle­
fields. 

You have sufficiently covered those. I just want to say that one 
unique niche of this legislation that is not represented elsewhere 
in the National Park System is the story of the impact of the Civil 
War on the civilian population of an entire region. 

We talk a little bit about that with Vicksburg, with the citizens 
of Vicksburg, perhaps a little bit about it at Atlanta, the Kennesaw 
Mountain, but we really don't talk about it in the context of an en­
tire region. The City of Winchester changed hands 73 times during 
the American Civil War. 
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I think it is important that Americans understand that what is 
going on in places like Bosnia and places in Mrica with Civil War 
and the impact it has on combatants, it is not something that is 
foreign entirely in the American experience. It happened in the 
Shenandoah Valley as well. 

We also talked about the resource integrity. You have a couple 
of questions about the sites that were not included in the study. 
There were 2 of the 15 major battlefields that were not included 
in this legislation because of lost integrity, one at first Winchester, 
one at Front Royal. 

The other missing battlefields are there because of other reasons 
not related to integrity . .Af3 far as feasibility is concerned, you 
raised a question about-Mr. Rogers did about the Park Service's 
ability to manage discontiguous units of the national park. 

There are a number of examples in the National Park System. 
I just was jotting down a couple: Salinas National Historic Park, 
John Day Fossil Park, Nez Perce National Historical Park in the 
West and in Civil War units like Chickamauga, Chattanooga, Fred­
ericksburg, Petersburg. These are very valuable, successfully man­
aged parks that have discontiguous units in them. I have no doubt 
the Park Service could apply its management expertise in the 
Shenandoah Valley. 

We also talk feasibility in fiscal times about adding new units to 
the National Park Service. There are two extremes, of course. That 
is to go out of business as a people in the national park-building 
business or the old-fashioned way of plopping down large amounts 
of Federal money to buy land in fee simple; and the bill in front 
of you this afternoon provides an alternative in the middle of those 
two extremes. It incorporates, as you know, a substantial land base 
to be donated by private interests to local government or managed 
by the National Park Service through cooperative agreements with 
the private landowners. 

I think an important point that I want to make here, Mr. Chair­
man, is the influence that this park bill would have on our ability 
as a private sector land trust to contribute the land base that Mr. 
Rogers is concerned about. We all are. 

The first question a potential donor asks me when I approach 
them about contributing to the acquisition of a Civil War battlefield 
is the question what will happen to that battlefield once we acquire 
it: Will it be available to the public? Will it be an educational re­
source for the people? And our facilities simply are inadequate to 
provide a firm answer yes, but we do not do that sort of thing. No­
body does it better than the Park Service. The ability to answer 
that question in the affirmative-yes, there will be public access 
and educational resource managed by the premier national historic 
site manager in the world, the National Park Service will facilitate 
just the sort of private sector contributions that we need in order 
to preserve this partnership. 

Also, the provisions of the bill provide independent activities for 
citizens to preserve their own property without Federal ownership. 
I think that is a very unique and innovative approach. 

There are existing visitor facilities, Mr. Chairman, that can be 
easily translated into visitor facilities for initial park places like 
New Market, Winchester, and Cedar Creek and also will obviate 
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the need for any large construction at least initially in this bill and 
much of the visitor transportation network already exists in the 
public road system of Virginia. 

I think a national park finally is important as the only vehicle 
to accomplish these goals as opposed to a heritage area or a herit­
age corridor or some of these other options. Because it provides a 
level of government protection and a permanent protection that 
will encourage private sector and local governments to continue 
making the investment in these resources. That is lacking in any 
other vehicle that I can think of. And it brings to bear the incom­
parable skills of the National Park Service in telling the complex 
stories of soldiers and civilians who struggled in the Valley be­
tween 1861 and 1865. 

AE. you heard, Mr. Chairman, these resources are threatened. 
The time is not now for study. We began this process more than 
four years ago. With the National Park Service study, we know 
what we need to know and if we sit back and do nothing, we are 
simply going to watch the very resources that we are here to pro­
tect disappear. 

Thank you. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Mr. Greene. We appreciate your partici­

pation and the work you have done. We will get back with a ques­
tion or two on the isolated sites, noncontiguous sites. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Greene follows :] 
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HOUSE SUBCOMMITIEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS 
S1033 SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL BATILEFIELDS PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1993 
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I am pleased to represent the Association for the Preservation of Civil War Sites and the 
Association's colleagues in the Shenandoah Valley and elsewhere across the nation to speak on 
behalf of the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields Partnership Act of 1993. This is the best 
opportunity confronting this Congress to protect and interpret resources associated with the 
most important chapter of our nation's history. 

The events that occured during the American Civil War in Virginia's Shenandoah Valley played a 
pivotal role in the outcome of that bloody and tragic contest. The National Park Service has 
documented 326 notable armed conflicts in the Valley between 1861 and 1865, fifteen of which 
were of particularly high significance. Major operations in 1862 and 1864 and a portion of the 
1863 Gettysburg Campaign raged across the Valley landscape. Few American communities 
have suffered such severe disruption as did the citizens of the Valley as the armies occupied, 
consumed, and destroyed the area's resources. The effects of warfare on American civilians 
living in the path of major military action is a poignant and relevant story not currently told in 
the National Park system. Thomas J. 'Stonewall' Jackson's campaign in 1862 remains a 
masterpiece of American generalship studied around the world for its use of initiative and 
innovation to bring victory to a numerically inferior force. The reelection of Abraham Lincoln 
in 1864 rested substantially on the shoulders of Philip Sheridan whose series of triumphs that 
autumn helped persuade northern voters that military conquest of the Confederacy was indeed a 
possibility. 

The national significance of the battlefields and related areas in the Shenandoah Valley as they 
pertain to the conduct and outcome of the Civil War is unquestioned. The Valley's story belongs 
in the same volume with those of Vicksburg, Atlanta, Antietam, and Richmond. Yet none of the 
fifteen most important Valley battlefields is protected and interpreted within our National Park 
system. Nowhere in the publicly accessible story of the Civil War and our nation's 'new birth 
of freedom' is the void so glaring. 

Public Law 101-628 directed the National Park Service to evaluate the Valley's battlefields in 
terms of their history and condition and to assess the threats faced by these irreplaceable 
resources. The Service's study confirmed what students of American history and residents of 
the Valley already knew: the Valley's Civil War story is crucial to an understanding of this 
period of our past. Moreover, it documented an escalating loss of these battlefields to 
incompatible development that portended the very real possibility that without positive action 
the Valley's Civil War story would disappear under a carpet of concrete and asphalt. 

In response to the draft of this report, a variety of groups and individuals volunteered to 
accept the Service's invitation to comment on its contents. The result of that effort is the 
subject of this hearing: The Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields Partnership Act of 1993. 
This legislat ion is literally the product of the best thinking of local governments, property 
owners, histor ians, preservationists, planning commissions and tourism experts in the 
Shenandoah Valley as expressed through their Congressional representatives. Our democracy 
is designed to work in this way and it has been rewarding to participate in a process wherein 
citizens advocate their ideas through their elected officials. The fact that at Manassas, Brandy 
Station, and elsewhere in Virginia the subject of battlefield preservation has been a divisive 
and polarizing experience, the consensus and cooperation resulting in this legislation renders it 
even more remarkable. 
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The creation of a Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields and Commission as envisioned in this 
legislation will accomplish several things. First it will establish the nucleus for a unit of the 
National Park system that will tell a fascinating and complex story of unquestioned significance 
in American history. It will do so with the direct involvement and cooperation of citizens who 
have the highest stake in the creation and management of the park: the people who live in the 
Valley. The park will evolve over time with the support of partners including the National Park 
Service, non-profit agencies concerned with battlefield preservation , local governments, and 
landowners. Most importantly, it will achieve what all national historical parks strive to 
accomplish: the preservation of key portions of a surviving historical landscape through which 
a nationally significant story may be shared with all Americans. 

We all recognize that our government's work must be done as efficiently and with the least cost 
to taxpayers as possible. In that regard, this legislation anticipates the creation of a unit of the 
National Park system whose initial landbase is a gift to the American people. My organization 
alone, the Association for the Preservation of Civil War Sites, has acquired property at 
Fisher's Hill, Tom's Brook, Port Republic, and McDowell battlefields and has contributed to the 
purchase of lands at New Market and Cedar Creek battlefields. As partners in this undertaking, 
we intend to donate to the National Park Service all our holdings at these nationally significant 
sites or enter into cooperative management agreements at the Service's discretion . Our 
friends at New Market Battlefield Historical Park, the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation, and 
the Lee-Jackson Foundation are similarly prepared to cooperate with the Service to share their 
land with all our citizens. 

We anticipate that the park will mature over time to include more land--some purchased from 
willing sellers by the Service; some managed cooperatively with local landowners; more 
donated by the private sector or local government, but none acquired without owner consent. 
The ultimate park configuration will result from the recommendations of the Commission as 
approved by the Secretary and be guided by the resources themselves. We do not endorse, nor 
does this legislation recommend the acquisition of tens of thousands of acres in fee by the 
federal government. Such action is unpalatable to to the local community and unnecessary to 
achieve the preservation, access, and interpretive goals of the park. In fact, one of the bill 's 
strengths is the meonu of incentives designed to encourage local government and landowners to 
voluntarily manage their communities and property in a way that is compatible with park 
objectives . 

But such incentives alone are not enough. The federal government's primary role is to 
contribute the element of permanency that is synonymous with the National Park system. A 
Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields will enst;i'e that the Val ley's story is preserved in 
perpetuity--an outcome less certain with any other mechanism. The National Park Service, 
moreover, has demonstrated its unparalleled competence as an historic site manager at 
hundreds of sites across the country and nothing envisioned in this legislation presents the 
Service with an unprecedented management challenge. 

The establishment of a Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields is the critical factor in the 
continuat ion of the partnership approach already adopted by property owners, local 
governments, and private-sactor preservation groups in the Valley. For example, a large 
land.:>wner has deferred development on an important portion of one of the Valley battlefields 
pending the outcome of this legislation. Local government has deferred the upzoning of equally 
important adjacent lands pending the outcome of this legislation. Our Association has deferred 
the purchase of these properties pending the outcome of this legislation. 
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Absent the existence of a National Battlefield Park. the incentives for us to undertake a 
fundraising campaign to purchase the land diminish considerably. Our potential donors want to 
know that the hallowed ground they help to buy will result in a publicly accessible educational 
resource, not merely be warehoused. Sympathetic landowners welcome a battlefield market 
for their historically significant properties , but without that market they will seek alternative 
forms of development--forms destructive of historic values. Local governments have a 
rationale to exercise their land use prerogatives to enhance battlefield preservation if they 
know that by doing so they will contribute to a tangible educational and economic benefit for 
their citizens. Without those advantages, the pressure against landscape preservation at the 
local government level is often irresistible. The Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields 
Partnership Act is the best vehicle to perpetuate the involvement of just the sorts of partners 
that our National Park system needs in these fiscally and politically difficult times. 

Finally, this legislation is timely--we only wish it had been introduced 20 years ago. During 
the past generation, several of the Valley's most important sites have been destroyed and 
others compromised. Today Interstates 66 and 81 point like twin sabres at the heart of nearly 
every one of the Valley's historic places. If we are to protect a slice of our nation's history 
that ranks in importance with some of the classic names from our collective past, the time to 
do so is now. 

Speaking for our 7,200 members in all fifty states and the millions of other Americans who 
care about their Civil War heritage, I am proud to endorse the Shenandoah Valley National 
Battlefields Partnership Act of 1993, a real and all too rare example of a true partnership 
designed to benefit all Americans--in this and future generations. 

A. Wilson Greene 
President 
Association for the Preservation of Civil War Sites 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT WATKINS 

Mr. VENTO. We are pleased to welcome Mr. Robert Watkins from 
Frederick, Virginia. 

Mr. Watkins, you want to take one of those microphones for the 
recorder. 

Thank you. 
Mr. WATKINS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Before I begin, I would like to ask if we could enter into the 

record a letter from my Chairman of the Board, Richard Dick, in 
support of this legislation. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes, without objection, the Chairman's letter will be 
made part of the record in support of the legislation. 

Please proceed with your statement, Mr. Watkins. 
[Letter from Mr. Dick follows:) 
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Chairman of the Subcommittee on National Parks. 
Forests. and Public Lands 

Hl-812 O'Neill 
HOB. Washington, D.C. 20515-6207 

Dear Chairman Vento: 

COUNTY of FREDERICK 

Robert M. S<JI!Cr 
Opc~uon Dist~i cl 

Jimmie K. Ellingtm1 
Gaincs!'xuo Dis trict 

Charles W. Orndoff. Sr. 
Stonewa ll Di strict 

I am writing to express Frederick County 's support for the Shenandoah Valley National 
Battlefields Partnership Act of 1994. There is complete and unanimous support for the 
legislation from the governing bodies in our community . In addition, I believe that there 
is also broad, strong support among the citizens of Frederick County and Winchester. 

The battlefields in the Shenandoah Valley are of great national significance. Battlefields 
in the Valley need to be available to people so that they can experience and understand 
this important part of our Nation's history . 

In our community~ we are already doing a great deal to bring about this result. This 
year, Frederick County and the City of Winchester took a major step when we acted to 
purchase a major portion of tbe Kemstown Battlefield. We are also undertaking. a major 
planning effort to develop a local strategy to address all of our important battlefields. 

We understand that the legislation would put into place a partnership approach and that 
we would need to continue our efforts. However, we believe that the Federal 
Government also needs to play a strong role in this effort. The designation of a 
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Shenandoah Valley National Battlefield Park would give everyone involved the additional 
incentives and support needed to do justice to this important part of our national history . 

We appreciate your work on this legislation . 

Sincerely. 

(jJ~~/ 7 
/Richard Dick, Chairman 
frederick County Board of Supervisors 

RWW/rsa 

87-277 - 95 - 4 
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Mr. WATKINS. Thank you very much. 
You have heard from a number of different people about the sig­

nificance of these sites in the Shenandoah Valley. What I want to 
tell you about this morning is how we are contributing to this effort 
in local government and why we need your help. 

We are a rapidly growing community in the Valley and in the 
northern Shenandoah Valley in Frederick County. This is for a 
number of reasons probably the most important of the battlefield 
sites, and we are located on the Interstate 81 corridor which is a 
business corridor traditionally in Virginia and in other States. 

Because of the economic value in this corridor, the sites are 
threatened. There is an exception on the part of landowners that 
they gain certain levels of economic return from their land. 

Because of this tradition, local planning efforts by themselves, 
and without any other tools or any additional help, will not nec­
essarily be totally effective. Instead, what we need is a cooperative 
approach of the kind we have been talking today. 

The threats in the Valley because of the growth are immediate 
and they are occurring on a regular basis. Because of that, we have 
proceeded to take action ourselves in local government in Frederick 
County and Winchester. We recognize the need to set priorities and 
to develop specific strategies. 

Because of that, the board of supervisors and city council have 
appointed a battlefield task force which is a group composed of bat­
tlefield property owners, business people, historians, and preserva­
tionists. This group is charged with preparing the strategic plan for 
the protection of battlefield sites in Frederick County and Win­
chester. That group has already published an interim action plan 
which designates the number of sites of particular importance in 
our community, as seen on the map behind me. 

In addition to that, they are charged with preparing an overall 
plan that will describe the kinds of methods that need to be used 
to protect sites. 

The planning department has done a great deal of work in terms 
of developing information of the kind reflected in the maps that we 
have brought. In addition, we have hired a consultant that will be 
evaluating the sites in terms of visual quality, in terms of the pub­
lic access, in terms of historic interpretation. 

We also have an effort going on in terms of community education 
and involvement, the purpose of which will be to create a commu­
nity vision of what the battlefield sites could be. And these have 
been supported by the battlefield protection program that was re­
ferred to previously. 

We hope to have an overall plan describing the sites and the 
methods for adoption by the local governments early in 1995. 

The threats to the battlefields in our area have arisen on a regu­
lar basis. This year, an owner of a large pristine portion of the first 
and second battles of Kernstown, as reflected on this map, decided 
to divide his tract into about seven tracts of land to auction these 
portions to the highest bidder. 

In a rather bold step, Frederick County and the City of Win­
chester together intervened and negotiated with the owner to pur­
chase for $500,000, a two-year option to buy the land. The total 
purchase price of the property will be $2.7 million. 
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The next thing we did after we got the option was to proceed to 
apply to the Commonwealth of Virginia for an ISTEA Enhance­
ment Grant to purchase the tract as a part of what we call an 
"overall battlefield tour network." In June, it was announced that 
a grant had been awarded for $1 million and we are now seeking 
sources for the additional funding. This represents a substantial 
commitment on our part and I think a great success. 

We are continuing to work on other sites as well. One in particu­
lar that is being talked about a lot right now is the small, more 
urban setting of a very well-preserved Civil War fort called Star 
Fort, and we are working with developers in this case. 

You can see on the map that there is a lot of urban development 
around it. In this case, we are working with development and land­
owners around it to find measures to mitigate possible impacts to 
preserve views and do other things that will enhance the site. 

And by the way, this site is owned by a group that is quite will­
ing to turn over the. land to the Park Service and in the case of 
Kernstown Battlefield our intention is to turn over the land to the 
Park Service without any cost. 

We are working on a lot of sites and are doing a lot of things, 
so why do we need a national battlefield park? 

First of all, with all that we have been able to do, there are large 
undeveloped portions of the core areas that remain unprotected. In 
particular, the Battle of Opequon from 1864 and the Battle of 
Cedar Creek, there are large pristine portions of the core areas 
that are unprotected and are threatened and because of their loca­
tion work needs to be done to accomplish their protection. 

Local and private resources are limited, so we need your help. 
Obviously, we will continue to do our share. We expect to do a lot. 
However, we feel that the Nation needs to pitch in and help. 

We support all of the ideas that Mr. Greene has talked about, 
about why the National Park Service is needed. Added incentive, 
added expertise. 

We think all of those things will help our efforts. We understand 
the Park Service can't be expected to do everything, and we do plan 
to continue our efforts and we will hope that you will also contrib­
ute to these efforts. 

I thank you very much. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Mr. Watkins, for your testimony. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Watkins follows:] 



96 

COUNTY of FREDERICK 

Dcparuncnr of Planning and Development 

703/665-565! 
Fax 703 / 678-0682 

TESTIMONY TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, 
FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS OF THE UNITED STATES HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

CONCERNING THE SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL BATTLEFIELDS 
PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1994 (S. 1033) 

By Robert Watkins, Director of Planning and Development 

9 Nonh Loudoun Strcc1 
Winchester. VA 2260 1 

Frederick County, Virginia 

July 25, 1994 

P.O. Box 60 1 
Winchcs1cr. VA 2:!('i)4 



97 

Testimony by Robert Watkins 

During the Civil War, several important campaigns occurred in what is one of the most beautiful 
landscapes in the Nation. In Frederick County and Winchester alone, there were over 26,000 
battle casualties in six major battles. These battles had a major impact on the outcome of the war. 
You have heard from others why we need to act to recognize the significance of these historic 
events. I would like to tell you about how we are contributing to this effort in local government. 
I would also like to tell you why we need your help. 

Frederick County is a rapidly growing community. This growth has been caused by the location 
of the community in relation to the interstate highway system and by the western movement of 
development in the Washington metropolitan area. In Frederick County, we pride ourselves on 
our innovative approaches to growth management. However, even with our efforts, the 
battlefield sites are threatened by growth because they are located along the Interstate 81 
corridor. They are threatened because of the economic value associated with this corridor. 
Property owners in this traditional business corridor expect to gain certain levels of economic 
return from their land. As a result, traditional local planning efforts will not be totally effective, 
by themselves, in preserving the important battlefields. Instead, a new kind of cooperative 
approach is needed to accomplish what needs to be done. 

Our Board of Supervisors and City Council have unanimously supported this legislation. Also, 
because the threats to the Battlefield sites are immediate, we are proceeding to take action locally. 
It has become obvious that there is a need to set priorities and to develop specific strategies. 
Therefore, the Frederick County Board of Supervisors and the Winchester City Council have 
appointed a Battlefield Task Force. The Frederick County - Winchester Battlefield Task Force is 
composed of battlefield property owners, business people, historians and preservationists. It is 
charged with preparing a strategic plan for the protection and use of battlefield sites in the 
community. 

The Task Force has begun its work by publishing an interim action plan that designates the most 
critical and significant sites and recommends immediate actions to be taken. The Frederick 
County Planning Department has developed detailed information on these and other sites in a 
geographic information system. A nationally known park planning consultant has been hired to 
evaluate the sites in terms of visual qualities, public access, and historic interpretation. Another 
consultant has been hired to conduct a community education and involvement process, the 
purpose of which will be to develop a community vision of what a battlefield park system could 
mean for the community. Funding from the National Park Service, Battlefield Protection Program 
is being used to support this effort. The Task Force is now working to complete a detailed plan 
describing actions to be taken and particular preservation methods to be used . This plan will be 
submitted to the local governing bodies early in 1995 for adoption. 

In Frederick County, threats to battlefield sites seem to arise on a regular basis. This year, the 
owner of a large, pristine portion of the first and second battles ofKernstown decided to divide 
his tract of land into seven portions and to auction each portion to the highest bidder. In a bold 
step, Frederick County and the City of Winchester successfully intervened and purchased for 
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$500,000 a two year option to buy the land. The total purchase price of the property will be $2.7 
million. The local governments next proceeded to apply to the Conunonwealth of Virginia for an 
ISTEAA enhancement grant to purchase the tract as pan of a battlefield tour network. In June, 
it was announced that the a grant of$1 million had been awarded. We are now seeking sources 
for the additional $1.2 million. This represents a substantial commitment and success for our 
conununity. 

We also continue to work on other sites. We are, for instance, working with the developer of 
land around Star Fort. Star Fort is a Civil War fortification in good condition that played an 
important role in several of the battles. We are working to provide development that will not 
detract from and will even enhance this urban battlefield site. 

So, with all that we have been able to accomplish, why do we need a National Battlefield Park? 
The work that remains to be done, just to address the six priority sites in the battlefield core areas, 
is enormous. Large, undeveloped portions of core areas remain unprotected. The pristine 
portions of the Battle of Opequon, where major infantry actions occurred that resulted in 
thousands of casualties, are inunediately threatened. Cedar Creek is perhaps our most important 
battlefield. The Cedar Creek Foundation has done a great deal to memorialize that major Civil 
War battle. However, I think they will tell you that they are struggling and finding it difficult to 
do what needs to be done. It is obvious that we cannot accomplish all that is needed by ourselves. 
Local and private resources are limited, and we need your help. We will continue to do our share, 
following the plans we are preparing. However, the Nation needs to pitch in and help. 

Possible involvement by the National Park Service provides added incentive for people to get 
involved. People are much more willing to be involved in battlefield preservation if they know the 
result will be a national park. The Park Service can provide the special expertise in planning, 
management, interpretation and promotion that private and local groups cannot provide. It 
would improve efforts greatly to know there will be a National Battlefield Park in the Shenandoah 
Valley. We understand that the Park Service cannot be expected to do everything. We certainly 
plan to continue our efforts. We hope that you too will contribute to these efforts as befits the 
significance of the Civil War history in the Shenandoah Valley. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN P. MONAHAN 
Mr. VENTO. And let me invite the next witness, Mr. Monahan, 

the President of the Stonewall Brigade Foundation to offer his 
statement. 

Mr. Monahan. 
Mr. MONAHAN. Thank you Mr. Vento. 
My name is John Monahan. I am an attorney with the firm of 

Hunton & Williams, and President of the Stonewall Brigade Foun­
dation, based in Shenandoah County in the heart of the Shen­
andoah Valley. I am also a trustee of Belle Grove, the National 
Trust's property in the Valley's Frederick County which served as 
Stonewall Jackson's headquarters during the 1862 Valley campaign 
and as Phil Sheridan's during the battle of Cedar Creek in 1864. 

The Stonewall Brigade Foundation's board members own some 
4,200 acres of 4 of the 15 battlefields that were identified in the 
Park Service Valley Study. Those being at Cedar Creek, Fisher's 
Hill, Tom's Brook and New Market. Several of our board members 
are descendants of native Valley farmers who owned these prop­
erties long before the battles and during the battles and several are 
descendants of Union and Confederate veterans. 

I appear on behalf of the Valley's people today, several of whom 
are with me. They have driven many hours. They are seated be­
hind me. And we have spoken in a loud unanimous voice in favor 
of this national interest legislation. 

I don't make this statement lightly, because the people of the 
Valley literally wrote this bipartisan bill. 

I would like to go through my statement and then I will, if there 
is time, I would like to address several points directly that Mr. 
Rogers made in the discourse he had with you, if that is okay. 

Since November 1991 when the Park Service first issued its draft 
study on the Valley's battlefields, more than 200 elected officials, 
private landowners, historians, business men and women, and non­
profit groups have devoted thousands of volunteer hours to, and 
have held more than two dozen public hearings on this model legis­
lation. In short, this bill expresses the will of the people. 

Why is it that preservation efforts always seem to be made in re­
sponse to emergency situations? Why does it always have to come 
down to a desperate 11th-hour fight that generates acrimony and 
seldom saves historic sites? 

For example, Senator Bumper's subcommittee conducted its 
hearing on this bill last September. But by the end of October, the 
Kernstown Battlefield, which is one of the 10 sites named in the 
legislation, was in immediate danger of being auctioned off for a 
subdivision. 

Had this bill been affirmed into law the Kernstown site would 
have been an ideal candidate for S. 1033's "willing seller" scenario. 
Nevertheless, exhibiting their confidence that this bill would be­
come law, the Winchester and Frederick County Board of Super­
visors stepped up to the plate and purchased an option on the site 
at the last minute. 

Likewise, earlier this year, a 200-acre portion of the Tom's Brook 
Battlefield, another site in the bill, was rezoned for development as 
an industrial park. During the public hearings on that zoning ap­
plication, I was repeatedly asked by the land-use decision-makers 
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about the status of this legislation; had the bill been affirmative 
law? At the time those county officials advised me strongly that 
they would have had a viable alternative through the bill's "land­
use planning" scenario. Nevertheless, threatened with a lawsuit, 
the county ultimately capitulated reluctantly. Thus, as we speak 
these two and other sites named in the legislation are already 
being nibbled away at. 

Thirty-two months after we first embarked on this Herculean 
task, the bill which the Senate has already passed, faces this final 
legislative hurdle here in the House of Representatives. On behalf 
of the private landowners at each of the sites, on behalf of the 
Tom's Brook, Strasburg, and New Market Town Councils, the Win­
chester and Harrisonburg City Councils, Clarke, Frederick, Shen­
andoah, Rockingham, and Highland County Board of Supervisors, 
all of which have unanimously endorsed this bill; on behalf of State 
Senator Ross Potts, State Delegates Clinton Miller and Andy 
Guest, Governor George Allen, Senators John Warner and Chuck 
Robb, and on behalf of Congressman Frank Wolf and Bob 
Goodlatte, all of the Virginia and Federal legislators in whose dis­
tricts the sites lie, and, most importantly, on behalf of all Ameri­
cans, I implore you to do everything in your power to pass this bill. 

Can you imagine that in 1994 in the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
every local, State and Federal official in whose jurisdiction the 
plots are located has endorsed a historic preservation bill, that 
would be in the wake of the turmoil over saving the second Manas­
sas site and out of the ashes of Brandy Station debacle. We have 
come up here with innovative road-map that will prove that his­
toric preservation and economic growth can have a symbiotic, as 
opposed to an acrimonious relationship. 

We cannot drop the ball on the one-yard line. It is not by acci­
dent that the National Parks and Conservation Association the Na­
tional Trust for Historic Preservation, the Civil War Sites Advisory 
Commission appointed by Congress and the Civil War Trust have 
all endorsed this bill, and now we even have a qualified endorse­
ment from the Park Service. 

In closing, I would like to point out that just last month this Na­
tion and the rest of the free world celebrated the 50th Anniversary 
of D-Day. Every television in America was tuned into the cere­
monies and every viewer was deeply moved by the imaging of aging 
veterans reunited in the cemeteries where so many of their youth­
ful, fallen comrades are buried. 

At the close of each day's events, I received an overseas phone 
call from one of the journalists who was covering the D-Day com­
memoration. That reporter was my wife, Katie Couric, of NBC 
News and the Today Show. 

Each time she called, Katie found it more difficult to express the 
depth of her emotions and the pride she felt for our veterans and 
the mission they had accomplished. In fact, she remarked several 
times that simple comradeship, dignity, and humility exhibited by 
the many veterans she interviewed. 

During her last call from France, my wife emphasized that she 
was "shaken" literally by the imposing geography and topography 
of Normandy's battlefields, concluding that those sacred beaches, 
cliffs, farms, and villages must always be preserved as a period of 
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time perpetual memorial and symbol of our liberty. I say con­
fidently that all Americans who attended or watched the cere­
monies would agree with her conclusions. 

I responded to Katie that veterans' reunions were not a new 
thing for Americans. I noted that thousands of Civil War veterans 
held annual battlefield reunions, in fact, some of them were held 
over 75 times. 

In fact, Union and Confederate veterans reunited in the Valley 
battlefields well into this century, as evidenced by several com­
memorative ribbons, some of which are 50th anniversaries from 
troops, to Massachusetts and Connecticut, not to mention annual 
reunions of New Market, VMI cadets and veterans from 
Harrisonburg who welcomed veterans from Massachusetts and the 
rest of New England. 

In 1860, there were 30-odd States. And during the Valley cam­
paigns, 40,000 American soldiers from each of those States were 
killed or wounded, and more than 300 armed engagements and 15 
major battles. At Cedar Creek alone, nearly 9,000 soldiers from 23 
States fell. 

Why would we not express the same respect for those veterans 
and war-dead as we as a Nation recently expressed for the heroes 
of D-Day? And why would we not express the same reverence for 
the geography and topography on which the great battles of Shen­
andoah were fought. 

After all, in the Valley there were nearly seven times the number 
of American soldier who fell as compared to those who fell in Nor­
mandy. And one of the Valley survivors, Mr. Vento, General Thom­
as Rosser, who commanded the Confederate Cavalry in the Valley, 
would even make his way out to Minnesota, which he developed 
the railroad system that would further our western expansion; 
while another Captain Miles Keough, would make his way via Min­
nesota to the Little Big Horn where he and the rest of the Seventh 
Cavalry who also bivouacked and trained in Minnesota, perished 
under the command of General Armstrong Custer, who himself 
commanded a Union division during the 1864 Valley Campaign. 

For the Civil War dead and veterans from New Jersey, New 
York, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Wisconsin, Ver­
mont, Maine, Maryland, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New Hamp­
shire, Indiana, Illinois, West Virginia, Michigan, Georgia, Virginia, 
Louisiana, South Carolina, Mississippi, North Carolina and Ala­
bama, and for future American generations, please ensure that this 
bill is passed. 

Thank you. 
Mr. VENTO. Thanks, we will get back. 
You will be able to respond to further questions. 
It is obvious that you have a deep interest in this matter and you 

have done a lot of work as a student of the process. 
fPr~>n~r~>rt c::t .. t.~>m~>nt. nf Mr Mnn~h,.n fnllnur<=:·l 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN P . MONAHAN, III, PRESIDENT, STONEWALL BRIGADE 
FOUNDATION (SHENANDOAH COUNTY, VIRGINIA), IN SUPPORT OF 
SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL BATTLEFIELDS PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1994 
(S. 1033) BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS AND 
PUBLIC LANDS, OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL RESOURCES (JULY 
25, 1994): 

I am an attorney with the law firm of Hunton & Williams and 

President of the Stonewall Brigade Foundation, a non-profit 

organization dedicated to historic preservation, which is based 

in Shenandoah County in the heart of Virginia's Shenandoah 

Valley. I am also a Trustee of Belle Grove, the National Trust's 

property in the Valley's Frederick County, which served as 

Stonewall Jackson's Headquarters during his 1862 Valley Campaign 

and as Phil Sheridan's during the Battle of Cedar Creek in 1864. 

The Stonewall Brigade Foundation's Board members 

collectively own some 4,200 acres of four of the fifteen 

battlefields included in the National Park Service's Valley 

Study: (1) Cedar Creek; (2) Fisher's Hill; (3) Tom's Brook; and 

{4) New Market. Several of our Board members are descendants of 

native Valley farmers who owned these respective properties long 

before and during the respective battles; and several are 

descendants of Union and Confederate veterans. Our Advisory 

Board includes: Mrs. Norman Schwarzkopf (a Valley native); 

several noted historians; Rober t E. Lee, IV; J.E .B . Stuart, IV; 

and America's second-favorite Virginian--Willard Scott of NBC's 

TODAY Show . I say "second" because of my natural prejudice 

toward my wife, Katie Couric, who works with Willard. She is a 

Virginia native, a board member of the Stonewall Brigade 
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Foundation, and an advisory board member of the Association for 

the Preservation of Civil war Sites. 

I appear today on behalf of the Valley's people, who have 

spoken in a loud, unanimous voice in favor of this national 

interest legislation. I do not make this statement lightly, for 

the people of the Valley literally wrote this bipartisan bill. 

Since November 1991, when the Park Service issued its Draft 

Study on the Valley's Civil War Battlefields, more than 200 

elected officials, private land - owners, his torians, business men 

and women, and non-profit preservationists have devoted thousands 

of volunteer hours to--and have held more than two dozen public 

hearings on--this model legislation. S-1033 promotes the 

preservation of national landmark sites in a cost-efficient 

manner, while respecting the rights of private property owners 

and encouraging local governments to promote the cultural and 

economic well-being of their communities. In short, this 

legislation expresses "the Will of the People," by which thi s 

body is supposed to abide. 

We must ask ourselves: Why is it that battlefield 

preservation efforts always seem to be made in response to 

emergent situations? Why does it always have to come down to a 

desperate eleventh-hour effort that gene rates controversy and 

acrimony and seldom saves historic sites? On the other hand, s-

1033 prescribes a preventative planning process that will take 

the painful sting out of historic preservation. 

For example, Senator Bumper's subcommittee conducted its 

hearing on S-1033 last September . By the end of October, 
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however, the Kernstown Battlefield--which is named in the 

legislation--was in immediate danger of being auctioned off for 

subdivision. Had this bill been affirmative law, the Kernstown 

site would have been a perfect candidate for S-1033's "willing 

seller" scenario. Exhibiting their confidence that this bill 

would become federal law, the Winchester City Council and 

Frederick County Board of Supervisors stepped up to the plate, 

and purchased on option on the site. 

Earlier this year, a 200 acre portion of the Tom's Brook 

Battlefield--which is also named in the bill--was rezoned for 

development as an industrial park. During public hearings on 

that rezoning, I was repeatedly asked by the relevant land-use 

decisionmakers about the status of this legislation. Had S-1033 

been affirmative law, those County officials advised me that they 

would have had a viable alternative through the bill's "land-use 

planning" scenario. 

Thus, as we speak, these two and other sites named in this 

legislation are being nibbled away by commercial, industrial, and 

high-density residential pressures. 

In early 1992, some of my board members and I met personally 

with the Park Service's Chief Historian, Ed Bearrs, and the staff 

of his Valley study team. During that meeting, we expressed our 

interest in designating core portions of the Tom's Brook 

Battlefield--which were owned by those Board members--as National 

Reg ister properties. We also expressed our concern over the fact 

that the Park Service's Draft study on the Valley had failed to 
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make a preservation plan recommendation. Mr. Bearrs recommended 

a strategy for us to pursue. He and his staff advised us to meet 

with local government officials, other battlefield landowners, 

and local business concerns, to discuss preservation options, and 

to propose legislative ideas. We then did precisely what Mr. 

Bearrs and his people recommended, and the resu l t is S. 1033. 

Dozens of individuals from five Valley counties spent 

hundreds of hours meeting with dozens of land owners, public 

officials, and commercial representatives. We embarked op a 

mission to draft a bill that would promote and develop "heritage 

tourism" as a viable alternative to traditional forms of economic 

development (i.e., high -density commercial, industrial, and 

residential construction) . 

Virtually everyone with whom we spoke announced his or her 

strong interest in--and firm support for--developing heritage 

tourism as an alternative form of economic development in the 

Valley . The clear majority 's perception was that tourism based 

on our battlefields was an untapped s ou rce of commercial 

opportunity, whi ch would produce a vibrant new industry, create 

new jobs, and ·generate substantial local tax dollars. In short, 

Valley inhabitants recogni zed that heritage tourism would provide 

solutions for many of the Valley's socio-economic woes while 

preserving irreplaceable historic resources. The Valley counties 

had been looking for a clean i ndustry, a commercial venture that 

would cure many public welfare ailments. Now they have found 

such an alternative industry. Valley officials, land owners, and 
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business people are anxious to be re-educated on their own local 

history and educated for the first time on the dollars and cents 

of heritage tourism. 

Valley residents are, therefore, looking for commitment by 

and guidance from the federal government. Indeed , every Chamber 

of Commerce, Public Service organization, Economic Development 

Council, and American Legion and VFW post in the five counties 

has endorsed the bill. 

Thirty-two months after we first embarked on this Herculean 

task, S-1033--which the Senate has already passed--faces its 

final legislative hurdle , here in the House of Representatives. 

On behalf of private landowners at each of the battlefield sites 

named in the bill, on behalf of the Tom's Brook, Strasburg , and 

New Market Town Councils, the Winchester and Harrisonburg City 

Councils, the Clarke, Frederick, Shenandoah, Rockingham, and 

Highland County Boards of Supervisors--all of which unanimously 

endorsed this bill, on behalf of State Senator Ross Potts , State 

Delegates Clinton Miller and Andy Guest, Governor George Allen, 

Senators John Warner and Chuck Robb, and Congressman Frank Wolf 

and Bob Goodlatte--all of the Virginia and federal legislators in 

whose districts the sites lie, and, most importantly , on behalf 

of all Americans, I implore you to do everything in your power to 

pass S-1033. 

Can you imagine that in 1994, in the Commonwealth of 

Virginia , every local, state, and federal official in whose 

jurisdict i on the properties are located has endorsed a historic 
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preservation bill? This is a consensus bill. I ew~hasize 

"consensus" because, in the wake of the turmoil over saving the 

Second Manassas site and out of the ashes of the Brandy Station 

debac le , we have come up with an innovative road -map that will 

prove that historic preservation and economic growth can have a 

symbiotic, as opposed to an acrimonious relationship. It is not 

by accident that the National Parks and Conservation Association, 

the National Trust for Historic Preservation, the Civil War Sites 

Advisory Commission, and the Civil War Trust have all endorsed 

S-1033. 

Because this is consensus legislation, the bill makes the 

loud and clear pronouncement that "there will be no federal 

taking" of Valley land . The federal government could only 

purchase battlefield acreage from willing sellers and/or accept 

land donations and easements f rom willing private land owners 

and/or preservation organizations. 

The Park Service is certainly not advocating that the 86,000 

acre study area--or even the 34,000 acre core area--be taken by 

the federal government through eminent domain. Moreover , given 

t he budget deficit, spending cuts, and national economic 

concerns, Congress is not going to advocate a t a king either. 

I ndeed, given the deep-rooted private property sensitivities o f 

t he Val l ey's people, any eminent doma i n pronouncement would 

undoubted l y ignite a second Civi l War and yet ano~her Valley 

campa ign. 
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The point is that, because the federal government will 

never--and, as a practical matter, cannot ever--buy the bulk of 

this geography, we need this innovative legislation which allows 

for a combination of preservation strategies and techniques. 

Indeed, the mechanisms prescribed in the bill are consistent with 

the preservation mechanisms recommended in the Park Service's 

Final Study, which calls for: 

2. Enhanced public funding and technical 
assistance to State and local governments 
and to private owners for site 
preservation and interpretation. 

3 . Creat[ion] of one or more affiliated 
areas of the National Park System. 

4. Acqui[sition of] one or two sites for the 
National Park System as interpretative, 
technical assistance, and management 
focal points in conjunction with other 
battlefields under non-federal 
management. 

* * * 
A balance must be achieved between 
preservation, the Valley lifestyle, and 
economic development. . . . [S] orne combinations 
of 2,3, and 4 would be appropriate if 
developed through a regional mechanism 
emphasizing: (a) stewardship through continued 
private ownership when current land-use 
practices are compatible with battlefield 
preservation and interpretation; and (b) wide 
participation of local governments and 
property owners together with St ate and 
fed e ral agencies. 

Study of Civil War Sites in the Shenandoah Valley of Virgin ia 
(National Park Service, (September, 1992) at pp. iv-v. 

In short, S-10 33 constitutes the most cost-effective and the 

least acrimonious means to preserve the Valley's key bat t lefield 
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sites. The bill encourages the rural landowner to retain, and 

maintain his or her historic property . It encourages localities 

to plan and zone responsibly, with a focus on preservation 

through the development of heritage tourism. Although the 

federal government's imprimatur is necessary to get this craft 

properly christened, launched, and headed on the proper course, 

in the long-run federal involvement will be relatively limited, 

and private citizens and l ocal and state officials will reap the 

economic benefits of their own responsible stewardship . In other 

words, this legislation represents "a new way of doing business." 

This is not to say, however, that a federal commitment to 

preserving the Valley battlefields is not required . Indeed the 

federal government must demonstrate to the people of the 

Shenandoah Valley its dedication to preserving the battlefields 

throug h the promotion and development of heritage tourism on a 

regional scale and at the local level. Moreover, the federal 

government must announce that, i nstead of seeking to "take" land 

from farmers, it will in fact reward with those battlefield 

owners who agree to preserve their properties. Unless the 

federal government articulates its unequivocal commitment t o 

helping loca l officials, land owners, preservation organizat ions, 

and business persons in the Valley, eventually the integrity of 

all of the battlefield, will be severely degraded if not 

completely lost. 

Accordingly, the bill prescribes cooperative efforts among 

federal, state, and l oca l governments to promote and develop 
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heritage tourism, and provides for the establishment of two 

National Park interpretive centers and the acceptance by the Park 

Service of some 1,863 acres of donated land spread among ten of 

the battlefield sites. The legislation also authorizes the 

Departmen t of the Interior to make grant incentives available to 

local officials and land owners, to preserve the Valley's 

battlefields. 

In these regards, S-1033 represents the perfect embodiment 

of the model legislation skeleton discussed by John Reynolds, 

Deputy Director of the National Park Service, in his September 

21, 1993 statement to Senator Bumper's subcommittee: 

JOHN REYNOLD'S REMARKS 

Tne National Park Service supports the concept 
of a locally based planning process to develop 
a partnership preservation plan for 
conservation of important resource values. 
This planning process ought of explore, with 
the assistance of the National Park Service, 
appropriate structures to adminis t er the 
preservation plan including a determination of 
what resources, if any, should be included 
within a Shenandoah Valley Civil War 
Battlefields Park. No effort to preserve the 
resources of the valley can succee d without 
formal, intense involvement of local and state 
officials and interests. As a means to 
support this effort, we endorse the use of 
grants to facilitate the development o f local 
preservation and interpretation programs. The 
National Park Service supports the declaration 
of the national significance of this area. 

* * * 
The Nat ional Park Service is in the business 
of resource protection. Therefore, it is our 
opinion that sufficient acreage must be 
preserved under ownership or easement, by the 
National Park Service o r o ther conversation 
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partner, to provide an interpretive core and 
preserve the historic setting of the 
battlefields. The National Park Service 
should be involved in managing only those 
resources whose integrity has been insured by 
adequate local preservation mechanisms. In 
this way the public can be assured that the 
National Park Service is only involved in 
managing resources of the highest standards of 
quality. Other supporting sites could be 
managed by partners in state and local 
government and the private sector. 

A. Congress Should Provide Grant Opportunities To Local 
Governments. 

Because Shenandoah Valley governments are under severe 

pressure to generate tax dollars to provide police, fire, 

education, and other public services to citizens, and because 

unemployment is a foremost s oc io-economic concern, local 

officials are invariably exposed to the tremendous temptation to 

permit commercial, industrial, and high-density residential 

construction on battlefields. These sites are, f or the most 

part, located near existing roads, public utilities, and water 

supplies. 

However, the Valley's limited geographic parameters, fragil e 

soil and limestone infrastruc ture, and delicate ground water 

systems can only handle GO much traditional development. 

Responsible Va lley officials , business interests, and citizens - -

many of whom have deep-rooted, personal interests in the War 

Between the States--are thus receptive to the concept of an 

alternative form of development--one that would generate 

substant i al local tax dollars and provide employment to the 
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Valley 's work-force, but which would not require the d e gradation 

uf historic resources. 

Accordingly, modest grants that will provide preservation 

incentives must be made available to counter corresponding 

i ~centives to authorize traditional deve l opment . Grant 

opportunities would encourage local officia ls to make responsible 

l and -use decisions that protect battlefields. In the long -run, 

such opportunit ies would be the most cost-effective means to 

preserving historic sites . 

B. Congress Should Provide Economic Incentives To Battlefield 
Land Owners. 

Many battlefield owners ~epresent the e i ghth or ninth 

gener·ation of original Shenandoah Valley settlers. Thus, a 

significaut maj ority of farmers have a natural di sposi tion 

a gainst traditional development . and have no immediate intention 

of subdividing their prop ertie s. However , a l though preservation 

for preservat ion's sake is a noble concept, there are economic 

realit ies. Re cent real property reasses sments, the national 

re cess~on, local unemployme nt figures, family emergencies , and 

grow~ng public sentiment against various f orms o f farming (~, 

dairy product s, beef cattl e , and chickens) have lef t many Valley 

bat tlefield owners with no economic alternative but to subdivide. 

In sho rt, farmers must be given direct i ncentives not to 

develop. This t oo woul d b e cos t- effective, because t h e 

t: ~ ·a d i t i ona l stewards of the propert ies in question would simply 

reta i n and continue to maintain them . 
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c. Congress Should Establish A Commission Of Valley Citizens To 
Work With The National Park Service On A Regional Plan To 
Promote •Heritage Tourism" And Thereby Preserve 
Bat t lefie l ds. 

It is imperative that t here continue to be unified support 

among Shena ndoah Valley land owners and political, civil, and 

business l eaders f or the promotion and deve l opment of heritage 

tourism. Congress should, therefore , appoint a Commission of 

responsible Valley citizens to work with the Park Service on a 

Regional Plan that will cal l for Federal/State/ local 

coordinat i on . The Commission should be made up of battlefield 

land owners , pub lic officials, b us iness pers ons , preservation 

organization representatives , historians , and other concerned 

Vall ey resident s . Valley people must kn ow and feel that they are 

integrally i nvolved in the preservation of their own 

bat tlefiel ds. I f not, any federal e f fort will simply be 

perceived as "government intrusion." 

D. Congress Should Authori ze The Establishment Of Two Nati ona l 
Park Interpretive Centers In The Valley. 

As stated , the federal government must exhibit its 

unequivocal commitment to the people of t h e Shenand oah Valley 

that it will assist them in preserving the battlefields through 

heritage tourism. It is, quite frankly, disgraceful that t o 

da te, despite the facts that there were no fewer than fifteen 

major Civi l War battles and more than 3 00 armed engagements i n 

t he Shenandoah Valley (as the Park Service Report states ) 

r esul ting in 40,000 casualties, there is not a s i ngle National 

Park facility for the Valley's battlefields . 
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Recognizing the financial, logistical, political, and social 

impossibilities that any attempt to purchase all or even most of 

the 86,000 a cres covered in the draft Report (or even the 34,000 

core area acres) would face, we nevertheless believe that there 

should be two National Park interpretive centers in the Valley. 

Such an undertaking would be feasible and would go a long way 

toward demonstrating the federal government's commitment. 

Because there were two primary "Valley " campaigns, there 

should be two interpretive centers in the Valley: One center 

should serve as a tourist base for each campaign. It would make 

historical sense to have one facility in the Upper Valley (to 

serve as a tourism nucleus for Stonewall Jackson 's 1862 campaign) 

and one in the Lower Valley (to serve as a nucleus for Phillip 

Sheridan's 1 864 campaign). Such a plan would also make 

logistical sense, in that tourists would enter the Valley from 

both above and below the Massahutten Range (a geographic key to 

both military campaigns)--~. from the northern and southern 

ends of the Valley. Starting at each such base of operation, 

tourists would take their own driving tours through the 

af filiated area battlefields on their way to the other 

interpret ive center . 

As discussed, there would be no federal "taking" of land. 

However, there i s currently a lot o f private battlefield acreage 

for sale in the Valley and land prices are fairly reasonable in 

some cases. For example, there are several hundred acres within 

the Cedar Creek core area currently for sale, which are adjacent 
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to (or near) the Cedar Creek Battlefield Foundation's present 

acreage. That organization would be willing to donate its 

current land holdings to the National Park Service to serve as a 

nucleus for an interpretive center in the Lower Valley. 

E. Affiliated Areas (With Public Access) Should Be Established 
At Each Of The Remaining Sites. 

In addition to two interpretive centers, affiliated areas 

(with public access) should be established at each of the 

Report's remaining battlefield sites. For example, the Lee-

Jackson Foundation currently owns 100 acres at Cross Keys; and 

that property could provide some public access to a core 

engagement site in the Upper Valley. In short, private 

organizations are willing to donate their battlefield acreage to 

the National Park Service which, in turn, could make additional 

acquisitions of adjacent battlefield land from willing sellers. 

Such areas would be incorporated into an overall partnership plan 

involving the Park Service, the Commonwealth of Virginia, local 

governments, private land owners, preservation organizations, and 

local business interests. 

F. Congress Should Authorize Grant Opportunities To Local 
Governments To Promote And Develop "Heritage Tourism." 

Local governments need an incentive to get. the concept of 

heritage tourism underway as a legitimate economic alternative to 

traditional development. Local officials frequently make the 

argument that, because they must generate substantial tax dollars 

to pay for police, fire, education, and other public services and 

because citizens need employment opportunities, local governments 
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have no choice but to permit construction on battlefields sites--

i.e., open space that "perks" and is near existing road networks, 

utilities, and water supplies. In short, the economic incentives 

to permit traditional forms of development must be countered by 

land-use planning and implementation grants to develop and 

promote heritage tourism. Modest grants would serve as a 

powerful impetus for local officials to make responsible land-use 

decisions that would steer traditional development away from 

battlefield sites. In the end, the benefits of such a program 

would greatly outweigh the costs. 

G. Congress Should Authorize Economic Incentives To Land Owners 
To Preserve Battlefield Lands. 

As stated, many Valley battlefield land owners are 

predisposed against traditional development . They nevertheless 

face harsh economic realities and should thus be rewarded for 

agreeing to preserve their acreage. Although it would not be 

feasible from an economic standpoint for the Park Service to buy 

all battlefield land (even if, hypothetically , all battlefield 

owners wanted to sell their properties), it would still be 

feasible to make incentives (~. subsidies, and/or purchase of 

easement rights) availabl e to battlefield owners who agree 

contractually not to engage in traditional development. After 

all, Congress has frequently authorized agri cultural subsidies. 

Land owners who own battlefield acreage adjacent to our proposed 

interpretive centers and affiliated areas (above) would be fairly 

compensated for preserving their properties, thus maintaining 

open-space lands and historic view-sheds. Farmers would 
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therefore continue to maintain their properties and continue 

their agricultural heritage. This would be cost-effective . 

If such incentives are not made available, land owners will 

eventually succumb to economic pressures. They will sell out to 

traditional development interests, because they will have no 

alternative. In sum, the battlefields will be lost and the 

concept of heritage tourism rendered meaningless in the Valley. 

H. The National Park Service Should Provide Staff, Expertise, 
And Other Resources To Local Governments, Land Owners, 
Preservation Organizations. and Businesses. 

The time has come for the National Park Service to take 

affirmative steps to eradicate whatever vestige remains of its 

negative perception in the Shenandoah Valley. The Park Service 

should therefore make its staff, expertise, and other resources 

available to help local governments, land owners, preservation 

organizations, and business interests identify and interpret 

battlefields. For starters, interpretive battlefield maps, 

plaques, and signs should be prepared, so that driving tours can 

be established. 

CONCLUSION 

Just last month, this Nation and the rest of the Free World 

celebrated the 50th Anniversary of D-Day . Every television in 

America was tuned in to the ceremonies, and every viewer was 

deeply moved by the images of aging veterans reunited in the 

cemeteries where so many of their youthful, fallen comrades are 

buried. 
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At the close of each day's events , I received an overseas 

phone-call report from one of the journalists who was covering 

the D-Day commemoration . That reporter was my wife, Katie 

Couric, of NBC News and the TODAY Show. Each time she called, 

Katie found it more difficult to express the depth of her 

emotions and reflections and the pride she felt for our veterans 

and the mission they had accomplished. In fact, she remarked 

that several times the simple comrad eship, dignity, and humility 

exhibited by the many veterans she met and interviewed reduced 

her to tears. 

During her last call from France, Katie emphasized that she 

was literally "shaken" by the imposing geography and topography 

of Normandy's battlefields, concluding that those sacred beaches, 

cliffs, farms, and villages must always be preserved as a 

perpetual memorial and as a symbol of liberty. I say confidently 

that al l Americans who attended or watched the ceremonies would 

agree with her conclusion. 

I responded to Katie t ha t veterans' reunions were not a new 

thing for Americans. I not e d that thousands of Civil War 

veterans held annual battlefield reunions--indeed , several 

reunions commemorated 75 or more anniversaries. In fact, Union 

a nd Confederate veterans reunited on the Valley battlefields wel l 

i nto this century, as evidenced by these commemorative ribbons 

for Opequon, New Market, and Harrisonburg. 

In 186 0 , t here were 30-odd states. During the Valley 

c ampa igns, almost 40 ,000 soldiers from each of those state s were 
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killed or wounded in more than 300 armed engagements and 15 major 

battles. At Cedar Creek alone, nearly 9,000 soldiers from 23 

states fell. Why would we not express the same respect for those 

veterans and war - dead as we- -as a nation-- recently expressed for 

the heroes of D-Day? Why would we not expres~ the same reverence 

for the geography and topography on which the great battles of 

the Shenandoah were fought? After all, nearly seven times the 

number of American soldiers who fell in Normandy fell in the 

Shenandoah Valley . 

And one of the Valley's survivors, General Thomas Rosser , 

who commanded the Confederate cavalry, would even make his way 

out to Minnesota, where he developed the railroad system that 

furthered Westward expansion; while another Valley survivor, 

Captain Miles Keough, would make his way via Minnesota to the 

Little Big Horn, where he and the rest of the Seventh Cavalry 

peri shed under the command of George Armstrong Custer, who 

himself had commanded a Union division during the 1864 Valley 

Campaign. 
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STATEMENT OF WILL CALLAWAY 

Mr. VENTO. We have Mr. Will Callaway, Washington Representa­
tive of the National Parks and Conservation Association. 

We welcome you. 
Your statement has been made part of the record. If you want 

to summarize. 
Mr. CALLAWAY. Yes, I also have some comments on the Corinth 

legislation. 
Mr. VENTO. You can do it at this time, I think. 
Mr. CALLAWAY. Thank you very much. 
I would try to be as brief as possible in the interest of time. 
The National Parks and Conservation Association, NPCA also 

represents Citizens Protecting America's Parks. We now have 
450,000 members, I testify today on their behalf. 

I would like to read a quote from Bruce Catton from the book the 
"Civil War." 

"A Federal Army trying to take Richmond could never be entirely 
secure until the Confederates were deprived of all use of Shen­
andoah Valley." 

I think that speaks very well to the significance of the Shen­
andoah Valley. The significance of campaigns, primarily 1862, the 
Gettysburg Campaign of 1863, and finally the Sheridan Campaign 
of 1864. Many Americans might not recognize this campaign period 
in the significance of the Shenandoah Valley during 1862 to 1864. 

Most might realize that Stonewall Jackson received his nickname 
at Manassas. They might not realize that his importance to the 
Confederacy was probably foremost in protecting the Valley and 
subsequently protecting Richmond. 

Gettysburg, I think due to the recent movie, is familiar to all 
Americans. However, not many would realize that Confederates 
marched up through the Valley on their way to Pennsylvania and 
into battle. 

Finally, I think most southerners specifically are very familiar 
with the activities of Sherman marching through Georgia. How­
ever, not many would be familiar with "The Burn" Phil Sheridan 
met marching down the Shenandoah Valley. 

I raise these points because there is a lack of familiarity due to 
a lack of education. The National Park Service has noted that their 
Park Service Civil War repertoire does not include the Shenandoah 
Valley campaigns. 

The Civil War Sites Advisory Commission also noted specifically 
that the report released in September and submitted to Congress 
in January of 1993, raised the issue of protecting the Shenandoah 
Valley as a separate campaign as something that was lacking in 
the National Park Service representation and interpretation. 

Like yourself, this committee and the full committee, NPCA 
struggles with designation of any type of new park units. My testi­
mony in Corinth will relate to that and I think give you that con­
cern. 

In looking at the Shenandoah Valley, however, we feel like we 
have a nationally significant unit that does deserve protection. And 
two issues have come up in the report that I think are very signifi­
cant. 
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Again to quote, this time from the Civil War Sites Advisory Com­
mission related to Shenandoah Valley and its protection: "This op­
portunity will only remain for a relatively short period of time." 

The opportunity they refer to is the cooperative work between 
the locals and the National Park Service. 

Unlike a large number of national park sites, we have had a 
ground effort at the local level that has worked cooperatively with 
private citizens, local government, NPCA and I know other envi­
ronmental organizations in looking to protect the area. I feel like 
that is unique, and it moves this bill forward much more quickly 
than might otherwise have occurred. And for those reasons, I think 
this subcommittee and the full committee should give a lot of 
thought to the efforts that have been put in and also give that a 
lot of weight. 

Finally, the issue of time. As noted, a large number of these sites 
still have good to fair integrity. However, we have already lost two 
sites. I believe the Front Royal and first Winchester sites have 
been shown to either be poor quality or lost full integrity. 

As time passes on, we will lose more of those sites, unfortu­
nately. Therefore, we would encourage the subcommittee to try to 
move forward on this bill, potentially during this Congress. I real­
ize time is short, but it would be significant for the people who 
have put the time and effort in as well as for the resource, which 
again NPCA does feel deserves the protection of a full park des­
ignation. 

If you don't mind, now I will turn very quickly to Corinth and 
try to be brief. NPCA does not in any way question the integrity 
of the Corinth site. I was in Corinth, Mississippi, in January of this 
year visiting with Woody Harrell the Superintendent of Shiloh, we 
spent a greater part of the morning traveling around Corinth look­
ing at a variety of sites. 

Corinth deserves and needs improved interpretation and also 
needs improved assistance from the Park Service. We don't feel 
that building a visitors center before any type of protection plan in 
place is the right approach. 

We feel that is a little bit backwards. If the Park Service were 
given some additional resources and time to look at the Corinth 
site to provide alternatives to Congress as to how they might pro­
tect Corinth and provide interpretation, we feel that would be a 
more wise approach. 

Simply directing the Park Service to spend $6 million on a speci­
fied visitors center is the wrong approach. You may have heard Mr. 
Babbitt say very recently that no new roads and no new construc­
tion will be occurring in park units that are not already authorized. 
This goes directly against that type of policy. 

It is a policy that NPCA has not adopted but one that we do sup­
port in that resources need to be protected; the backlogs need to 
be addressed before we move to construction of new visitors cen­
ters. As you know, Mr. Chairman, there are a large number of 
parks that have been around for a long number of time, that have 
visitor centers in their General Management Plan. 

However, those visitor centers have not been built either. We 
would like to see something happen at Corinth. We don't want to 
specify what that will be. 
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I did add in my testimony today a photograph of the rail depot 
in Corinth. AB you well know, the significance of Corinth is that 
the East-West/North-South train intersection that is still present 
there was part of the battle of Shiloh, the reason for the battle of 
Shiloh, and the reason for the siege on Corinth. 

It is very important to the North to take that rail line, to cut off 
communications to the West, and also to seize a large number of 
trains that were moving through with Confederate supplies. 

If you have any other questions about Corinth, I would also be 
willing to answer those at this time or later, and I appreciate this 
opportunity to testify. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes. 
Thank you, Mr. Callaway. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Callaway follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Will Callaway, and I am a representative 
for the National Parks ami Conservation Association (NPCA). On behalf of NPCA and its 450.000 
members I appreciate this opportunity to testify in support of the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields 
Partnership Act, S. 1033 and H.R. 746. I also have comments regarding the construction of an 
interpretive center at Civil War hattletield sites in Corinth, Mississippi. as called for inS. 986 and H.R. 
3714. 

NPCA strongly supports the National Park Service's (NPS) efforts to protect the remaining, viable 
historical sites associateLI with the Civil War. Much like the country's natural resources, these vestiges 
of the country's struggle for Jemocracy are threatened by uncontrolkJ growth ami development. It is 
imrerative that the Congress acts to protect the remaining nationally signiticant sites that retain their 
integrity. As the Civil War Sites Advisory Committee (CWSAC) report stated, and as will be reiterated 
here toJay. "this nation's Civil War Heritage is in mortal Janger: it is being hui!JozeJ anJ is 
Jisaprearing unJer huildings, rarking luts, and highways." 

SHENANDOAH 

"This valley, running southwest frum the Potomac behind the shie!J 
of the Blue Ridge, had heen of great strategic value to the Cunfederacy 
ever since Stonewall Jacksun had demonstrated its possibilities. 
All in all, a Federal army trying tu take Richmond cuuld never be entirely 
secure until the Cnnfederates were deprived of all use nf the Shenandnah 
Valley." from The Civil W,tr hy Bruce Catton 

Certain battles uf the Civil War continue tu he defining 1numents in the United States' histury. I don't 
hdit:ve anyone would question the signiticanct: (lf th~tt time. StJ it is unnecessary to summarize the 
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importance of the era. The battles of the Shenandoah Valley are recognized as integral to the success of 
the Confederacy in preventing early victory by the Union. "Stonewall" Jackson's men were able to hold 
the Valley as a southern stronghold for most of the war until Sheridan's troops overwhelmed the 
Confederate troops in 1864 and marched southward. 

What remains in question is our ability to appreciate that history and protect the sites o n which strategic 
battles occurred. Once rural farmland, many of these sites are now in the path of residential and 
commercial development. Three of the sites, Cedar Creek, First Kernstown and Fisher's Hill, are listed 
by the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission among the tifty priority one battletields that deserve 
immediate protection, and three other sites: Cross Keys, Port Republic and Piedmont, are listed as 
battletields that are experiencing threats. 

The battletield sites of the Shenandoah Valley deserve full status as units of the National Park System. 
The report produced by the Interagency Resources Division of the NPS noted that of "the 85,909 acres 
of battletield study areas 82 percent were determined to have generally good integrity ." However, the 
study team also indicated that growth in the area will lead to "four principal sources of changing land use 
that will damage or destroy key historic s ites: residential , commercial , highway , and industrial 
development. " The report goes on to conclude that "lelffective retention of most of these remains is an 
opportunity that st ill is available but one that must be handled by governments and the community 
working together in order to be successful, t(>r this opportunity will only remain for a relatively short 
time." 

I would like to focus today o n two concerns of the study: cooperation and time. The bill is the result of 
cooperation between local land owners , local and federal government and the conservation community, 
including NPCA and the Association for the Preservation of Civil War Sites. At every stage of the 
process , eft\ms haw been made to include all those invol ved and to work cooperatively toward the goal 
nf protecting these si tes , as well as pmperty rights . The legislation before you today is derived from an 
atmosphere of usi ng the best tools available to achieve these ends, whether that be local zoning, 
~:as~ments, private or public ownership, or lu ~:a l or federal management. 

S. 1033 calls t(>r a heritage plan to he developed anti implemented by a Shenandoah Valley National 
Battlef•dds Commission, established by this act and to he appointed under the ausp ices of the Secretary 
of the Department of the Interior. The Commission is to dn•ft the plan within two years and senLI to 
Congress a tinal plan within three years. W!::! agrl!c with the conc~pl of c!St~1h li shing the ~omtniss ion. hut 
like you we are concerned about the role it wi ll play in management of the park. 

The legis lation needs to be clear that des ignation as a hattletield park transfers authority over all federal 
lands to the NPS. Additionally, we disagree with action by the Senate that eliminated provis ions fnr 
stuu y areas. The core areas do not include many of the sites that are sui table for inclus ion in the park. 
Authority should he in place for the NPS to work fo r future exp;ms ions. NPCA understands the rationale 
of starting with only the 1,863 acres identitied hy S. 1033, hut this must be recognized as only a starting 
point. NPCA agrees with NPS that a failure to expand these boundari es will mean the loss of the 
hattletidds of the Shenandoah Valley campaign. 

Time is critical. It is unfortunate that several of the 15 battletidds stud ied cannot he included t(>r 
recommendation in this bill. The battl etields of First Winchester and Front Royal already have been lus t 
to tkvdopment. Local development threats are wnsideretl a high tn moderate risk at live other sites. 

2 
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Delays in passage of this legislation or in implementing a heritage plan could lead to more sites being 
rated as poor or lost, as are First Winchester and Front Royal. The cooperative effort put forth by local 
groups, many of which will be represented on the Commission, should provide a sufficient base to 
prepare the management plan more quickly than a new unit might otherwise require. 

I believe that most individuals and groups that come before you today will be supportive of this act. 
They are supportive because they know that to fully understand the Civil War one must have a 
comprehensive view of the period and the actions during that period. Many Americans are aware that 
Thomas "Stonewall" Jackson received his nickname at Manassas, but they are not aware that his 
leadership was most valuable to the Confederacy in controlling the Shenandoah Valley and consequently 
protecting Richmond during the early years of the war. Gettysburg is familiar to most Americans, but 
the 1863 Shenandoah campaign that led to the confrontation in Pennsylvania remains just a footnote. And 
few southerners are unaware of the signiticance of Sherman's march through Georgia, but the importance 
of "The Burn" of the valley by Sheridan's troops does not register the same type of emotion with most 
ci tizens. Why are most people unfamiliar with these events? In part because the Shenandoah Valley 
campaign is not represented in the NPS Civil War repertoire. 

Passage of this legislation will help not only to protect these sites, but also to educate individuals about 
the signiticance of the Shenandoah Valley campaigns during the Civil War and to bring a more 
comprehensive view to that detining moment in U.S . history. 

Finally , it is worth noting that the NPS has expressed its reservations about passage of this legislation, 
even though the s ites have been identitied as nationally signiticant and suitab le for designation as units 
of the National Park System . I understand that these concerns still are a factor for the NPS. There are 
some points that need to he worked out by all parties involved, but delay in protecting sites in the 
Shenandoah Valley may mean loss of those sites. Other means of protection are not currently available, 
and the battletield sites of the Shenandoah deserve full park protection. 

CORINTH 

"General William T. Sherman was sent t(>rth on the so-called Yellow 
Crt!t:k Expedition for th~ purpose l)f tkstroy ing railroad ...:ommunkatiom; 
to the west of Corinth. Mississippi. the objective of the campaign ." 
from Shi lnh, Historical Handbook #10 by Albert Dillahunty 

Mr. Chairman, unfortunately we must cuntinut: the theme of threatened resources when we discuss the 
battldields of Corinth. These hattletidd si tes are widely dispersed and many are surrounded completely 
by wmmercial or residential uevelopment. 

However. local preservation groups have strived to maintain many of the sites and provide some 
interpretive services. Examples of bunkers employed by Confederate troops and the junction of two 
major rail lines in Corinth give this area historic signitkam:e worth ret.:ognition and protection. Corinth 
is listed as one of the Class B battletields (sites having a major intluence on the Civil War) by the Civil 
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War Sites Advisory Commission. Interpretation and preservation efforts should be undertaken by the 
NPS for the 14 sites identified in this act; however, it appears insufficient thought has been given as to 
how these efforts can be achieved . 

The battle of Corinth is closely associated with a more well known battle : Shiloh , which occurred sotne 
20 miles to the north. The NPS maintains and operates a headquarters and interpretive center at Shiloh 
National Mil itary Park (NMP) . Section 4(c) of S. 986 stipulates that Shiloh NMP will serve as the 
administrative unit for interpretive services at Corinth. However, the bill does not authorize official 

designation or provide for any type of protection plan for the lands that represent the siege and battles 
of Corinth . These bills ask the NPS to spend $6 million for a visitors center and then provide 
interpretive services for a site that is not a unit of the National Park System. This approach is not the 
best way to achieve the preservation needs identitieu at Corinth . 

NPCA does not believe the available NPS staff at Shiloh can serve the daily interpretive needs of Corinth, 
but they appear to be sufticient to handle the administrative function , assuming additional resources would 
be made available. To provide proper interpretive services, the NPS should be directed to report to 
Congress on the alternatives for management of the Corinth battletield sites. 

While interpretation is a necessary element for the Corinth sites, the construction of a new center at a cost 
of some $6 million is not feasible in light of <:urrem buugetary constraints faced by the NPS , nor is it 
necessraily the best alternative. 

Attach ell with this testimony is a copy of a phowgraph uf the railroau junction where the Memphis anu 
Charleston railway (east-west transit) crossed the Mobile and Ohio railway (north-south transit). The 
signiticance of controll ing this juncture leu to th e banles at Co rinth and Shiloh. The importance of this 
crossing can he lost in the greater attention paid tu the individuals and battles that mark the Civil War. 
In the background of the photo is th e Corinth Rail Dep<>t , currently va<:ant for the most part. In order 
10 ti>eus interpretive efti>rts on the sign iticance of the railroau junction, it would make sense to pl ace an 
interpretive <:enter in this building. Vis itors could then travel 10 other sites around Corinth with a better 
understanuing of why those battles were fought. 

NPCA is not suggesting that this is the only alternative for an interpretive center. However, we are 
suggt!sting that suitahlt: sites can ht! found without t,;onstrw.:ting a nt:!w, fellerall y funded v isitor f..:enter. 

The legislation before you muay shoulu he amemled to address immeuiate needs at Corinth . Additional 
resnurces shoulu be maue ava ilable to provide ti>r a federal role in protecting sites aruunu Corinth and 
to provitle for improvetl interpretation . Atl~quate stafting anu interpretation will provitle the type of 
presentation that currently is lacking at so many park units and the Corinth banletields . 

Mr. Chairman, that conduues my testimony . I wouiJ h" pleasetl to answer any questions from you or 
other members of the su hcomminee . 

4 
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STATEMENT OF STEVE MciNTYRE 

Mr. VENTO. We probably will have a few questions on that and 
we will try to first deal with the issue of Shenandoah. 

But finally on this panel, I want to invite Mr. Mcintyre from 
Dayton, Virginia. His statement has been made a part of the 
record. 

You can summarize in five minutes or less. 
Welcome. 
Mr. MciNTYRE. It shouldn't take very long. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am a lifelong resident of the Shenandoah Valley, born in Win­

chester and currently residing in Rockingham County. Even though 
my property is not within any of the proposed battlefield areas, I 
do have some particular interests in the legislation at hand. 

Having grown up in Winchester, you can imagine that I was ex­
posed to Civil War history at a very early age. There is a fascina­
tion about the idea that a country as great as ours could have ever 
been divided over any issue. 

After moving from Winchester, Rockingham County, I earned a 
Bachelor of Science in Psychology and History at James Madison 
University; more proof of my love of history. 

To sum up that educational experience, I learned that free think­
ing in free society is what makes our country so great. 

With that free thinking in mind, I would like to offer some con­
cerns regarding this legislation. 

I am an insurance professional, working daily with individuals, 
businesses and farmers to make sure they are properly protected. 
Two years ago, a number of clients posed questions to me regarding 
their estate property which is synonymous, and how it would be 
impacted by the historical designation, battlefield designation and 
possible expansion of the Shenandoah Valley National Park. 

Their questions and mine simply put is: What happens to the es­
tate or property which would normally pass from one generation to 
the next? Does the property owner have a right to protect his or 
her equity and appreciation of value? 

Since that question was presented many times, I became more 
involved in the issue of preserving the rights of private property 
owners for their future generations. In my community of Dayton, 
I served as spokesman for an area citizens group testifying in pub­
lic hearings and offering factual input regarding a very offensive 
historical ordinance which was presented and subsequently de­
feated . 

It became evident that preservation was not the actual agenda, 
and when the local residents were educated on the real issue, of 
approximately 350 of the 464 registered voters signed their names 
stating "no way." 

In defense of our local governing body, they thought they were 
on a noble crusade to preserve things, but the misinformation and 
inflated promises of tourism dollars and free money couldn't stand 
a realistic scrutiny. It was actually a case of a few people trying 
to benefit at the cost of many. 

Since then, I have testified at hearings in Rockingham County 
regarding their proposed comprehensive plan for the Shenandoah 
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Valley Park Related Land Use Study, the Virginia National Re­
sources Board regarding citizen input and now today. In past two 
years, I have witnessed by their actions and comments considerable 
contempt on the part of the National Park Service and related de­
partments toward private property owners and their rights of own­
ership. 

I have a passion for history, and in particular the Civil War. It 
is exhilarating to go ponder the commemoration of valor and battle­
fields. There is nothing wrong with new jobs and revenue from peo­
ple enjoying the historical interest. 

I found it necessary to resist that emotion and be realistic and 
consider how this may affect property owners in a negative. U.S. 
legislators have labored to create a happy medium; I would like to 
call it a safety net for property owners. 

It is an absolute that the National Park Service not be permitted 
the right of condemnation. In addition, that shouldn't be permitted 
through any local governing body either. The local commission is 
a must. 

However, it would be preferable for those on the Commission to 
be selected from backgrounds less prone to act on emotions. The 
National Park Service should not be permitted to own the land. 

Since our Civil War ancestors were fighting for their respective 
freedoms and property, it would hardly be reverent to hand over 
the right of ownership with a stroke of a pen; enhance, the "safety 
net" by creating a "self preservation amendment." This would allow 
any disgruntled property owner to opt out of any preservation ease­
ment or other encumbrances. 

In closing, you need to get to know real Shenandoah Valley peo­
ple. I found that a lot of the hearings that were conducted, the peo­
ple that I talked to they were-they were working, they didn't go. 
So I am here to represent their interests. 

They worked hard for their land and are proud of it. They are 
tough and not easily intimidated. They are intelligent. And if de­
ceived or oppressed, will fight back with tenacity. It is a heritage 
we have enjoyed for some time. 

I and many others feel relatively sure that the National Park 
Service will press you for condemnation rights, and most likely try 
to disband the local commission before it ever gets started. But our 
greatest concern would be that they attempt to lay the groundwork 
for the future exploitation of the Shenandoah Valley through some 
unknown designation through this legislation. 

Many residents of the Valley would consider this as an invasion, 
we might have to solicit of our reenactment friends to repel the op­
pressor. 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you. 
I paid special attention Mr. Greene on the fact that there are 

noncontiguous units that are successful. The question is , is it de 
facto or by design. 

Mr. GREENE. Well, the Civil War armies that fought in the Shen­
andoah Valley had the lack of consideration to fight them in scat­
tered places rather than in a way they will be contiguous. We have 
a set of circumstances that require us to manage them in this way, 
connected by a system of public roads. I visited all of those sites 

87-277 - 95 - 6 
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that I mentioned to you, and as a visitor, I found them very satis­
factory. 

Mr. VENTO. I am not concerned. I mean, obviously, we could as­
sume that there would be sort of a continued development pressure 
here and there. In fact, one of the witnesses, I think Mr. Monahan 
indicated that even during the consideration of this bill, a couple 
of the sites have already been impacted. 

Mr. Monahan, you testified to that particular? 
Mr. MONAHAN. One was salvaged at the last moment by the City 

of Winchester and Frederick County. And the other a portion of the 
battlefield will be impacted by an industrial site. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Watkins, I am very impressed with the testi­
mony from the county, because the county is at the grassroots and 
you are elected. You are representing the elected commissioners. I 
don't know if you, yourself, are elected-you are probably an ad­
ministrator. But that is really where the activity has to take place. 
You have to find a way to integrate the concepts of preserving 
these areas with the development that takes place in Frederick 
County. And so far, you have tried to do that. I guess you could 
probably point to some successes and some failures. 

Mr. WATKINS. Yes, we have had some failures in the past. I think 
the whole activity of the Park Service, with the study they did in 
the Shenandoah Valley, helped wake us up to our resources. And 
I think before that time, we had some failures. Since then, I think 
we have been successful, but we see real problems looming ahead 
if we don't get some sort of help. 

Mr. VENTO. You have to integrate a lot of factors like economic 
development, and other types of natural environments, as well as 
cultural development and the needs of the areas in terms of resi­
dential development and so forth. So these decisions are always 
controversial. And, of course, they are adding in some new factors 
now. I mean, you normally have the view, we have the transpor­
tation, the other utilities, whether you are going to go there. 

Mr. WATKINS. That is correct, yes, sir. 
Mr. VENTO. This is obviously an issue on which not everybody in 

the community or the county is in sync; is that correct? 
Mr. WATKINS. Yes, sir. I think one of the big needs in our com­

munity is for public education, that is why we are going to under­
take that effort in terms of what is there. But we very much sup­
port the approach of a "willing seller" or donator, and that sort of 
fits in with our whole attitude. 

Mr. VENTO. We always like it when everyone cooperates, but 
sometimes they don't. Sometimes you have to pass an ordinance or 
a plan. 

Mr. Mcintyre, you are concerned about an individual property 
owner always agreeing with the decisions made by the Park Serv­
ice; is that correct? That they make a decision to preserve some­
thing or to limit some development. And you are proposing that 
that individual landowner ought to be able to opt out; isn't that 
correct? 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Yes, sir. They have some preservation. 
Mr. VENTO. You call it a preservation, a safety net of "self-preser­

vation amendment," preserving yourself. 



131 

Now, do you have the same option with regard to, for instance, 
the county or the State? Laws governing land use? 

Mr. WATKINS. I am sorry. 
Mr. VENTO. Do you, Mr. Mcintyre, do you have the same option? 

Do you have some sort of an optional "self-preservation amend­
ment" that governs the development rights that the county or that 
the State limits you to? 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Well, that is not a voluntary situation. 
Mr. VENTO. It is not voluntary. I would say it is not voluntary. 

I know. But you are suggesting for the Park-for the preservation 
of cultural resources, it ought to be voluntary? 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Perhaps. 
Mr. VENTO. Well, if it is locally put in place, I mean they have 

to say you can't put up a 10-story building or you can't build some­
thing else. 

Mr. Monahan. 
Mr. MONAHAN. Well, the way that-you have two players of local 

regulation. You have the county which has a comprehensive plan­
actually three layers, because you may have a town council. Some 
of the battlefield sites in my county are affected by town council 
zoning decisions. So you have the very local historic districting, and 
you have county-wide districting, and then you have Virginia code 
or Statewide historic districting; all three layers require public 
hearings, all three-well, the State level requires a majority of 
property owners to sign on to historic districting, but there is no 
opt-out provision. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, that is unique to your State, I might add. 
Mr. MONAHAN. Yes. Unfortunately. 
Mr. VENTO. I won't mention the genesis of it; it is a little painful. 
Mr. MONAHAN. I was on the losing side of that genesis, too. 
There were several points that Mr. Rogers was raising, and I 

think that this bill really handles all of them. So if I could-just 
have a checklist. 

Mr. VENTO. Sure, if you want to go through it quickly. 
Mr. MONAHAN. He said as a policy matter, because of the admin­

istration that there was going to be a problem having a commission 
per se. I don't really care what you call it. He talked Mr. Rogers 
about a quote, "locally based planning process." That is the gist of 
this bill. 

I said that there are these layers of public hearings that are re­
quired by Virginia law before you can engage in protective zoning. 
This bill recognizes those expressly. 

There is a question about whether there would be sufficient acre­
age preserved in fee simple, and that raised the condemnation 
issue. I have to say emphatically that the one thing that really sold 
this bill through five unanimous boards of supervisors in Virginia, 
was the fact that it prohibited condemnation. 

We think that the way the bill is drafted, with the various layers 
of protection we have enough protection. If you have a willing prop­
erty owner who wants to donate or sell his land, he can, for fair 
market value. If he didn't want to sell, he can't be forced to sell. 
So they say, well, if you have somebody who wants to protect, 
somebody who doesn't want to protect, that is when the local zon-
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ing process comes and that is when the grant incentive program to 
those localities do come in. 

But in order for the localities to enter in a memorandum with 
the Secretary of Interior in what we call an "Improved Preservation 
Plan," there has to be a meeting of minds between the Department 
of Interior and the local planning process, after public hearings at 
the local level, so all that due process is built in. So on the one 
hand, if the Park Service is concerned about coming in and taking 
over and starting to administer something that is not going to 
work, they are going to know that up front, because the bill calls 
for a year planning process. 

And if we don't have the plan that the localities sign on to in 
terms of protective zoning after public hearings on impacted land­
owners, they are not going to be a party to an agreement to begin 
with. We may end up saving 3 or 4 sites instead of 10 sites, but 
at least all the localities will have their say. 

Mr. Rogers said that the Secretary of the Interior should prepare 
the plan. We think that the way the bill is drafted, it gives the Sec­
retary of the Interior a veto power over any plan; that Department 
of the Interior is intimately involved with the localities that would 
be on the Commission because we have representatives from each 
of the five local jurisdictions who would be in negotiations sessions 
with the Secretary of the Interior's designee. Once again, if there 
is no meeting of minds, then you don't have a plan. 

Mr. Rogers mentioned a feasibility study. Well, we had a four­
year study on the Valley, it went through two or three drafts. We 
have a final study, and I might add, that the very preservation rec­
ommendations from the final Park Service study sound like they 
are describing our bill. They said they are calling in, the Park 
Service is calling for enhanced public funding and technical assist­
ance to State and local governments and to private owners for site 
preservation and interpretation. 

Point three, was creation of one or more affiliated areas of the 
National Park System. 

And point four, was acquisition of one or more sites for the Na­
tional Park System's interpretive technical assistance and manage­
ment focal point, in conjunction with battlefields under non-Fed­
eral management. It sounds like our bill to me. So I don't under­
stand--

Mr. VENTO. I think the feasibility and suitability are sort of 
words of art. I am not an attorney, but they are words that the 
Park Service deals with that I suppose could be very confusing. But 
they are really talking about their ability to administer and to use 
it and there are a number of criteria. So that really is sort of inside 
the park system as talk, but it is really not talking about a feasibil­
ity/suitability study, with their ability to administer. It isn't a fea­
sibility study as to-

Mr. MoNAHAN. I understand that, but I might add that when the 
Deputy Director, Mr. Reynolds, testified before the Senate, he 
talked about what would go into a feasibility concept for managing 
the bill. And this is what he said, again it sounds like he is describ­
ing our bill: 

The Park Service supports the concept of a locally based planning process to de­
velop a partnership preservation plan for conservation of important resource values. 
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This planning process ought to explore, with the assistance of the National Park 
Service, appropriate structures to administer the preservation plan, including the 
determination of what resources, if any, should be included within the Shenandoah 
Valley Civil War Battlefields Park. No efforts to preserve the resources of the Valley 
can succeed without formal intense involvement of the local and State officials and 
interests. And as a means to support this effort, we endorse the use of grants to 
facilitate the development of local preservation and interpretation programs. The 
National Park Service supports the declaration of the national significance of the 
areas. 

John, what else do you need? We have heard from Mr. Rogers, 
we have heard from Mr. Reynolds, and we heard from the Park 
Service's final study in terms of a feasibility. I am not here to 
argue, I am just here to--

Mr. VENTO. I think they are trying to look at how you tie it all 
together in terms of interpretation. I don't know, you can talk Mr. 
Rogers individually about it. 

I think just moving to another point, Mr. Monahan, and other 
witnesses, the issue, of course, is whether or not we want to set up 
a commission and sort of have another subdivision of local govern­
ment here. In other words, create a new box, albeit one that is 
clearly intended to tie together the-how many counties are in­
volved Mr. Watkins? 

Mr. MONAHAN. Five. 
Mr. VENTO. Five counties. The point, they can have a compact or 

an agreement between them and with the Park Service, in terms 
of what the plan would be for development and the purchase or the 
grants that they would be seeking and/or the donation of land from 
the trust. And so that could occur, but maybe that should all take 
place in conjunction-whether or not we need a commission to do 
that, I don't know. 

In fact, I think what the Park Service is suggesting is they would 
just as soon have a compact like that, where the agreements would 
be set down in black and white, not that they couldn't be modified 
or amended, but the counties should all be making commitments 
up front. Right now, everybody tends to be in agreement. But these 
things have a way of unraveling as they go forward 10, 20 30 
years. And what was said and in the enthusiasm of the support for 
the Shenandoah areas in 1994, tends to get lost as proposals come 
forth which would provide great benefits to a local community or 
county in the future. And it would be nice to have that sort of 
agreement in place and the continuity. 

If you have a commission, you got a commission for 10 years, it 
gets set up, it gets lost. I think people sometimes get frustrated be­
cause they have to run around to different commissions, whereas 
if you had the county which has the responsibility-or I guess in 
Virginia, it is the county that has the zoning responsibility, or has 
the power to make those types of agreements, that then they 
would, in fact , be the working entity. Albeit that the Park Service 
has to keep its end of the bargain in a sense, in terms of suggesting 
what type of technical assistance or grants, if any, could be made 
to empower and help these decisions down the road. 

The irony, of course, is a lot of people like to live around parks 
whether they are cultural parks or natural parks. In fact, it en­
hances the value of the land around them. Obviously, if you yield 
to one landowner to in fact put up his McDonald's restaurant or 
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other type of restaurant, they can do quite well, especially when 
everybody else is limited to an agricultural setting or passive set­
ting. So some agreement here is paramount. 

And I think the Park Service is fighting or dealing with the prob­
lems represented by units that have been designated, and perhaps 
looking for a better way in the future with the type of magnitude. 
We are not just talking about these 14 sites, but some 500-plus 
sites nationwide that have similar characteristics related to this 
particular theme. And so we have got to come up with something 
that will work, not just in Shenandoah, but will work in other sites 
where we have the same opportunity. I would hope we could do 
that. I think it can be done, but it is problematic, as you can imag­
ine, for the Park Service to do. 

Mr. Callaway, just on the Corinth site, a different topic, what is 
the age of the train station there; do you know? 

Mr. CALLAWAY. I don't know, and I am remiss in not-I was try­
ing to get that information last week and I have been a little bit 
busy, unfortunately. 

Mr. VENTO. Do you know what are the present plans for where 
the visitor center site ought to be built? 

Are you suggesting that this site ought to be used? 
Mr. CALLAWAY. There is a site where one of the major battles 

was fought, and at one point was due for some commercial develop­
ment, I believe they were putting in some townhouses there. Since 
that time, I believe it was the county or the city has retained the 
land and have even gone to the point of having a scale model of 
the visitors center drawn up. And I think the representatives from 
Corinth here will testify on that. 

Again, we do not argue the point that Corinth was a significant 
site or that interpretive services need to be provided there. It is 
just that there seems to be other facilities around the area, and we 
have noted the rail depot most specifically because it is currently 
vacant and the focus of Corinth is on the rail crossing there. 

I think it might serve as a beginning point for anyone who 
wished to visit the area. You could potentially place Park Service 
personnel at the site without construction of an entirely new facil­
ity. 

And I think the administrative function as the bill calls for, can 
be taken care of through the Shiloh headquarters some 20 miles 
away, but you would need additional resources and Park Service 
staff I think on site in Corinth. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, thank you all very much for your testimony. I 
know that you put a lot of effort into it and we are kind of moving 
along quickly here today. But I think we have it available, staff 
members will study it. 

I will read your statements again and I hope that the discussion 
and my feedback has been of some help to you as to the concerns 
I might have and the direction that I think we need to go to suc­
cessfully conclude this in this session. 

Thank you very much for your testimony. 
Mr. GREENE. Mr. Chairman, I neglected to introduce a list of sev­

eral hundred people who have endorsed this bill; may I introduce 
this? 

Mr. VENTO. Yes, without objection. 
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[The infonnation follows:] 

THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS AND GROUPS HAVE CONTRIBUTED WRITTEN 
ENDORSEMENTS OF THE SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL BATTLEF IELDS 
PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1993 

Page: 1 

NAME LOCATION 

Assocn For The Preservation Of Civil War Sites 
Brenda H. Schwarzkopf (Mrs. H. Norman) 
James McPherson I Princeton Univ. Dept Of History 
The Civil War Trust 
Lee -Jackson Foundation 

Shenandoah Valley Travel Association 
Mr . Henry E. Simpson 
Mr. Joe D. Smith . Jr . 
Mr. N. Wayne Cosby 
Mr . Sterling W. LeJeune 

Dr Richard C. Datzman 
Mr. Peter T . Middle ton 
Mr . Char les Bowie La nfo rd 
Mr. & Mrs . James J. Genovese & Family 
Mr . & Mrs. Joseph A. Callahan. Jr. 

Mr . Mark Rothert 
Mr. William J. Bu chanan 
Mr. Dav i d W. Charles . J r. 
Mr . Ralph D. Conrad 
Mr . Ronald S. Lenox 

Mr . I. B. Sinclair 
Mr. & Mrs. C. Charles Sm1th 
Mr. Ramy I. Djerassi 
Mrs. Lo i s C. Miller 
Mr . Bradley .J. Bean 

Harris D. Riley. Jr. MD 
Mr. & Mrs . Edward T . Cotham. Jr. 
Brian C. Pohanka 
Preservation Alliance Of Virginia 
Winston B. Wi ne 

Dr. Daniel J. Beattie 
Cl arke County Board Of Supervisors 
Clarke County Historic Preservation Conunission 
C. Michae l Schneider 
Belle Grove Plantat1on 

County Of Frederick 
Frederick County Board Of Supervi s ors 
Stewart Bell. Jr. 
The Glass-Glen Burn i e Foundat ion 
Town Of Middletown 

Reaional 
Reg ional 
Regional 
Regi onal 
Vall eywi de 

Valleywide 
Birmingham AL 
Alexandria LA 
Denham Springs LA 
Lafayette LA 

New Orleans LA 
Arlington MA 
Vicksbura MS 
Jamesburg NJ 
Ne ptune City NJ 

Portland OR 
Broomall PA 
Havertown PA 
Jeannette PA 
Lancaster PA 

Med ia PA 
Newtown Square PA 
Philadelphia PA 
Reading PA 
Shillington PA 

Nashville TN 
Houston TX 
Alexandria VA 
Auausta VA 
Augusta VA 

Charlottesville VA 
Clarke VA 
Clarke VA 
Falls Church VA 
Frederick VA 

Frederick VA 
Freder ic J.: VA 
Frederick VA 
Fred en ck VA 
Freder ick VA 
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THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS AND GROUPS HAVE CONTRIBUTED WRITTEN 
ENDORSEMENTS OF THE SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL BATTLEFIELDS 
PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1993 

NMIE 

Town Of Stephens C:ity 
Winchester-Frederick Chamber Of Commer ce 
Wi nct1est er-Pr·ede:t··i ck Cnty. EC(>nmi c Df.:' v . C•)rJJTIJ , 
Ann ie Snyder 

Highland County Chamber· Of Commerce 
Industr i al Developme nt. Author ity Of High l and Cnty 
The Boa1·d Of Supervisors For Hi gh l o.nd County 
The Recorder 
Virginia ' s Westet·n Higttlands Tl'~.ve l Council 

Mr. Carrinqton Williams 
Ma j. Robert L. Hana ri n 
Luray Caverns Corporation 
Mr . Edwo.rd v. 0' Connor. ,Jr. 
Mr. Daniel T. Ba lfour 

Mr. J ohn F. Ac kerly II I 
lOt h Virginia Volunteer Infantry 1 J: P. Mann IV 
Ar t hur J . Hami 1 t on 
Barbara Moore 
Barbar·a Paul :3(1n 

Bob Wade / Bob Wade Li ncoln Mercury Isuzu Subaru Inc 
Cherry Grove Farm I Mrs . Geo1Age K . Hal"nsberg eY 
Cross Keys Antiques I John B. Woodyard 
Daniel M. Downey. Ph.D 
Elktown Downtown Revitalizati on Corp. 

F & M Bank - M.a.:::sanutten 
Graham C. Lil ly I Professor Of Law. UVA 
Har t·· i s onbunJ- Rocki naham Chamber f)! C(lmmerce 
Hal·risonburg-Rockingham Histori cal Soc iety 
Harry L. Cf1and 1 er 

James J. Geary. Former Dir. New Marke t Battlef i e ld 
Lawrenc e D. Bowers .. Jr. I Wilson & Bowet·s 
Martha B. Caldwell I Professor Of Art History . . JMU 
Mat·y C. & Warren S. Jat·re I s 
Mr. & Mrs. Brownie ~. Cummins 

Mr. & Mrs. Steve Zapt on 
Mr. & t4rs. Thomas F. Tutwiler 
N.:tn cy Hi ght 
Peter Svenson 
Rockl ngharn C.:Junrwy Boor d Of Sup el~vj ~:or e. 

LOC ATI ON 

Freder i ck VA 
Freder i ck VA 
Freder i ck VA 
Gainesvi l le VA 

Hiahland VA 
Highland VA 
Hi atila n.:\ VA 
Highland VA 
Highland V'A 

McLean VA 
Montc la ir VA 
Page VA 
Reston VA 
Richmond V~ 

F: i chm(lflr:\ VA 
Rockingham VA 
Rockinaham V'A 
Rock ingham VA 
Rockingr,~.m V~. 

Rockingham VA 
F!c)c:}~inaham VA 
Rockingham VA 
Rockinar,a.m VA 
Rock1ngham VA 

Rock inqha.m V.~ 
Rocki ngham VA 
Ro cldn•:rr,atl! V'A 
Rockingham V~ 
Rockingham Vi>. 

Rockingham VA 
P.ocl' i JNi'1am VA 
Rockingham VA 
Rockinq·nam VA 
Rockingham VA 

J;:oo::kinat1am V'A 
Rockingham VA 
Rocking·nam VA 
Rockingham VA 
Roc!' i ng'nam VA 

Page: 2 
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THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS AND GROUPS HAVE CONTRIBUTED WRITTEN 
ENDORSEMENTS OF THE SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL BATTLEFIELDS 
PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1993 

Page : 

LOCATI ON 

3 

---------------------· 
Ronald E. Carrier. President. James Madison Un!v , 
Sharon Met ca lte 
Shenandoah V<d l ey Ci vi 1 War Roundtable 
Steve Saufley 
The Inn At Keezletown Road Bed & Br-eakfast 

The Society Of Port Republic Prese~vationists 
Town Of Dayton 
W. Allen & Phoebe She~wood 
W. C. Bedall. Jr. 
Wilmer Dieh l family 

c . M. Mike Hunt 
Charlotte S . Downey I Stickley House 
Clifton M. f ra nk lin 
Country · Homes I Nancy R. Sullivan 
David E. Smith 

Elwood Long 
Friends Of The North Fork Of The Sl"oenartdval": River 
Garland Hudains 
Gary L. Casteel 
Harold Walter 

History Unlimited 
Holtzman Oil Corp. 
Hupp's Hill Battlefield Park And Study ( enter· 
J. Thomas Foster 
J . w. Tro;:e l 1 

James H. Faulconer 
Jim L. Craun 
Jo Ann Owens 
John W. Roller 
Keith Rocco 

Linda Hathaway 
Marie M . Loner 
Ma!·k & Susan ·Hat·dv 
Mary H. Alexander" 
Mr. & Mrs. James E. Barrett 

Mr . & Mrs . James T. Gallagher 
New Market Area Chamber Of Commet·ce 
New Ma r ke t Battlefield His torical Park 
Patri c ia K. Marie 
R.:..l ph 5ti(:}{ ley 

RocKingham VA 
Rockingham VA 
Roct' i nah.:s.rfl VA 
Rockingham VA 
Roc},ingham VA 

Rockinaham VA 
Rocl< i ngr.am VA 
Rockingham VA 
Rockinaharn VA 
Rockingham VA 

Shenandoah VA 
Shena ndoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
StJenandoaJ·J v~. 

Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoo. h VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoaro VA 
Shena ndoah VA 

Shenandoah v~. 
Shenandoah VA 
St1enando.:t.h IJ "A 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenc.nc\ <:>ar: v ~. 

Shenandoah VA 
st.enand:oa h VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenar:d(>ah VA 
Shenandoah VA 

Shenando~h v ~. 
Sh~nandoah VA 
Shenand<)ah VA 
Shenandoa h VA 
Shenandoah VA 

Shenandoah VA 
Shenan1o~1·1 VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah Vi'. 
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THE FOLLOWING INDI VIDUALS AND GROUPS HAVE CONTRIBUTED WRI TTEN 
ENDORSEMENTS OF THE SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL BATTLEFIELDS 
PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1993 

NAME LOCATI ON 

Re f orn1a t ion Lut heran Ch\Jrch 
Robert a W. Hink ins 
Sager As s ociates . Inc . 
Sarah P. Faulconer 

Shenandoah Caverns 
Shenandoah County Board Of Supervisors 
Shenandoah Valley Quality I nn 
Spengler Hall Farm 1 Virginia Hinkins Cadden 
Strasburg Guards /Sons Of Confedel·at:e Vet:et·ans 

Stra sbura Museum 
Strasburo Rotary Club 
Suzanne S. Estep 
Tom ' s Brook Farm /Rodney A. Banks ·~· n. CDR. USN Ret. 
Town Of Edinburg 

Town Of Mt. Jacl<son 
Town Of New Market 
Town Of Strasburg 
Town Of Tom 's Brook 
Town Of Woodstock 

United Daughters Of The Confederacy, Breckenridge 
VMI Museum Proa1·ams 
William D. Lucas 
William F. Baus eem 
Wi l liam J. Baussem 

Women's Memc)rial Society 
Woodstock Chamber Of Commerce 
Woodstock Museum Board Of Direc t or·'3 
Mt•. Frank R. Pancake 
City Of Winchester 

Downtown Development Board 
Eli zabeth G. Helm I Former Mayor 
Preservation Of Historic Winchester 
The Common Council Of The City Of Winchester 
Mr. Donald A. Trausneck 

Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Sht?.nan~..i oai·, VA 
Shenandoah VA 

Shenancioah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Sher1andoah VA 

Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah n 
Shenandoah VA 
S1"1enandoatJ VA 
Shenandoah VA 

Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 

Shenandoah VA 
Shenando a·h VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 

sr,enandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Shenandoah VA 
Staunton VA 
Wi nchest.er· VA 

Winchester VA 
Winchester VA 
Winchester VA 
Wi ncr,ester Vl>. 
Woodlawn VA 

Page: 4 
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Mr. VENTO. Congressman Wolf or Goodlatte, do you have any 
questions of these witnesses? 

Pardon me for not-­
Mr. WOLF. No, we don't. 
Mr. VENTO. Without objection. 
Thank you gentlemen. 
Thank you all. 
We would like to invite Mr. Rogers, Director of Cultural Re­

sources to offer some comments on Corinth. Then to have the wit­
nesses from Corinth, Mississippi, to testify. 

Thanks. 
I think we can start with Mr. Rogers and the others can join you 

at the table if they choose to. I don't think that they will. 
I think we will question you separately, gentlemen, if we can get 

organized there. 
I see Ed Bearss is here. 
It is good to see you sitting behind the Director in your unofficial 

role of former Chief Historian of the Park Service. And someone 
whose name was actually referred to in testimony today. 

Mr. Rogers, please proceed with your statement on Corinth. 

STATEMENT OF JERRY ROGERS, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR FOR 
CULTURAL RESOURCES, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, DEPART­
MENT OF THE INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED BY ED BEARSS, 
FORMER CHIEF HISTORIAN, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Mr. RoGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, you have already stated 
that all of these formal statements are in the record, so I will again 
only hit the high points. 

With regard to H.R. 3714 and S. 986, to provide for an interpre­
tive center in Corinth, Mississippi. The administration recommends 
against enactment as being unnecessary given the presence of the 
National Park Service Visitor Center at Shiloh National Military 
Park. You have already heard that Shiloh is intimately related to 
the battle and siege of Corinth. The rationale is that the story can 
be told in that visitors center at Shiloh. Several sites associated 
with the siege and battle have been recognized as a discontiguous 
National Historic Landmark. 

The National Park Service has worked extensively with the citi­
zens of Corinth to develop a strategy for conserving and interpret­
ing and promoting the resources associated with that siege and 
that battle, and we certainly support and encourage those efforts 
and will continue to do so. 

However, the involvement of the National Park Service and local 
preservation efforts through technical assistance should not be 
viewed as endorsing the establishment of new units of the park 
system or assuming additional management responsibilities. On 
the contrary, they are intended to help develop local preservation 
and interpretive programs. In Corinth, in this case, we believe that 
responsibility more appropriately rests at the local level. 

Mr. Chairman, that is my summary. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Rogers follows :] 
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STATEMEN'l' OF JERRY L. ROGERS, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR FOR CULTURAL 
RESOURCES, NATIONAL PARlt SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARJtS, FORESTS, AND PUBLIC 
LANDS, HOUSE COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, CONCERNING H.R. 371t 
AND S. 986, BILLS TO PROVIDE FOR AN INTERPRETIVE CENTER AT THE 
CIVIL WAR BATTLEFIELD OF CORINTH, MISSISSIPPI. 

JULY 25, 1994 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to present the 

Department of the Interior's views on H.R. 3714 and s. 986, bills 

to provide for an interpretive center at the Civil War Battlefield 

of Corinth, Mississippi. 

We oppose enactment of H.R. 3714 and S. 986 as being unnecessary 

given the presence of the National Park Service visitor center at 

Shiloh Military Park which tells some of the same story as is 

proposed for the Corinth facility. 

H.R. 3714 and S. 986 would provide for the construction of an 

interpretive center at Corinth, Mississippi, to be administered by 

the National Park Service as a part of Shiloh National Military 

Park. The bills also authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 

mark 14 sites associated with the siege and battle of Corinth, if 

such are determined by the Secretary to be protected by State or 

local governmental agencies. Finally, the bills authorize 

$6 million for construction of the interpretive facility. 

The town of corinth, Mississippi , was named the "Crossroads to the 

South" because of the crossing of the Memphis & Charleston and the 

Mobile & Ohio Railroads. This crossing was of prime importance 
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during the Civil War. Because of this strategic crossing, numerous 

fortifications were constructed and battles were waged. Scattered 

throughout the hills surrounding Corinth are intact military 

fortifications that attest to the crossing's importance. several 

sites associated with the Siege and Battle of Corinth have been 

recognized as a National Historic Landmark. 

The National Park Service has worked extensively with the citizens 

of Corinth to develop a strategy for conserving, interpreting and 

promoting the resources associated with the Siege and Battle of 

Corinth. We support and encourage these preservation efforts 

through technical assistance programs. However, the involvement of 

the National Park Service in l ocal preservation efforts through its 

technical assistance programs should not be viewed as endorsing the 

establishment of new units of the National Park System or assuming 

additional management responsibi lities f or the National Park 

Service. On the contrary, these efforts are intended to help 

develop local preservat i on and interpretive programs. 

These bills would give the National Park Service . the primary 

responsibility for interpreting the story of corinth. A role which 

we believe more appropriately rests at the local level. It is not 

fiscally possible for the National Park Service to have 

interpretive centers, such as the one envisioned in these bills, at 

every significant site associ ated with the Civil War . We believe 

that we can appropriately tell the story of the civil wa r in this 

2 
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part of Mississippi from our current facilities at the Shiloh 

National Military Park. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before this subcommittee. 

I will be pleased to answer any questions. 

3 
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Mr. VENTO. Well, thank you. Thank you for your statements on 
this matter. 

I think the issue here, of course, is about this station that the 
former witness brought to our attention, Mr. Callaway. 

Have you had any type of evaluation of it? For instance, he also 
mentioned the fact that there wasn't an overall plan and he 
thought that planning ought to proceed to construction of the site 
of a visitors center here, if, in fact, we were to decide to do so. 

Mr. ROGERS. My own view about the significance of Corinth is 
that even after all of the attention it has had, that there is still 
not really enough known about it to understand what the full story 
is. 

One of the things that has surprised me and, in fact, pleases me, 
is that almost every time we go there, we discover something new 
and significant, more miles of earthworks, or the evidence that 
there had been a contraband camp there, or other things that are 
important, so I certainly don't want to downplay Corinth. But I 
would agree that all of this reflects an incomplete understanding 
and that usually suggests more planning. 

Mr. VENTO. Didn't the Civil War Commission do any substantive 
evaluation here that contributed to this thing? 

Mr. ROGERS. It did, indeed. In fact, I would say that many of the 
exciting discoveries that I just cited happened as a result of the 
work of the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission, and it seems to 
be still happening. The Commission did terrific work, but it had a 
nationwide charge and it couldn't go and do detailed work on every 
single site. 

Mr. VENTO. This bill does not call for any local or State participa-
tion in the construction of the site; is that correct? 

Mr. ROGERS. That is my understanding, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. It does not. 
So you think more evaluation is necessary at the site simply to 

understand it more specifically? 
What is the nature and the distance of this from the Shiloh? 
Mr. ROGERS. It is not very far; I believe about 20 miles. 
Mr. VENTO. What type of visitation do we have at the Shiloh 

site? 
Mr. ROGERS. Could I ask, perhaps, Mr. Bearss, or somebody 

knowledgeable. 
Mr. VENTO. The Chief Historian. 
Why don't you join him at the table. 
Mr. BEARSS. I would be delighted, Mr. Congressman. 
Mr. VENTO. What about the visitation at Shiloh? 
Mr. BEARSS. Shiloh visitation, I have always been astounded by 

the site visitation at Shiloh. Shiloh, you have to want to go to Shi­
loh to be there, because it is not on an interstate. In the days when 
I was familiar with it, it had a visitation of 500,000. And that was 
a legitimate visitation that comes into the visitors center. And I am 
sure it has increased at least between 750,000 and 800,000. 

Mr. VENTO. Do you have any idea what the participation of visi­
tation is at Corinth, Mr. Bearss? 

Mr. BEARSS. The Corinth is-since it does not have an interpre­
tive center focusing on Corinth, it would have people that arrived 
at Shiloh to visit Shiloh and stopped there and see several of the-
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Curlee House, which is associated with the earthworks there. So I 
think Corinth's visitation would increase three- or four-fold if it 
had a visitors center linking it with Shiloh. 

Mr. VENTO. It is amazing, a half a million people go to Shiloh. 
I was not aware of that. 

This is a historical landmark; isn't it, Corinth? 
Mr. BEARSS. Corinth was designated a National Historic Land­

mark three years ago. It consists of a number of discontiguous 
sites, rangmg from headquarters, houses inside the town, to the 
intersection of the railroad, which for argument's purposes, for 
about three months was the most important place in all of the Con­
federacy, where those two railroads came together, and about 10 
discontiguous areas of the earthworks. 

Mr. VENTO. So in other words, it is an historic landmark, but is 
it unique? Is it still the entire site? 

Is it a community that is still there? Is it contiguous with the 
community, what is the nature of the site? I have no idea. 

Mr. BEARSS. The earthworks are generally out from the core area 
of the city. Then you have the headquarters areas in the town 
where the various, like General Bragg and the different officers 
had headquarters. And then you had this key point of where the 
two railroads crossed, which are near the center of the town, and 
rather interesting from the railroad station, as you know, down at 
Plains, Georgia. I think one of the most interesting things about 
Plains is you can go to the depot there in Plains where Jimmy 
Carter had his headquarters, as you know, and you can see that 
block of buildings, that core area, that one block of buildings in 
Plains. 

Now, granted, the core area that you see from the depot in Cor­
inth was not there at the time of the battle, but it reflects that the 
battle, when the Confederates attacked, they charged into the town 
and fought right into the streets of the town and reached to the 
area of the depot. So while the core area of the town is not 1862, 
it is late 19th Century, and it gives a special feeling that you have 
a feeling of town and place there associated with its historic sites 
and the earthworks outside. 

Mr. VENTO. So that was the second, the Confederates failed in 
the second; is that right, Mr. Bearss? 

Mr. BEARSS. Yes, that was the second attack. 
Mr. VENTO. They actually abandoned the site earlier that year; 

is that correct? 
Mr. BEARSS. Yes. It was besieged from the Federals from the 

29th of April to the 29th of May when they ran a terrific scam, as 
you would say it. General Beauregard ran the trains all night, the 
Confederates would cheer, but they were pulling the men out of 
town and when the Confederates moved in the next morning, they 
were gone. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, anyway, the point is the railroad station that 
is there is late 19th Century as well, I take it? 

Mr. BEARSS. The railroad is early, late 19th, early 20th Century. 
It is not the railroad station that was there at the time, although 
the intersection is. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, it seems to me if it is a landmark, Mr. Rogers, 
that then would mean the significance of it would be there, plus 
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of course we are discovering more, the earthworks. Is most of this 
in public ownership? What is the ownership of the earthworks and 
other parts of the landmark? 

Mr. ROGERS. It is definitely a National Historic Landmark and 
that means that it has been found to be significant to the Nation 
at large. I am not familiar with the ownership; I would guess that 
it is mostly private. 

Mr. BEARSS. Mr. Congressman, most of the land is in private 
ownership, the earthworks, our friends-my friends from Corinth 
can probably identify whether the Curlee House is in private or 
public ownership. 

Mr. VENTO. Sure. But I think the point here, Mr. Rogers, is if 
we are going down this path, and in fact construct an interpretive 
site, we should first of all be certain that there are going to be peo­
ple that are going to be visiting there. If it would get half of the 
half million, that would be a quarter of a million people, and I 
think some assurances as to what happens with the surrounding 
area down the road would be appropriate, and of course whatever 
adaptive use of the facilities and public participation. 

So I guess we have kind of a list here, about four or five different 
questions as to how we can get more miles per gallon, so to speak, 
out of the Federal dollars that we spend. 

Wouldn't you say that if we were to proceed this way, that these 
are the questions that I should get answered? 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, you are right on target, that if there 
is to be an additional Federal commitment, especially something as 
substantial as a visitors center, there really ought to be a good, 
sound irrevocable commitment by the local community not only 
government, but private citizens and organizations to assure that 
the resource there will be preserved in a manner commensurate 
with that Federal commitment. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think of course the concern beyond that is the 
regular operation and maintenance costs that would be associated 
with a visitors center, whether it be the adaptive use of the rail 
station or some other type of a site there, keeping personnel there. 
I don't know what the limitations are. I expect that Shiloh doesn't 
have a big FTE presence. 

Mr. ROGERS. There is no park that I know of that has spare FTE, 
and I would think that some cooperative participation in the visi­
tors center activity would be very healthy. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I mean the point is there is some synergy be­
tween the activities at this site and Shiloh. You say these are close 
together. What do you mean by close; ten miles apart, five miles 
apart? 

Mr. BEARSS. It is 22 miles from Corinth to Pittsburgh Landing, 
which was the key point at Shiloh, so 22 miles between the two. 

Mr. VENTO. The point here, of course, is that people are driving 
specifically, if it is a destination type of park at Shiloh-and you 
know, I don't know if this is on the way or if it is out of the way 
another 22 miles. 

Is it 22 miles further into the hinterlands of Mississippi? 
You don't know, Mr. Bearss? 
Mr. BEARSS. Oh, yes. Corinth, you go generally through Corinth 

if you are going to Shiloh. 



146 

Mr. VENTO. So you do go through it. In other words, if we can 
get a half a million out of Shiloh, it would work pretty compatibly. 
It isn't asking for a 22-mile, one-way drive to Shiloh. 

Mr. BEARSS. If you are going to Shiloh, you are going to Shiloh. 
It is out in the country. It is unspoiled. It is not a drive you are 
taking on Sunday if you go to Shiloh. 

Mr. VENTO. In other words, you are taking it intentionally; it 
isn't just an accidental sort of visitation on the way to someplace 
else? 

Mr. BEARSS. It is a destination park. 
Mr. VENTO. Well, this is very helpful. I mean, we are being asked 

to respond; the Senate has acted upon this, and we have advocates 
here, Congressman Whitten specifically mentioned to me on the 
Floor his interest in this, and his interest in trying to conclude it. 
And I know others, Gene Taylor and others are also interested in 
it. 

So I am interested to see what can possibly be done, Senator Lott 
mentioned it to me. 

So unless there are further questions, I guess I don't have any­
thing further. So let me then thank you, Mr. Rogers. 

Thank you, Mr. Bearss. 

PANEL CONSISTING OF HON. EDWARD BISHOP, MAYOR, CITY 
OF CORINTH, MS; AND, ROSEMARY WILLIAMS, CHAIR­
PERSON, CORINTH SIEGE AND BATTLE OF CORINTH COM­
MISSION 

Mr. VENTO. Now I invite to the dais the witnesses from the sec­
ond panel, Edward Bishop who is the Mayor of Corinth, and Rose­
mary Williams, the chairperson of the Corinth Siege and Battle of 
Corinth, and she is on the Commission, apparently, so we are very 
pleased to welcome you. 

And thank you for your patience this afternoon. 
And I think you have prepared some material for me and that 

will all be a part of the record, Mayor, and Commissioner. 
Mayor Bishop, it is a pleasure to welcome you to the Natural Re­

sources Subcommittee. And as I said, your Congressman personally 
commented to me about his interest in this matter, Chairman 
Whitten, and your United States Senator, Mr. Lott similarly. 

So I would invite you to begin your statement. You can read it 
or you can give a brief statement, and you have heard some of the 
discussion I have had with the previous witnesses concerning Cor­
inth, and so we will probably ask some of the same questions. 

Welcome. 
Mayor, please ::_:>roceed. 

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD BISHOP 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
To my left is Mrs. Rosemary Williams, who is Chairperson of our 

Siege and Battle of Corinth Commission, who has done an extraor­
dinarily good job in focusing on the importance of that-the siege 
and battle of Corinth during the war between the States, or the 
Civil War. 

She also will respond to a statement made by Mr. Will Callaway, 
who was here just a short time ago. 
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We will give you a brief statement as to Corinth's relationship 
to the war between the States, and its importance. 

We are certainly pleased with the support which is being given 
to us by Senator Lott and by Congressman Whitten, because we 
feel that their knowledge of our need for an interpretive center 
there at Corinth is most important. Corinth certainly if we had an 
interpretive center there would attract at least 300,000 of the 
600,000 visitors to Shiloh annually. 

The national significance of the siege and battle of Corinth dur­
ing the Civil War is defined by the interrelationship between the 
railroad crossover, the military events of the spring and fall of 
1862, and the contraband of freedmen's camp, a model camp which 
housed 3,657 former slaves. 

Corinth, at the junction of the two longest railroads in the Na­
tion in 1861, was recognized by both Confederate and Union com­
manders as being of such strategic importance that the town was 
occupied by one or the other forces from 1861 through 1865. Of 
course, the battle of Shiloh, the largest battle of the Corinth cam­
paign, was fought over the railroads in Corinth. 

At Corinth, the Gulf, Mobile and Ohio Railroad and the Memphis 
and Charleston Railroad crossed paths. These two railroads con· 
nected the Confederate States of America from the Mississippi 
River to the Atlantic Ocean and to the Gulf of Mexico. They trans­
ported troops and supplies, as well as guns and ammunition. These 
railroads were the key to victory during the Civil War. 

The battle of Corinth was one of the largest Civil War battles in 
the State of Mississippi; and the siege of Corinth was, in terms of 
aggregate number of troops involved, one of the largest of the 
Western Hemisphere. The battle of Corinth was one of the fiercest 
and bloodiest of the war. Analysts consider it the beginning of the 
end of the war in the West. 

A conservative estimate of troops stationed in Corinth numbered 
over 300,000 during the war. At least 200 top Confederate or Union 
generals were stationed in Corinth and over 100 skirmishes and/ 
or raids occurred in the areas. 

In Corinth, our ancestors fought in the Civil War for some of 
America's closest-held ideals: freedom and human rights. Our citi­
zens across the United States of America, our school children, and 
visitors from all over the world need to see the story interpreted 
in order to comprehend the significance of the siege and battle of 
Corinth and to learn of the sacrifices of our forefathers, of course. 

These people need to see these historic sites in order to gain an 
understanding of those struggles in our history which made pos­
sible our freedom today and transformed our States into a con­
fident Nation that launched into the 20th century as the world's 
leading economic producer and foremost democratic Nation. 

Our community and State are working diligently to preserve and 
share these historic treasures. As limited as our resources are in 
Alcorn County and in Corinth, we are going to share, to the best 
of our ability, those resources to help preserve these treasures 
which we cherish growing out of the Civil War. 

The Department of the Interior designated sixteen of our sites as 
National Historic Landmarks in 1991. These represent just a small 
portion of the battleground. 
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Fortunately, many sites have been spared by encroachment since 
1861, and we feel a responsibility to protect and interpret these re­
sources for our Nation. We need the help and support of Congress, 
of course. Therefore, we urge you to support House Bill 3714 in 
your report to the House of Representatives and to Congress. 

We certainly appreciate this opportunity to appear before you in 
the interests of an interpretive center for Corinth and Alcorn Coun­
ty, Mississippi. 

Mr.. VENTO. Thank you, Mayor Bishop, for your testimony. 
Let me invite your Chairperson of the Corinth Siege and Battle 

of Corinth Commission, Rosemary Williams, to present her testi­
mony, and then I will have maybe a question for you. 

STATEMENT OF ROSEMARY WILLIAMS 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
My name is Rosemary Williams, I am Chairperson of the Siege 

and Battle of Corinth Commission, which is a Commission jointly 
formed by our city and county for the purpose of preserving and in­
terpreting our Civil War battle sites. 

The citizens of Corinth, Mississippi, have long shown interest in 
preserving these resources and our local efforts date back as far as 
1890. Due to a lack of funds, many, many sites have been lost; nev­
ertheless, the area offers a vast virgin territory of some of the best 
preserved and most undisturbed battle sites in the South, and per­
haps even in the United States, according to studying authorities. 

In their 1993 report to Congress, the Civil War Sites Advisory 
Commission ranked the siege and battle of Corinth battlefields in 
Class B, although they were not able to visit the Corinth in their 
visit through Mississippi. 

Class A and B battlefields represent the principal strategic oper­
ations of the war. The siege and battle of Corinth battlefields are 
also listed in Priority 1, which means that these are battlefields 
with critical need for coordinated nationwide action by the year 
2000. 

Priority 1-Class B battlefields have good to fair integrity and 
high to moderate threats, according to the Sites Commission Re­
port. 

The most recent effort for preservation and interpretation was 
started in 1990 when the siege and battle of Corinth was named 
by the Department of the Interior to a list of 25 of the most signifi­
cant and endangered battlefields in the Nation. At that time, the 
American Battlefield Protection Program was implemented and it 
has reawakened the interest in Corinth's Civil War resources. 

The Department of the Interior's surveys and studies have un­
covered so much of our history long hidden away in undeveloped 
forests. The Siege and Battle of Corinth Task Force was created by 
the Department of the Interior and its American Battlefield Protec­
tion Program in 1991. In April of this year, sixteen sites in Corinth 
and Alcorn County, Mississippi, were designated National Historic 
Landmarks. 

Many additional sites now have since been studied and stand 
ready for nomination. In fact, several miles of previously undocu­
mented earthworks in pristine condition were discovered just this 
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summer by the National Park Service Historian; he reports that we 
just uncovered the tip of the iceberg. 

Also, in the spring of 1991, the National Park Service at the re­
quest of Senator Trent Lott provided technical assistance to the 
community in producing two documents: one a preservation and in­
terpretation plan, and the other a proposed interpretation center. 

At this point, a master plan was developed based upon commu­
nity consensus and generated through a thorough planning process 
and a number of public meetings. Many elements of this highly 
professional and comprehensive plan are now being implemented 
by our community and State. 

The item of highest priority to evolve from this plan is an inter­
pretation and visitors center. And this due to the great expanse of 
land covered by these earthworks and fortifications between the 
City of Corinth and the Shiloh area. 

An interpretive center is mandatory to provide students of the 
conflict with a knowledge and a feel for the strategies involved in 
both the siege of Corinth and the battle of Corinth. With Shiloh 
being the largest battle of the Corinth campaign, naturally the two 
need to be linked through interpretation. 

As with the railroads of the past, Corinth now finds itself at the 
crossroads of two major four-lane highways which can provide a 
gateway to Shiloh National Military Park, since it is in an out-of­
the-way location. And can certainly serve to enhance one's visit 
there. 

With new technology presently being developed, needed synergies 
can be derived from the joint efforts of Corinth and Shiloh. Com­
puterization of war records, computerized reenactments and laser­
video presentations are only a few examples of interpretation possi­
bilities for Corinth and Shiloh. 

In the spring of 1993, the City of Corinth and Alcorn County cre­
ated a Joint Commission to develop and carry out a master plan 
for battlefield protection and interpretation. A steering committee 
of over 100 citizens representing diverse groups from throughout 
the Nation has been formed and this has become a nonprofit group. 

Significant contributions to the effort have been made by the 
Mississippi Department of Archives and History, the Mississippi 
Civil War Commission, the National Park Service, personnel from 
Shiloh National Military Park, Office of the Governor of Mis­
sissippi, the Mississippi Department of Economic and Community 
Development, the Northeast Mississippi Planning and Development 
District, and the Conservation Fund, and also we are working to­
ward an ISTEA grant for this year as well as some other opportu­
nities, and we have other community area groups working with us 
to form a large partnership for this area. 

So, as you can see, this effort has a tremendous base of support. 
We, though, as laymen, are trying to do our part to preserve this 
vital part of America's heritage while at the same time providing 
education, recreation, pride in our country and economic develop­
ment. 

But, Mr. Chairman, we must have your help. We need this inter­
pretive facility in order to share with others this portion of our his­
tory which reflects a time of great conflict and resulting unification 
into this great Nation of ours. 
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Mr. VENTO. Thank you for your testimony, Mrs. Williams. 
We received this document from you that apparently had been 

prepared by the commissioner of the community. I should look at 
it more closely. 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 
Mr. VENTO. And in the back of it, my staff was pointing out to 

me that there is a proposed Corinth Interpretive Visitors Center in 
Corinth, Mississippi, Alternative A. You have a number of other al­
ternatives here? 

I haven't had a chance to look this over at this point, because I 
have just received it. 

Mrs . WILLIAMS. That just gives you some example of how it 
might be implemented on the ground that we have available at this 
time, which will be contributed by the City of Corinth. 

Mr. VENTO. Okay. So it is publicly owned, this land is publicly 
owned? 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. Yes. 
Mr. VENTO. Is this adjacent to the freeways? 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. It is adjacent to the Battery Robinnett, which is 

where the main battle of Corinth took place. 
Mr. VENTO. What about this discussion, Mayor, or Mrs. Williams, 

that was discussed about the use of the old depot at the site? 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Well, the depot, while being a quaint building, 

is still at the original crossroads, which the battle of Shiloh and the 
battle of Corinth was about. 

But today, even as the mayor spoke with me at dinner last night, 
those railroads are tremendously busy, thank goodness, due to the 
large amount of blue chip industry, we are fortunate to have in our 
community, they depend on the railroads. 

The railroads cross and the depot is right at the crossing in that 
intersection, so that any entrance into the depot area would have 
to cross over these two railroads which are without an overpass or 
an underpass at that site, and we personally feel that it would be 
a great liability for tourists , and of course we would like to have 
school groups in there for educational purposes. 

Another thing, we just don't feel that it is big enough for the type 
of facility. We still have one railway office in there, as well as our 
local tourism offices. So there is not a large enough space in there, 
we feel , to do an adequate job. The building needs replumbing and 
rewiring and a new roof and a number of-a great deal of work 
done. But the major objection would be the liability and trying to 
get the traffic and buses across the--

Mr. VENTO. So your point was that this simply would not be fea­
sible or suitable. There would be some shortcomings in terms of 
traffic patterns. 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. And liability with the busy railroads. 
Mr. VENTO. Okay. I just think it is important. Obviously, the 

building isn't an original building. It wasn't there. 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. It was built in 1917, I believe. 
Mr. VENTO. So it wasn't an original building, although it perhaps 

emphasizes that particular theme about the crossroads or the 
transportation, critical transportation site. 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. I might add, if you will excuse me-­
Mr. VENTO. Yes , please do. 
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Mrs. WILLIAMS [continuing]. The proposed area for the proposed 
interpretive center would just be a few blocks from this depot in 
the downtown area, and we would propose a walking path, so that 
it would be easy access. It also offers easy access off of the two 
major highways I described to you in my statement. Also, easy ac­
cess to the highway leading directly to Shiloh, and it is adjacent 
to the main battlefield. 

Mr. VENTO. And so the probability of the utility of the other 
sites, at least as you have proposed them, you think is higher, is 
your point. One of the problems here, of course, is how does the 
Park Service relate to and work with you on this, the National 
Park Service; could you speak to that? 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. On this particular publication? 
Mr. VENTO. Yes. On this documentation. 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. I compiled this publication myself with some in­

formation that I took from the master plan. 
Mr. VENTO. Well, let me ask the mayor a question. 
Mayor, you are prepared to cooperate with the Park Service if, 

in fact, legislation were to be enacted so that they could find a suit­
able site. Is there a significant amount of publicly owned land 
here? 

Mr. BISHOP. Yes. The city is ready to cooperate with the Park 
Service in any way possible. We have given-we are donating this 
piece of land on which the interpretive center would be located. 

It is just adjacent to Fort Robinnett, as Mrs. Williams has al­
ready pointed out. And this acreage is of course a beautiful place, 
very beautiful there just east of the Fort Robinnett. And we would 
cooperate in any way possible, you know, to work with the Com­
mission on the siege and battle of Corinth. Whatever resources that 
we could make available, most assuredly the city would do that. 

Mr. VENTO. Does the city have other public facilities in Corinth 
that are related to the preservation work that has taken place 
here? 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. We have a city-owned antebellum home, the 
Curlee House, which is near downtown, it is located on some nar­
row streets. That is the only other building that is publicly owned. 
The depot is not publicly owned. 

Mr. VENTO. No, I understand that. 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. But the Curlee House is publicly owned. But it 

has served the community well through the years as a house mu­
seum. 

Mr. VENTO. I think Mr. Bearss referred to that home. 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 
Mr. VENTO. What is the landownership pattern or the ownership 

pattern of the other lands that make up the historic resource or the 
cultural resource, the earthen works and other areas? 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. For the 16 National Historic Landmarks, Battery 
Robinnett is publicly-owned. With the help of the Conservation 
Fund, we are purchasing Battery F. We are now beginning to work 
on easements for some of the other properties, and while some 
other properties are for sale, we are working with our State; there 
is an historic bond bill that will be up before the legislature this 
next term and we hope to be able to receive some financial help to 
purchase some of that land. 
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Mr. VENTO. What is the existing situation now? Are they part of 
the historic district? Have you designated this area an historic dis­
trict. 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. In the downtown area and the downtown resi­
dential area, we do have historic districts. 

Mr. VENTO. So that is a commitment on the part of the city inso­
far as the city or the community of Corinth can make a commit­
ment. 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. Certainly. The city is a certified local govern­
ment and we do have an active Preservation Commission and we 
do have two historic districts, one for the downtown commercial 
area and one for the residential area. 

Mr. VENTO. What is the population of Corinth? 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Approximately 15,000 people. 
Mr. VENTO. Could you characterize or explain to the committee 

and staff what the pressures have been, if any pressures, to de­
velop or to modify or to change these buildings, and how long has 
it been an historic district? 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. The downtown has been an historic district for 
approximately two years, the residential district perhaps about one 
year. 

Mr. BISHOP. That is correct, yes. 
Mr. VENTO. So these are recent. 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Yes, they are recent. 
Mr. VENTO. So there really hasn't been much pressure to date, 

I guess, to develop in these areas; is that correct? 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. No. It is beginning, but slowly beginning. 
Mr. VENTO. What is the character of the district? Is it as it was 

in the latter part of the 19th Century? 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Yes, yes, the character is, although we have 

some 20th Century buildings and some-
Mr. VENTO. But there are still a significant number of buildings 

that--
Mrs. WILLIAMS. But we have enough significant number of build-

ings that you do get the character of that time period. 
Mr. VENTO. Of that era. 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Certainly. 
Mr. VENTO. And what about the cross-section of history here? Do 

we have just the homes and structures of the wealthy and the 
white, or do we have a full cross-section of different types of dwell­
ings? 

Mrs. WILLIA.lVIS. I think we have a full cross-section. 
Mr. VENTO. So it has everything. Sometimes you know, some of 

the spectacular homes get preserved and some of the less than 
spectacular do not. 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. I think some of the smaller homes are well pre­
served, too. 

Mr. VENTO. And so they reflect a total recognition. I think so 
often, of course, the Civil War history almost by definition focuses 
on the conflict and not the vernacular history. 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. Exactly. 
Mr. VENTO. Well , you heard my proposal in terms of going 

through about four points. Do any of those sound like they are 
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nonstarters for the mayor or did you want to comment on them, 
Mrs. Williams? 

Mayor Bishop, I talked about the participation aspect, local gov­
ernment not just donating the land perhaps, but also participating 
in the construction costs of a site. I suppose we could consider the 
donation of land really a down payment on that. 

But in any case that is a difficult issue. I understand that for a 
small community like your own, unless the State of Mississippi or 
the county or the Commission all of a sudden comes in to a large 
inheritance, it is hard to do. But what about the other descriptions 
that I had? 

It seems to me that the zoning or maintaining of the compatible 
areas would be your historic areas? Of course, the adaptive use of 
the train station, I think we heard some discussion about that, 
might not be feasible or practical. Obviously, I think one of the 
things that needs to be done here is the Park Service's suggestion 
of the need for a better evaluation or a better plan. 

Even though they had discovered significant insights during the 
Civil War Battlefield Commission work, there is a suggestion that 
there is much more here that needs to be brought to the forefront. 
And perhaps that ought to be done, if planning and the further 
evaluation are necessary before a visitors center is actually con­
structed. That is to say we can still authorize it, we could just set 
this up as part of a process. 

I didn't want that to be contingent. In other words, I think they 
may say we want to do a study first and then decide what we are 
going to do after. They have got more time than I have. You know, 
I am only here for two years at a time. 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. Partially I feel that we do need more studies, 
particularly archeological studies to identify some of the entrench­
ments we have. We continue to find more and more resources in 
the undeveloped forest, as we have some professionals to come help 
us. But at the same time, we would never be able to tell the story 
of what happened because of the discontiguous sites and relate it 
to the battle of Shiloh. 

And in relation to trying to tell the story at Shiloh, that facility 
is very out-of-date and very small out there, and we feel that we 
could do a much better job with new technologies in interpreting 
both the battle of Shiloh, which is a part of the Corinth campaign, 
as I said, and Shiloh as well. And with the intersection-intersect­
ing highways in Corinth, we believe we could really have a good 
cooperative effort and help Shiloh, too. And we certainly have been 
working together through the years. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think that is very helpful. 
Mayor Bishop, did you want to add anything to the statement 

that you have made or in response to my questions on further re­
flection? 

Mr. BISHOP. The city will give its resources, limited though they 
may be, in every way possible to the Commission, which is working 
so diligently on the siege and battle of Corinth's history. 

We heard the statement made by, I believe, Mr. Callaway that 
it needed further evaluation. However, we are in the process of giv­
ing every type of evaluation we can now presently to the situation. 
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And we are continuously giving much study and evaluation to this 
situation. 

But we believe that we are presently in a position to accept a 
center, an interpretive center, for Corinth and Alcorn County now, 
and hopefully the Congress will give some consideration to your re­
quest. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I am most interested. The Shiloh general man­
agement plan; I don't know how they treat this. Obviously, they 
reference it in terms of their interpretation. But I mean, it is a 
question of how we could tie this together with the Shiloh site. 

Obviously, they are related. But it is a question of whether they 
have what they call a "general management plan" for that particu­
lar unit. So it is a question of how it references or what the expec­
tations are, if they need an additional visitors center or how they 
would enhance or detract from the visitors center they have at Shi­
loh. But they have to obviously work together. 

So I don't know what the nature of it is, but I am very impressed 
with the number of people that stop in Corinth. It is not very high, 
is this correct? 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. It is very low. Very low. 
Mr. VENTO. And so obviously, there are two ways to go. I suppose 

that if this site is important and has significance, it is a landmark, 
you are working in terms of the historic districts. If you don't pay 
any attention to it, obviously it becomes less important in terms of 
what happens with the development. 

So it is, I think, sort of fortuitous that you would say much of 
it remains as it was, the earthworks and some of the other areas; 
is that correct, Mayor Bishop? 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. Certainly, we have been told that some of the 
landscape is the same as it was after the battle. That a soldier 
could wake up in one of the fields today and know exactly where 
he is. So it has virtually been unchanged and we don't have many 
battlefields with this type of integrity in the United States. 

Mr. VENTO. So Corinth isn't undergoing a big growth right now, 
a big growth spurt; is that correct? Not that you don't want it to. 

Mrs. WILLIAMS. Not at the present time. 
Mr. BISHOP. It is growing, not as rapidly as we would like. 
Mr. VENTO. But it doesn't represent the threats. But there are 

threats I guess to some of these sites. 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. We do have several housing projects being devel­

oped, and just this summer a privately developed golf course has 
taken part of the earthworks. 

Mr. VENTO. Another one? 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Another one, yes. 
Mr. VENTO. Well, okay. 
We appreciate your coming up here. And again, Congressman 

Whitten had specifically told me that he wanted to attend, but he 
wanted to extend a warm welcome to you all, and wish that he 
could be here. But as I said, he had spoken with me as well as Sen­
ator Lott about this matter. 

So thank you very much, mayor. 
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Thank you for hearing us. 
Mr. VENTO. And Mrs. Williams, thank you. 
Mr. BISHOP. We appreciate the opportunity of being with you. 
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Mr. VENTO. Thank you. 
Finally we want Mr. Rogers to come back and talk a little bit 

about the oversight issue of the Civil War Battlefield Commission 
which now after we have dealt with some specifics, we will deal 
with the overall challenge that we face. 

And your statement, of course, Mr. Rogers has been made a part 
of the record as I indicated some 2% hours ago, and you can pro­
ceed to summarize it. 

STATEMENT OF JERRY L. ROGERS, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, 
CULTURAL RESOURCES, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, DEPART­
MENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to thank you for altering the order of presentation 

today in order to allow me to testify in closer conjunction with sev­
eral outstanding citizen public servants who have done such a 
great thing for the United States, the Members of the Civil War 
Sites Advisory Commission, Dr. Holly Robinson the Chairman, who 
will testify in a moment; Rod Heller, who will testify in a moment, 
and also take note of the fact that Congressman Taylor who had 
intended to testify was a member, Ed Bearss, my dear and re­
spected colleague was a member, Hyde Murray, who is in the room, 
was vice-chair. These people did a wonderful thing for the National 
Park Service and for the United States. 

The Commission accomplished an exemplary study in a very 
short time. The overall findings of the Commission were no great 
surprise, but some interesting details did come out. 

The future of our Nation's significant Civil War battlefields is 
bleak. That is not a surprise. Our Nation stands in threat of losing 
fully two-thirds of the surviving principal Civil War battlefields un­
less effective action is quickly taken. 

The National Park Service endorses the two broad recommenda­
tions of the Commission report, those being that key significant 
battlefield land must be set aside for future generations, and the 
modifications of certain U.S. Tax Code provisions are necessary to 
encourage the protection of these irreplaceable historic sites by, for 
the most part, their private owners. 

One thing is clear; the job of protecting these sites has to be 
shared. Some land has to be preserved by the Federal Government, 
but some musi; also be set aside by State and local governments 
and by the private sector. For that, we are grateful for the steward­
ship of private owners that has been referred to by earlier wit­
nesses on other bills. 

For the majority of surviving Civil War battle sites are and 
should remain in private ownership. The Commission took note of 
more than 10,500 armed conflicts in the Civil War and identified 
from that 384 battlefield sites that deserve every effort we can 
make to assure their long-term survival. But we further refined 
that list to 50 sites that are the most historically significant and 
that have the greatest integrity and are the most threatened. 

The case of many battlefields, much of the historic acreage is 
farmed today just as it was during the mid-19th Century. How­
ever, the owners of these properties are faced with the rapid en­
croachment of urban growth that you referred to before. 



156 

They face the dilemma of whether to sell their lands for substan­
tial profit or to try to hold it for their descendents, and in doing 
so, to hold it in a state of historical integrity. There are provisions, 
unfortunately, in the U.S. Tax Code that are unfavorable to owners 
retaining property and that encourage the selling and subdivision 
of lands containing historic sites. 

We hope these provisions can be modified to encourage private 
owners to preserve significant rural historic battlefield lands with­
out significant loss of revenue to the United States Treasury. And 
we have made reference before to the continuing American Battle­
field Protection Program, which is something that happened in tan­
dem to and in support of the work of the Commission in its report. 

We seek continued support from the Congress for the American 
Battlefield Protection Program, and attached to our formal testi­
mony is proposed draft legislation to authorize assistance for plan­
ning and interpretation and protection of battlefields, including fed­
erally assisted land acquisition by partners and participation in de­
velopment and pre-development activities. 

Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to answer any questions. 
Mr. VENTO. You say you had something attached to your testi­

mony? Apparently I didn't receive it. 
Mr. ROGERS. I apologize, Mr. Chairman. But we will-it is sup­

posed to be attached to our official testimony, and we will provide 
it to you if it is not. 

Mr. VENTO. So it is-what was it that was attached? 
Mr. ROGERS. It is a draft bill. 
Mr. VENTO. Oh, okay. 
Mr. RoGERS. That we would propose be cited as the American 

Battlefield Protection Act of 1994 that would specifically authorize 
studies and technical assistance and financial assistance through 
cooperative agreements to the owners of battlefields. 

Mr. VENTO. So, the policy focus would be on trying to assist fur­
ther the privately owned or held battlefields; is that correct, Mr. 
Rogers? 

Mr. ROGERS. Indeed it would. 
Mr. VENTO. If I can summarize in a sentence what the commit­

ments are. This obviously is a tough test to come up with a re­
sponse to this, but we had thought that there would be a little bet­
ter work done here. 

On the Commission, there are a number of Members of Congress, 
as you mentioned, Charles Taylor and Congressman Michael An­
drews. Congressman Andrews has submitted a statement. 

(Prepared statement of Mr. Andrews follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN MICHAEL A. ANDREWS 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you for giving me the opportunity to address 
the Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands on what I believe 
is a serious issue: the preservation of our nation's rich history, specifically that 
which is related to the Civil War. Our history as a nation is short, relative to the 
entire world's, but it is a full and proud one which has served to strengthen our 
democratic ideals. The significant struggles that mark our history·remind us of what 
others have endured to preserve and maintain those ideals, and they charge us with 
the same task. The Civil War is the most important of these struggles, for the Na­
tion's very existence hinged on its outcome. It is a time and experience that we will 
never forget, for it not only proved that the United States was strong enough to 
withstand its ultimate test, but it literally shaped our political and economic future, 
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fueling the civil rights and women's rights debates that continue today, and provid­
ing the basis for our economic and trade policies throughout this century. It is no 
wonder that scholars divide American history into two parts, with the Civil War as 
the turning point of that history. 

Mr. Chairman, our generation is charged to preserve that history for our children 
and grandchildren. We must ensure that the lessons learned from the Civil War are 
as strongly instilled in those who follow us as they were to those who lived during 
that conflict. Often, however, grasping the significance of events more than 125 
years ago is difficult, especially when these events are explained in the context of 
abstract political theories. There is, however, one tangible legacy of the Civil War­
its battlefields. Antietam, Chancellorsville, The Wilderness, Glorietta Pass, and hun­
dreds of others remain today, as tangible reminders and lessons of who we are. Our 
generation's obligation is to protect these important sites from destruction or perma­
nent change. Which brings us here today. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, I have a significant interest in this hearing. I am 
an original cosponsor of H.R. 746, the Shenandoah Valley National Battlefields 
Partnership Act, and I applaud Congressman Frank Wolf on his efforts to craft this 
legislation and bring it to your Subcommittee for its consideration. It is clear that 
the Federal Government simply does not have the resources to purchase all histori­
cally significant lands when development threatens to destroy them. Indeed, one 
would most likely find this activity close to the bottom on a list of federal budgetary 
priorities. But, that does not mean that we should tum a blind eye and allow unfet­
tered development. H.R. 746 is an example of what we can do. By encouraging part­
nerships with State and local organizations, this bill attempts to build support 
among all parties, taking away the prospect of a heavy-handed Federal Government 
while still maintaining its duty to preserve our natural heritage, and giving local 
and State organizations a vested interest in preserving this heritage. It is a vision­
ary piece of legislation, and I believe a model of how we must continue our efforts 
in this area. I am pleased with the Senate's passage of this legislation, and I hope 
that the Subcommittee will see fit to hold a markup session on it and recommend 
its passage to the entire House of Representatives. 

I was also an original cosponsor of the 1990 legislation that established the Civil 
War Sites Advisory Commission, whose report is evidence of its extraordinary and 
untiring efforts. When the House passed this legislation, a comprehensive, quality 
report on the state of our nation's Civil War battlefields was little more than a pres­
ervationist's dream. The work of the Commission since then, however, is real: its 
painstaking attention to detail and far-reaching recommendations are a tribute to 
all of those who spent their time working on the report. All of us interested and 
involved in Civil War battlefield preservation should applaud the Commission for 
a job well done. 

Now, the difficult part begins: implementing the Commission's recommendations . 
I will leave the details of the report to those who are more well-versed in the Com­
mission's work, but I would like to highlight some important points. I agree with 
the Commission that the Federal Government should examine all appropriate an­
gles in working to preserve our battlefields. It is not just simply a question of how 
much funding can be devoted to help preserve these lands, but rather what other 
avenues the Federal Government can pursue to accomplish this objective. Are there 
lands which the Federal Government already owns that can simply be transferred? 
Are there acceptable ways of encouraging landowners to voluntarily preserve his­
torically significant lands, rather than mandate the preservation or outright pur­
chase the land? Are partnerships, such as contained in H.R. 746, the most produc­
tive and cost-efficient way to preserve the battlefields? These are questions that we 
should ask ourselves, Mr. Chairman. 

Since the Commission issued its report last year, I have been especially interested 
in its recommendations to change the tax code to encourage battlefield preservation. 
Today I am introducing the Civil War Battlefield Preservation Tax Incentives Act 
of 1994. This legislation would codify the recommendations the Commission made 
in its report. By providing tax incentives for preservation purposes, we would pro­
mote voluntary, private preservation efforts that might otherwise not occur. This is 
yet another means of reaching our final objective. 

Mr. Chairman, again, I believe that the issue here before us is very important. 
If we are to pass down our nation's rich heritage to our children and their children 
after them, we must strive to improve our preservation efforts and evaluate the 
many alternatives before us that will aid us in this task. We must look forward and 
anticipate potential problems and conflicts and work to resolve them early on, not 
waiting until it is almost too late, much like what happened just a few years ago 
with the battlefield of Second Manassas. Certainly, appropriate economic develop-
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ment is meritorious, and I support it. But, as I have said before, we can always 
build shopping malls-we can never rebuild battlefields. 

I hope that through the work of the Commission and through legislative efforts 
like H.R. 746 we will ensure that we never face the possibility of "rebuilding battle­
fields." I believe this can happen. Today marks a positive step in our efforts to pre­
serve the history which the Civil War left us. I hope that it will spark a renewed 
interest in this cause in Congress, in the historic areas themselves, and among the 
American people as a whole. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. VENTO. The Commission's report showed nearly half of the 
priorities of the battle were battlefields of those with high signifi­
cance and high risk, ready units of the National Park Service. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir, that is correct. And of course that has been 
the occasion of a certain amount of remark. 

I know, Mr. Chainnan, you are very familiar with the issue from 
the numbers of times you have had to deal with park units whose 
initial authorization had failed to adequately encompass and there­
fore protect the core and most historically significant land. And you 
have adjusted various boundaries from time to time because of 
that. The Commission's report shows that problem is more wide­
spread than we might have guessed. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes. Of course, we asked for boundary studies on 
much of it. 

Does the Park Service have a plan in tenns of how it is attacking 
that particular issue. I think earlier I had said something about 
500 sites, I guess I was referring to the 384, so I was off about 100 
there. 

Mr. RoGERS. The National Park Service expects to suggest fur­
ther legislative possibilities. AB I have said, we believe that--· 

Mr. VENTO. Do you think it is just a lack of authority that exists 
in most instances here? Do you think it is mostly limitations that 
have been placed on you by law? 

Mr. ROGERS. I don't think it is just a lack of authority. I think 
authority is needed, but specifically in the tax code we need to 
make some changes that will make the tax code friendly to preser­
vation rather than hostile to it. 

Mr. VENTO. There is some discussion of that. 
I thought maybe the Park Service now doesn't have the funding 

that it needs to carry out and exercise some of the responsibility 
as well. 

Mr. ROGERS. Beyond our American Battlefield Protection pro­
gram which continues, we have not established a total, no. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think if half of the high-priority sites-I 
guess that is half of the 50, 25 or so-are Park Service sites, it 
points up a concern, obviously, that goes beyond simply the des­
ignation or offering some other types of alternatives to deal with 
the 50 or so, or the other 25 sites that are high priority that are 
outside of the area. 

But I thought part of it we didn't appropriate the money to, or 
you have inholdings that are problems, or the other tax code prob­
lems, obviously, are something that can be dealt with. But that is 
all of dependent on what the lowest common denominator is. 

There aren't a lot of tax breaks. But if you give a break for his­
toric preservation it helps a lot more than if you are swimming in 
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a sea of tax breaks, as was the case in early points in 1980s. But 
I wouldn't pretend to know all the answers to that. 

I know that Congressman Andrews has finally introduced a bill 
on that. Along that vein, Congresswoman Kennelly had one that 
dealt with the alternative minimum tax that some have worked 
very hard on. 

Only one of the battlefields included in the Shenandoah legisla­
tion is included in the Commission on Civil War Sites highest pri­
ority, that is 1 of those in the top 50; while four of the sites in the 
Shenandoah area that appear there are in the last rating. The 
Commission went through quite a rating system here and identi­
fied the priorities for action on the basis of significance, integrity 
and risk. 

Is there any inconsistency and focus on moving on the legislation 
on Shenandoah at the same time we have the different set of prior­
ities set forth by the Commission and generally endorsed by the 
Park Service? 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I am glad you brought that up be­
cause it is merely a technicality that the Shenandoah sites were 
studied separately and under direction of the statute. Their lack of 
attention in the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission report does 
not reflect insignificance or that problems aren't there. 

Mr. VENTO. I think the staff is pointing out to me that they are 
all included in here, but are you suggesting they are rated on a dif­
ferent scale or there are some events that have occurred that are 
unusual here? 

I am suggesting you know your testimony, but I am just suggest­
ing also, of course, there are offers here to move this, so I think 
the staff points out to me that they are included in the public docu­
ments with regard to the Civil War. I can understand we don't 
want redundancy here. 

Mr. ROGERS. They were not studied in the same manner that the 
other battlefield sites were studied because they were not a part 
of the Commission mandate. 

Mr. VENTO. And so trying to fit them into this is not a good fit, 
is that what you are suggesting or at least it is one that leaves 
questions open that aren't answered? 

Mr. ROGERS. I guess what I am suggesting is that the Shen­
andoah Sites Study itself is a more important guide to the sub­
committee for those sites than the Advisory Commission report. 

Mr. VENTO. Well , there are others here from the Commission 
that can respond to that, too. We are just trying to meld these 
things together to see how it will work if it can be an absolute 
guide or how it should be evaluated against the other study. It is 
sort of an unusual circumstance here. 

Mr. RoGERS. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bearss reminds me that the 
Shenandoah sites are important collectively rather than as individ­
ual battles, and I think that is a very significant distinction. 

Mr. VENTO. Would that hold true for some of the other sites that 
are also in there, the 384 other sites, or 50 sites, whatever priority 
they happen to be in, whether it is 1st, 2nd, 3rd or 4th priority? 

Mr. ROGERS. If they are related to a single campaign, then they 
may be collectively important. 
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Mr. VENTO. So that changes again the dynamics of this in tenns 
of how we add this up and in terms of their sequence? 

Mr. ROGERS. It could. 
Mr. VENTO. Well, do you agree with the statement that Mr. 

Monahan made about the concerns that some of the sites in, for in­
stance, Shenandoah, are actually being lost? 

Mr. RoGERS. Oh, yes. They are being lost. I didn't--
Mr. VENTO. Well, that was one of the criteria that they used here 

in terms of rating the sites, was their potential for being lost or 
being impacted. So if you have something off in Corinth that isn't 
being modified or seems to be protected, then it would get a very 
low mark in tenns of that. Whereas something around Richmond 
probably gets a much higher mark in spite of the fact that it may 
have different characteristics. 

Mr. RoGERS. That could happen. The Corinth site, as I recall, the 
siege of Corinth sites are Priority 1 listing, so they have a high pri­
ority. And the note I am just handed lists the Shenandoah sites as 
all but two being Class A or B sites. And two of those are Priority 
2, they are certainly sites that have high significance and high 
threat. 

Mr. VENTO. Most of the sites that are listed, if you look at the 
publication that was put out, most of the sites are in Priority 4 
fragmented battlefields, all classes for poor integrity Class 4. 

Then you go through that and then you get quite a few different 
sites, some in second Kernstown, second Winchester, I see just a 
few of them as I am looking through-I don't want to mark Helen's 
book here-so there seems to be some difference based on the way 
we are interpreting this. But you can't at this time-after further 
study of it, perhaps you will be able to augment your response to 
me in tenns of this issue. But maybe we get the Commission here 
that can also explain themselves. 

I think the issue here, of course, is it is very hard when we get 
down to a specific proposal and we have to come forth with a re­
sponse in something like Shenandoah. Obviously when you get 
some information, especially since these were done in tandem, it 
would make things easier. Do you have an assistant? 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chainnan, Mr. Bob Campbell is the National 
Park Service official who is most specifically familiar with Shen­
andoah sites, if you would like. 

Mr. VENTO. Sure, Mr. Campbell, you are probably more conver­
sant with the specific table here than myself and Mr. Rogers. Can 
you guide me through my--

Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir. I think one point that is important to 
understand is that the priority listing in there has as much to do 
with the time frame for action so Priority 1 sites are the ones 
where they were recommending that there be an action within the 
time frame between now and the year 2000. Whereas there is also 
another Class 6 that breaks down the battlefields in tenns of 
whether they are rated as Class A or Class B, and that has to do 
with their significance or their impact on the outcome of cam­
paigns, or the outcome of the war. 

And the Class A an Class B sites are all sites that are rec­
ommended being of such high significance, high national signifi­
cance that there should be some level of Federal involvement in the 
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protection of those battlefields in concert with State and local pres­
ervation efforts. 

So that is why I passed the note, just to say that when you are 
looking at assemblage of battlefield sites that are included in the 
Shenandoah battlefield bill, it is misleading to say that there are 
only two of them that are in-that are in Priority 1. They do break 
down into two class circumstances, but far and away, they are 
Class A an B. 

Mr. VENTO. The site I am looking at, Priority 4, is a fragmented 
site, Opequon. Second Kernstown, is that one of those sites? Second 
Frederick, to best of your knowledge, is that one? Second Win­
chester, is that one? 

I may get some of these wrong, but I see at least three or four 
of them right off just doing a perusal here. New Market is in there, 
is that one? She gave me the only list that was typed up here. 
Somewhere. But I did something else with it. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Again, I think those are all good points and go 
to again our concern about whether or not-you know, you start 
with an assumption of significance of sites, but then you have to 
look at issues of integrity, remaining integrity and whether or not 
there is the ability to put together a sufficient core to be able to 
interpret the historic significance of the site. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes. Well, we had typed up the list, but I seem to 
not be able to find it right now. It is probably just as well for you 
I don't find it. 

Oh, I found it. No, that is not it. 
Here it is. 
Shenandoah Valley Battlefield Priority 1. Priority 4, New Mar­

ket. Opequon. Second Winchester, second Kernstown, Priority 3. Of 
course, I don't have A or B in here. The one statement does it all; 
it classes poor integrity. That is murder. You are better off with a 
"D." 

So we will put this in the record, and by priority identified Com­
mission Civil War Battlefields. Battlefields with critical need for co­
ordinated action are Cedar Creek and Fisher's Hill and first 
Kernstown. Priority 2 battlefields with opportunities for com­
prehensive preservation, Cross Keys, Port Republic. And 2, 3, it is 
Cool Spring and Tom's Brook. 

Priority 3 battlefields with some additional protection, McDowell. 
I am not reading all of this-so that is the work. 

I am just trying to point out as we look through that in terms 
of how you hold it up against the light. I got Shenandoah here and 
I am trying to tell these guys there are some problems with it. But 
collectively, as Mr. Bearss has pointed out, that is something that 
has to be dealt with in a different way. We can do it. It is a ques­
tion of when we bring it in, how we are going to end up doing it. 

Well, I thank you for your testimony. We are going to hear from 
the Commission. 

And, obviously, Mr. Rogers, if there is anything you wanted to 
add about Corinth, we had this discussion you heard prior to this 
and we will be back in touch with you. We will be looking forward 
to that legislative proposal that was apparently left behind in the 
rush to get the testimony up here today. 

87-277 - 95 - 7 
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Mr. ROGERS. I certainly apologize for that, Mr. Chairman. I can 
only imagine that is a clerical accident and--

Mr. VENTO. Maybe they had it delivered to the Speaker first or 
something. 

Mr. ROGERS. I hope not. 
Mr. VENTO. We will get it, I am sure. I don't know that we are 

going to be ready to put that one up on the "T" right away in any 
case. We did want to I think in the context of Shenandoah hearing, 
to do the Civil War Commission. 

PANEL CONSISTING OF HOLLY ROBINSON, CHAIR, CIVIL WAR 
SITES ADVISORY COMMISSION; J. RODERICK HELLER, 
CHAIRMAN, CIVIL WAR TRUST; AND, JIM DONATI, CHAIR­
MAN, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, HENRICO COUNTY, VIR­
GINIA 

Mr. VENTO. I am pleased to welcome Dr. Holly Robinson, who is 
the Chair of the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission, Mr. J . Rod­
erick Heller, the Chairman of the Civil War Trust, and finally Jim 
Donati, the Chairman of the Board of Supervisors Henrico County, 
Virginia. 

We have, I think, the statements from all of you and they have 
been made part of the record. And so please feel free to summarize 
your statements this afternoon. And then we will get to a few of 
the sort of impossible questions which are all the fault of my staff 
not me. 

Dr. Robinson welcome. Please proceed. 

STATEMENT OF HOLLY ROBINSON 

Ms. ROBINSON. Thank you, it is good to see you. 
As has been very clear to you today, our Nations Civil War herit­

age is in mortal danger. A lot of it is being bulldozed, it is dis­
appearing under parking lots, buildings, highways. 

The Civil War Sites Advisory Commission is here today to appeal 
to Congress and implore the American people to honor and pre­
serve what remains of this important heritage. The Civil War Sites 
Advisory Commission was asked by Congress to do very specific 
things. We were asked to identify historically significant Civil War 
sites, establish their relative importance, determine their current 
condition, assess threats to their integrity and provide alternatives 
for preservation. We have faithfully discharged these duties. 

The Civil War, as you have heard already, was fought on more 
than 10,500 sites in small towns, on humble farms, at unnamed 
fords and crossroads. Our Commission mobilized more than 100 
volunteers to survey and determine what we came up with as 384 
principal military events of the war. 

The way we came up with this number of 384 was those sites 
deemed by their participants and by later historians to have had 
the greatest effect on the war's direction and outcome. Through the 
efforts of the Commission's volunteers, we have constructed what 
I would call a snapshot of what remains of these sites today. 

This is the first comprehensive look at Civil War battle sites 
since the studies that were conducted between 1926 and 1930, and 
you can well imagine how many of these sites, particularly around 
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the more urban areas, for example, where I live in Atlanta, have 
changed dramatically. 

Of these 384 battlefields, located in 26 States, already one third 
or 135 are lost or extremely fragmented. And I might add here, just 
because they are fragmented or not telling the whole story, it 
doesn't mean that they were not significant as military historical 
importance. Those are two different categories. 

Of 235 battlefields that remain in good or fair condition, nearly 
half of them are experiencing high or moderate threats. The Com­
mission established a priority list of sites based on relative military 
importance, high integrity, and current level of threat. These are 
the sites that require immediate attention if they are to survive. 

What impressed the Commission about the Civil War during its 
travels was the scale of its carnage, the immensity of its impact on 
soldiers and civilians alike and the frightening intimacy of its com­
bat. It took a very special courage to face death eye-to-eye with op­
posing lines separated by a mere 100 yards of open field, where the 
foe was often recognized or remembered from previous encounters 
and taunted by name. 

Yet this courage was displayed by ordinary citizens, by farmers, 
shopkeepers, mill workers, coal miners, free blacks, former slaves 
and Native Americans. It is difficult to place a dollar and cents 
value on these national treasures, this spiritual resource of our Na­
tion, but the value is real nonetheless. 

As we all know, history is most often recorded in books, books 
that collect dust in some library shelves. Events that are com­
pressed. They are oversimplified in textbooks and in classrooms 
and they compete with a very exciting blaring television/video 
world today. 

But there is a reason why 1.3 million Americans visit Gettys­
burg. It is simply because the Gettysburg of history books does not 
become real until you have stood in person on Little Round Top or 
retraced the steps of Pickett's and Pettigrew's very historic but fu­
tile charge. The place makes the event come alive. 

We must preserve what history is made of, if we are to inspire 
future generations. We cannot continue to treat the loss of our Civil 
War heritage lightly. It is a serious national problem. Every bit as 
serious as the loss of open space and wetlands, the loss of plant 
and animal habitats, declining air and water quality. 

The report that we have prepared at the behest of the Congress 
outlines and enthusiastic well-researched agenda for historic land­
scape preservation. It requests commitments on the part of Fed­
eral, State, and local governments, private groups and private citi­
zens to save our past. 

We do not ask the Federal Government to step in and buy every 
acre where blood was shed, but that American people open their 
eyes to the significance of this ground for their present and future 
well-being. 

This ground is simply too valuable to our Nation to be 
unthinkingly conceded to strip malls and housing subdivisions. As 
a first step, recognizing the current climate of fiscal restraint, the 
Civil War Sites Advisory Commission asks that Congress declare a 
national policy that historically significant Civil War sites struc­
tures and other artifacts in the United States should be preserved 
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as a living part of our community life. And that the preservation 
of battlefield landscapes and other tangible remains of the Amer­
ican Civil War is in the public interest as an investment in our na­
tional identity. 

The Commission believes that such a declaration would open the 
eyes of many communities to the value of historic resources under 
their jurisdiction and encourage the activity of private preservation 
groups across the country. 

In addition, we ask that Congress provide resources for existing 
national battlefield parks commensurate with their tasks and re­
sponsibilities, that incentives be offered to State, local, and private 
entities to initiate more ambitious commemoration and landscape 
preservation activities. And finally, that resources be found to ad­
dress the immediate needs of the Priority 1 battlefield sites. 

Thank you very much, Congressman, for your particular support 
and commitment to this the Civil War Commission. 

Mr. VENTO. Thanks. 
Thanks for your testimony. We will be back with a question in 

a moment or two. 

STATEMENT OF J. RODERICK HELLER 

Mr. VENTO. We want to hear from the other two panelists. 
We are pleased to welcome Mr. Heller. 
Please proceed, Mr. Heller. Welcome. 
Mr. HELLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
My name is Roderick Heller, I am a member of Civil War Advi­

sory Commission. I am also here today as the Chairman of the 
Civil War Trust and as Vice Chairman of the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation. 

I have provided some remarks. I would like to deviate from the 
written text previously presented and present some supplemental 
views with respect to the work of the Commission. 

Obviously, I fully support the recommendations of the Commis­
sion and the comments just made by the chairperson. I would also, 
though, like to pay tribute in what is not always the case in this 
or other rooms, to the National Park Service which served as the 
staff support for the work of the Civil War Sites Advisory Commis­
sion. And as one who has practiced law a bit in the business world 
and not in government, I found the work of the highest quality and 
worthy of the kind of activity that I would expect in our company 
and elsewhere. 

In particular, the recent Executive Director Lawrence Attin, who 
since retired from the Park Service, did a superb job and his staff 
equally supported him. 

I start with that tribute because I think it is appropriate to note 
that this report differs from the usual Commission, which is in­
tended as a report which often sits and gathers dust. This report 
has to I think be analyzed in three components and I would like 
to summarize those briefly: 

First, is the identification and prioritization of the sites. Dr. Rob­
inson referred to that, there has been some comment earlier pro­
vided. But I don't think sufficient recognition has been given to the 
high quality of work and the importance of that work to future his­
torians and those attempting to deal with issues of prioritization. 
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The body of knowledge that was accumulated was impressive 
and that alone I think makes this report valuable. We, the Civil 
War Trust, for example, hope, and given the work of the staff of 
the Trust thus far, we have some reason to believe it will come to 
fruition, is that we will raise a significant percentage of the $21.5 
million next year from the sale of commemorative coins under the 
Civil War Commemorative Coin Act. We have to make judgments 
as to use of those funds which as leveraged could be quite signifi­
cant indeed, in a fashion that represents effective prioritization. 

This is funding that would be provided for willing sales by land­
owners. We expect working with the National Park Service to use 
the prioritization established by this Commission which by giving 
us a national guideline to what is important, what is under siege 
and the like, gives us APCWS, the Conservation Fund, other pres­
ervation groups a guide mark for the future. 

The second component relates to the legislative initiatives we are 
seeking. One of the astonishing things that I suspect is apparent 
to anybody who looks at government is how many programs areal­
ready available, which if properly used could make a difference in 
various activities. Recently, the use of ISTEA funds for Civil War 
preservation, is an example. 

But we discovered others, and we urge Congress to reflect on in­
novative uses of Federal programs in a way that would enhance 
preservation without requiring specific funding, and I refer obvi­
ously to the RTC, which despite various efforts on the Commis­
sion's behalf, has not fully used its authority to help preserve bat­
tlefields. 

We refer to the tax laws where I think it is quite clear that fairly 
modest and not very costly changes, which I suspect the Joint Com­
mittee on Taxation would endorse, could result in major donations 
of easements, if not outright fees. Equally due to the work of our 
Vice Chairman Mr. Murray and others, the idea of agricultural 
conservation set-asides, where landowners would receive payment 
from existing Department of Agriculture funds in a way that would 
enhance preservation of the existing lands, to me is a remarkably 
innovative use of existing authority. 

The last category is, which obviously has received some attention 
in the press, which is preservation funding. That proposal which 
we have set forth, which obviously is not news, has not thus far 
been fully adopted by the Department of Interior, is modest at best, 
and we are setting it forth only as an example of what could be 
accomplished with effective use of private-public partnerships. 

I think the private sector is trying to step up to the task. It is 
not easy, but clearly Federal leadership, particularly in the modest 
way we have suggested, would be appropriate. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you, for your testimony, Mr. Heller. 
We will be back in a moment. 
Mr. VENTO. We have one further witness we want to hear from, 

Mr. Donati, Supervisor from Henrico County. 

STATEMENT OF JIM DONATI 

Mr. DONATI. Mr. Chairman. 
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I am Jim Donati, I am Chairman of Board of Supervisors of 
Henrico County, Virginia. 

First of all, I want to thank you for the opportunity to address 
this subcommittee and to share with you some of our observations 
and concerns relative to the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission 
report. 

By way of explanation as to who I represent, according to the 
1990 U.S. Census, Henrico County is the second largest county in 
Virginia. Our county is comprised of 245 square miles bordering 
the city of Richmond on east, north and west. 

We are 1 of only 14 localities in the country to have a Triple A 
rating from both of the two major bond services and have been 
ranked second in the Nation by City and State Magazine for the 
past two years for our fiscal strength and sound management. 
Some 30 or more years ago, we were one of the first counties in 
the State and in the Nation to develop a comprehensive land-use 
plan, a plan which we are now updating for the year 2010. 

What does all this have to do with the Civil War Sites report? 
Well, we now have the distinction of being number one in the Na­
tion in Civil War sites. Henrico County has more Civil War sites 
identified in the Civil War Sites Advisory Committee report than 
any other jurisdiction included in the 17 of the States that were 
studied. 

This report and its accompanying unofficial maps identify 16 
Civil War battlefields which encompass one-third of the land mass 
in Henrico County. The 16 battlefields cited cover land surrounding 
the Richmond International Airport, a large portion of this land is 
adjacent to two major interstate highways, and area identified on 
our comprehensive land-use plan for economic development, an ex­
tensive amount of privately owned residential plots, and land cur­
rently owned by the county and designated as public parks areas 
or for further infrastructure use. 

As a supervisor, this accounts for almost 50 percent of the dis­
trict I represent, directly or indirectly impacts 42,000 citizens and 
the counties 230,000 residents. The real travesty of the Civil War 
Sites report, however, is the damage which has already been 
caused by the release of unofficial maps of the 16 battlefields. 

In developing these maps, without any regard for economic or en­
vironmental impact, the Commission has cast a cloud of uncer­
tainty over property and development rights of one-third of Henrico 
County. These maps now enable an entity to call into question or 
invoke Federal intervention in the land-use plans of the county and 
the property rights of private citizens. 

There has been no advance consideration or study of the eco­
nomic impact of these maps. And also there has been no advance 
consideration or study of environmental impact of these maps. 

What is lacking here is a clear policy on the intended use of Civil 
War Sites report and its accompanying maps. As a as scholarly re­
search document, they may have value. As a Federal regulatory 
tool, however, their impact is devastating. 

I urge you to establish a policy that these maps and this report 
will not be used to usurp local land-use planning authority. And 
further, I urge you to establish a policy that the National Park 
Service will not initiate condemnation proceedings for any of the 
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battlefields identified in this report. We have never opposed the 
concept of a "willing seller/willing buyer" for the purposes of pro­
tecting historic resources. 

We do, however, have serious objections to any attempt to re­
move land from local control by Federal intervention or to revoke 
the right of local governments to make local land-use decisions. 

In conclusion, I urge you to look closely at what the report really 
does. In the case of Henrico County, it has clouded our vision for 
the future of one-third of our land, it has clouded the vision of the 
future of private landowners and it has clouded the vision of the 
future of our ability to provide for our citizens' needs. 

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today. 
Thank you. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Donati, Supervisor Chairman Donati, do you 

think that the Commission or others that develop information 
should make it proprietary information? 

Mr. DONATI. I don't quite follow you, sir. 
Mr. VENTO. That they should keep it to themselves, that is the 

information should not be shared with the public? 
Mr. DONATI. Well, I think--
Mr. VENTO. Use maps if they have the---
Mr. DONATI. Well , when you start disclosing this information to 

the public, I think it is an opportunity that even though there is 
a fear of condemnation-- · 

Mr. VENTO. I mean, your position is that they shouldn't disclose 
it, that they should keep the information private information for 
the Commission or for the Park Service. 

Mr. DONATI. I think the citizens need to know. 
Mr. VENTO. Well, I mean, I am in a dilemma. That is what my 

view was. I thought if they had not made this information available 
and the citizens didn't know, but you are suggesting that the maps 
are putting out-how would you put the information out if the citi­
zens had to know? If you wouldn't do it with the maps, how would 
you do it? 

Mr. DONATI. I don't know if the report is made available to every­
one, either. The action report itself. 

Mr. VENTO. I don't know either, but that sort of begs the ques­
tion. My point you think it ought to be made public, but yet your 
testimony says they shouldn't share it on the basis of these maps 
because it has clouded the views or something of people by giving 
them information. 

Mr. DONATI. I think these maps have clouded the vision of the 
citizens of our county. They are quite fearful of the National Park 
Service and condemnation rights. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, how would you deal with making the informa­
tion public? You said you thought it ought to be made public, so 
you are telling me on one hand it ought to be made public, and on 
at other hand, that it shouldn't be given to the people. So should 
it be given to everyone else but the people in your county? 

Mr. DONATI. No. 
Mr. VENTO. I don't think that is what you mean. In terms of the 

studies that were done, was there any violation of anyone's prop­
erty rights? 

Mr. DONATI. No, but it is the fear of those property rights, sir. 
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Mr. VENTO. Yes, well there are probably fears the sky is going 
to fall this morning but the point is that--

Mr. DoNATI. When these designate these areas in their re­
port--

Mr. VENTO. Designated them? Identified them or referred to 
them? 

Mr. DONATI. They have identified them. 
Mr. VENTO. Identified them. 
Mr. DONATI. Okay. There is a fear of condemnation in which in 

1936 there was an Act enabling legislation--
Mr. VENTO. So I think you are arguing for better communication 

here? Are you arguing for better communication of what is going 
on here? I mean, the Commission put out the report the papers put 
out-they publicized it. Did someone misinterpret what the Com­
mission report was? 

Mr. DONATI. No. 
Mr. VENTO. They did not. 
Mr. DoNATI. I think what you are failing to understand is that­

let me try this one more time. In 1936, Congress had enabling leg­
islation to condemn properties in the Richmond National Battle­
field Park area. And when these battle sites are listed in this re­
port, people have a fear, the property owners in this district have 
a fear that these properties are going to be condemned by the Na­
tional Park Service which has the right to do that under the Act 
of 1936. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I don't know what law that was in-1 guess it 
had to do with the designation of Richmond sites or the battlefield 
sites today. 

Mr. DONATI. That is basically why we are here today is because 
of that Act and the fear that that Act brings to the citizens of our 
county. 

Mr. VENTO. This is different, all we are talking about here is a 
study or a view of this, at this point, obviously, if there is a des­
ignation of it. Do you have any concerns about the Shenandoah leg­
islation? Do you know anything about it? 

Mr. DONATI. When it comes to property rights, I do, yes. Whether 
they are going to be condemned or not. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, the idea, of course-you say you want to re­
serve to your county; Henrico County is it? 

Mr. DONATI. Henrico. 
Mr. VENTO. Henrico, pardon me. The responsibility to make deci­

sions with, regard to land use; is that correct? 
Mr. DONATI. That is right, at the local level. 
Mr. VENTO. You don't want the government to take that decision 

away from you over land use unless they purchase the land, but 
you would object to them purchasing it. You object to the govern­
ment purchasing the land for a highway right-of-way. 

Mr. DONATI. Not unless absolutely necessary. We have to do this 
in our county because we own and maintain our own road system 
and we have to do that occasionally, but we don't like to do that. 
It is not a pleasant experience. 

Mr. VENTO. I think most of the time when we are purchasing 
something we would rather do it voluntary with a willing seller or 
willing buyer, but sometimes people don't agree. 



169 

Mr. DONATI. Whether there is a necessity or not, that seems to 
be the question. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, it is the same thing with regard to the road, 
I guess you could argue whether or not you need to widen it or 
whether you need to go through that particular corn field, is al­
ways an argument. But there are all sorts of examples where you 
have to yourself exercise, and the Federal Government on occasion 
has had to exercise, such power; isn't that correct? 

Mr. DONATI. Yes. 
Mr. VENTO. Well, let me get back to the main topic. I think you 

have presented dilemma, because we thought-the issue would be 
that the Federal Government or commissioner wasn't sharing infor­
mation. Now if people misunderstand that information is shared, 
that is regrettable and we hope that more communication, more 
understanding would let people make decisions on that basis. 

It is quite possible that someone in the future may come back 
and propose that one of those sites that are identified become a na­
tional park, and if people don't want to sell it willingly, that they 
take it or buy it unwillingly, but that isn't the case we are in, be­
fore us here today. Obviously, the Commission in sharing informa­
tion is almost saying we ought to control the knowledge or the in­
formation in that particular sense. And many would argue that we 
really have a responsibility and that many people have a right, an 
absolute right to have the information concerning these cultural re­
sources rather than to have the information somewhere stowed 
away where it is never to see the light of day. 

I guess we are getting off having more information and having 
it available than having someone controlling it. But in any case, 
the Commission report called for redefining of the boundaries of 
battlefields. 

Dr. Robinson, can you give us some examples of prominent bat­
tlefields in need of boundary adjusts that come to mind? 

Ms. ROBINSON. Ones that are already in the National Park Serv­
ice? 

Mr. VENTO. Ones that are designated. I guess if you say they are 
boundaries that need to be notified, I guess they could be controlled 
by a State. They don't need to be a national park, but they're 
transboundary problems I think you are saying here. 

Ms. ROBINSON. Certainly, as we traveled, for example, when we 
were at Kennesaw in Georgia, they had been offered some land 
contiguous with their property and they were not able to accept it 
because of the legislation under which Kennasaw had been estab­
lished. That would be a very specific example of the idea that we 
need to have some kind of emergency action that can take place 
when land is available that they can take the land. 

Mr. VENTO. Your report calls for a uniform recreation-use statute 
that would limit the tort liabilities so that private owners could 
allow public use of battlefields. This is something that had come up 
before in a context. Do you want to shed a little more light on this? 

I don't know if you recall this in your report, but it is inevitably 
where somebody gets injured on private property because they 
have provided an easement, I assume they provided some easement 
for public-for a path going through the property, perhaps. 
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Ms. ROBINSON. And this is something that we learned from testi­
mony from private citizens that own Civil War battle sites, that 
they would like to open their land more very often and allow more 
people to see the significant sites, but they are afraid that if Sam 
Jones comes walking across their property and steps in a pot hole 
and twists his ankle and falls, that there would be a lawsuit and 
that they would not be able to stand up against this lawsuit as far 
as cost. And it was really something that we heard over and over 
again in testimony for private ownership from not opening their 
lands to opening their lands more to the public with some help 
from the Government. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, there are probably a number of ways to solve 
that particular problem, in the sense that you indemnify where 
there are legitimate incidences, where there is non-negligence. I am 
not an attorney, I am just a science teacher, but I can tell you that 
flows to a little different problem. 

Mr. Heller, your organization, the Civil War Trust, acquires land 
in order to donate it to the Federal Government in many instances. 
How long has your organization been in existence Mr. Heller? 

Mr. HELLER. We were founded in 1991 at the insistence of Sec­
retary Lujan. 

Mr. VENTO. So you have been making some pretty dramatic 
progress. I don't know if you want to take credit for everything that 
we talked about in terms of Shenandoah just recently there, but 
can you give us some idea of the scope of your success so far? 

Mr. HELLER. Unfortunately, when one assesses any task one 
probably looks at what hasn't been done far more than what has 
been done. I think the Civil War Trust has done a fine job from 
an entrepreneurial standard in the last two-and-a-half years and 
moving forward, but the task is so large that I think we at the 
Trust measure it in terms of what has to be done. The most signifi­
cant accomplishment of the Civil War Trust was the enactment 
with the aid of our President Grae Baxter and Dick Moe, now 
President of the National Trust and others working, with Congress 
of the Civil War Commemorative Coin Act. That will lead, if we are 
successful, in supplementing the Mint's efforts to selling all the 
coins to $21.5 million available for Civil War land purchase and 
preservation which would obviously be by far the largest private 
sector funding use, albeit coming in this means. 

We also have a national membership program and a joint ven­
ture with Forbes which in its first year garnered approximately 
6,000 members. We have raised about a million and a half dollars, 
a good portion of it which has gone, obviously, to build the infra­
structure, but some has gone to the six or eight sites where we 
have been active. 

We were instrumental in helping preserve Grover Farm in Antie­
tam. Harpers Ferry, with 56 acres, were acquired, and the like, 
those were set out in the earlier statement. I would, however, 
stress while I would be delighted to give President Baxter and all 
the others in the Trust all the credit, and she will be pleased to 
hear from you about that success, we tend to look at this and how 
much more has to be done. And we look forward to working with 
the other preservation groups to try to make sure we go as far as 
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we can by the year 2000 in protecting those Priority 1 sites set out 
in the Commission's report. 

Mr. VENTO. There is, of course, the suggestion that the Civil War 
Trust, and other trusts, tend to skew the acquisition priorities of 
the National Park Service, or for that matter, other land manage­
ment agencies. It is the same sort of problem in that it creates 
pressure in Congress to authorize the inclusion of such lands with­
in a park or battlefield. 

Do any comments on that? 
Mr. HELLER. Yes. 
Mr. VENTO. Maybe Congress will have to appropriate a little 

more money for this , which I hope it does, frankly. 
Mr. HELLER. I would say that would be a great outcome indeed, 

but, in fact, in your earlier comment where you said we bought 
land for subsequent inclusion into the National Park System, that 
is, of course, one way in which we would proceed but in addition, 
there are organizations that manage. The Association for the Pres­
ervation of Civil War Sites, Mr. Greene testified earlier, does a fine 
job in management. And we can certainly envision the acquisition 
of lands either in fee or by easement through our funding which 
we would then donate or turn over for APCWS for management. 

We have no intention of being in the management business. I 
think it is fairly clear given the constraints that have been placed 
on the National Park Service, that there may well be a need for 
the expansion of the kind of activity that Mr. Greene and others 
at APCWS have initiated. 

Mr. VENTO. I think also, of course, the operation and mainte­
nance in what are key sites need to be interpreted and need to be 
preserved. Somebody was talking about Opequon earlier in Cor­
inth, and once you dig something up, then you have got a problem. 
So sometimes you are just better off leaving it and making certain 
that someone isn't necessarily destroying it in the process of a sub­
division or some other activity. So I have learned a little in the 
process of working and doing what I am doing. 

Let me just ask one more question that I have. It is late in the 
afternoon, and I have another appointment, but of all the threats 
to the Civil War battlefields, Dr. Robinson, what are the most sig­
nificant? 

You know we heard from the Department of the Interior Direc­
tor, he talked about the need for tax incentives as well as the lack 
of authority in terms of law. 

Of course, dollars , not having programs funded, is a third one. 
Local zoning and lack of local planning or technical assistance 
needed is another. In other words, the willpower at the local level 
and awareness to do this is low. Apparently, too much awareness 
is a bad thing according to some. 

In any case, why don't we go on to what you think are the 
threats. You talked a little bit about the transboundary problem. 
Can you give us any further insights, if I haven't taken all your 
thunder away by reciting these. 

Ms. ROBINSON. No. What do I think are the most important? 
Well, I would say that certainly one of the key things that needs 

to be done, and this is really a combination of threat and preach, 
is to look very carefully at these priority sites and see that the land 
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use in and around these priority sites is changing dramatically. 
And in some instances, you need a change in tax code for this. 

Some cases, you need to permit executors or heirs of a particular 
property to make a postmortem easement definition within two 
years so they don't have to sell the land immediately to get the 
money to pay the estate taxes and whatever. 

I think another problem and another thing that we need to all 
work on very, very hard is the education of the local zoning boards 
and the local communities to see and understand the great import 
of the historical treasures that they have in their jurisdictions. And 
I think you will note that was one of our first things that we asked 
for was the Civil War Heritage Preservation Law and to make a 
commitment that it is in the public interest to preserve these sites. 

There are only so many of them and they are shrinking literally 
as we speak. And I think it is critically important that we continue 
to make it a priority, that not only the Federal Government but the 
State and the local government and the private organizations all 
become as active as possible in preserving these lands. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, apparently the Park Service is going to trans­
mit to us further legislation on that as well as yours, and we will 
be able to compare them. Then we will compare them for the Vento 
bill or heritage bill or park protection type of activity. But, of 
course, that assumes that things are designated and they may not 
be--Mr. Heller, did you want to augment your colleague's, your 
chairperson's statement? 

Mr. HELLER. I live in Washington, DC, and the development 
pressures within a 100 miles of Washington I think are critical. 
And I think in terms of the greatest threat we confront to Civil 
War battlefield is exactly the kind of drive for massive suburban 
development, the kind of threat represented throughout this coun­
try by urban sprawl that really confronts the Civil War battlefields. 

Professor Bearss has stressed that most battles of the Civil War 
were fought along transportation lines, railroads and road systems, 
and most of our development today tends to occur along those same 
railroads and roads. And I think it is important that we move now 
through a willing purchaser, Mr. Donati, to try to preserve as 
many of those lands as we can. We need more tools. 

Mr. VENTO. We do have the bill now from the Park Service. Ap­
parently, it has been delivered, so the record is almost as complete. 

Supervisor Donati, what do you do when you confront a problem 
in your county. You have all these historic resources, do you have 
a special plan to deal with them. 

Mr. DONATI. We have an excellent planning staff with historians 
on board, and we also have a Historic Preservation Advisory Com­
mittee that was appointed by our board quite a number of years 
ago, and we are constantly looking at that. 

We have tremendous amount of park land of our own in which 
some of these core sites are in and will be preserved. 

But I had one question. I would like to know, we have had a cou­
ple of meetings with some of our Congressmen and we would like 
to know, where does this report go from here? What will happen 
to this report? We haven't been able to get a clearance. 
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Mr. VENTO. Well, you propose and we dispose. Congress will have 
to deal with it. I think it probably will serve as a guide to specific 
proposals like Shenandoah. 

There may be overall legislation that deals with the gift sites or 
the 45 sites, or probably about 50 people behind you that are dying 
to listen to my answer. But I think the thing is the Commission 
has to come up with a guide but obviously there are all these types 
of limitations, so some of them deal with existing units some deal 
with proposed, and some deal with undiscovered and, of course, ob­
viously, we think that the information is itself important to local 
decision-makers like you. 

Obviously, it creates some anxiety on the part of local land­
owners. But you know, that is part of the equation today to be liv­
ing in a more and more complex area, where we learn about the 
environment or the ecosystem and/or the cultural and natural re­
sources that are present there, and so it doesn't make your job any 
easier. I understand that. 

I started out as a State legislator and worked a lot in local gov­
ernment issues, but nevertheless, it is there and we hope the infor­
mation will be used by you and others. But I understand implicit 
in your statement, short of sharing the information, I think we get 
into bigger trouble, and that is all I was trying to point out to you, 
Supervisor Donati. So we hoped you would do a good job. 

I think much of what is predicated in the report is relying on 
people like you and the citizens . you represent at the grassroots 
level, where the rubber meets thli' road, to in fact take this informa­
tion and be able to work with it. Because we aren't going to des­
ignate it all and control it all in terms of Federal level, especially 
some of these sites. 

There have been a number that have been like the Gettysburg 
and the Antietam. Most of the major sites are recognized, but the 
others have not been and probably are not going to be in public 
ownership other than what you already have. So it is a question 
of trying to limit the development and take that information and 
put it into the planning process that you have as you go forward 
in terms of development. 

Now your county is going to be key. But hopefully-because we 
can't go around and keep buying areas like in Manassas, but on oc­
casions if we don't adequately plan-that is what we are going to 
face, confrontation. At least this committee still deals with con­
frontation. 

Some seem to avoid the issues, but so far they haven't been quite 
that immobilized here yet. Well, that being said is probably enough 
for the day. I have got to go to my appointment. 

Thank you all for your efforts and contributions today. 
The meeting stands adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 12:11 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 





APPENDIX 

JULY 25, 1994 

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL, SUBMITTED FOR THE HEARING RECORD 

Shenandoah Valley Battlefields included in H.R. 746 

By priority identified in Commission on Civil War 
Battlefields report 

Priority I: 

Priority II: 

Battlefields with critical need for coordinated 
nationwide action by the year 2000. 

I.l: Site of battle having decisive influence on a 
campaign and a direct impact on the course of 
the war; good or fair integrity; high or 
moderate threats; less than 20% of core area 
protected: Cedar creek 

I.J: site of battle having observable influence on 
the outcome of a campaign; good or fair 
integrity; and high or moderate threats: 
Fisher's Hill; First Kernstown 

Battlefields with opportunities for comprehensive 
preservation. 

II. 2: 

II.3: 

Site of battle having a direct and 
decisive influence on a campaign; good 
or fair integrity; low threats; less 
than 20 % of area protected: Cross Keys; 
Port Republic. 

Site of battle hav ing observable 
influence on the outcome of a campaign; 
good or fair integrity; high or moderate 
threats: Cool Spring; Tom's Brook. 

Priority III: Battlefields needing some additional protection. 

Priority IV: 

III. 3: Site of battle having observable 
influence on the outcome of a campaign; 
good or fair integrity; low threats: 
McDowell. 

Fragmented Battlefie lds 

IV.l: All classes of significa nce, poor 
integrity: New Market; Opequon; 
2nd Kernstown; 2nd Winchester. 
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ENDORSEMENTS FOR 

SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL BATTLEFIELDS AND COMMISSION 

The Class-Clen Burnie Foundation 
Town of Middletown 
Town of Stephens Oty 

IYCOUNIY 

FREDERICK 

Winchester-Frec!ericlr. Chamber of Commerce 
Winchester-Frederick County Econ. Oev. Comm. 
County of Frec!ericlr. 

SHENANDOAH 

10th Virginia Infantry/John P. Mann 
Bclle Crove Plantation 
C.MMikeHunt 
Charlotte 5. Downey /Sticlr.ley House 
Cross Keys Antiques/John B. Woodyard 

· David E:sn\rtli··-
Friends of the North Fork of the Shenandoah River 
Carland Hudgins 
Harold Walter 
Hupp"s Hill Battlefield Park and Study Center 
J.W. Troxell 
James H. Faulconer 
JimLCraun 
·Keith Roco 
New Market Area Chamber of Commerce 
New Market Battlefield Historip! Park 
Patricia K Marie 
Ralph Stickley 
Reformation Lutheran Church 
Robert D. Plu · 
Sarah P. Falconer · 
Shenandoah Caverns 
Shenandoah County Board of Su pervison 

·Shenandoah Valley Ovil War Roundtable 
Shenandoah Valley Quality Inn/Lois Moomaw, Cen. Man 
Strasburg Cuards/Sons of the Confederate Veterans 
Strasburg Rotary Cub 
Town of Mt.Jaclr.son 
Town of New Market 
Town of Strasburg 
Town ofTom"s Brook 
Town of Woodstoclr. 
United Daughters of the Confederacy, Breckenridge 

· VMI Museum Programs 
William F. Baussem 
William J. Baussem 
Women"s Memorial Society 
Woodstock Museum 

Brian C. Pohanka 

ALEXANDRIA 

VALLEY WIDE 

Shenandoah VaUey Travel Association 

Landowner /lndlvidual 
Covemment 
Covemment 
Business 
Business 
Covemment 

Landowner /Individual 
Historic Croup 
Landowner /Individual 
Landowner /lndividual 
Landowner /lndividual 
Landowner /lndividual 
GvicCroup 
Landowner /Individual 
Landowner /Indi.ndual 
Historic Croup/Business 
Landowner /Indi.ndual 
Landowner /Individual 
Landowner /lndividual 
Landowner /lndividual 
Business 
Historic Croup 
Landowner /Indi.ndual 
Landowner /lndivid ual 
GvicCroup 
Landowner /lndivid ual 
Landowner /lndividual 
Business 
Government 
Historic Croup 
Business 
Historic Croup 
Gvic Croup 
Government 
Government 
Government 
Government 
Government 
Historic Croup 
Historic Croup 
Lane! owner /Individual 
LandowneT/Individual 
GvicGroup 
Historic Group 

Landowner 

Busines s 
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ROCKINGHAM 

Arthur J. Hamilton 
Association for the Preservation of Civil War Sites 
Barbara Paulson 
Cherry Grove Farm/George K. Harnsberger 
F t. M Bank-Massanutten 
Graham C. Ully /Professor of Law IN A 
Harrisonburg-Rockingham Historical Society 
Harry L Chandler 
Lawrence D. Bowers/Wilson t. Bowers 
Martha B. Caldwell/Professor of Art History JMU 
Mr. t. Mrs. Brownie A. Cummins 
Mr. &: Mrs. Thomas F. Tutwiler 
Peter Svenson 
The Inn at Keezletown Road Bed &: Breakfast 
The Society of Port Republic Preservationists 
The Town of Dayton, Virginia 
James J. Geary, Fortner Dir. New Market Battle. 
Ronald E. Carrier, President, James Madison Univ. 
Barbara Moore 
Daniel M. Downey, Ph.D 
Tom's Brook Farm/Rodney A. Bankson, CDR, USN-Ret. 
W. Allen t. Phoebe Sherwood 
W. C. Bedall, Jr. 
Wilmer Diehl Family 

HIGHLAND 

Association for the Preservation of Civil War Sites 
The Board of Supervisors for Highland County 
The Recorder 
Virginia's Western Highlands Travel Council 

WINCHESTER 

City of Winchester 
Elizabeth G. Helm/Former Mayor 
Downtown Development Board 
The Common Council of the City of Winchester 
Preservation of Historic: Winchester 

AUGUSTA 

Winston Wine 

PAGE 

Luray Caverns Corporation 

Landowner /Individual 
Landowner /lndivid ual 
Landowner /Individual 
Landowner /Individual 
Business 
Landowner /Individual 
Historic Group 
Landowner /Individual 
Landowner /Individual 
Landowner /Individual 
Landowner /Individual 
Landowner/Individual 
Landowner /Individual 
B~siness 
Historic Group 
Government 
Landowner /lndivid ual 
Educational 
Landowner /Individual 
Landowner /Individual 
Landowner /lndivid ual 
Landowner /Individual 
Landowner /Individual 
Landowner/Individual 

Landowner /Individual 
Government 
Business/Press 
Business 

Government 
Government 
Government 
Government 
Historic Group 

Landowner/Individual 

Business 

PORT REPUBLIC 

Mark &: Susan Hardy Landowner /Individual 

REGIONAL 

The Civil War Trust Historic Group 
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STANDING ON THE 81\JDGE over (n. 
terstate 81 at the New Marker 
battlefield. it's hard to imagine that 

Notth and South ever fought bitterly in 
the Shenandoah Valley. The steady 
drone of tractor trailers has long since 
replaced me sputter of muskets and the 
flash and roar of cannon, and dlc unin­
terrupted stream of commerce and the 
passage of time have muted the pani­
san feelings that set these regions against 
each other. 

Now, residential. industrial, and 
commercial developmem in the valley­
nurtured by major thoroughfares such 
as 1-81-chreatens to obscure the tan­
gible evidence of the conflict entirely. 
There is a real danger iliac if we don't 
act soon, the forests and fields where 
frightened, despe rate men fought for a 
cause they believed in will be overrun 
one last and fmal time. 

One hundred and thirty year. ago, 
the Shenandoah Valley was one of the 
most fiercely contested regions in the 
country. In 1862 Maj. Gen. Thomas J. 
"Stonewall"' Jackson entered the valley 
with 1 i ,000 men and outmaneuvered 
three Union armies twice his size, forc­
ing the North to divert troops from 
Richmond and setting the stage for Gen. 1 

Robert E. Lee's invasion of Maryland. 
Two years later, Maj. Gen. Philip H. 

Sheridan struck ha rd from the north, 
crushed Confederate armies sent to stop 
him, and burned the farms that blan­
keted the valley. He brought the South­
em capital to its knees by depriving it 
of the livestock and grain that its citizens 
and rheir defenders needed to survive. 

Both campaigns were "as crucial in 
shaping the course and ultimate out­
come of the war as were Antietam. 
Vicksburg, Chickamauga and Chatta­
nooga-yes, even as important as 
Getcysbu rg itself. "' says James M. 
McPherson, the Princeton historian 
who won a Pulitzer Prize for his Civil 
War study, Bailie Cry of Freedom . Yet, 
except fo r a few private efforts, the 
Shenandoah Valley battlefields are 
completely unprotected. 
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In February 199}. Rep. Frank R. 
Wolf, whose congressional dist rict was 
recently rewrircen to include the north­
ern half of the valley. introduced a bill 
to establish the Shenandoah Valley 
National Banlefields as a unit of the 
National Park System. Similar legislation 
followed in May, sponsored by senators 
John Warner and Charles Robb of Vir­
ginia and Sen . James Jeffords of Ver­
mont. 

These bills are noteworthy not simply 
because they aim to protect a crucial 
part of our national heritage. They re­
flect a grassroms philosophy that , from 
the very start, involves local govern­
ments, citizen groups, and preserva­
tionists in creating national parks. And 
they are based on the understanding 
that national parks need om be large 
blocks of contiguous land. but C:ln em­
brace scattered sites. NPCA and like­
minded groups played a decisive role in 
drafting this legislation. 

THERE IS LITTLE QUESTION about 
the importance of che Shenan­
doah Valley in Civil War history. 

The average American may have a hard 
time placing Front Royal and First 
Winchester, Cross Keys and Port Re­
public. but mention Jackson "s valley 
campaign, and eyes light up. Jackson 
understood the strategic importance of 
the valley. It angles ease as the Shenan-New Market. site of a decisive 1864 battle, 

is one of the few Shenandoah V aUey 
battlefields that is privatdy prote<:ted. 

' doah River t1ows notth. making it an 
ideal corridor for advancing Confeder-

NATIONAL PARKS 

Craves o£ Confederate soldiers fall Stone­
wall Cemetery near Opequon Creek, sit£ 
of the battle known as Third Winchester. 

ate troops co launch an attack on 
Washington. It even served Jackson 's 
purposes in retreat. forcing pursuing 
Union troops farther and farther a\1. .. ay 
from Washington as they marched 
south. 

In 1862, the professor-turned-general 
defeated three Nonhero armies in a 
single month. not merely because he 
appreciated the valley's strategic poten­
tial but because he mastered its topog­
raphy. He used the Blue Ridge Moun­
tains that form the valley's eastern wall 
to screen his troop movements from 
che Union command, and he made a 
practice of keeping Massanuuen 
Mountain. a high ridge that divides its 
nonhero portion into two smaller val­
leys. between his troops and his oppo­
nents. Jackson also knew every back 
road. river crossing, and bridge between 
Staunton and Winchester and turned 
them to his advantage as his .. foo t cav­
alry .. covered more than 650 miles in 
five weeks. 

One of the keys to Jackson "s success 
was the map he ordered from Jeded.iah 
Hotchkiss. In the spring of i862. Jack­
son asked Hotchkiss co "make me a 
map of the Valley." The resulting map, 
measuring three by eight feet. served as 
the blueprint for Jackson's campaign. 
It traces more than 4.500 roads, pro-

2i 



vides 2}0 historic place names. locates 
260 mills, forges. schools, churches, and 
tollhouses, and identifies more than 
1.000 farms by the name of the resi· 
dem, in addition to providing topo· 
graphicaJ and warershed infonnacion . 

Berween May 8 and june 9,Jackson 
defeated Union forces at McDowell, in 
the rugged mountains just west of the 
valle.·. overran • detached Union force 
at Fr~nt Royal , routed Union defenders 1 

at Winchester, and stopped two Union 
columns before they could unite below 
Massanurten Mountain by attacking 
them individually at Cross Keys and 
Port Republic. 

His campaign demonstrates how an 
inferior force can, through fast move- l 
ment, surprise anack. and intelligent use 
of the terrain, meum a successful cam­
paign against much iarger annies. In 
five weeks, he inflicted more rhan 7,000 
casualties at a cost of only 2.500. Gen. 
Norman Schwarzkopf recently credited 
Jackson 's campaign as a model for his 
strategy in Iraq. 

The valley campaigns of 1864 , 
though nor as well known as jackson 's 
vall~y campaign. also provided a fore­
i.a) re of what future wars would be like. 
In March 1864 , Lt . Gen. Ulysses S. 
Gram made a priority of breaking the 
Confederate hold on the valley. During 
rhe summer, the valley changed hands 
several times, with battles fought at New 
Market , Piedmont, Cool Spring, and 
Second Kernstown. 

ln October. after a series of pitched 
batuc-s with the Confederate army of 

Lt. Gen . Jubal A. Early at Opequon 
a."ld Fisher's Hill , Sheridan introduced 
rh~ concept of total war. Sheridan re­
poned, "I have destroyed over 2.000 
barns, filled with wheat. hav, and farm · 
ing implements; over 70 mills . filled v.-ith 
flour and wheat. ... When this is com­
pleted the Valley from Winchester up 
to Staunton, 92 miles. \},ill have but little 
in h for man or beast." Sheridan Hnally 
took contra] of the valley by routing 
Early's cavalry ar Tom's Brook and 
turning the tide of battle at Cedar Creek. 

Sheridan's string of victories in 1864 
had political as well as strategic impor· 
ranee. After taking 100,000 casualties, 
Union assaults on Richmond and At· 
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lanta had bogged down . and growing 
anriwar sentiment jeopardized Lincoln's 
re-election . The success of Sheridan's 
campaign proved a tremendous morale 
booster for the North and resm red 
confidence in the admimstration. 

A( I\'Il W.,! AR \'ETER...,;-.: returning to 

the battlefield a t Cross Keys or 
Port Republic would have little 

trouble recogn1zing it even toda y, for 
the valley has retained much of its rural 
character . Peter Svenson, author of 
Baule/ield: Farming a Civil Wlar BattLe­
field. an account of building a home on 
40 acres at the si re o t the Batt le of Cross 

Keys. writes rhar after the war. scores 
of German and Sv.riss carpenters fanned 
our across rhe valley and made a living 
replacing the barns that Sheridan had 
razed. Their handiwork still stands and. 
in fact , farming is almost as important 
to the vallev economv now as it was 
during the Civil "\;//ar~ William Veno, 
director of planning for Rockingham 
County , points out that Augusta , 
Rockingham, and Shenandoah counties, 
the site of seven major battles. are 
among the top five agricultural coun­
ties in Virginia. 

But development has flO[ sidestepped 
the Shenandoah VaUey. In many areas, 



particularly around Winchester, the 
-conditions ch:.n drew armies ~o clash at 
a specific spot-the intersection of ma­
jor highways. a rail head, or a hill with a 
panoramic view-are just the conditions 
char encourage development. The pop­
ulation density of Frederick County, 
which surrounds Winchester, grew from 
69 people per square mile in 1970 to 
110 in 1990. This growth has been ac­
companied by a decline in acreage under 
cultivation. Between 1964 and 1987, 
farm acreage in Frederick County 
dropped 27 percent, and the battlefields 
of First Winchester and Opequon (or 
Third Winchester) were almost entirely 
overwhelmed. Although most of the 
ocher battlefields retain at least a fair 
amount of integrity. nearly all are subject 
to some form of threat, either from 
residential. commercial, or industrial 
development, or from highway con­
struction. ·· 

The interstate highway system, built 
in the 1960s, stimulated much of the 
change that the valley has witnessed in 
the last 25 years and in itself has been 
particularly unsparing of the battlefields. 
The Park Service calls this highway 
program .. the single most destructive 
event in the history of these battlefields." 
Interstate 81, which runs the length of 
the Valley parallel to the old Valley 
Turnpike, cuts across eight battlefields, 
and {.66 intersects two. 

W HILE THE EFFORT to save the 
Civil War battlefields in the 
Shenandoah Valley has been 

a top agenda item for several preserva­
tion groups, the legislative drive to pre­
serve the battlefields owes much to a 
senator from Vermont. In 1989, the 
!25th anniversary of the Battle of Ce­
dar Creek, Sen. James Jeffords visited 
the Shenandoah Valley spot where the 
Vermont Brigade had made a heroic 
stand during that battle ... The Vermont 
legislature had passed a resolution ask­
ing its congressional delegation to do 
what it could to maintain the monu­
ment that veterans of che brigade had 
placed there after rhe war," says Jef· 
fords. He found the monument over­
grown and much of the battlefield un­
protected. 
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Returning 10 Washington, Jeffords­
werking with Vi rginia senators John 
Warner and Charles Robl>--proposed 
legislation that resulted in the National 
Park Service IN PSI undertaking a study 
of Civil War sites in the Shenandoah 
Valley in 1990. "It became apparent to 
me." Jeffords remarks, "that if we didn't 
act soon, we would lose part of our 
heritage fo rever.,. 

NPS issued a first draft of the report 
in October 1991. As a historic treat­
ment of the major events of the Civil 
War in the valley, it is an impressive 
piece of work. Official Civil War records 
document 326 armed clashes in the 
Shenandoah Valley; of these. the Park 
Service identified 15 battles of major 
significance. Wherever possible. re· 
searchers walked the battlefields, locat­
ing such remains as earthworks and 
burial sites and assessing their condi­
tion. They determined the boundary of 
the study area and defined each battle­
field 's core area-the amount of land 
considered crucial to Wlderstanding and 
interpreting rhe conflict. NPS also pro­
vided a detailed assessment of the 
threats to each battlefield and ranked 
them by condition and current risk to 

preservation. 
But for all the effort that went inro 

producing it, the report did not contain 
strong enough recommendations for 
battlefield preservation, a circumstance 
that led landowners, preservation 
groups, officials from local government, 
representatives of the tourism industry, 
and economic development councils co 
form their own working group. The 
purpose of the group was to develop a 
bill for a battlefield national park that 
would be acceptable to landowners and 
preservationists-a bill that the Virginia 
delegation could introduce in Congress. 

~This was really a grass roots effort ," 
comments NPCA Northeast Regional 
Director Bruce Craig. "Our role was ro 
first help the grassroots organizations 
determine objectives and then gather 
all their ideas. offer our experience in 
creating new parks. and finally help 
them craft a doable bill." 

The groups began meeting in January 
1992 , and each brought a different per­
spective ro the discussions. NPCA's 

New Market: 
A Model 

Dcvdopmall sw-rowtds the Nt:W 
Market Bard.efield Historical Park. 

T HE EXPERIENCE OF the New 
Market Battlefield Historical 

Park provides a model of how Shen­
andoah battlefields might be pre­
served. The Virginia Military Insti­
tute created the park in 1967 to com­
memorate the role of VMI cadets at 
New Market. Ed Merrell, director 
of the 280-acre faciliry, notes that 
45.000 visitors stop each year to visit 
the Hall of Valor and walk the 
battlefield. 

""We've learned how to encour­
age visitors to visit each of our t.."m:e 
separate parcds of land, and we've 
learned the importance of working 
closely with u'1e surrounding com­
munities, issues the Park Service will 
have to master if the battlefield 
preservation bill is passed," he says. 

But the park has felt pressures of 
development ... Just in the last year, 
the town of New Market has an­
nexed properties on its north and 
south borders," Merrell notes. 
.. They've created major new subdi· 
visions, and Main Street has lost 
several historic structures. The pas­
sage of a bill migh t encourage locali­
ties to do better planning. As an or­
ganization, we don 't consider it re­
strictive. 1r opens up possibilities for 
us ro share our expertise and fonn 
partnerships with the Park Service." 

The bill is endorsed by the New 
Market Battlefield Historical Park, 
the New Market Area Chamber of 
Commerce, and the Shenandoah 
Counry Board of Supervisors. 
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partner in the effon to preserve the 
Shenandoah battlefields is the Associa­
tion for the Preser\'ation of Civil War 
Sites. For A. Wilson Greene, APCWS 
executive director. the battlefields are 
irreplaceable for those who hope to take 
a fuU measure of our history. "Only by 
ura1king the actual ground where men 
fought and died.~ he insists. M do you 
~ain an emotional appreciation of their 
ordeal. something that can 't be gained 
from sitting in your armchair readinl! a 
book." 

James McPherson seconds Greene's 
vie\\'. He recalls the experience of a 
srudenr of his \\'ho spent her senior year 
studying the Union defense of Linle 
Round Top at Gettysburg. "As we 
walked across the field to-u:ard th~ hill . ~ 
he recails. ~she be~an to weep ... 

Greene and McPherson also stress 
the substantial economic benefits that a 
park would brinJ! to the region . Ac-
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cording to June \X' ilmot. executive di ­
rector of the \X' inchester/Frederick 
County Economic Development Com­
mission, most of the economic benefit 
from the proposed park "'il.l come from 
suppon services such as restaurants and 
motels rather than from federal spend ­
ing on the park itself. And these are 
benefits, she points out. that can be 
gained \l.ithout local ~ovemments' in­
vestment in infrastructure like schools, 
water lines, and se\l·a~e t reatment 
plants. 

ln McDowell. a quiet town some 30 
mountainous miles west of the valley. 
these benefits seem particularly attrac­
tive. Richard Hevener. a member of the 
Hi{!hland County Board of Supervisors. 
admits that Mmosr of the McDowell 
battlefield land is alread\' in the hands 
of preservationist!' and i-t's too ru~~ed 
to farm, so we have norhing ro lose. 
\Xle're too far out of the mainstream to 

attract much industrY. so we think we 
can benefit from tou;ism ." 

Bill Veno. the planner from Rock­
ingham County. takes a more cautious 
approach . "Because we're an agricul ­
tural area. our battlefields are much 
better preserved than those in the 
nonhern end of the \'alley," he notes. 
MAs a result. there is less suppon for 
intervention . So far . we've been suc­
cessful in using local regulations to limit 
development around Pon Republic. but 
there is no guarantee that the battle­
fields will be protected in the future. 
VX/e are looking for a way to preserve 
farmland and battlefields at the same 
time 

One thin(! aU panies aJ!ree on. ho\l·­
ever. is that the proposed national bat­
defield "''ill help pn:servt the valley's 
distinctive character and herita~e not 
only for the fH.:ople who live there hut 
for citizem. of other states as well. '"Our 



P~rt Republk (left) has chan1ed little 
·since Gvil War da)". Wliile moat .of the 

battlefields retain a fair amount of 
integrity, the site of the first battle of 
Kcmsrown (right) is among those now 
sui'TOundcd by strip dcvdopmenL 

Civil War history is part of the way we 
mink about ourselves." declares Wil­
mot. • It would be a tragedy if we forgot 
it 

In May !992, a first draft of me pro­
posed legislation was readied and cir­
culated for comments. In September, 
NPCA played a key role in crafting a 
:iecond draft incorporating these com­
mems. When the second draft was is­
sued and sem om for endorsements, 
"every local jurisdiction signed off on 
it," says Craig. "No landowners ob­
jected, as <hey helped fashion me bill." 
Wirn the help of NPCA and APCWS, 
the citizen group was able to present 
the Virginia delegation with the text of 
• bill that already had gained solid 
support among irs constituents. 

"In creating a Shenandoah battle­
fields park," says Congressman Wolf, 
the bill's sponsor in ilie House, "we are 
moving in ilie spirit of reconciliation 
and trying to avoid the acrimony mar 
has developed from land takings in me 
past." Under me proposed legislation, 
the Park Service would purchase lands 
within a "historic core" area and acquire 
property in the surrounding study area 
through donation or land swap. No 
property would be seized <hrough emi­
nent domain; land would be purchased 
only from 'W"illing sellers. In preserving 
lands, the Park Service would pursue 
such nonadversarial tactics as purchas­
:ng development easements from farm­
ers, which would preserve the land 
without restricting their ability to farm , 
and acquiring the right of first refusal, 
so mat core lands could be tagged for 
acquisition at some future date. The 
bill also aurnorized federal grants to 
local governments and regional entities 
to cover the cost of developing plans 
for conserving the battlefields' historic 
character. 

The cooperative spirit that infuses 
land preservation and planning would 
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also infuse the governing structure of 
me park itself. The House bill calls for 
a commission-composed of local 
landowners and officials as well as his­
torians and preservationists-to prepare 
a framework for establishing the park 
within three years. The Senate bill calls 
for rhe immediate creation of rhe park 
from ! ,!40 acres already in me hands 
of preservation groups and the estab­
lishment of a similar commission to 
guide additional pur!=hases. Despite 
rnese differences, both me House and 
Senate bills agree that community in­
volvement is· instrumental in creating 
the park unit fr~ of the controversy 
that has surrounded preservation at such 
Civil War battlefields as Manassas and 
Brandy Station. 

One reason that it has taken so long 
to include the Shenandoah battlefields 
in the park system is that the scattered 
events of a military campaign do not 
conform to the traditional concept of a 
national park as a contiguous block of 
land. The bills. in providing for the 
preservation of the Shenandoah battle­
fields. offer a model "partnership park" 
for other groups attempting to preserve 
sires of historic significance. For ex­
ample, .. the idea of creating a historic 
corridor (has} application to the Lake 
Champlain area." comments Sen. 
Jeffords, "which witnessed the major 
campaigns of me French and Indian 
War." 

The bills do more, however, than 
preserve battlefields. Both bills call fo r 
a major interpretive focus on the expe-

rience of me people living in me valley, 
not just the soldiers who fought there. 
The lives of civilians were disrupted­
Winchester, for instance, changed hands 
72 times-and <heir livelihood was de­
liberately destroyed, yet little is under­
stood abouc the experience of everyday 
people who suddenly found themselves 
in the midst of a battlefield, <heir crops 
ruined and their homes converted to 
field hospitals. "When people come to 
visit us ," observes Ed Merrell, director 
of the New Market Historical Battlefield 
Park ... they are often as interested in 
me families who lived here as <hey are 
in me soldiers who fought here." Under 
similar provisions in both bills. educa­
tional and interpretive programs would 
be conducted at two NPS visitor cen­
ters-one in the upper valley and one 
in che lower. 

PERHAPS THE BEST-and sim­
plest-argument for the bills 
comes from author Peter Sven­

son, owner of a -tO-acre portion of Cross 
Keys. "Civil War battlefields are our 
roots . ., he savs . .. If we let them be de­
srroved. we iose our connection with 
the Past. I look out my window and see 
-40 acres that are still relatively un­
touched. but it is in an area chat is being 
increasingly encroached upon. The next 
130 vears won't treat this landscape as 
kinclly as the lasr !30. We must mink 
about the future. " 

Charles Feigeno/1 is a free-lance writer 
based in Greenwood, Virginia. 
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Unsung Soldiers 
The case for saving Sheoondoah $ Civil lf&r battlegrounds. 

M auy American~ rerognire the 
sil{niriVInce nf such Civil War 

~ttl~ and umpai,Rns as Antietam, 
Gt:ltystK~ra. Chichmau~~:a. Chatta· 
nooga and Petershurg. All of these 
battlefield~ are now national parks 
that attuct miJbon~ of vi~itors rach 
year. . 

Morco: than 125 years alter the 
~tuns Wf'nl silent, tnuri~t~ can walk 
the f(tou•lfl near Sharpshurt, Md., 
where more Americans died in o~ 
rlay- SE-pt . )7, 1R62- than any 
other d~y in our history. They can 
!IC.an the field5 at Gettysburg, 
where l:l,OOO Confederate soldiers 
l;mnche1l an 11~!Uiult of flltile cnur­
iiRe on July 3, 18fi.l And they an 
see whl"re Grant's le~~:ions put their 
111ieae lines 1111 Virksburg, fortinR 
th.11t city's defenden to eat mtdes 
and rat!il ~fore t;urrenderina. 

No one an tnlly comprehend 
the tnR:k but triumphant tr:~wna 
or tht. American Civil W<tr without 
visitinR ~uch battl~fields . Rut there 
:~rr. two l<'lfJtf! 1(11p!ij in our commem· 
nration nf the cn~t~Jtemcnts o( the 
Civil W:~r-Stonewall Jack~m's 
Shen<tndn;~ h Vallry UITlpAi~ in 
1862 afld Phil She:rid;m's Shenan· 
doah Valley r.amp:~illfl in 1864. No 
natioflal p.11rk--or state or local 
'P"rk-m:~rks any of the eight bat· 
flu and numernu!i impori:lnl skir· 
mi~hf!s involv.-d in these cam· 
paifPl"· ~ven thoullh they were as 
cruci:~ l in ~hap ing the roursc and 
outcome of the war u were Antie­
t::.m, Vi<"k!'ibura :~n,] ChattanooRa ­
yes, evr.n as imPQrl ;mt as Gettys­
burg it!!Cif. 1'he two Shenandoah 
Villlcy r.ampaigns produced two of 
the four m<tjor tuminR pt>ints of the 
war (th~ other tw!l wert Antiellm 
and Gelty!lburg·Vkksburl). 

jac:k!'OO's string of victories to the 
n\lfoy frnm May 8, 1862, to Jun-e 9, 
'862, rt.ver~ a tide or Northern 
triumphs rlurinR thr pre-ceding th.rte 
months that had Ulfeatentd to sink 
theC.C,.,fcrlency. 

The Union had upturrd Roanoke 
l~land anct New Bern in North CAro­
lina , forts llenry and Donelson, 
Na~hv\11~ anli New Orle.'lns and the 
lower Mi"<:i!ll!lippi valley. Union vic­
torir!s iu lht. bloody battles of Shiloh 
11od Pf'::t Ri<IR~ .11n<l th~ ~ ~ v~fl('t' of 
lh<a br~,.c1 lin~ :ormv fn within ~i1r 

miles of R;rhmond in 1M $pl'ing of 
1862 had cau~ panic and depre!l· 
sioo in the South. 

lA mid-May 1862, the ConfNtr· 
ate ~ovemment was prepared to 
t'V..C:U;tte R.ichmond. Then camf': 
Jackson's extraordinary victorie8 in 
the Shenarnloah Valley-at Me:· 
Dowell on May 8, front Royal on 
M:~y 23, Winchester on May 25 
and Cross Kt)'l and Poet Rept.tblic 
on june 8 anti 9. 

These victories provN to be a 
strategie shot in the arm for the 
Confederacy. They ~nged the 
mcnnf':ntum of the war and 
launched a yr,.Ar of Southern victo­
ries in the Vir~ni:~ theatr.r that 
culminated in the Confederacy's 
high tide •t Gettysbucg. 

The tide receded , but by the 
late ~ummcr ofl 864 Conff!d. 

erate pt'O~I"«'-' aa"m a«mf'd 
promising. The two larteat North· 
em milillry efforts of the war, to 
apture Richmond and Atlanta, had 
boa:Rcd down in •~rent stalemate 
after 100.000 Union c:asualties, 
The shock Df de11th and failure 
slllftl(ered the Union, threatened 
Lincoln's reelection and spawned a 
peace movement in lhe North. 

In July a s~naU Confederate army 
commanded hy Jubal F .. nly cleMed 
Union forc•.s out ot the Shenando­
ah v~Uey and m:~rched all tlu~: w:~y 
to the outskirts of Washington be­
fore pullinR hack. Ou.rina this c:ri· 
sis, Gen . Ulysses S. Grant ~nt one 
of his favorit e subordinates, Philip 
Sheridan, to the valley to tak~ com· 
mand of 1 composite •Army of the 
SheMnd~h~ and c: ruAh Early. In 
three battleA-amo01r the most 
one·sided Union victories of the 
war-SherKbn did precisely that: 
at Third Winchester (or {)ptquon 
Creek) on ~pt. 19, FisMr'sllill on 
St-pt. 22 and ~iU Creek on lkt. 
19. These battles e-nsured Lin· 
coin's reek-c:tion on a platform ol 
unconditional victory and nurked 
the (UUII tum of the tide: toward 
Appomattox. 

Tlle lbst.nr.e of a nAtional park 
for any of thrse Sh~!nand03h Valley 
battlefields has alwo:tys been 11 my!l· 
tery lo ml'!. But there is now a 
chance to rf"medy this omis!lion­
may~ the l<t!<l ch.11nce. 

11 he expM~ of development 
along 1·66 to its intersection 

with l-81 11 (ewt miles from five o( 

tht' Shenandoall Valley battlefield 
sitrlt threat ens these sites with 
extinction. That fate could be 
avoided by the creation of a Shen· 
ancloah Valley national battlefiekb 
~rk. 

Many re~idents nr this aru rec· 
o~nize that preservation of the$e 
site,; would produce more I kiln the 
obvKlus hi!ltori~land cultural ben· 
efit!l. It would also yield the «o­
nomk benefits of tourilm at 11 

mw:b low~r cO!t than resirfenti.:d 
devr:lopment , with its inevitable 
bn~roduct!l of con~t:e!ltion, noi!e 
and pollutif)n, 

Most of the battlefield ~ites in 
th~ valley still P'O'IIIeaa a hia:h de­
grrc of hi l\loric.a1 integrity, that is, 
thf' topoJt:raphy-1~ fields and for· 
esh, the hills and valleys and 
view~thech-h:~s chan~tcd little 
tloce the Civil War. At !urpri"inRlY 
low CO!It to tupayer!l. much of the 
battltfielrf acreaR~ rouJd be Mved 
for posterity, with sites linked by · 
alrrady existinR state and WI 
roods. Several parcels of battlefield 
lan,ls :~lre~rly are nwned by privl"te 
prr.!=trnt ions I"OUps that are 
re;uly to tum them over to '~ 
Nalional Park Service. 

Congre!ls 1thould authorir~ a 
Shenandoah Valley National Battle· 
(.eld Park as envisioned in legi~la­
tion introduced by R~p. Frank Wolf 
(R·Va.) in the House and Sens. 
John W~rner (R) and Chuck Robb 
(D) of Virginia and Sen. James 
Jeffords (R) or Vermont. 

Creation of such • park would 
make it pos.~ibte for millions of 
Am~rican~ to mit the~ baule:~ 

fie:Ms, where tho!Jl\ands gave their 
last full metliSUre Of devotion just IS 
surely as did tho~ who died II 
G<ttyobw~. 

-lame• M~ McPher.!(ln 
t~llistori1'", i.t ftrtsid'"t of 

lit#: Auocinliofl {tJt' tAL Pn~rfiOiitm 
of Civil Wt~r SiiiJ lttt. His boolo. 
•!Jnltlt Cry of Frrnlorn," wo" t/11. 

/'wlifu,. r,.;u {M l!i.ffll r? it~ ~~~ 
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Dear Congressman: 

The Shenandoah Valley of Virginia contains some of the most 
important remnants of our nation's Civil War heritage. In a 
recent Congressionally mandated study, the National Park Service 
determined that many of these sites are of national significance. 
Although threatened by development pressures these sites retain a 
high degree of historic integrity . The study concluded that 
action needs to be . taken now if the most significant battlefields 
in the Shenandoah Valley are to be preserved. 

H. R. 746 establishes partnerships between the federal, state, and 
local governments and the private sector and sets forth a 
framework for the preservation and conservation of these 
nationally significant historic sites. Under the provisions of 
the legislation introduced: by Congressman Frank Wolf, the 
preservation of the battlefields and associated sites within the 
Shenandoah Valley will be accomplished without infringing on the 
rights of private property owners. The legislation provides 
incentives for individuals who voluntarily agree to preserve 
histori c land and for governments that establish mechanisms for 
battlefield protection in a regional context. In sum, the 
legislation achieves a cooperative approach to battlefield 
preservation. 

We urge you to please join with Representatives Andrews, 
Goodlatte, Traficant, Ravenel, Bateman, Frost, Gilman, Shaw, 
Hobson, Gingrich, Payne, Leach , Ballenger, Meyers, Kasich, 
Beilenson, Pickett, Boucher, Crane, Oberstar, Byrne, 
Faleomavaega, Green, Dingell , Ramstad, McMillan, Mart i nez, 
Hughes, Horn, Moran, and Wolf and co-sponsor HR 746 . Through 
this cooperative effort the Civil War battlefields in the 
Shenandoah Valley of Virginia will be preserved. 

To become a co-sponsor please contact William Mocshella at 
Congressman Frank Wolf's office 225-5136. 

Association 

~~~ 
Grae Baxter-President 
The Civil War Trust 

Associates 

Robe rt W. Meinhard 
n~~t · l n f~~l~ pypqprv~~inn 

RiCilardMCJe:PreS ide n t 
Nat't Trust for Historic 
Preservation 

C) A J;J/_{j, 36"\ ~ 
~reene-Executive Director 
The Association for the 
Preservation of Civil War Sites 

~!~~b_ 
Preservation Action 

~ ~~M"".---=H""a-r...,t---=u""s""M'"'C~("R'"""e-=t-.'l 
·c,.,un r. :il nn 1\m,.ri r-:;, ' s Milit.,rv 
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RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF VIRGINIA 

• 
STATIDIIDIT OJ' '1'HB AIIBRl:CAll BBRITAGB C<»>KKTTBB 

DBPARTMINT OP Vl:RQl:Ml:A 

RBSBRV8 OJ'J'l:CBRS ASSOCl:ATIOR OP TBB UMZTBD STATBS 

TO TBB 

StJBC<»>KKTTI!!Iil ON NATIONAL PARJtS, PORBS'l'S, AND PUBLIC LANDS 

HOUSE NATURAL RBSOURCBS CO~TTBB 

Submitted by• 

ltezmeth A. Bako 

POR 

a.a. '14f5 

.roLY 25, 19U 

Chairman, American Heritage Committee 

'111r Ob!trr of th' Rnnv• 0/!tf11n'R A.IIIRfH'IDHtm gholl ~.. to m.tp~n o '"lhtory policy for the Unu.d St<Jtflll that will pt'CI'Yide od~'"'h: 

Na.Nonal Slt'Un'ty and to promntll thl drl1/opm.nt dttd mtt«.>Ufio,. tlt.l'!'fWJt" fPubHc Law 81-S95) 
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I ~m Kenneth Bako. My address is 14363 Clearview 
Avenue, Gainesville, Virginia. I am submitting this w~itten 
statement on li.R. 746, the Shenandoah Valley National 
Battlefields Partner~hip Act, ao the Chairman of the 
AineL·ican Heritage Committee, Virginia Department, Regerve 
Officers Association. It is important that Virginia's 
baLLlefield heritage be preserved for future generations. I 
wish to bring the views of reservists who have Berved this 
country on active duty with the military :;crvices, and in 
the peacetime supporting forces, to the attention of this 
subcommittee. 

The Reserve Officers Association (ROA) is a national 
organization of some 100,000 reserve officers, on active 
duty and in reserve status, as well as retired veterans, 
representing all branches of the armed forces. The primary 
objective of tho ROA is to promote policies and support 
measures that will provide adequate national security for 
the. united States. ROA recognizea that national security 
is, in a basic aenae, dependent upon mainLaining national 
pride, loyalty, and patz;·iotism. For this reason the ~OA, at 
its nationetl conventions, has adopted resolutions supporting 
preservation of historic military sites. 

'l'he !{QA resolutions speci!!ically support legislative 
etnd csdminisLL'aLive action at the federal, state, and local 
levels or goverrunent to protect histor·ic mil.l.La.cy sites from 
encroachment. and conversion and encouL·age effort::~ by ltOA' s 
departments and chapters to protect thcoe oiteo. 

Historic military sites, 5uch a~ those identified in 
H.R. 746, are a vital part;. o( our national heritage and 
provide tangible evidence to present and future gonerationE: 
of past sacrifices . As such, historic military sites serve 
as a positive z:·ernindeL· Lo all citizens of today' s duties and 
responsibilities in maintaining a free democracy . 

I therefoz:·e ur·ge the members of the SubcOIMiittee to 
take all measures necessary to protect the Civil War 
Bat.tlerields identified in H.R. 746, the land, associated 
structures, and approache15 fo:r:· th~ lusplrat.lon and 
rededication of the generations to come. Fu~ther, as a 
veL.e r an wi\..11 t.he United States armed forces, I ask the 
Subcommittee to ensure thttt px·opez:· act.lon will be taken to 
identify tmd J,.>L·ut.~CI.. t.hoae .:u:eas within, and adjacent to, 
the::Je battlefieldt:~ wlllch may be the final resting place of 
the honored fallen who are missing in action. 
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Resolution No. 91-51 
(Nation~l Security) 

1l8~:F.I1VE OfFlCl::RS 1\SSOCI/ITION OF 'l'liE UNITJ::O STATES 

Preservation of ~~-•toric Military flits.~ 

\WEREA~, tche preservation and commemoration of war Jnemorials 
atu ao important part of our national heritage; and 

~IEREAS, the encroachment on hi~toric military sites in the 
Ul\ited StOJ tlu: and i t!:l posse6sion!:i c:ond their conversion to in­
du-,t."~:"ia l, cornrne~-cial, ~- e.,itlcntinl, transportation, and other uses 
~r~ d~trimentftl to the promotiun and maintenance of the principles 
of loyalty and patrinti~m; 

NOW, 'l'H!i:REFORE , BE IT RESOLVED, that the Reserv" Offic.,rs 
/l .<:sociation ot the United Stute", chartered by Conyrt!s:>, support 
l~gl~lutive and admini~trative uction et the federal, state, ~nd 
locnl l<>veh: ot government to protect historic military sites from 
encroachment ~nd convcr:>ion and support efforts by <lepartments, 
ch:~pters, and other recognized organizations to protect historic 
militnry ,;itos. 

~~~~~ r~>ncw£ expiring Re&olution 88-l~) 
Adoptetl uy tho N <al:ion<~l Convention 
1!:. .:runa l~!>J. ~ 

~/.~ 1\ttost: 
J::V arlL:Hu 1 tma n 
Mnjor Caner3l, AUS (Ret.) 
N~tlonul Executive Director 
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